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Abstract: The construction and transport sectors are the industries with the highest proportions of
workers exposed to vibrations in the European Union. Heavy equipment vehicle (HEV) drivers often
perform operations on different uneven surfaces and are exposed to whole body vibration (WBV)
on a daily basis. Recently, a new version of ISO 2631-5 was published. However, since this new
method required as input the individual exposure profile and the acceleration signals recorded on
more surfaces, limited studies have been carried out to evaluate HEV operations according to this
standard. The objectives of this study were to assess the WBV exposure using the methods defined in
ISO 2631-1:1997 and ISO 2631-5:2018 and to compare the obtained health risk assessments between
drivers with different anthropometric characteristics. For this purpose, two drivers were selected and
a field measurement campaign was conducted. Regarding short-term assessment, results showed
that VDV was the most restrictive method with exposure levels above the exposure action limit value,
while SA

d indicated that the same exposures were safe for the worker. With respect to long-term
assessment, Risk Factor RA showed that the driver with the highest body mass index was the only
one who exceeded the low probability limit of adverse health effects.

Keywords: whole-body vibration; ISO2631-1:1997; ISO2631-5:2018; Heavy equipment vehicles

1. Introduction

The second European Survey of Enterprises on New and Emerging Risk (ESENER-II)
revealed that 70.9% of workers claim to be regularly exposed to physical agents at their
workplace [1]. Among these agents, mechanical vibration is one of the physical risks to
which workers are commonly exposed. However, statistically significant differences were
found among sectors in relation to this exposure, with the highest proportions of workers
exposed to vibration at least one quarter of the time being in the Construction and Transport
sector (45%) and in the Agriculture and Industry sector (42%) [2].

In these industries, driving heavy equipment vehicles (HEV) exposed workers to
whole-body vibrations (WBV) on a daily basis [3–7]. Vibrations are mainly transmitted
to the driver’s body through the vehicle seat and the cabin floor [8,9]. In fact, since HEV
drivers often perform activities on different types of surface (e.g., off-road, unpaved road,
tarmac road, etc.), they are frequently exposed to higher levels of WBV and mechanical
shocks [10–12]. The WBV exposure may last for long periods of time (6–7 h) during
operations such as transport of materials, earth-moving, demolition processes, etc., and,
therefore, it may involve a high risk to the worker’s health [13].

Several epidemiological studies have evidenced a relationship between long-term
exposure to WBV and the occurrence of musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs), such as low back
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pain [14–16], sciatica [17], neck pain [18,19], degenerative changes in the lumbar spine [20],
and other disorders such as cognitive/motor impairment. In fact, Costa et al. [21] found
evidence of cognitive/motor impairment as a result of WBV exposure. MSDs are a cause
of concern due to their impact on individual workers’ health, the social costs to European
countries and the economic impacts on the enterprises [22]. Indeed, the first finding
report published by the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (EU-OSHA)
about the ESENER 2019 reveals that MSDs are one of the biggest concerns for European
workplaces [23,24].

In this context, the European Union defined minimum levels of worker protection to
WBV exposure in order to control this risk in the workplace. Directive 2002/44/EC [25]
states that the method to be used for the assessment of WBV exposure is the daily exposure
A(8) or the highest vibration dose value (VDV), which are defined in the ISO 2631-1:1997
standard [26]. Directive 2002/44/CE also lays down the daily exposure action value (EAV)
and the daily exposure limit value (ELV) for WBV exposure. However, the risk assessment
in both methods and the limit values are limited to short-term exposure (over a day)
and do not consider the cumulative effects of long-term WBV exposure. Since previous
research has highlighted that cumulative exposure to WBV is one of the leading risks for
the development of low back disorders [27,28], safety managers should be mindful of this
constraint. Furthermore, the recent study conducted by Bovenzi et al. [29] pointed out that
there is some evidence that the EU exposure limit values are excessive; so much so that
WBV exposure beneath these limit values is associated with an elevated risk of low back
pain. In addition, drivers with high body mass index (BMI) belong to the high-risk group,
since previous research found that overweight and obesity increasing the risk of lumbar
disc degeneration [30,31].

Nevertheless, there are other methods defined in ISO standards that can be applied in
a complementary manner for the assessment of WBV exposure. In this case, since driving
HEVs involves exposure to vibrations containing multiple shocks, the method defined in
ISO 2631-5:2004 [32] may be considered as a complementary method to specifically assess
this type of exposure. In contrast to ISO 2631-1, the method described in this standard
includes the Factor R, which is used to assess the adverse health effects of long-term
whole-body multiple-shock exposure and is calculated sequentially, taking into account the
increasing age (and reducing strength) of the worker as the exposure time increases. This
standard has recently been revised and the ISO 2631-5:2018 [33] has been released. This
new version of the standard defines assessment methods that also include the posture and
the anthropometric variables of the driver.

Previous research has studied WBV exposure according to the methods defined in ISO
2631-1:1997 and ISO 2631-5:2004 [34–38]. Indeed, Eger et al. [39] pointed out a discrepancy
regarding the presence of health risks and that the health guidance boundaries stated
in ISO 2631-5:2004 had to be revised. In this context, the new version of the ISO 2631-5
published in 2018 has modified the model used to calculate the equivalent of compressive
dose, but the health guidance boundaries remained the same as those previously defined
in the 2004 version of this standard. However, very limited research has been conducted
using the method defined in the ISO 2631-5:2018 standard due to the short time that has
elapsed since its publication. Therefore, this study proposes to overcome this research
gap. In this sense, the objective of this study is (1) to assess the risk associated with typical
operations performed with a HEV, based on the methods defined in ISO 2631-1:1997 and
2631-5:2018; (2) to analyse the methods defined in the standards to determine whether the
criteria predict the same level of health risk, and (3) to compare WBV exposure for two
drivers with different anthropometric characteristics during operations performed on roads
with different surface unevenness.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Measurement of WBV and Field Test

Participants were selected from a convenience sample of professional HEV drivers
from companies in the study area. Two drivers were selected with experience in driving
HEVs (both with more than 20 years of professional experience in this type of activity),
which is especially relevant in the calculation of the adverse effects of cumulative exposure
to WBV. In addition, the selected drivers had a significantly different BMI, so that the health
effects under two different conditions could be compared (this is a characteristic considered
in the method defined in ISO 2631-5:2018) (Table 1). The participants provided information
on their work experience (first year of WBV exposure, daily—annual exposure duration
and years of WBV exposure).

