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Abstract

Keeping in view, the present scenario regarding Musculoskeletal Symptoms (MSSs) and
Musculoskeletal Disorders (MSDs) in many organized and unorganized sectors, the present study has
been undertaken on bi-cycle garage workers. Through Standardized Nordic Questionnaire, the
discomfort feeling in different body parts, pain sensation in different systems and pain feeling at
different time of the day have been taken. Besides these parameters, physical and physiological
parameters have also been taken of experimental as well as control subjects were also taken. Body
postures during work were taken by three separate methods such as Ovako Working Posture
Assessment System (OWAS), Rapid upper limb assessment (RULA) and Rapid Entire body assessment
(REBA). Body weight as well as BMI and BSA in experimental group were significantly lower than
control subjects. Headache, neck pain and lower back pain were significantly predominant among the
experimental workers than control group. As per report of body posture analysis by OWAS, RULA and
REBA; no major threat was found as per the development of MSDs are concerned. To reduce the
impairment found in this study among experimental subjects; proper training, ergonomics awareness
and implementation of work rest cycle may be recommended.

Keywords: Musculoskeletal disorder, musculoskeletal symptom, posture, discomfort feeling, OWAS,
REBA, RULA

Introduction

Bi-cycle garage workers have been focused in this present study from the ergonomic view
point. The main focus has been concised on the bi-cycle garage workers who generally
involve themselves for repairing the bi-cycles. The main concerns of this study are the
postures and posture related musculoskeletal disorders among the bi-cycle garage workers.
Musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs) extend to almost all occupations and sectors, bearing
critical physical and economic consequences for the sufferer. The continual exposure of
workers to different labor risks lead to these disorders and despite their varied forms of
appearance. The Finish Institute of Occupational Health (FIOH) identified musculoskeletal
disorders as one of the most common work-related infirmity. The back accounts for most of
the discomfort. Work related musculoskeletal disorders (WMSDs) are one of the most
common occupational diseases which mainly affect the lower back, neck and upper and
lower extremities. Work related MSDs have been emerged by ergonomic identification due
to poor working environment after world war-11 in the developed countries [, In the
developing countries people approached towards industrialization but proper ergonomic
knowledge was due. Due to this reason the WMSDs arose in various industrial sectors
mostly in developing countries > 3 4, It has been found that among the motor cycle
mechanics, there was prevalence in pain sensation due to manual materials handling and
others awkward postural reason . Low back and shoulder pain were observed due to the
pulling and pushing type of work. A strong relationship was found between this type of work
and shoulder complaints . Different risk factors for MSDs and sickness related to MSDs
absence related to this problem was identified. Work related physical and psychological
factors were also identified for the occurrence of MSDs [l ILO’s policies were also
identified in regard of protection of labourers. The future policies were also reviewed
previously as per occupational safety is concerned [,
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It has been found that, WMSDs was prevalent among the
farmers in Gujrat. Low back pain was most dominant among
those farmers as per study is concerned ¥l An ergonomic
intervention was found to reduce the MSDs among the
semiconductor assembly workers 1, It was observed that
intervention was found to reduce the probability of
developing MSDs among computer workers. It was also
supportive to reduce the physical and psychological
problems 4, It has been stated that, in dynamic type of
work, risk of development of MSDs was higher. The
interventional approach was also found to reduce these
MSDs [2, It has been identified that, Musculoskeletal
Disorders were prevalent among handloom weavers in
different body parts as well as in different systems of the
body %1, According to earlier report, MSDs were also
frequent among rice farmers. They experience discomfort
(pain) at lower back, knee and foot region. They also suffer
from low capacity of lung due to inhalation of dust particles
(141, On the basis of brief review mentioned above, it can be
said that, no such work has been undertaken on bi-cycle
garage workers from ergonomic view point. So, this present
study has been selected to observe the discomfort feeling of
bi-cycle garage workers in their present working
environment. This study will also focus on tendency of
developing Musculoskeletal Symptoms leading to
Musculoskeletal Disorders among bi-cycle garage workers
in Murshidabad, West Bengal, India.

Materials and Methods

Selection of the subjects

Total number of 60 male bi-cycle garage workers were
selected for this study randomly. These subjects were taken
from 22 bi-cycle garages in Berhampore, Murshidabad,
West Bengal. 60 male office workers were also selected as
control subjects. It was strictly followed that no subject of
control group was involved in any type of awkward posture.

