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“CERTIFICATE OF COMPETENCE IN WORKPLACE NOISE ASSESSMENT®
ITS OPERATION AT THE COLCHESTER INSTITUTE

D G Bull - Colchester Institute

1. INTRODUCTION

This certificate qualification has been devised by the educetion committee
of Institute of Acoustics in response to the proposed new Noise st Work
Regulations from the Heslth and Safety Commission [1]. These regulations
specifically stote the need for e competent perscn, and the guidance notes
accompanying the regulations explain more fully the role of a coempetent
person in carrying out nolse exposure assessments. Hence the certificate
course has been designed 1o meet the needs of personnel from a veriety of
backgrounds, notably health and safety staff, who need to acquire
sufficient knowledge and experience . io carry out such sssessments.

The first courses were operated in May 1988, and subsequently ih October
1988. This paper describes how the course hes Deen developed and delivered
at Colchester, on three occasions

2. SYLLABUS BREAKDOWN

To deliver the course 8t Colchester the syllabus of the Institute of
Acoustics has been broken down into sections for esch day's work as shown
by the summary given in Appendix I. These sections were drawn up to bring
together related subject metfer thet cen be presented as a coherent package
for the day.

Great emphasis is placed on the need to have B very practical approach to
the course. At Colchester this need has been met by: -

a) Building in as much demonstration work 8s possible during the
lectures, to show live the principles involved (see examples later).
This particularly applies to Day 4 where nolse control techniques are
presented as an slmost continuous series of practical demonstrations
directly invelving participation from the delegates.

Devating one wheole day te practicsl nolse measurement snd assessment
exercises, in verious workshop locatieons (Day 3).
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3. 'METROD OF COURSE DELIVERY

Two meodes of attendance hsve been operated:- ]
a) one day per week for 5 weeks
b) one week full time

On each day of attendance, delegates are given a bound set of illustrated
notes. These also include, progressively through the course, tutoriel
problem sheets, mock and previous exsminstion papers, with guldance
solutlons st various stages. ’

DAY 1. d Intr tipn atio

It wess decided wvery positively from the start to carry out all dB
manipuistion work on hand celculaters, rather than rely on a series of
tables and charts. Hence 2 hours is spent introducing the background to,
and methods of, calculation. Although initially some less knowledgesble
candidates have been rather apprehensive at this approach, our experience
has been that they are soon won over once they realise the potential of
the small hand held calculater. In fact thelr enthusiasm for thie spproach
once fully apprecisted has been a very pleasant surprise

Twa other specialist staff (8 physicist and an engineer) contribute to the
delivervy of the technical syllabus

Practical demonstrations used include: -

Waves and their properties - spring models and computer simulations
Audio presentsticn of diffraction, standing waves and beats, frequency
range, direct snd reverberant sound

Scund in dB steps, and as used for demonsirating 'A' welghting:

Hermonic, periodic and broadband noise; octave filtering

L., and equal energy principle on meters and graphs.

Practical instrumentation: operation and perfeormance including time
weightings and alternative presentation of readings

Quick use of FFT sanalyser to show potentisl e.g. compare practical
machine nolse snalysis by octaves, 1/3 octaves, and narrow band.

DAY. 2. Hearing Damsge apd ;: H& S, Regulsti

The regulutioné and their dimplications are covered by a lawyer whe
specialises In noise law.

Practical demonstrations and exercises include:- °

Use of auiomatic sudiometer

Live simulstion of noise induced hearing loss, visual as well a5 sural
{see during paper?

Video depicting hearing dsmage, its social conseguences, and use of
hearing protectors.

Evaluaticn of protection afforded by actusl ear defenders

Discussion on the setting up of a hearing conservation programme

Rating of noise from machines, including the concept of sound power.
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DAY 3. Nglse Measurement. Surveys, and Practical Assessments.

A typical programme for this very practical day is given as Appendix II.

There is a gradual progression from basic measurement exercises and the
plotting of noise contours, te full survey/essessment procedures in
practical workshop situation, with details recorded on suggested model
forms.

Additional and wider experience is cobteined by detailed discussion of some
14 case histories of typical workplace situations.

Day 4. Practice] Systematic Approach to Noise Reduction.

The proposed reguletions and guidance lay great emphasis on the need to
"reduce nolse in the workplace. This dey of the course aims to give an
overall view of reducing noise, so that the competent person is in a
position to give basic advice, and call in specialists as nececsary

The presentation moves loglcally from a basic understanding of nolse
sources, to obvious or common eense methods of reducing nolse, to
attenuating noise at machinery source, and finally to standard techniques
of controlling noise in the transmission path.

The whole presentstion is given as an almost continuous series of practical
demonstrations, with the active participation of the delegates (a few
typical examples will be shown).

Day 5. Revision, Practicel Tests, snd Fipal Exemipetion

Although a few extra nolse control techniques are demonstrated on test rigs
(e.g. snti-vibration mounts, resonance problems etc), most of the morning
is devoted to revision and practical testing as required. The afternocon is
taken up by the Nationsl Examinstion.

TUTORIAL WORK.

Since there is & national examination at the end of this relatively short
course, individual assistance wes coneidered to be essential. In the part
time courses {over a period of five weeks) half hour periods are sllowed at
the end of days 2, 3, and 4 for tutorisle as required.

