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Background 

•  Noise Induced hearing loss (NIHL) affects over 60% of 
all farmers – self reported 

•  44.5% of previous Sustainable Farm Families TM 
participants self reported a hearing difficulty 

•  Feedback at SFF TM workshops 
 
 
 



Background cont’d 
•  Farmers exposed to many different and unique sources of 

noise 
•  Hearing damage caused by prolonged and cumulative 

effects of  noise levels above 85 decibels (dB A)  
•  Instant trauma from peak noise levels above 140 decibels 

(dB C) 
•  Hearing loss has huge consequences both personal and 

social for the person  
•  Farmers as a group are reluctant to seek help due to the 

stigma associated with having a hearing loss 
 



Adapted from the website of 
Australian Hearing, 
http://www.hearing.com.au/ accessed 
2 April 2012 



Background: How much noise is too much 
in one day? 

 
   

Chainsaw    110 dB  1 min 
Impact driver    106 dB  4 min 
Circular saw    100 dB  15 mins 
Power planer      97 dB  30 mins 
Angle grinder      94 dB  1 hr 
Disc sander      91 dB  2 hrs 
Auger        88 dB  4 hrs 
Tractor        85 dB  8 hrs 
4 wheel motorbike     82 dB  16 hrs 
 
These noise levels for the given times 
all give the equivalent noise exposure. 

* Estimates only, the noise levels of individual 
machinery will vary 



Aims 
 
•  To determine the significant sources of noise exposure in 

mixed farming enterprises in Victoria and Queensland 

•  To educate farmers to reduce their noise exposure and in 
turn reduce hearing loss 



Methodology 
Recruitment : Participants 

•  Letter sent to all participants who had participated in 
SFF TM to ask if we could access data 

•  Participants that had identified a hearing loss in a 
previous SFF TM program were invited to be involved 

•  Plain language statement/consent and pre-
questionnaires posted out – participants were asked 
to mail back consent if interested 



Methodology 
Recruitment : Participants 

 
•  A farm noise audit carried out to identify noise levels 

•  Attendance at a one-day workshop including physical health 
assessment, audiogram and education on noise exposure. 

•  Follow-up questionnaires/telephone interview (3 months) 

•  Participants invited to attend follow-up workshop (4-6 
months) 



Recruitment: Participants 

•  Hamilton – 9 participants 
•  Casterton – 9 participants 
•  Wondai, QLD – 7 participants 

•  Next - Colac and Ararat  
 



Victoria Locations 



Queensland locations 



   Dosimeter          Sound level metre (SLM) 



Results: Common Activities 
Task LaEq (dB A) 
Automatic pellet feeder (pigs) 66.8 
Piggery near pens 75.6 
Tractor (in cabin) 77.5 
Bobcat 82.5 
Four-wheel bike 82.8 
Ride-on mower 85.7 
Wool press 86.6 
Auger 88.8 
Angle Grinder 92 
Shearing elbow joint (ear level to 
shearer) 

93.1 
 

Chainsaw 103 



Results – Daily Exposure (n: 24) 
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NOISE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES  

1. Identify noisy tasks 

2. Reduce equipment noise 
 
3. Limit your exposure to loud noise 
 
4. Limit the number of noisy jobs done per day 
 
5. Make hearing protection convenient 
 
6. Wear hearing protection  

 * Class 5 earmuffs (reduces by 26 
dB)  



Participant responses 

•  Participant responses from the Noise control booklets have been 
positive. 

 
“It gives a real guide on our farm noise levels” 

 
“It identifies noise level limits and time limits easily”  

 
“Booklet is more personalized.  We can refer back to it at any time”  

 
“It made me more aware” 



Results 

•  Preliminary results show that the data from the Dosimeters 
was more comprehensive that the sound level metres 

•  Farmers weren’t responsive to the word ‘noise audit’ 
 



Conclusion 
 
•  Integral to the success of the program was the enthusiasm and 

interest of the farming participants.    

•  It is anticipated that realising how they have been affected they in 
turn will take measures to both protect themselves but also others 
from further noise exposures. 



Questions? 