Methods of the study

The bi-cycle garage workers were asked few questions on
the basis of questionnaire regarding the age, experience in
this work and occurrence of any type of discomfort in
different parts of the body and systems in various working
times of day. They also shared their past history regarding
the pain sensation and relevance with the MSDs.
Standardized Nordic Questionnaire (SNQ) 1 was used for
this purpose in this study.

Measurement Parameters and their
procedures

Physical characteristics such as body weight, height, BMI,

of Physical
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BSA are calculated by following processes

A. Height: Heights of the subjects were measured in cm by
using standard Martin anthropometric rod.

Weight (in Kg): Weights of the subjects were taken by
properly calibrated weighing machine. The subjects
were asked to stand on the weighing machine steadily
without footwear and the reading was noted.

Body Mass Index (BMI): BMI was measured to know
the height-weight relationship of the subjects. From the
anthropometric data the BMI of the subjects were
calculated 6. 171,

Body Surface Area (BSA): With the help of the
anthropometric data, BSA of all control and
experimental subjects was calculated 81,

B.

Analysis of Working Posture

The working posture has key importance to measure the
tendency of development of MSDs. For analysing the
posture of all experimental subjects and the angles created
by different body parts during working time, the methods
such as OWAS (Ovako working Posture Analysis System)
(19 RULA (Rapid upper limb assessment) % and REBA
(Rapid Entire body assessment) 211 have been applied in this
present study. The most frequent postures by the bi-cycle
garage workers have been accepted in this study by these
three methods mentioned above.

BPD scale rating or discomfort feeling

A tool used for analyzing workplace activities is the Body
Part Discomfort Form. Such forms are based on the
principle that the static loads (static work) involved in a
given activity can be assessed by measuring the muscular
pain experienced. The intensity of pain of feeling/discomfort
was measured by utilizing the body part discomfort (BPD)
221 The workers having no such discomfort feeling are not
included in this rating.

Statistical analysis

Two tailed student's 't' test % was performed to generalize
the results of various physical parameters of experimental
bi-cycle garage workers in comparison to their respective
control group. Statistical analysis was also performed
applying two tailed chi square test 4 to generalize
discomfort feeling (pain) of bi-cycle garage workers in
comparison with control group. Considered significant level
was p<0.05.

Results
The results of this study have been represented in tabular
form below.

Table 1: Comparative demographics of control group and garage workers. Values are mean+SD, n=40. Asterisk (**) indicates significant
values (p<0.001).

Parameters Control group Working group
Range of values Mean values + SD Range of values Mean values + SD
Age (Yrs) 20-60 24.06+3.54 20-60 29.20+7.15
Height (Cm) 145-168 162.48+8.20 150-170 162.43 £7.90
Weight (Kg) 37-52 46.05+5.24" 40-75 54.0 +£ 6.09"
BSA (m?) 1.32-1.54 1.40+0.16" 1.55-1.73 1.63 £+ 0.06"
BMI (Kg/m?) 23.18-33.81 28.29+3.05" 17.2-30.3 23.10 £ 3.81**

Above table shows significant (p<0.001) relation of body weight, BMI and BSA between control and experimental group.
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Table 2: Comparative health problems of control group and garage workers, n=40, no. Of affected subjects given with proper percentages
(within brackets). Asterisk (*) used to identify significant values (p<0.05).

. Health related problems
Different body systems Control Garage workers X? P value
Respiratory 10 (16) 18 (30) 0.48 | p>0.05
Cardiovascular 12 (20) 20 (32) 0.82 | p>0.05
Digestive 13 (21) 18 (30) 1.14 | p>0.05
ENT 05 (08) 10 (16) 1.40 | p>0.05
Eye 11 (18) 19(31) 1.02 | p>0.05
Skin 07 (11) 12 (20) 1.13 | p>0.05
Headache 15 (25) 40 (66) 10.32 | p<0.05*
This table represents the comparative analysis of health various parameters, only ‘headache’ is significantly

problems between control and experimental group. Among (p<<0.05) different between these two groups.

Table 3: Discomfort feeling (pain) at several body parts between garage workers and control group. n=40, no. of affected subjects given
with proper percentages (within brackets). Asterisk (*) used to identify significant values (p<0.05).