The full time course 15 concentrated in a much shorter overall time, and

therefore 2 hour tutorisl periods are coffered every evening (days 1,2,3
and 4) to give plenty of suppert in preparing fer the examination.
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PRACTICAL TEST

After careful censideration 1t was decided to conduct these tests in live
workshop situstions, rather than set up "artificial arrangements, for two
reasons. The competent person should be sble to deal with:- -
8} the vagaries of 8 real life test; e.g unexpected happenings and
pracedures
b) the reaction and response of real workers

Three possible modes of operation have been offered: -

1) returning to college workshops after the main examination
i1) taking the test on.the evening or morning prior to the examination
111) taking the test st the candidates normal place of work, by special
arrangement

The marking schedule for this test tAppendix II1> shows the breskdown of
the various iasks.

4. EXPERIENCE OF COURSE
So fer 3 groups of delegates have attended the course:-

a) Part time group of 9, May 1989
b) Part time group of 8, Octcber 1939
c) Full time group of 8, Cctober 1588

The delegates have come from a very diverse range of backgrounds e.g.
industries concerned with manufscturing and services, food processing,
.chemical plant, printing and automobile engineering. Alsc represented were
the lelsure and entertesinment industries, and public bodies such as
government departments, armed services, county councils, and local
authorities

in addition the level of knowledge of individual delegates alsoc varied
drematically. There were those who were almost starting from scretch on
acoustics, end a few who were already professionally qualified, with many
levels of knowledge and experience in between these two extremes. .

This diversity certeinly influenced. the way in which the course was
developed snd delivered. Individual help and assistance was imperative.
Hence the tutorial work was integrsted into the mein programme, snd was all
the more important for the full time course, since the candidetes are faced
with & national examination and practical test after only approx. four
days tuition. The opportunity to sort out individual problems was much
appreciated by the delegates, and directly contributed to the good
examinetion results. This type of assistance should be regerded as an
essential element in the course.
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The practical content alweys stimulated the most reaction, often initiating
discussions which were much more informative than the more stereotyped
question and answer sessions. Case histories of applied principles slsc
created consldersble interest, but the greatest comment inverisbly ceme
from live demonstrations and “"hands on" experience. Hence the practical
content i1s seen as & vital pert course which should be further developed to
increase the national recognition of the course

The practical sssessment test is slso seen as having a very significant
role in determining the reputation of the course. Almost all the
Colchester candidetes elected to take the test st the college, only & very
few requested testing in their own place of work. Whatever the venue of
the test, the fact that a candidete has to carry out an assessient 1in a
practical working situation adds to the ¢redibility of the qualificstien

The reaction to the course and subsequent feedback from the delegates has
been very favourable indeed. The aim will be to build on this success and
to further develop and refine the practicsl approach and methods, to better
peet the very diverse needs of delegetes from many different backgrounds.

8. REFERENCE
Noise st Work Regulations 1989; Heslth snd Sefety Commission, October 1889;
H.M.5.0 :
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COLCHESTER INSTITUTE

3u2£°3 3700 TLCHESTER, ESI) 007 2Ll TILEPHONE: (G295 THIEED A IC206) TENM:
CERTIFICATE ©F COMPETENCE
InN

WORK—=FLACE NOISE ASSESSMENT

C(INSTITUTE OF ACOUSTICS)

FIVE DAY COURSE

A) FRIDAYS 26 JANUARY =+ 23 FEBRUARY 1990 INC. 09:00 - 17:00
’ OR
B) 1 WEEK: 19 -+ 23 FEBRUARY 1920 INC. 09:00 - 17:00

SUMMARY OF COURSE CONTENT

DAY |. BASIC ACOUSTIC CONCEPTS. Principles of sound generaiion snd propagation
properties of waves & fields; range of frequency and level {decibel scale
usage + cslculation); dB(A), L., Bnd noise dosage, octave bend anslysis.

Microphones end signal proceseing:
Types of sound level meters; grades, functions, readouts; dose meters;
usage & calibration; introduction to modern powerful signel anslysers

DAY 2. HEARING AND ITS PROTECTION. Hearing mechanism; types of hearing loss
{ncluding noise induced and }ive simulation. Audiometry. Personal
hearing protection: types, performance and method of selection.

REGULATIONS AND THE LAW. Outline of Heslth A Safety at Work Act
Heslth & Safety Polliey Documents: E.E.C. Directive and H. 5. E,
regulations conceraing the protection of hearing at work

DAY 3. NQISE SURVEYS AND ASSESSMENTS. Procedures and conduct of surveys; check
1i6ts & reports: practical industrisl case studies; drawing up of noise
contours. v L1 in various practicsl workshop
locations. fincluding some additional time on the following daye).

DAY 4. PRACTIGAL SYSTEMATIC APPROACH TQ MOISE REDUCTION. Intreduction to simple
and standard methods of noise attenuvation: principles of reductien at the
seurce of noise, and in the energy transmission path; main types of '
equipment widely used. ¥

n Measurements of the effectiveness of holse control
action. Role oi engineering/technical steff in reducing noise.

DAY 5. REVISION OF PREVIQUS WORK. Extra tuition and prectice as required;
demonsirmtions and/or practical tests

AFTERNOON: NATIONAL WRITTEN EXAMINATION.