Table 1. Characteristics of drivers.

Driver D1 D2

Age 48 years 59 years
Height 1.85 m 1.73 m
Weight 120 kg 73 kg

BMI 35.1 kg/m2 24.4 kg/m2

Mean daily exposure duration to WBV 4 h 4 h
Mean annual exposure duration to WBV 150 days/year 150 days/year

Age at first year of WBV exposure 20 years 20 years
Exposure duration to WBV 28 years 39 years
Posture Group (ISO 2631-5) 3 3

The HEV selected for the field test was a tractor. Both participating drivers are familiar
with the operation of this type of vehicle. The vehicle characteristics are shown in Table 2.
According to Regulation No. 167/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council [40],
this vehicle is classified as Class II Category A.

Table 2. Characteristics of the vehicle.

Dimensions Characteristics

Weight 3800 kg Power 78 kW
Wheelbase 2.26 m Cylinder 4

Length 4.19 m Front tyre 7.50-18
Width 2.05 m Rear tyre 13.6R38

Height (cab) 2.26 m

The field test was carried out in Porcuna (Spain) (37◦52′11′′ N, 4◦11′14′′ W). Prior to
the definition of the test, several drivers of this type of vehicle working in the area were
interviewed. Based on the obtained information, a typical work cycle for this type of driver
was identified. As a result of this process, a route was selected for the field test. The
selected route was representative of the complete work cycle and comprises different types
of surfaces. Previous studies have shown that the magnitude of WBV transmitted to the
driver is influenced by the characteristics of the road surface [41–43]. The route layout and
the different surfaces are shown in Figure 1. The route had a length of 10.5 km, comprising
1.5 km off-road, 3 + 2.5 km of unpaved road (two different types were considered) and
3.5 km of tarmac road. The sections of each type of surface were selected to obtain a
representative sample of WBV exposure during a working day. This experimental design
has been used in previous studies about WBV exposure assessments [9,34,39,44].
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Figure 1. Route selected for field test.

Several operational aspects were considered prior to the start of the field test. Tractors
are widely used in different operations and these activities often require the use of inter-
changeable towed machinery or a trailer. In this research, the tractor used a trailer while
the measurements were being carried out. Another important aspect considered was the
speed. Two factors were considered in order to set the speed limits during the performance
of the field test: the maximum forward speed according to the surface conditions and the
maximum legal speed allowed for the vehicle on the road. Therefore, in order to charac-
terise the speed on each surface, an experimental campaign was carried out prior to the
field test. The obtained results are shown in Figure 2.

On the basis of the above criteria, in the case of off-road driving, the unevenness of
this surface requires a limited speed to be maintained in order to ensure the safety of the
driver. Consequently, the speed limit was set between 5 and 10 km/h on this type of surface.
On unpaved roads, the speed range increases as the surface is more regular than in the
previous case. However, since these types of roads can have a wide variety of roughness
conditions, this category was divided into two: unpaved road I (high roughness surface),
where the speed ranges between 10 and 15 km/h, and unpaved road II (low roughness
surface), where the speed ranges between 15 and 25 km/h. Finally, the mean forward
speed of the tractor on tarmac roads is higher than on other surfaces (from 20 to 25 km/h).
However, it should be noted that the legal speed limit for tractors is 25 km/h when using a
trailer or interchangeable towed machinery.
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Once the field test procedures were defined, each driver repeated the pre-defined
route three times. The test was carried out on weekdays between 8:00 and 10:00 to ensure
homogeneous traffic conditions. The set of conditions was the same for the two drivers
in order to compare the WBV exposure associated with activities with the same extrinsic
factors (including same type of surface, vehicle and forward speed).

2.2. Analysis of WBV Exposure

The methods defined in ISO 2631-1:1997 and ISO 2631-5:2018 have been applied in
this study in order to assess the level of WBV exposure. Since the aim of this study is to
analyse the prediction of health risk associated with HEV activities, methods that assess
other types of activities (e.g., high speed marine craft operations) or use other evaluation
criteria (e.g., comfort) have not been considered. The procedures of both standards are
described in the following sections.

2.2.1. ISO 2631-1:1997

The ISO 2631-1:1997 standard defines the root mean square value A(8) method and
the Vibration Dose Value (VDV) method. The A(8) is calculated based on the weighted
root mean square acceleration (rmsw). The rmsw value of the weighted acceleration was
calculated according to Equation (1). The VDV is calculated based on the fourth power of
the weighted acceleration. The vdvw value of the weighted acceleration was calculated
according to Equation (2).

aw =

 1
T

T∫
0

a2
w(t)dt

1/2

(1)

vdvw =

 T∫
0

a4
w(t)dt

1/4

(2)

where aw is the weighted acceleration at time t (ms−2) and T is the duration of the mea-
surement (s). The frequency weighting filter Wd is used for the x and y axes, and the Wk is
used for the z axis.

The value of the daily exposure normalised to 8 h for method A(8) and VDV is
calculated according to Equations (3) and (4), respectively.

A(8) = kx,y,z∗rmsw

√
Texp

T0
(3)
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VDV = kx,y,z∗vdvw
4

√
Texp

Tmeas
(4)

where k denotes the multiplication factor defined for each axis (kx,y =1.4 and kz = 1), Texp
is the measurement duration, T0 is the reference duration of 8 h, and Tmeas is the daily
duration of vibration exposure.

2.2.2. ISO 2631-5:2018

This standard defines two exposure regimes: one for severe conditions and one for
less severe conditions. In this research, the less severe conditions method has been used
for the assessment of WBV exposure. This method is indicated for exposures to WBV
without free-fall events and where the subject remains seated throughout the measurement.
This method uses as input the acceleration measured (x, y and z axes) at the seat surface
(minimum). However, accelerations measured at the backrest, feet and hands can also be
used.

These accelerations are used to calculate the compressive force between the vertebrae
from transfer functions of a biomechanical model. These transfer functions depend on the
posture, body mass and body mass index (BMI) of the driver. In addition, the method
needs to include the historical vibration exposure (first and last year of exposure, exposure
pattern per day and year).

The SA (MPa) compression dose is calculated for each disc level of the lumbar spine
(T12/L1, L1/L2, L2/L3, L3/L4, L4/L5 and L5/S1, see Figure 3) according to Equation (5):

SA =

[
∑

i

(Cdyn,i

B

)6
]1/6

(5)

where Cdyn,I (N) is the sum of the peak compressive forces acting on the vertebral endplate
and B (mm2) is the area of each disc level of the lumbar spine (T12/L1 = 1460 mm2,
L1/L2 = 1520 mm2, L2/L3 = 1580 mm2, L3/L4 = 1590 mm2, L4/L5 = 1600 mm2 and
L5/S1 = 1550 mm2).