Pain at different body Discomfort feeling X2 p

value

parts Control Garage workers
Neck 18 (30) 40 (67) 7.24 p<0.05*
Shoulder 10 (16) 16 (26) 0.48 p>0.05
Upper back 12 (20) 18 (30) 1.52 p>0.05
Lower back 14 (23) 49 (81) 8.22 p<0.05*
Hand 08 (13) 14(23) 1.42 p>0.05
Chest 05 (08) 08 (13) 1.14 p>0.05
Elbow 10 (16) 19(31) 0.82 p>0.05
Knees 09 (15) 12 (20) 0.78 p>0.05
Feet 08 (13) 09 (15) 0.40 p>0.05

Above table depicts the results of comparative analysis of
discomfort feeling (pain sensation) at different body parts of
control and experimental bi-cycle garage workers. Neck

pain and lower back pain were significantly (p<0.05)
predominant among experimental subjects in present study.

Table: 4: Comparative pain feeling at different time of control group and garage workers, n=40, no. Of affected subjects given with proper
percentages (within brackets). Asterisk (*) used to identify significant values (p<0.05).

. . . . Pain feeling at different time
Pain feeling body parts at different time Control Garage Workers b G P value
Pain felt during work 01 (02) 30 (50) 8.94 p<0.05*
Pain felt after work 08(13) 18 (30) 0.98 p>0.05
Pain felt before or after Sleep at night 10 (16) 19 (31) 0.82 p=>0.05

Analysis of pain feeling at different times of the day of both
control and experimental individuals has been reflected in
above table. Pain feeling during work among the bi-cycle

garage workers significantly (p<0.05) differs from their
control counterpart.

Table 5: Posture analysis of garage workers by OWAS method, n=40, no. Of affected workers given with proper percentages (within

brackets).
OWAS codes OWAS remarks No. of affected subjects
1 No necessary action 14 (23.33)
2 Corrective measures required in near future 43 (71.66)
3 Necessary action required very soon 03 (5.00)
4 Necessary action required immediately 00 (00)

Work posture analysis of all experimental subjects by OWAS method has been of tabulated above.

Table 6: Posture analysis of garage workers by RULA method, n=40, no. Of affected workers given with proper percentages (within

brackets).
RULA codes RULA action category No of sampled postures
1-2 Acceptable posture 11(18.33)
3-4 Investigation required, change may be applied 39 (65)
5-6 Further investigation change soon, 10 (16.66)
7 Further investigation and change very soon 00 (00)

Work posture analysis of experimental group by RULA method has been represented above showing different action

categories.
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Table 7: Posture analysis of garage workers by REBA method, n=40, no. Of affected workers given with proper percentages (within

brackets).
Reba codes Reba action category No of sampled postures
1 Negligible risk, no action required 16(26.66)
2-3 Low risks, change may be done 23(38.33
4-7 Medium risks, investigation needed 21 (35)
8-10 High risks, further investigation and change soon 00 (00)
11+ Very high risks, immediate change 00 (00)

Work posture analysis of experimental group by REBA
method has been represented above showing different codes
of action categories.

Discussions

The bi-cycle garage workers generally perform various
types of tasks throughout their daily working schedule.
Their work pattern or the work schedule of these workers is
not uniform or predictable. These work schedules includes
lots of bending twisting and other precarious positions.
Besides, it also includes repetitive motion and movements,
few of which are potentially harmful to their health. The

main stressful condition of the garage workers occurs due to
the awkward posture and repetitive tasks. So, it is obvious
that working environment is not worker friendly which may
lead to work related Musculoskeletal Symptoms [2°1,

This present study on bi-cycle garage workers reveals that
the physical indices like weight, BSA and BMI have
significant difference between control and experimental
worker group (Table-1 & Fig-1). Both the BSA and BMI
have their relationship with body weight. As per outcome of
this study the mean body weight of experimental group
found reduced in this experiment, it might affect the BSA
and BMI of garage worker.
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Fig 1: Graphical comparison of physical parameters between experimental and control subjects (a-e).
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Fig 2: Health problems regarding various systems of workers in comparison with control group. Values are in %.

Outcomes of this study is quite clear that the system related
problems like respiratory, cardiovascular, digestive, ENT,
eye and skin related problems or disorder among bi-cycle
garage worker are not significant in comparison with control
group subjects. In case of headache, the result is not same
but just opposite. It means that the headache is dominant
among the experimental workers and it also differs
significantly from the control group of the study (Table- 2
and fig-2). This difference may be due to strenuous nature
of this job and also may be due to its long duration.

Reflection is transparent from the experimental outcomes

that, the discomfort feeling at majority of different body
parts studied in this experiment; do not vary between control
and experimental groups. Discomfort feeling at shoulder,
upper back, wrist, elbow, hand, feet, chest and knees do not
differ significantly between control and experimental group.
But anomalies have been observed in case of discomfort
feeling at neck and lower back. These two parameters have
significant difference between experimental and control
subjects (Table-3 and fig- 3). It has been reported earlier
that neck pain was very common and associated with
shoulder pain 28],
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Fig 3: Discomfort feeling regarding various body parts of workers in comparison with control group. Values are in %.