PRACTICAL JEST. Mormally this must be carried out within three weeks of the
written examination. It 1s usually performed st this Institute
but cmn be carried out st the work-place of the candidste by
specinl arrangement. He/she will be expectied to demonstrale en
suthoritstive understanding of noise essessment procedure by
planning, executing, end reporting on & short practical exercise.
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPETENCE IN WORK-PLACE NQISE ASSESSMENT

C(INSTITUTE OF ACOUSTICS)
RAY 3, PROGRAMME

ROOM A28 - TECHNOLOGY BLOCK pase Ne.

09: 00 - 09: 45 Besic rules of making messurements - SLM usage |

and good praectice methods (DB)

09: 45 = 10: 45 Measurement exercise - ﬁlatting noise contours 3X

in Lesboratory A28 (DB and AT)

10: 45 - 11: 00 Break - Coffee/Tes -~ Abbeygate Room

11: GO - 11: 30 Noise survey procedures and records (DB) 8
11: 30 - 12: 30 Practicel survey work - variocus college 1§
workshops, mse& in notes. (DB and RM>

1) Metslworking Machine Shop
2) Car Body Shop
12: 30 -~ 13: 30 LUNCH - Abbeygate Room
13: 30 - 14:00 Discussion of given case studies Q4—oFF) 27
PRACTICAL TEST:- 1) Guidelines - see DAY 2 notes
DB 2) Assecsment/Marking Sheet 30
14: 00 - 15: 15 Practical survey work — college workshops, 3

(DB and AT)
Group 1 Fabrication/Welding Shop
Group 2 Woodworking Machine Shop

15: 15 = 15: 30 Tea bresk - Abbeygate Room

15:30 - 16: 30 Practical survey work (continuad) - college &

workshops (DB and RM)
Groups 1 and 2 change over.

16: 30 - 17: 00 Discussions, snd tutorisls ss required
(DB and AT>

PLEASE NOTE: - Included at the back of these notes are: -

a) An additional example of a long examination
question, with solution

b? The previous examination paper of May 1989,

43

47

inc. the formule/dats sheets which are provided

with the exam paper. TRY OUT THE QUESTIONS

Proc.l.C.A. Vol 11 Pan 9 (1989)
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APPENDIX IIT

COLCHESTER INSTITUTE

SUZISIN POLD COUOHESTER. ESSCK 003 ZLL TELEPHONE: (020 FE16E] FAN: 10206 753041
ACOUSTICS, NOISE AND VIBRATION CONTROL SECTION DGB 10789

CERTIFICATE COF COMPETENCE IN WORKPLACE NOISE ASSESSMENT
(INSTITUTE OF ACOUSTICS) -

mﬁsmwmr_m_zﬂnmmm

CANDIDATE' S NAME . Ne.

TEST S1ITE

MARKS
MAX. AWARDED
A) PRACTICAL PART OF TEST

1} Gorrect metting up, checking and calibration, and
operation of measurement equipment/instrumentation. 8

2) Selection of sppropriste memsurement positions and
and measurement times 10

1) Accuracy of the noise meesureaents 10

4

-

The collection of information sbout noise exposure
patterns of work, end machine/equipment operating
conditions 13

S) Approx. estimata of dally exposure level and
satisfactory verbal report 15

B} WRITTEN REPORT

1} Details, of noige measuring equipment, end checks
and calibration procedures 5

2} Noise resdings together with detasile of microphone
positions and messurement times (inc. layout plan of
workeghop, room etc.) 10

3) Estimates of dally nolse exposure levels 16

4) Types of noise sources (machines) and their operating
conditions 7

5) Comments and cbservations o.g. designation of ares,
woaring of hearing protection, use of dose meter,
recommendations for ra-srrengements ef ares,
repiscement with quieter machines,
noise contrel trestments, etc.,ete. 7

TOTALS 160
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THE BACFERIOND TO THE NOISE AT WORK REGUIATIONS 1989

Alan Dove, Health and Safety Bxecutive, London

ACTIVITY BEYCRE 1973

1 Over 250 years ago the hearing damage caused by noisy work was recoy-
nized and ways of minimizing it were wrged 1. In succeeding years periodic
reports appeared, and in 1907 the Cammittee on Compensation for Industrial
Diseases accepted that shiphmilding and boilermaking caused hearing damage,
but recommended that compensation ghould not be paid because the damage did
not prevent a man from contimuing his trade. Until well into this

despite cccasional attempts at noise comtxol 2 the prevailing view among
those with first hand experience of the problem in industry appeared to be
that it was generally known that in some trades hearing would be damaged, but
that "Men are apt to regard tha deafness as inevitable" 3, Ear plugs were
recamended as much for thelr walfare and productivity benefits as for pre-
vention of deafness 4 5, and in the generally less hyglenic conditions of
the time it was understandable that a note of caution should be expressed
about their possible hazards to the wearer 5.

2 Scientifiec concern during the first half of this century was mainly
focussed an muisance to the public, and the impact on efficiency at wark 7.
If hearing loas was memtioned ituasagttohedescribadaslﬁca‘lyaﬂyat
around 100 dB above hearing threshold ° or in extremely noisy activities
such as bollermaking and firing big guns 9.