The equivalent daily compressive dose SA
d (MPa) of the lumbar spine is calculated

with Equation (6):

SA
d =

(
∑

j
SA6

j
td,j

tm,j

)1/6

(6)

where SA
j is the dynamic compressive stress of the lumbar spine due to vibration exposure

to condition j, td,j is the time period of the daily vibration exposure to condition j and tm,j is
the time period over which SA

j has been measured.
Finally, the risk factor RA for each disc level is calculated according to Equation (7):

RA =

 n

∑
i=1

(
SA

d N1/6
i

SA
u,i − SA

stat,i

)6
1/6

(7)

where SA
d is the constant daily compressive dose; i is the year counted; Ni is the number of

exposure days per year i; n is the number of exposure years; SA
u,i is the ultimate strength

of a lumbar vertebra in a person of age (b + i) years, with b being the age at which the
exposure started; SA

stat,i is the mean value of the compressive-decompressive force divided
by the area of a vertebra endplate B (mm2) for year i.

SA
u,i is calculated according to Equation (8):

SA
u,i = 6.765024 MPa− 0.067184 (b + i) (8)
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2.2.3. Health Guidance Caution Zone (HGCZ)

Table 3 shows the limits stated in Directive 2002/44/EC for an eight-hour exposure
reference period. ISO 2631-5:2018 defines the limits for the probability of an adverse health
effect of exposure to vibration.

Table 3. Health guidance caution zone.

ISO 2631-1:1997/Directive 2002/44/EC ISO 2631-5:2018

Exposure Limit Values and Action Value Probability of an Adverse Health Effect

Exposure Action
Value (EAV) A(8) = 0.50 ms−2 VDV = 9.10 ms−1.75

Low SA
d < 0.50 MPa RA < 0.80

Moderate
SA

d > 0.50 MPa RA > 0.80

Exposure Limits
Value (ELV) A(8) = 1.15 ms−2 VDV = 21.00 ms−1.75

SA
d < 0.80 MPa RA < 1.20

High SA
d > 0.80 MPa RA > 1.20

2.3. Measurement Equipment

The SV38 (SVANTEK) tri-axial seat pad accelerometer was used to measure the acceler-
ation transmitted between the seat and the driver. This accelerometer measures the signal in
the x- (front-to-rear), y- (left-to-right) and z- (buttocks-to-head) axes. The acceleration signal
was recorded according to the ISO 2631-1:1997 and ISO 2631-5:2018 standard. Additionally,
the position of the vehicle was registered by a Global Positioning System (GPS). The signals
were post-processed with Matlab® software (MathWorks, Natick, MA, USA).
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3. Results
3.1. Analysis According to ISO 2631-1:1997 and Directive 2002/44/EC

The results obtained using the methods defined in ISO 2631-1:1997 for driver 1 and 2
are shown in Tables 4 and 5, respectively.

Table 4. Summary of data obtained from driver 1 according to ISO 2631-1:1997, method A(8).

Surface No. rmswx (ms−2) rmswy (ms−2) rmswz (ms−2) A(8)
——-
A(8)

S1
#1 0.51 0.39 0.49 0.50

0.43#2 0.41 0.33 0.47 0.41
#3 0.39 0.30 0.45 0.38

S2
#1 0.37 0.38 0.59 0.42

0.44#2 0.37 0.38 0.61 0.43
#3 0.36 0.41 0.67 0.48

S3
#1 0.36 0.39 0.66 0.47

0.43#2 0.35 0.40 0.62 0.44
#3 0.32 0.34 0.54 0.38

S4
#1 0.18 0.21 0.38 0.27

0.26#2 0.14 0.19 0.36 0.25
#3 0.14 0.21 0.36 0.26

Table 5. Summary of data obtained from driver 2 according to ISO 2631-1:1997, method A(8).

Surface No. rmswx (ms−2) rmswy (ms−2) rmswz (ms−2) A(8)
——-
A(8)

S1
#1 0.48 0.43 0.63 0.47

0.55#2 0.40 0.35 0.38 0.40
#3 0.79 0.65 0.56 0.78

S2
#1 0.36 0.41 0.73 0.51

0.52#2 0.39 0.46 0.47 0.45
#3 0.42 0.59 0.52 0.58

S3
#1 0.33 0.34 0.58 0.41

0.46#2 0.37 0.42 0.40 0.41
#3 0.47 0.55 0.52 0.54

S4
#1 0.22 0.25 0.40 0.28

0.37#2 0.27 0.42 0.37 0.42
#3 0.20 0.41 0.29 0.40

* Bold numbers indicate that the value is higher than the EAV.

From these results, it can be observed that operations on the S1, S2 and S3 surfaces
provide the highest exposure dose for both drivers. It should be noted that, in the case of
driver 2, the exposure dose on surfaces S1 and S2 exceeds the EAV limit value stated in
Directive 2002/44/EC (A(8) = 0.5 ms−2).

Regarding the VDV method, Tables 6 and 7 show the results obtained on each type of
surface for both drivers.
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Table 6. Summary of data obtained from driver 1 according to ISO 2631-1:1997, method VDV.

Surface No. vdvwx (ms−2) vdvwx (ms−2) vdvwx (ms−2) VDV
———-
VDV

S1
#1 3.21 2.44 3.56 11.53

9.88#2 2.27 1.92 3.33 9.27
#3 2.36 1.83 2.90 8.82

S2
#1 1.99 1.96 2.95 8.93

9.32#2 1.94 1.89 2.89 8.92
#3 1.89 1.88 3.12 10.11

S3
#1 2.17 2.41 3.63 10.20

9.43#2 2.02 2.32 3.36 9.60
#3 1.81 1.99 2.97 8.48

S4
#1 1.01 1.18 2.14 5.55

5.33#2 0.78 1.07 1.99 5.22
#3 0.79 1.16 2.00 5.23

* Bold numbers indicate that the value is higher than the EAV.

Table 7. Summary of data obtained from driver 2 according to ISO 2631-1:1997, method VDV.