The nature of this job incorporates lots of movements of
neck and also includes awkward posture. Duration of this
kind of awkward posture is very long which may be the
probable reason behind this significant difference of these
two parameters. Another contributing factor may be curved
back posture which may initiate the tension in the related
muscles 27,

60 | Con. ®Exp
40
1
20 E
0 - &
During work After work After & before
sleep

Fig 4: Pain feeling at different times of workers in comparison
with control group. Values are in %.

The current observation also depicts that, the bi-cycle
garage workers feel pain during their regular work time.
This pain feeling during work is different from the control
group in significant way (Table 4 and fig-4). It has also been
observed that except work time, no such significant pain
was felt by the bi-cycle garage workers in comparison to the
control subjects. Severity of pain felt by the experimental
workers during the work may be due to its long duration
without any scheduled rest. Same type of result was
observed earlier in the experiment on two wheeler garage
workers [?8],

5%

0%

B OWAS code-1

M owas code-2
OWAS code-3

B OWAS code-4

Fig 5: Graphical presentation of OWAS action category of
sampled posture of experimental subjects.

One of the most preferred methods of assessing body
posture is OWAS. For this reason, it has been successfully
used in several work places 2% 3. 31 |n this present study,
posture analysis of bi-cycle garage workers by OWAS
method clearly reveals that majority (71.66%) of sampled
workers are in OWAS action category-2. It indicates that

corrective measure may be required in near future. 23.33%
experimental workers are in action category-1 which
indicates that corrective measure is not required for those
workers. Only 5% sampled bi-cycle garage workers are
under action category-3 which implies that corrective
measure should be taken as soon as possible (Table-5 & Fig-
5). So, from the OWAS analysis it may be recommended
that the bi-cycle garage workers are not in great risk with
their present work schedule because no worker was under
OWAS action category-4 which suggests immediate change
of work posture.

0%

B RULA code:1-2

® RULA code:3-4
RULA code:5-6
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Fig 6: Graphical presentation of RULA action category of sampled
posture of experimental subjects.

Body posture of sampled bi-cycle garage workers during
work schedule was also analyzed by the method of RULA.
Outcomes of this analysis states that, majority of the
sampled postures (65%) of experimental subjects are under
the RULA codes 3-4 which suggests further investigation in
near future. Only 16.66% of garage workers are under
RULA codes 5-6 suggesting necessary change in working
posture after further investigation. 18.33% bi-cycle garage
workers are under the RULA codes 1-2 indicating the safe
posture, which is acceptable and no corrective measure is
necessary (Table-6). It is also obvious from present
observation that no worker is under severe threat (RULA
code-7) that needs immediate corrective measure.

0%

B REBA code:1

= REBA code:2-3
REBE code:4-7
REBA code:8-10

REBA code:11+

Fig 7: Graphical presentation of REBA action category of sampled
posture of experimental subjects.
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It has been reported earlier by many of the authors that
development of MSDs are largely dependent on unsafe
working posture [32 33 34 35 361 Keeping this on focus,
posture of experimental group of bi-cycle garage workers
were also analyzed by the REBA method. Analysis of body
posture of working experimental group by this method
indicates that no worker is under high risk and very high
risk group. 35% sampled posture in this method are in
medium risk group which has no necessity of corrective
measure after investigation in near future. 38.33% of
sampled working postures are under low risk group
indicating that corrective measure may be needed after
investigation in future. 26.66% of sampled working postures
of experimental subjects in this method are under negligible
risk which needs no corrective measure (Table-7).

Essence of this present experiment clearly focuses on few
physical and physiological parameters which have been
hampered due to the nature of this work. First of all, it may
be mentioned that, the BMI of experimental group is
significantly less than the control group but its range in
present study is well accepted. If the work rest cycle would
be implied in future, the strenuous nature of this job may be
decreased and consequently the headache, pain in neck and
lower back may also be reduced. It has been reported that,
unsafe working posture is one of the main reasons for the
development of MSDs ¥, It has been studied earlier that
posture, weight of a load and location are the factors of
exerted force on lumber region and internal vertebral disc [
31 which may lead to musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs).
This study on bi-cycle garage workers reveals that there is
awkward postures (Fig-8) exerting force on lower back but
not in combination with huge load. So risk of developing
MSDs is minimized. Pain felt by experimental workers
during work may also be reduced if rest period is provided
to the garage workers. As per the results of posture analysis
of bi-cycle garage workers by three separate well accepted
methods, no immediate action or corrective measure is
necessary. This also indicates that there is no threat of
severe and immediate MSDs among the experimental group
of workers.