3 Following the Second Werld War there was a steady growth in scientific
interest. A comnittee appointed by the Minister for Science to consider the
whole range of problems created by nolse thooght it likely, in 1963, that "a
hazardous noise envirament exists in many industries" and recamended steps
to disseminate existing knowledge and advice industry, bat considered knowl-
edge of the problem did not provide a sufficient basis for legislation 10,

The Ministry of Lahour responded by publishing a bocklet on how to recognize
__hamrdamﬁrditimarﬂrmmﬂirgbothparsmlprutectimmﬂmise

4 Following publication of the results of a major study on noise ardd
hearing loss carried cut under the leadership of Burns and Robinson 12 the
muylrﬂ:striﬂllafbﬂﬂ'l Advisory Committee produced a code of practice for
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5 This was notable not anly for its advice on hazardous levels of noise .
andactimthatstundbew:mtnmmlﬂ:arisk,mtmitmﬂw
first official p:blimdmtormnmﬂash‘qlamofmm (lpg) for
all kinds of noise (earlier systems had left considerable scope for doubt
about how exposures canbining, for ecmmple, steady, intermittent and impul-
sive noise were to ba assessed against the recammended standard). This
quicklylmdtoﬂammmimofmtegratirgmtmmbleofmldmthe
mmmmmﬂmuymMmﬁm. The code
has remained the basis for assessmert of industrial conditiens, but will
fmallyhelaidtorstmlJamazymoo,mpamedadwmeanoiseat
Work Requlations 1989. . :

erally achieved the required effect. In a few cases it was necessary to
prosecute firms, resulting in fines of up to £1,800.

7 ety Comission (HSC) has for same time thought that
the law cn noise needs to be reinforced. In 1981 it published draft ragula-
ut /

tions and guidance 14,
the

8 Hearhgdamaqeismlyomofﬂaedeleteriwseffactsattrmm
noise at work., However, its irreversible natire and the now solid body of
avidence on the dose/effect relationship have meant that in recent years
there has been little questicn that this aspect should have priority. Both
ulennupeannixectivearﬂmem9mq\ﬂatiasmﬁmlydimctadatﬂus

preblem.,

9 Use of the wealth of literature to help establish a raticnal approach to
control of the hazard has, however, remained difficult. Administrators who
havetodecidebewamcmﬂictjngadvioemmtslmldhedmeasksmple
ons, such as "What effect will this limit have on the mmber of deaf
pecpleinmmtyorﬂﬁrtyyearstim?",h:tﬂwmmfarftmsimh.
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the years there has been much discussion of the mmber of pecple who

be made *deaf" if any given noise "limit" is enforoed, with attendant

difficulties over hxw deafness is to be defined, and the precise significance

of any legal limit (eg 1s it to be a noise level never to be exceaded, or is
ch same degree of effort will be appliad to prevent

10 Suttan has pointed out that most of the hearing irpairment among pecple
exposed to noise st the 85 and 50 AB(A) levels would in fact be due to the
normal hazards of life rather than the noise 17. This is to be expected
because a comparatively small degree of noise-induced loss added to the
loss expected in a typical industrial population, even without noise expo-
sure, can move a substantial rumber of persons over any ‘fence' arbitrarily
defining significant hearing impairment. However, concentration on the
naber of significantly impaired pecple can also divert attention from the
impact noise has on the state of hearing of the noise—exposed population as a
whole, Not anly does noise increase the mumber of “deaf" pecple, hut it
reduces the mmber who will retain good hearing into old age - imdividuals
whose hearing has been degraded from very good to marely average have also
lost something. Figure 1, for example, 1llustrates the impact on the pro~
portion of a typical industrial population with better than 15 dB and worse
than 30 dB htl {values chosen arbitrarily for the parpose of illustration) at
60 years of age after a lifetime's noisy work.

11 A further camplication when choosing sensible and realistic values for
action in industry is translating scientific data on tha risk created by long
term exposure to any farecast of the industrial consequences of limiting
on a short term basis. The Eurcpaan Directive, like the British
1972 code of practioe, sets action levels of noise based on exposure over a
single day. This tends towards greater safety than would be forecast from
the simplistic assumption that substantial mwbers will receive a lifetime's
exposure at whatever value is set for the action lewvel. If action levels
are made germinely effective the normal tendency for control measures to
reduce actual expoores to a few dBs less than the legally established :
values, cambined with the effects of changes in work over the years should
mean that few if any workers receive a lifetime average exposure equal to the
action levels. The magnitixde of these effects however remains uncertain.

12 Other problens include how far to emphasize perscnal protection as the
most immediately effective way of preventing further damage, or moise reduc-
tion as the most reliable in the long term, and whether measures such as
routine audiametry can be demcnstrated to have a sufficiently direct impact
as a means of prevention to Justify making them a legal requirement.

13 The 1987 proposals, like the Directive, followed the general approach
taken in the 1972 code. Although a mmber of changes were made followirgy

Proc..O.A. Vol 11 Part 9 (1989) 395




Proceedings of the Institute of Acoustics

BACKGROU¥D TO THE NOISE AY WORK REGULATIONS

oonsultation, the 1989 Regulations (sumarized in Table 1) were substantially
unchanged from the propceals. Basic guidance on the regulations was pub-
1iﬂﬂdm16m,tcgeﬂmwithafmeleanatimzududmthe

ments. mmamgmwmmmmmwa

by process
mise,whimmsmoftrnaimsofﬂnls_nwdeofpmcuce. Acousticians
and the I0A can play a useful rcle here. Makers and suppliers of machinary
inpartimlarwillmedtopaymattentimtomise,mtaﬂytomtﬂw
requirement for provision of information at 85 @B{A) hut to meet more the
more for jnformation at 70 AB(A) _to be introduced by
ﬂaaﬂoflwzmﬂerarm:tdjmctivammimxym. Demands for
informtimarﬂmiseomtmlhaﬂtintnmdﬂ:wywﬂlstaaﬂilyhma
wertmmfwyeammﬂﬁmued:vimmialaamuaslagal
hazards for suppliers who ignore this trend.