Surface No. vdvwx (ms−2) vdvwy (ms−2) vdvwz (ms−2) VDV
———-
VDV

S1
#1 3.00 2.68 3.92 11.16

12.78#2 2.69 2.23 3.63 9.32
#3 4.52 3.61 3.05 17.85

S2
#1 2.61 3.21 5.74 12.90

12.01#2 1.94 2.46 2.43 10.40
#3 3.81 5.06 5.15 12.73

S3
#1 2.44 2.60 4.30 9.33

10.45#2 2.42 2.86 2.41 10.20
#3 3.51 4.00 4.76 11.81

S4
#1 2.02 2.10 3.82 8.20

9.01#2 2.00 3.00 2.48 9.54
#3 1.34 2.40 1.56 9.28

* Bold numbers indicate that the value is higher than the EAV.

In the case of both drivers, as well as the results obtained from the A(8) method, the
level of WBV transmitted is higher on those surfaces with the highest unevenness. The
results show that on three surfaces (S1, S2 and S3), the EAV limit established in Directive
2002/44/EC (VDV = 9.1 ms−1.75) is exceeded.

The comparison of the WBV assessment provided by both methods, considering each
driver and each type of surface, shows that driver 2 has a higher exposure dose than driver
1. According to the results obtained from method A(8), driver 1 was exposed below the
HGCZ limits, while driver 2 was exposed above the HGCZ limits for surfaces S1 and S2. In
the case of the VDV method, both drivers exceed the EAV limit on all the surfaces except
the tarmac road.

3.2. Analysis According to ISO 2631-5:2018

This section shows the results obtained using the less severe method defined in ISO
2631-5:2018. The results of the equivalent daily compressive dose SA

d for each disc level of
the lumbar spine are shown in Tables 8 and 9 for driver 1 and 2, respectively.
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Table 8. Summary of data obtained from driver 1 according to ISO 2631-5:2018, less severe method.

Surface No.
SA

d Max. SA
d

—-
SA

dT12/L1 L1/L2 L2/L3 L3/L4 L4/L5 L5/S1

S1
#1 0.43 0.44 0.46 0.48 0.47 0.43 0.48

0.47#2 0.40 0.39 0.40 0.41 0.41 0.37 0.41
#3 0.46 0.48 0.50 0.52 0.50 0.45 0.52

S2
#1 0.47 0.46 0.47 0.48 0.47 0.44 0.48

0.48#2 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.46 0.45 0.42 0.46
#3 0.51 0.49 0.48 0.49 0.48 0.45 0.51

S3
#1 0.47 0.45 0.44 0.45 0.44 0.43 0.47

0.44#2 0.44 0.43 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.40 0.44
#3 0.41 0.41 0.40 0.41 0.40 0.37 0.41

S4
#1 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.26 0.27

0.24#2 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.22
#3 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.22

Table 9. Summary of data obtained from driver 2 according to ISO 2631-5:2018, less severe method.

Surface No.
SA

d Max. SA
d

—-
SA

dT12/L1 L1/L2 L2/L3 L3/L4 L4/L5 L5/S1

S1
#1 0.30 0.29 0.28 0.27 0.27 0.26 0.30

0.24#2 0.17 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.17
#3 0.25 0.26 0.25 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.26

S2
#1 0.37 0.36 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.32 0.37

0.28#2 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.23
#3 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.22 0.24

S3
#1 0.27 0.26 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.23 0.27

0.24#2 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.20
#3 0.23 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.24

S4
#1 0.26 0.24 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.26

0.22#2 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.17
#3 0.20 0.20 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.20 0.22

In the case of both drivers, the exposure on all surfaces provides a low probability of
adverse health effects. However, as can be seen, the SA

d values obtained by driver 1 are
higher on all surfaces than those obtained by driver 2.

Regarding the cumulative effect of long-term exposure on the health of drivers, the
RA factor has been calculated for each disc level of the lumbar spine. The results obtained
are shown in Tables 10 and 11 for driver 1 and 2, respectively.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 5206 11 of 18

Table 10. Summary of data obtained from driver 1 according to ISO 2631-5:2018, Factor RA.

Surface No.
RA

Max. RA ——
RAT12/L1 L1/L2 L2/L3 L3/L4 L4/L5 L5/S1

S1
#1 0.55 0.57 0.60 0.62 0.61 0.54 0.62

0.61#2 0.50 0.51 0.52 0.54 0.52 0.47 0.54
#3 0.58 0.62 0.65 0.67 0.65 0.57 0.67

S2
#1 0.59 0.59 0.61 0.62 0.61 0.55 0.62

0.62#2 0.56 0.56 0.57 0.59 0.58 0.52 0.59
#3 0.65 0.63 0.62 0.63 0.62 0.57 0.65

S3
#1 0.60 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.57 0.54 0.60

0.56#2 0.56 0.55 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.50 0.56
#3 0.53 0.53 0.52 0.53 0.51 0.47 0.53

S4
#1 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.34 0.32 0.35

0.30#2 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.25 0.27
#3 0.28 0.28 0.27 0.28 0.27 0.26 0.28

Table 11. Summary of data obtained from driver 2 according to ISO 2631-5:2018, Factor RA.

Surface No.
RA

Max. RA ——
RAT12/L1 L1/L2 L2/L3 L3/L4 L4/L5 L5/S1

S1
#1 0.34 0.33 0.32 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.34

0.28#2 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.19
#3 0.28 0.30 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.28 0.30

S2
#1 0.42 0.41 0.38 0.38 0.37 0.36 0.42

0.32#2 0.26 0.27 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.23 0.27
#3 0.26 0.27 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.24 0.27

S3
#1 0.30 0.29 0.28 0.27 0.27 0.26 0.30

0.27#2 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.22
#3 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.27 0.26 0.28

S4
#1 0.29 0.27 0.26 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.29

0.25#2 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.19
#3 0.22 0.23 0.25 0.26 0.25 0.23 0.26

The results obtained from the Factor RA indicate that driving on all surfaces provides
a low probability of risk associated with WBV exposure, for both drivers (RA < 0.8), for the
current year of exposure. However, this method provides a higher RA value for driver 1
than for driver 2 (even taking into account that driver 2 is older and has been exposed for
more years than driver 1). In this regard, in order to assume the same years of exposure
duration, both drivers were assessed assuming continuous exposure up to the age of 65
years in order to assess long-term exposure under the same conditions. The results obtained
are shown in Figure 4.