< : ~ p

Fig 8: Different postures of bi-cycle garage workers

Conclusion and future scope

Extracts of impairments focused in this present study is
mainly due to lack of ergonomics awareness and guidance.
Proper implementation of ergonomics views such as

http://www.allresearchjournal.com

applying proper work rest cycle, the strenuous nature of this
job may be reduced which may consequently reduce the
headache, neck pain and lower back pain felt by the
experimental worker in this study. Using proper tool and
equipments as well as proper technique may increase the
status of working postures of working subjects. This kind of
improvements may help in minimizing the development of
MSDs among working experimental group.

In future this present study on bi-cycle garage workers may
be extended dividing the total working individuals in
different groups on the basis of their work experiences.
Introducing the recommendation of present study mainly
giving emphasis on proper use of tools, equipments and
techniques, in future this experiment should be done with
individuals of nearly same age group to discard the aging
effect. This might be an updated approach to differentiate
and generalize the outcomes of the study.

Acknowledgement

Authors are grateful to all the teaching and non-teaching
staff of K.N. College, Berhampore, Murshidabad, for their
support.

Conflicts of interest
Authors declared no conflict of interests.

Financial support
This present study has no such sponsorship and financial
back up.

References

1. Nanthavanij S. Developing National Ergonomics
Standards for Thai Industry, International Journal of
Industrial Ergonomics 2000;25:699-707.

2. Karimfar MH, Saeed S, Ohammadreza G, Bayat A,
Seyednouraddin M, Alireza C. Musculoskeletal
Problems among Workers of an Iranian Zinc Industry,
Pakistan Journal of Biological Sciences
2008;11(24):2670-2674.

3. Maul I, Laubli T, Klipstein A, Krueger H. Course of
low back pain among nurses: a longitudinal study
across eight years, Occup Environ Med
2003;60(7):497-503.

4. Shahnavaz H. Workplace injuries in the developing
countries, Ergonomics 1987;30(2):397-404.

5. Bagar M, Zahid H, Jameel N. Work-related
musculoskeletal ~ symptoms among  motorcycle
mechanics, Lahore (Pakistan): an application of
standardized Nordic questionnaire, Bulletin  of
environmental studies 2016;1(2):55-60.

6. Hoozemans MJM, Van der Beek AJ, Frings Dresen
MHW, Van der Woude LHV, Van Dijk FJH. Low-back
and shoulder complaints among workers with pushing
and pulling tasks, Scand J Work Environ Health
2002;28(5):293-303.

7. Wilhelmina I, Duco M, Alex B. Different risk factors
for musculoskeletal complaints and musculoskeletal
sickness absence, Scandinavian journal of work,
environment & health 2004;30:56-63.

8. Shengli N. Ergonomics and occupational safety and

health: An ILO perspective, applied ergonomics

2010;41:744-753.

Gadhavil B, Shukla Y. Prevalence of Work Related

Musculoskeletal Disorders in Farmers of Gujarat,

©


http://www.allresearchjournal.com/

International Journal of Applied Research

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

International Journal of Research and Review
2019;6(11):231-236.

Mashallah A, Neda A, Mohamad G, Naser D, Elahe K.
An ergonomic intervention to reduce musculoskeletal
discomfort among electronic circuits assembly workers,
Work 2016;54(2):445-450.

Wahlstrom J. Ergonomics, musculoskeletal disorders
and computer work, Occupational Medicine
2005;55:168-176.

Choobineh A, Daneshmandi H, Saraj Zadeh Fard SK,
Tabatabaee SH.  Prevalence of  Work-related
Musculoskeletal Symptoms among Iranian Workforce
and Job Groups, Int J Prev Med 2016;7:130.

Durlov S, Saha A, Mandi S, Sahu S. An Ergonomic
survey of Health Status of the Handloom Weavers,
International Journal of Scientific Research in
Biological Sciences 2019;6(1):197-202.

Das B, Gangopadhyay S. An ergonomics evaluation of
posture related discomfort and occupational health
problems among rice farmers,  Occupational
Ergonomics 2011;10:25-38.