15 mwesatregxﬂauwmhymm?ﬂnaﬂorﬂam. The

European
riaks“,ardinpmpantimforttﬂsﬂ:al&hasommsimﬁmdmofﬂn
stataofhwleﬂgeofﬂuasyrmgisﬂceffmofmisamﬂmm,ud
of the non-mditory effects. The first of these will be published by the end
of the year 19 and the second should be available during 1990, HSE will
also be assessing the reaction of
soyillpayattmﬂmtomttersﬂntﬂnﬂdhedeﬂtwiﬂiin Eurcpean
review.

16 Anismethatwillmeﬂﬂn‘thermidantimbetmﬂnrwiwhﬂ:e
It

%
g
:
g8
§
g

role that campulscry andiometry might play in the future. is not required
by the regulations, alﬂn@sumspacinlistsinﬂnﬁeldﬂ\hkitdmld
have been. Itismtmsytoestabliﬂzlnafumﬂs&?mﬂimtxymﬂd
contribute to prevention of hearing damage. On tha ane hand, many firms

|
|

al:aadyhavevolmta:ysdmﬁtthgﬂ'nir
health surveillance, which they find beneficial. However, it is uncertain
hmfuﬂnbaetitsmldhemdagamlifﬂapmoeﬂmamm
muvmllymnm,paﬂnpsmtkmwmmofmmfmmﬂmmnd
be difficult (eg because of high labour turmover), or what
benefits would be.

17 Asudyofsmewlwmmmissiaﬁhytmlﬂmfm
atthemtﬂni:minmlesampmtactimturﬂnuplqmagaj:mmm_
civil litigation and education of workers {(which was generally welocmed by

them) . Caments on the proposals in the HSC's 198
views. 'nnnsedisagmein;withmnsimoﬁmmmﬂanddmbtsmrasi-

:
@
%
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mmmmmummmm

bmtyardutﬂityinpartiu.ﬂ.archumtmms including emall firms, and

costruction, agricultural amd quarrying industries.  ‘Those favouring a
dutyratermdminlytnitsvalminp:widirqaarlymhgs proetecting
exployers against bogus claims for hearing damage, its contribution to educa-
tien of noise exposed workerw, and a belief that it ought to be introduced in
any case to satisfy the Directive.

i8 Mimﬂnpariodlaaﬂﬁ'q’toﬂwrwiwpartianar tta-rtimwillneea
to be paid to what should be made of the results of audicmetry,
results are to be use diffiualtcases,arﬂﬂntbmnﬂtscanbe
denonstrated to £l the procechre. It is to be haped that by the time
discussion beging answers to these points will be more available than they

E‘
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exposed average noise exposure from 20 years of age
e : nonoise 85 dB(A) 90 dB(A) 95 dB(A)
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15 to 30 dB htl 30 dB htl and worse
(best hearing) (worst hearing)

FIG 1: EFFECT OF NOISE ON DISTRIBUTION OF GOOD AND POOR
HEARING IN A TYPICAL 60 YEAR OLD INDUSTRIAL POPULATION

NOTES

Data oblained from tables by D W Robinson,
published in HSE Contract Research Report 2/1988

Hearing threshold levels (htl) are averages
of 1,2 and 3 kHz

anuo.lor 15 dB hil and betier/85 dB(A) is
exirapolated from Robinson's tables

The population is assumed {o have equal numbers
of males and females working at the given levels
of daily personal noizce exposure from 20 to 60
years of age :
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TABLE 1

Action required where Lgp o s Likely to be: - b low 85 decn) [ 90 dB(A)
(see note 1 below) & dB(A) | or more | or more
{27
ELUGR'E BUTIES

ASSESSWENT OF MOISE EXPOSURE
Nolse ssseasments to be msde by 8 Competent Person. (Reg &)

Record of sssessments to be kept until & new one Is sede. (Reg 5)

Reduce exposure by means other than esr pr s o8 far == Ly practicabl (Reg T

PROVISICN OF IMFORMATICN VO WORKERS
Provide adequate informetion, instruction snd training sbout risks to hesring, what esployess

should to to minimise risk, how they can obtaln ssr protectors if they are exposed betwesn
85 and 90 dB(A), snd their obligstions under the Regulations. (Reg 10(1)(s})

Mark ear protection zores with notices, 5o fer ss ressonably practicable. (Reg 10(13(b))

Ensure so far s is practicsble that protectors are:-

- provided to employees who sek for them (Reg M

a
- provided to sll exposed (Reg B(2))

» maintained and repaired (Reg FCIMBY)
= used by all exposed (Reg 9C1Ma))

Ensure 80 far ss ressonebly practicsble that all who go into » merked ser protection
1one Use ear protectors. (Reg 10(IC1T))