The results show that driver 1 would exceed the low-risk limit on the three most
uneven surfaces. Specifically, he reaches the limit at 58, 57 and 60 years old for the exposures
associated with surfaces S1, S2 and S3, respectively. In contrast, the risk probability of
driver 2 remains low on all surface types.
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4. Discussion

Table 12 shows a summary of the short-term health risk results obtained from the
methods defined in ISO 2631-1:1997 and ISO 2631-5:2018, for each type of surface and
driver. In addition, a comparison of the obtained results is shown in Figure 5.

Table 12. Summary of health risk results obtained by ISO 2631-1 and ISO 2631-5.

Surface
Driver 1 VDV

(ms−1.75) SA
d (MPa)

Driver 2 VDV
(ms−1.75) SA

d (Mpa)A(8) (ms−2) A(8) (ms−2)

S1 0.43 9.88 0.47 0.55 12.78 0.24
S2 0.44 9.32 0.48 0.52 12.01 0.28
S3 0.43 9.43 0.44 0.46 10.45 0.24
S4 0.26 5.33 0.24 0.37 9.01 0.22

* Bold numbers indicate that the value is higher than the EAV.
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Regarding driver 1, an adverse health effect is only indicated by the results obtained
from the VDV method on the S1, S2 and S3 surfaces. The other methods did not indicate
that the exposure was so detrimental to the health of driver 1, as neither the limit set in
Directive 2002/44/EC (in the case of A(8)) nor the limits defined in the ISO 2631-5 standard
are reached.

With respect to driver 2, although the VDV method provided the same assessment as
for driver 1 (exceeding the VLA limit on the same surfaces), in this case the A(8) method
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also exceeds the EAV limit for displacements on surfaces S1 and S2. However, the results
obtained from SA

d indicate that the probability of adverse effects is low in all cases evaluated
for driver 2. Indeed, the time that driver 2 would have to be exposed to exceed the SA

d low
probability limit is more than 24 h in all cases.

Consequently, from these results, it is possible to conclude that the VDV method is
more restrictive than the A(8) method. This is mainly due to the fact that the exposures
contain shocks to which the VDV method is more sensitive (it is calculated based on the
average of the fourth power of the acceleration time history, instead of the second power,
which is the method used in the basic A(8) method). Regarding the SA

d values obtained, the
ISO 2631-5:2018 indicated that the probability is low in all cases evaluated. However, these
SA

d results (assuming an exposure time of 4 h) are very close to 0.5 MPa in the case of driver
1. In fact, the time that he would have to be exposed to exceed the low probability limit is
approximately 6, 5 and 8 h for the driving operations performed on surfaces S1, S2 and S3,
respectively. With respect to surface S4, the exposure time would have to be more than 24 h
to reach this limit.

Nevertheless, despite the fact that both the VDV and the SA
d method aim to assess WBV

exposures with multiple shocks, the assessments obtained using both methods provide
different valuations. Similar results were found in previous studies by de la Hoz et al. [45]
on tractor drivers for the assessment of SA

d and Factor RA on different surfaces. Indeed, this
fact has been reported by research studies on the comparison of the previous version of the
standard (ISO 2631-5:2018) and ISO 2631-1:1997, for the use of HEVs in loading, transport
and unloading operations [39], backhoe loaders [6] and railroad locomotives [46,47].

Indeed, previous studies have already suggested that the low and high probability
limits for adverse health effects stated in ISO 2631-5:2004 need to be revised [39]. Nev-
ertheless, although the model used to calculate the equivalent compressive dose in ISO
2631-5 has been modified, the limits remain the same as those previously defined in the
2004 version of this standard.

In addition, a study conducted by Bovenzi [16,48] analysed the occurrence of low back
symptoms in professional drivers over a two-year period. The study showed a significant
association between low back symptoms (low back pain, sciatica) and measures of internal
lumbar load (SA

d and Factor RA in particular). The results showed that for a 0.1 unit increase
in the RA factor, the adjusted risk estimates increased by 28% for low back pain and 32% for
sciatica. However, there were no significant associations between low back symptoms and
measures of WBV with A(8) and VDV. Moreover, the data showed values associated with
lumbar symptom risks below the limit established in ISO 2631-5:2018 associated with a low
probability of an adverse health effect (Factor RA < 0. 8). Therefore, the epidemiological
study results suggested that the Factor RA limit values indicated by ISO 2631-5:2018 do not
sufficiently protect the health of workers exposed to mechanical shocks. However, Bovenzi
concluded that further biodynamic and epidemiological studies are needed to validate the
results of his study.

This study found that the predicted health risks for short-term exposure assessment
according to ISO 2631-1:1997 and ISO 2631-5:2018 provide different criteria. Consequently,
since operations may or may not be considered hazardous to the health of HEV drivers
depending on the assessment method applied, this may cause confusion to the safety
manager during the assessment of the operations. The data presented in this study provide
evidence to suggest that the health risk limits should be revised. These results support the
findings presented by previous studies about the prior version of the standard. Additionally,
it should be noted that less discrepancy was found in the data obtained for driver 1 (high
BMI) than for driver 2 (normal BMI) (Figure 5).

Regarding the assessment of long-term WBV exposure, it is worth highlighting the
relevance of the cumulative effect of it. Some MSDs, such as low back pain or degenerative
spinal disorders, are related to the cumulative effect of WBV exposure. Since Directive
2002/44/CE limits its assessment requirements to short-term assessment, the safety man-
agers would omit the assessment of the long-term effects on workers’ health if they were
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to follow only the requirements set out in this regulation. Therefore, exposure may be not
considered hazardous to the health of the driver in the short term, but may be hazardous
in the long-term (as it is observed in the case of driver 1 with a high BMI).

In addition, the results have shown that the anthropometric characteristics of the
drivers are a crucial factor in the assessment, as the driver with a high BMI exceeds the
lower limit of suffering adverse health effects, in contrast to the driver with a normal BMI
who does not reach it (Figure 4). These first results highlight the need to implement WBV
health protection programs, especially for drivers with high BMI who belong to a risk
group for the development of degenerative spinal disorders. Indeed, the application of the
long-term WBV assessment process contributes to achieving one of the objectives’ strategic
priorities defined in the European Commission’s Strategic Framework on Health and Safety
at Work 2021–2027 (i.e., anticipating and managing change in the context of demographic
transitions and improving the prevention of work-related accidents and diseases).

Finally, regarding the limitations of this study, it should be noted that the obtained
results do not aim to be generalised or extended to other activities. The data presented
in this study have been analysed to compare the health risks obtained with the different
assessment methods for drivers with different BMI. Therefore, further research through
exposure assessment with ISO 2631-5:2018 is needed to extend the results to other HEVs
and operations (i.e., use of interchangeable towed machinery). Additionally, it should be
noted that the daily and annual exposures have been assumed to be constant over the
working life.