Kuorinka 1, Johnson B, Kilbom B, Vinterberg A,
Biering M, Sorenson F et al. Standardized Nordic
questionnaire for the analysis of musculoskeletal
Symptoms, Appl Ergon 1987;18(3):233-237.

Cole TJ, Bellizzi MC, Flegal KM, Dietz WH.
Establishing a standard definition for child overweight
and obesity worldwide: International survey, BMJ
2000;320:1240-1243.

Poskitt EM. Body mass index and child obesity: are we
nearing a definition, Acta Paediat 2000;89(5):507-509.
Banerjee S, Sen R. Determination of the surface area of
the body of Indians, Journal of Applied Physiology
1955;7(6):585-588.

Karhu O, Kansi P, Kuorinka 1. Correcting work
postures in industry: a practical method for analysis,
Appl Ergon 1977;8(4):199-201.

McAtamney L, Nigel Corlett E. RULA: a survey
method for the investigation of work-related upper limb
disorders, Appl Ergon 1993;24(2):91-99.

Hignett S, McAtamney L. Rapid entire body assessment
(REBA), Appl Ergon 2000;31(2):201-205.

Jacqueline L, Colin R, Richard GD, Broderick L. A
field methodology for the control of musculoskeletal
injuries, Applied Ergonomics 1994;25(1):3-16.

Das D, Das A. Statistics in biology and psychology,
Academic publishers, Kolkata, 4th ed 2005, 117-126.
Das D, Das A. Statistics in biology and psychology,
Academic publishers, Kolkata, 3rd ed 1998, 182-202.
Joling CI, Blatter BM, Ybema JF, Bongers PM. Can
favorable psychosocial work conditions and high work
dedication protect against the occurrence of work-
related musculoskeletal disorders? Scand J Work
Environ Health 2008;34(5):345-355.

Samani A, Holtermann A, Sggaard K, Holtermann A,
Madeleine P. Following ergonomics guidelines
decreases physical and cardiovascular workload during
cleaning tasks, Ergonomics 2012;55(3):295-307.
Jakobsena MD, Sundstrupa E, Brandta M, Perssonc R,
Andersena LL. “Estimation of physical workload of the
low-back based on exposure variation analysis during a
full working day among male blue-collar workers,
Cross-sectional workplace study, Applied Ergonomics
2018;70:127-133.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

http://www.allresearchjournal.com

Das SK, Karmakar SN, Khatun H, Bhattacharya D. An
Ergonomics Evaluation of Posture and Other Physical
and Physiological Indices of Two Wheeler Garage
Workers, International Journal of Scientific Research in
Biological Sciences 2020;7(3):92-98.

Mattila M, Karwowski W, Vilkki M. Analysis of
working postures in hammering tasks on building
construction sites using the computerized OWAS
method, Appl Ergon 1993;24:405-412.

Saraji JN, Hassanzadeh MA, Shahtaheri MPSJ.
Evaluation of musculoskeletal disorders risk factors
among the crew of the Iranian ports and shipping

organization’s  vessels, Acta Medica Iranica
2004;42:350-354.

Chowdhury Salian SS, Boricha J, Yardi S.
Identification of awkward postures that cause
discomfort to Liquid Petroleum Gas workers in
Mumbai, India, Indian J Occup Environ Med
2012;16:3-8.

Da Costa BR, Vieira ER. Risk factors for work-related
musculoskeletal disorders: a systematic review of
recent longitudinal studies, Am J Ind Med 2010;53:285-
323.

Kwon BK, Roffey DM, Bishop PB, Dagenais S, Wai
EK. Systematic review: occupational physical activity
and low back pain, Occup Med 2011;61:541-548.
Moore A, Wells R, Ranney D. Quantifying exposure in
occupational manual tasks with cumulative trauma
disorder potential, Ergonomics 1991;34:1433-1453.
Okunribido OO, Magnusson M, Pope MH. The role of
whole body vibration, posture and manual materials
handling as risk factors for low back pain in
occupational drivers, Ergonomics 2008;51:308-329.
Elders LAM. Interrelations of risk factors and low back
pain in scaffolders, Occup Environ Med 2001;58:597-
603.

Kivi P, Mattila M. Analysis and improvement of work
postures in the building industry: application of the
computerized OWAS  method, Appl Ergon
1991;22(1):43-48.

Chaffin DB, Anderson G. Occupational Biomechanics,
John Wiley and Sons, New York 1987.

McGill SM, Norman RW. Dynamically and statistically
determined low back moments during lifting, J
Biomech 1985;18:877-885.


http://www.allresearchjournal.com/