MALNTEWANCE MD USE OF ESRIPMENT
Ensure so far ae i practicsble that:-

- all equiment provided under the Regulations is used, except for the ser

PR

e

e N\ N\

NN

protectors provided between 85 and 90 dB(A). theg $(1)(0))
- ensure sll equipment s meintained. (Reg B(1)(b)
ENPLOYEES DUTIES

$o far e is procticable:-
- use esr protectors (Rep 9(2))
- use sy other protective equipment (Reg P(2))

- report any defects discoverad to his esployer (Reg P(2))

WACHIME WAKER'S AND BUPPLIERS PUVIER

{vrwidc informstion on the noise Likely to be perarated (Reg 11)

‘/
i
s

NN

WOTES: (1) The dB(A) sction levels sre values of daily persorml exposure to nofse {Lpgp .

{23 ALL the sctions indicated st 90 dB{A) sre also required uhere the peak sound pressure is at

or sbove 200 gPs (140 dB re 20 pPs).

(1) This requirement spplies to all who enter the zones, even if they do not stey long enough

to receive an exposure of 90 B(A) Lgp g-
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THE TRADB.UNION RESPONSE TO THE NOISE AT WORK REGULATIONS

"

Steve Rabson

General Municipal Boilermakers and Allied Trades Union
Thorne House, Ruxley Ridge, Claygate, Esher, Surrey KT10 0TL

Noise, as we know, is probably the most widespread and
underestimated of industrial hazards, with about 1 million
workers exposed to levels above 90 AB(A), and 2 million
workers exposed to levels above 84 dB(A).

We have no way of knowing what it must be like to suffer reduced
hearing. We can simulate hearing loss and in so doing are made
aware of the sensation of hearing loss, but we cannot possibly
understand what it must be like to hear those muffled sounds all
of the time. I can't begin to understand the misery of not being
able to hear the conversation and the jokes of friends in the
pub. What must it be like to cause arguments at home because you
need the stereo or television turned up so loud, and what it must
be like to be treated as stupid or ignorant when, in reality,
they just can't hear what is geing on?

While we cannot understand that suffering, we do know that it has
affected a significant percentage of the estimated 2 million
workers to which ‘I have just referred. It can therefore be seen
that we have a serious problem. I doubt that anybody would
disagree with that. I suspect there would also be general
agreement if I were to suggest that the problem has existed

since the onset of the industrial revolution.

I would therefore like to ask a two part gquesticn. Part (a),
'Why has it taken until 1989 to introduce some sort of
legislation to protect people from this hazard?' and Part (b),
'Would we now have even this legislation if it had not been for
the 1986 European Directive?' Unfortunately time will not allow
me to dwell on that question, and I will therefore leave it for
you to ponder. 1In the meantime I will direct my attention to the
content and effect of the Noise at Work Regulations 1989, 1In
doing so-I will restrict myself to the follewing points.

1. How acceptable are the Noise at Work Regulations 19897 and

2. How effectively will these regulations be introduced and
policed?
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T will then briefly conclude by reflecting on the next move
after their introduction in 1990.

First then, how acceptable is the legislation? And I helieve we
can only answer that guestion at this stage by making the
assumption that they will be introduced fully and applied
vigorously.

In my opinion, the best way of viewing the acceptability, or
otherwise, of these regulations, is to put the most important
of the regulations, cne at a time, under close scrutiny.

the first of these of any importance, is regulation 4.

This states that whenever there is the likelihood of employees
being exposed to 85 dB(A) or above, or the peak action level of
200 pascals or above, then a competent person should carry out
an assessment for the purposes of:

(a) identifying which of his employees are so exposed; and

(b} of providing him with certain information in order to
comply with regulations 7, 8, 9 and 11.

This shall be reviewed when there is reason to suspect that the
assessment is no longer valid, or there has been a significant
change in the work to which the assessment relates. If the
re-assessment brings new evidence to light which makes any
current practises unlawful, then change would be reguired in
order that the regulations once more apply.

An assessment can, of course, be extremely useful and I am
pleased to see that the HSE have moved in that direction with
recent legislation, but of itself the assessment does not
reduce noise. It can highlight problems and is far better than
waiting for deafness claims and then introducing ear muffs.

But the point about assessments not reducing neoise levels is
etill valid. This is also true of regulation 5, which talks

of keeping records of the assessment. Once more an essential
regulation, but one which again dces not of itself reduce

noise levels.

1 hope that I have made the point clearly. There is nothing
wrong with regulations 4 and 5. If they were not in the
regulations, I would be arguing for their introduction, and
would go so far as to argne that they are central to the rest
of the regulation, for without an assessment, and without a
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record of that assignment, it is difficult to progress very far
with a campaign of nocise reduction. However, the strength of
the regulations, the levels that noise can be reduced to, are
contained elsewhere.

Let us now turn to regulaticn 6. This states that "every
employer shall reduce the risk of damage to the hearing of his
- employees from exposure to noise to the lowest level reascnably
practicable". A fairly unambiguous regulation. It talks of
reducing the riek of damage rather than reducing noise levels,
and in so doing clearly suggests that the use of defenders is
acceptable. This is cause for concern. We know that hearing
loss occurs when workers are exposed to levels of less than
90 dB(A) or even 85 4B(A). We also know that defenders cften
do net do the job for which they are made. I believe GMB will
therefore have to pursue future legal cases where employers have
abided by regulation 6 and where my members still end up deaf.
And that assumes that the regulation will be effective. My own
view is that it will not, and certainly not in the near future.