5. Conclusions

This study shows a comparison of methodologies for assessing short- and long-term
exposure to WBV associated with two HEV drivers with different anthropometric charac-
teristics. Directive 2002/44/EC, ISO 2631-1:1997 and 2631-5:2018 have been used for the
assessment. Regarding the short-term WBV exposure assessment, driver 2 (normal BMI)
exceeded the EAV for the A(8) method (S1 and S2) and both drivers exceeded the EAV for
the VDV method (S1, S2 and S3). These results show the influence of factors such as type
of surface and forward speed on the magnitude of WBV exposure. In addition, although
the equivalent daily compressive dose SA

d (ISO 2631-5:2018) did not exceed the limit of
probability of an adverse health effect, recent research has shown that the limits defined in
this standard need to be revised. With regard to the long-term WBV exposure assessment,
Factor RA results found that only driver 1 would reach the limit (low probability) at 58, 57
and 60 years for exposures associated with surfaces S1, S2 and S3, respectively. This is in
contrast to driver 2 (normal BMI) who does not reach this limit. The results showed that
the limits established by Directive 2002/44/EC are more restrictive than the limits defined
in ISO 2631-5:2018. The discrepancies found in this study were also reported in previous
research on the comparison between the limits stated in Directive 2002/44/CE and ISO
2631-5:2004. Although the new version of ISO 2631-5 published in 2018 has modified the
assessment model, the limits of suffering adverse health effects remained the same as those
previously defined in the ISO 2631-5:2004. The results obtained in this study suggest that
these limits still need to be revised, as indicated by the previous studies that analysed the
2004 version.

Author Contributions: M.L.d.l.H.-T. and A.J.A. conceptualization, performed the experiments, for-
mal analysis, and carried out the post-processing; D.P.R. and M.D.M.-A., conceptualization, project
administration, funding acquisition, and supervised the manuscript. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Consejo General de la Arquitectura Técnica (CGATE),
Junta de Andalucía and European Regional Development Funds under project B-TEP-362-UGR18,
and the State Research Agency (SRA) of Spain and European Regional Development Funds (ERDF)
under project PID2019-108761RB-I00.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 5206 16 of 18

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data are provided upon request to the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: The first two authors wish to acknowledge the support of the Ministerio de
Ciencia, Innovación y Universidades of Spain under an FPU grant.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Irastorza, X.; Milczarek, M.; Cockburn, W. Second European Survey of Enterprises on New and Emerging Risks (ESENER-

2): Overview Report: Managing Safety and Health at Work. Publications Office of the European Union. 2016. Avail-
able online: https://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/second-european-survey-enterprises-new-and-emerging-risks-esener-
2-overview-report (accessed on 10 March 2022).

2. Eurofound (2017), Sixth European Working Conditions Survey—Overview Report (2017 Update). Publications Office of the Euro-
pean Union, Luxembourg. Available online: https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/es/surveys/european-working-conditions-
surveys/sixth-european-working-conditions-survey-2015 (accessed on 10 March 2022).

3. Kittusamy, N.K.; Buchholz, B. Whole-body vibration and postural stress among operators of construction equipment: A literature
review. J. Saf. Res. 2004, 35, 255–261. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Johnson, P.W.; Dennerlein, J.; Ramirez, L.M.; Arias, C.; Rodríguez, A.C. Assessment of continuous and impulsive whole body
vibration exposures in heavy equipment mining vehicles. In Proceedings of the 19th Triennial Congress of the IEA, Melbourne,
Australia, 9–14 August 2015; p. 14. Available online: http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.1049.9062
&rep=rep1&type=pdf (accessed on 10 March 2022).

5. de la Hoz-Torres, M.; López-Alonso, M.; Padillo, D.R.; Martínez-Aires, M. Analysis of whole-body vibrations transmitted by earth
moving machinery. In Proceedings of the Occupational Safety and Hygiene V: Selected Papers from the International Symposium
on Occupational Safety and Hygiene (SHO 2017), Guimarães, Portugal, 10–11 April 2017; p. 453.

6. Blood, R.P.; Rynell, P.W.; Johnson, P.W. Whole-body vibration in heavy equipment operators of a front-end loader: Role of task
exposure and tire configuration with and without traction chains. J. Saf. Res. 2012, 43, 357–364. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. de la Hoz-Torres, M.L.; Aguilar, A.J.; Ruiz, D.P.; Martínez-Aires, M.D. Analysis of Whole-Body Vibration Transmitted in Ready
Mix Concrete Delivery Operations. In Occupational and Environmental Safety and Health III; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2022;
Volume 406, pp. 145–154.

8. Adam, S.A.; Jalil, N.A.A. Vertical suspension seat transmissibility and SEAT values for seated person exposed to whole-body
vibration in agricultural tractor preliminary study. Procedia Eng. 2017, 170, 435–442. [CrossRef]

9. Langer, T.H.; Ebbesen, M.K.; Kordestani, A. Experimental analysis of occupational whole-body vibration exposure of agricultural
tractor with large square baler. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 2015, 47, 79–83. [CrossRef]

10. Kumar, A.; Varghese, M.; Mohan, D.; Mahajan, P.; Gulati, P.; Kale, S. Effect of whole-body vibration on the low back: A study of
tractor-driving farmers in north India. Spine 1999, 24, 2506. [CrossRef]

11. Griffin, M.; Howarth, H.; Pitts, P.; Fischer, S.; Kaulbars, U.; Donati, P.; Bereton, P. Non-Binding Guide to Good Practice
with a View to Implementation of Directive 2002/44/EC on the Minimum Health and Safety Requirements Regarding the
Exposure of Workers to the Risks Arising from Physical Agents (Vibrations). European Commission. 2008. Available online:
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/3f9392ff-8975-4139-9ea2-5b168a334664/language-en (accessed on
10 March 2022).