Let us now turn to regulation 7 which states that:

"Every employer shall, when any of his employees is likely to
be exposed to the second acticn level or above or to the peak
action level or abeve, reduce, so far as is reasonably
practicable (other than by the provision of personal ear
protectors), the exposure to noise of that employee."

On first reading, I thought that this was the regulation that
would force levels down to 90 dB(A)}, but that ie c¢learly not
what it says. What it does say is that if levels are above

90 dB(A)} then you have a duty to reduce those levels to as low
as is reasonably practicable. So an employer can carry out an
assessment, discover levels in excess of 90 dB(A), conduct an
extensive maintenance programme, write to manufacturers asking
for relevant information, and all else that a reasonable
employer would be expected to do, and perhaps even achieve a
reduction in noise levels, but still to a level above 90 dB{A).

If this is the case then we need to ask whether or not the
employer has achieved anything, and, I suppose, we would need to
answer YES. But if we ask whether enough has been achieved, then
what is the answer? 1In law the answer is presumably YES. In my
eyes, the answer must be an emphatic NO. We need as a very
minimum, an absolute duty to reduce to 90 4AB(A) with a clause
stating that the regulation will be waived where, for technical
reasons 90 dB(A} is not possible, rather than this sort of get
out clause. .
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1 wonder how many of you are surprised by that? I wonder how
many of you thought that our new regulations impose a definite
90 dB(A} limit? That certainly is the way that people have been
talking. It is most certainly not the way that I believe the
regulations read. In allowing for ear defenders to beé issued
for noise levels above 90 dB(A) or 200 pascals, regulation 8(2)
clearly cenfirms that my reading of regulation 7 is correct.

It seems then that the main provisions of the regulations can be
boiled down to this: If you think that the workplace is noisy.,
carry out an assessment. If the assessment shows some areas
above 85 dB(A), then employers must provide ear defenders

if workers ask for them. At B85 dB(A)} there are alsc a number of
duties concerning information and training and a number of
reasonably practicable duties pulled from general health and
safety legislation.

If there are also levels in excess of 90 dB(A), then there is a
duty to provide ear defenders along with ear protection zones in
which to wear them. Noise levels must previcusly have been
reduced by means other than the use of ear defenders to as far
as is reasonably practicable.

As a representative of 850,000 people, most of whom will be
affected by these regulations, I hope you will excuse me if I
appear not to be too excited at the prospect of their
introduction. Over 100 years the GMB has waited for these
regulations. We should be rejoicing. We should be contacting
our activists and informing them that after a long and valiant
battle against noise, we have won at last. In reality I am
informing them that we have taken a very small first step on
what now appears to be a much longer road than we thought,

The regulations will, of course, lead to reduced noise levels
in some workplaces and therefore the amount of suffering of some
working people, but they will not do it by much, they certainly
will not do it by encugh, and they will not do it in those
workplaces that really need reductions.

Those are the eriticisms that I have of the regulations that we
have got. Now I want to turn my attention to the regulations
that I believe we ought to have. BAnd here I will restrict my
comments to the differences which exist between our regulations
and the Buropean Directive. Legislation which, in itself was
clearly weakened by employer and government pressure. Firstly,
I want to look at the difference between Section 1l of our
requlations and Article 5 of the Directive.
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Article 5(2)(b) states that where levels exceed 90 dB{A)

"workers and their representatives ..... shall receive adeguate
information on the excess level and on the measures taken
pursuant to subparagraph (a}"

where subparagraph (a) states that

"the reasons for the excess level shall be identified and the
employer shall draw up and apply a programme of measures of a
technical nature and/or of organisation ¢f work with a view to
reducing as far as reascnably practicable the exposure of
workers to noise;"

The intention of this is clearly that workers should be fully
informed about managerial decisions concerning the noise
reduction programmes, both technically and organisationally.

Let us now lock at Section ll of our regulations. This states
that if noise levels exceed B85 dB(A) or 200 pascals, then
employers will need to be provided with adequate information,
instruction and training ons

* {(a) the risk of damage tc that employee's hearing that such
exposure may cause;

(b} what steps that employee can take to minimise that risk:

{c} the steps that that employee must take in order to
obtain the personal ear protectors referred to in
regulation 8(1); and

{d) that employee's obligations under these regulations.”

The clear intenticn here is to tell workers that there is some
hazard that they can get over by cbeying company directives
concerning ear defenders.

Let us take a look at those four points again. Firstly you have
to tell employees of the risk of damage to their hearing that
exposure to noise may cause, and secondly, you have to tell
employees what steps they can take to minimise that risk.

You must then tell them of the steps that they must take in order
to cbtain their ear protectors. Finally, you must inform them
of their obligations under these regulations.
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Allow me to translate this intc the language of the average
company:

You should be careful, its noisy out there, But don't worry.

just wear a pair of ear defenders and you will be QK. You can
get defenders from the stores. And by the way, if I catch you
without them on, you will be for the high jump. ‘

That may have sounded like a flip comment, but the difference
between the intent of the Eurcpean Directive and its
interpretation into the Neoise at Work Regulations is a perfect
example of the contempt that government and business shows for
its workforce. .o

A further and related point worthy of mention is Article 6(3) of
the European Directive. This states that where the provision of
ear defenders is necessary, the models should be chosen in
association with the workers concerned. I assure you that you
will not find a similar reference in our regulations.