12. Milosavljevic, S.; Bergman, F.; Rehn, B.; Carman, A.B. All-terrain vehicle use in agriculture: Exposure to whole body vibration
and mechanical shock. Appl. Ergon. 2010, 41, 530–535. [CrossRef]

13. Tiemessen, I.J.; Hulshof, C.T.J.; Frings-Dresen, M.H.W. An overview of strategies to reduce whole-body vibration exposure on
drivers: A systematic review. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 2007, 37, 245–256. [CrossRef]

14. Punnett, L.; Wegman, D.H. Work-related musculoskeletal disorders: The epidemiologic evidence and the debate. J. Electromyogr.
Kinesiol. 2004, 14, 13–23. [CrossRef]

15. Raffler, N.; Rissler, J.; Ellegast, R.; Schikowsky, C.; Kraus, T.; Ochsmann, E. Combined exposures of whole-body vibration and
awkward posture: A cross sectional investigation among occupational drivers by means of simultaneous field measurements.
Ergonomics 2017, 60, 1564–1575. [CrossRef]

16. Bovenzi, M.; Schust, M. A prospective cohort study of low-back outcomes and alternative measures of cumulative external and
internal vibration load on the lumbar spine of professional drivers. Scand. J. Work Environ. Health 2021, 47, 277. [CrossRef]

17. Burström, L.; Nilsson, T.; Wahlström, J. Whole-body vibration and the risk of low back pain and sciatica: A systematic review and
meta-analysis. Int. Arch. Occup. Environ. Health 2015, 88, 403–418. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Kim, J.H.; Dennerlein, J.T.; Johnson, P.W. The effect of a multi-axis suspension on whole body vibration exposures and physical
stress in the neck and low back in agricultural tractor applications. Appl. Ergon. 2018, 68, 80–89. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Rehn, B.; Nilsson, T.; Lundström, R.; Hagberg, M.; Burström, L. Neck pain combined with arm pain among professional drivers
of forest machines and the association with whole-body vibration exposure. Ergonomics 2009, 52, 1240–1247. [CrossRef]

https://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/second-european-survey-enterprises-new-and-emerging-risks-esener-2-overview-report
https://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/second-european-survey-enterprises-new-and-emerging-risks-esener-2-overview-report
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/es/surveys/european-working-conditions-surveys/sixth-european-working-conditions-survey-2015
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/es/surveys/european-working-conditions-surveys/sixth-european-working-conditions-survey-2015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2004.03.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15288559
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.1049.9062&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.1049.9062&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2012.10.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23206508
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2017.03.070
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2015.02.009
http://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-199912010-00013
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/3f9392ff-8975-4139-9ea2-5b168a334664/language-en
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2009.11.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2006.10.021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelekin.2003.09.015
http://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2017.1314554
http://doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.3947
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-014-0971-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25142739
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2017.10.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29409658
http://doi.org/10.1080/00140130902939889


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 5206 17 of 18

20. Miyamoto, M.; Shirai, Y.; Nakayama, Y.; Gembun, Y.; Kaneda, K. An epidemiologic study of occupational low back pain in truck
drivers. J. Nippon. Med. Sch. 2000, 67, 186–190. [CrossRef]

21. Costa, N.; Arezes, P.; Melo, R. Effects of occupational vibration exposure on cognitive/motor performance. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 2014,
44, 654–661. [CrossRef]

22. EU-OSHA. Work-Related Musculoskeletal Disorders: Prevalence, Costs and Demographics in the EU. Available online: https:
//osha.europa.eu/es/publications/work-related-musculoskeletal-disorders-prevalence-costs-and-demographics-eu/view (ac-
cessed on 10 March 2022).

23. EU-OSHA. Preventıon of Musculoskeletal Dısorders and Psychosocıal Rısks ın the Workplace: EU Strategıes and Future
Challenges. Available online: https://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/prevention-musculoskeletal-disorders-and-psychosocial-
risks-workplace-eu-strategies-and-future-challenges (accessed on 10 March 2022).

24. EU-OSHA. ESENER 2019 Revela Que Las Mayores Preocupaciones Que Tienen Las Empresas Europeas Son Los Trastornos
Musculoesqueléticos Y Los Riesgos Psicosociales. Available online: https://osha.europa.eu/es/about-eu-osha/press-room/
esener-2019-reveals-biggest-concerns-european-workplaces-musculoskeletal (accessed on 10 March 2022).

25. Directive 2002/44/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 June 2002 on the Minimum Health and Safety
Requirements Regarding the Exposure of Workers to the Risksarising from Physical Agents (Vibration) (Sixteenth Individual
Directive within the Meaning of Article 16(1) of Directive 89/391/EEC). Available online: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32002L0044 (accessed on 10 March 2022).

26. ISO2631-1:1997. ISO 2631-1:1997. Mechanical Vibration and Shock—Evaluation of Human Exposure to Whole-Body Vibration—
Part 1: General Requirements. 1997. Available online: https://www.iso.org/standard/7612.html (accessed on 10 March
2022).

27. Blood, R.P.; Yost, M.G.; Camp, J.E.; Ching, R.P. Whole-body vibration exposure intervention among professional bus and truck
drivers: A laboratory evaluation of seat-suspension designs. J. Occup. Environ. Hyg. 2015, 12, 351–362. [CrossRef]

28. Wahlström, J.; Burström, L.; Johnson, P.W.; Nilsson, T.; Järvholm, B. Exposure to whole-body vibration and hospitalization due to
lumbar disc herniation. Int. Arch. Occup. Environ. Health 2018, 91, 689–694. [CrossRef]

29. Bovenzi, M.; Schust, M.; Mauro, M. An overview of low back pain and occupational exposures to whole-body vibration and
mechanical shocks. Med. Del Lavoro 2017, 108, 419–433. [CrossRef]

30. Liuke, M.; Solovieva, S.; Lamminen, A.; Luoma, K.; Leino-Arjas, P.; Luukkonen, R.; Riihimäki, H. Disc degeneration of the lumbar
spine in relation to overweight. Int. J. Obes. 2005, 29, 903. [CrossRef]

31. Shiri, R.; Karppinen, J.; Leino-Arjas, P.; Solovieva, S.; Viikari-Juntura, E. The association between obesity and low back pain: A
meta-analysis. Am. J. Epidemiol. 2009, 171, 135–154. [CrossRef]

32. ISO 2631-5:2004. Mechanical Vibration and Shock—Evaluation of Human Exposure to Whole-Body Vibration—Part 5: Method
for Evaluation of Vibration Containing Multiple Shocks. Available online: https://www.iso.org/standard/35595.html (accessed
on 10 March 2022).

33. ISO 2631-5:2018. Mechanical Vibration and Shock—Evaluation of Human Exposure to Whole-Body Vibration—Part 5: Method
for Evaluation of Vibration Containing Multiple Shocks. Available online: https://www.iso.org/standard/50905.html (accessed
on 10 March 2022).

34. Chen, H.-C.; Chen, W.-C.; Liu, Y.-P.; Chen, C.-Y.; Pan, Y.-T. Whole-body vibration exposure experienced by motorcycle riders–An
evaluation according to ISO 2631-1 and ISO 2631-5 standards. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 2009, 39, 708–718. [CrossRef]

35. Zhao, X.; Schindler, C. Evaluation of whole-body vibration exposure experienced by operators of a compact wheel loader
according to ISO 2631-1: 1997 and ISO 2631-5: 2004. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 2014, 44, 840–850. [CrossRef]

36. Park, M.-S.; Fukuda, T.; Kim, T.-G.; Maeda, S. Health risk evaluation of whole-body vibration by ISO 2631-5 and ISO 2631-1 for
operators of agricultural tractors and recreational vehicles. Ind. Health 2013, 51, 364. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Singh, A.; Samuel, S.; Singh, H.; Singh, J.; Prakash, C.; Dhabi, Y.K. Whole Body Vibration Exposure among the Tractor Operator
during Soil Tillage Operation: An Evaluation using ISO 2631-5 Standard. Shock Vib. 2022, 2022, 6412120. [CrossRef]

38. Singh, A.; Nawayseh, N.; Singh, H.; Samuel, S.; Prakash, C.; Singh, R.; Kumar, Y.; Singh, M.; Chhuneja, N.K. Modelling and
optimization of tractor ride conditions under water tanker operation. Theor. Issues Ergon. Sci. 2021, 1–20. [CrossRef]

39. Eger, T.; Stevenson, J.; Boileau, P.-É.; Salmoni, A. Predictions of health risks associated with the operation of load-haul-dump
mining vehicles: Part 1—Analysis of whole-body vibration exposure using ISO 2631-1 and ISO-2631-5 standards. Int. J. Ind.
Ergon. 2008, 38, 726–738. [CrossRef]

40. Reglamento. Regulation (EU) No 167/2013 on the Approval and Market Surveillance of Agricultural and Forestry Vehicles. 2013.
Available online: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/es/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32013R0167 (accessed on 10 March 2022).

41. Cann, A.P.; Salmoni, A.W.; Vi, P.; Eger, T.R. An exploratory study of whole-body vibration exposure and dose while operating
heavy equipment in the construction industry. Appl. Occup. Environ. Hyg. 2003, 18, 999–1005. [CrossRef]

42. Kumar, S. Vibration in operating heavy haul trucks in overburden mining. Appl. Ergon. 2004, 35, 509–520. [CrossRef]
43. de la Hoz-Torres, M.L.; Aguilar, A.J.; Ruiz, D.P.; Martínez-Aires, M.D. GIS-based framework to manage Whole-Body Vibration

exposure. Autom. Constr. 2021, 131, 103885. [CrossRef]
44. Deboli, R.; Calvo, A.; Preti, C. Whole-body vibration: Measurement of horizontal and vertical transmissibility of an agricultural

tractor seat. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 2017, 58, 69–78. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1272/jnms.67.186
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2014.07.005
https://osha.europa.eu/es/publications/work-related-musculoskeletal-disorders-prevalence-costs-and-demographics-eu/view
https://osha.europa.eu/es/publications/work-related-musculoskeletal-disorders-prevalence-costs-and-demographics-eu/view
https://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/prevention-musculoskeletal-disorders-and-psychosocial-risks-workplace-eu-strategies-and-future-challenges
https://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/prevention-musculoskeletal-disorders-and-psychosocial-risks-workplace-eu-strategies-and-future-challenges
https://osha.europa.eu/es/about-eu-osha/press-room/esener-2019-reveals-biggest-concerns-european-workplaces-musculoskeletal
https://osha.europa.eu/es/about-eu-osha/press-room/esener-2019-reveals-biggest-concerns-european-workplaces-musculoskeletal
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32002L0044
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32002L0044
https://www.iso.org/standard/7612.html
http://doi.org/10.1080/15459624.2014.989357
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-018-1316-5
http://doi.org/10.23749/mdl.v108i6.6639
http://doi.org/10.1038/sj.ijo.0802974
http://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwp356
https://www.iso.org/standard/35595.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/50905.html
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2009.05.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2014.09.006
http://doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.2012-0045
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23558167
http://doi.org/10.1155/2022/6412120
http://doi.org/10.1080/1463922X.2021.1981481
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2007.08.012
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/es/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32013R0167
http://doi.org/10.1080/715717338
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2004.06.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.autcon.2021.103885
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2017.02.002


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 5206 18 of 18

45. de la Hoz-Torres, M.L.; Aguilar, A.J.; Martínez-Aires, M.D.; Ruiz, D.P. A methodology for assessment of long-term exposure to
whole-body vibrations in vehicle drivers to propose preventive safety measures. J. Saf. Res. 2021, 78, 47–58. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Cooperrider, N.; Gordon, J. Shock and impact on North American locomotives evaluated with ISO 2631 parts 1 and 5. In
Proceedings of the First American Conference on Human Vibration, Morgantown, WV, USA, 5–7 June 2006.

47. Johanning, E.; Fischer, S.; Christ, E.; Gores, B.; Luhrman, R. Railroad Locomotive Whole-Body Vibration Study: Vibration, Shocks
And Seat Ergonomics. In Proceedings of the First American Conference On Human Vibration, Morgantown, WV, USA, 5–7 June
2006.

48. Bovenzi, M. Nuovi Criteri Per La Valutazione Dei Rischi da Esposizione a Vibrazioni Mano-Braccio (ISO/TR18570: 2017) ea Vibrazioni e
Shock Meccanici Trasmessi al Corpo Intero (ISO/CD 2631-5), dBA2018; I Rischi Fisici Nei Luoghi Di Lavoro; Azienda USL Di Modena-
Dipartimento di Sanità Pubblica: Baggiovara, Italy, 2018; pp. 43–62. Available online: http://www.ausl.mo.it/dsp/dba2018
(accessed on 10 March 2022).

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2021.04.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34399931
http://www.ausl.mo.it/dsp/dba2018

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Measurement of WBV and Field Test 
	Analysis of WBV Exposure 
	ISO 2631-1:1997 
	ISO 2631-5:2018 
	Health Guidance Caution Zone (HGCZ) 

	Measurement Equipment 

	Results 
	Analysis According to ISO 2631-1:1997 and Directive 2002/44/EC 
	Analysis According to ISO 2631-5:2018 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