I am forced to ask what it is that British industry could be

so scared about. Are there stores managers and health and
safety officers up and down the country witless with worry that
the shop steward might find out where they buy their protective
clething and what standards that clothing meets before it comes
into the workplace?

Has anyone ever costed the price to industry of all the materials
in stores not worn by the workers because they were never
consulted and as a result is unfit for the purposes for which

it was bought? Which company hasn't had a long running debate
over protective clothing, where the management purchase only to
£ind that no one will wear the protective clothing, so that it

is ultimately necessary to consult? What a waste of time, money
and effort.

My second point with respect to the Eurcopean Directive is cause
for even greater concern. It centres around the cynical
interpretation that the government have put on Article 7 of the
Directive, which gives noise-exposed workers the right to
hearing tests as part of a hearing conservation programme.

The Article states that:
"Whe' ¢ it is not reasonably practicable to reduce the daily

personal noise sxposure of a worker to below 85 dB(A), the
work.r exposed shall be able to have his hearing checked by a
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doctor or, ...... if judged necessary ........ by a specialist."

The directive has three other major points which can be
summarised as ensuring that the tests are carried out so that
hearing loss is properly diagnosed and future preservation of
hearing is possible. Doctors or specialists should advise on
preventative or protective measures that should, in future, be
applied. ’

Annex II to the European Directive furthermore states that these
checks should, where appropriate, comprise an initial
examination, to be carried out before or at the beginning of
exposure to noise, and regular examinations at intervals which
are commensurate with the seriousness of the risk and are
determined by the doctor.

I think this is impressive, I -think it is a positive approach
to the identification and eradicatien of noise and noise
induced hearing leoss. Our government's response has been to
tell us that the NHS is capable of dealing with Article 7.
This, of course, is nonsense. The NHS have the capacity to
carry out 18,000 audiometric tests every year. To comply with
Article 7. it will be necessary to test every new entrant to a
petentially noisy industry. That figure alone, as well we know,
is far higher than 18,000. It is then necessary to include
every worker who is presently exposed to levels above 85 dB(A),
and that ia about 2 million. Even If audiometric tests are only
carried out every five years, it can still be seen that we are
not being expected to swallow a lie, a damn lie, or even a
statistic, but rather a cynical abuse of government privilege.

0f course I have so far only dealt with the problems of numbers.
It is also necessary to discuss the approach. Annex II talks of
testing workers before they begin work in a noisy environment.

I do not know if you are aware of the likely response of going
to your GP and asking for a pre-employment audiometry test, but
I can imagine that it will seldom be met positively, while the
possibility of the NHS meeting preventive needs of this kind is
well beyond the capability of the present system,

As I say, there is clearly no intention of abiding by the
European Directive. In answer to my question "how acceptable
are the Noise at Work Regulations?" I have to say that for me
and my members they are not at all acceptable. 2aAnd I am even
forced to wonder whether they leave themselves open to a
European legal challenge. ‘
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The second point that I said I would address concerns the
guestion of whether the regulations are likely to be intrcduced
properly and effectively. You will not be surprised to hear
that I think they will not.

The government have not promised any extra resources for these
fegulations even though noise is recognised as the most
widespread workplace hazard; even though the HSE also have to
deal with the implementation of COSHH as well as these new
regulations, and even though they are already understaffed by
20% on a 1979 base. : .

Finally, I said I would loock into the future. John Cullen, at
the HSE press launch last month said that these regulations
were a starting point, and that by 1934 the Europeans would want
further legislation and that we would be looking to that
legislation to see what further improvements we can make.

At first I thought that this was a positive step. The present
regulations might be problematic, but at least it would not be
very long before we saw further progress.

But the more I thought about his comments, the less happy I
became. Why, I wondered, are we not dictating the pace of
Eurcopean legislative change instead of waiting to be told what
the next move will be? Why are we not saying that we demand a

£ dp(A) reduction on both action levels in 1994 and another

5 dB{A) by 1996 or 19977 And why are we not at the forefront of
demanding a maximum general level and a maximum peak level

above which no employee will be exposed except in certain highly
regulated circumstances?

That effectively concludes my paper. At this stage if I were
talking to a group of workers, I would be urging you to return
to your workplaces and fight for the lowest achievable noise
levels, and possibly suggest that you write to MPs and others
so that the plight of those whose hearing is affected by noise
at work is not forgotten. .

But, of course, I have the ear not of those who may suffer noise
at work, but of the opinion formers as far as noise is concerned.
I know that in the course of the next two days you will hear
papers arguing, ameong other things, that the attenuation levels -
of ear defenders are inaccurate, and that the way we calculate
noise levels is flawed.
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These may be academic debates, but to my members the success

of the more radical or challenging papers at this type of event
could mean the difference between sharing the joke and being
the brunt of it.

I urge you to make the HSE not only sit up and listen, but also
to act in such a way that noise induced deafness can start to
become a thing of the past in the immediately forseeable future,
rather than at the end of a very long and very dim tunnel.

Thank you.
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