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Employers and workers need concrete guidance to plan and implement changes in the ergonomics of compu-
ter workstations. The Ndppdrd method is a screening tool for identifying problems requiring further assess-
ment and corrective actions. The aim of this study was to assess the work of occupational safety and health
(OSH) government inspectors who used Ndppdird as part of their OSH enforcement inspections (430 assess-
ments) related to computer work. The modifications in workstation ergonomics involved mainly adjustments to
the screen, mouse, keyboard, forearm supports, and chair. One output of the assessment is an index indicating
the percentage of compliance items. This method can be considered as exposure assessment and ergonomics
intervention used as a benchmark for the level of ergonomics. Future research can examine whether the effec-
tiveness of participatory ergonomics interventions should be investigated with Ndppdird.

computer health safety ergonomics inspectors legislation screening

1. INTRODUCTION There are ergonomics checklists available for
analyzing OSH at computer workstations. The
1.1. Safety and Health in Computer Work information these checklists provide is valuable

Finnish decree No. 1405/1993 considers the and, to our knowledge, OSH inspectors in the
occupational safety and health (OSH) demands UK and the USA use ergonomics checklists to
associated with computer work [1]. This decree assess computer workstations. For example, in
implements Directive 90/270/EEC [2]. The Finn-  the UK, the Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
ish enforcement legislation stipulates that OSH has guidelines for individuals who work with
authorities monitor compliance with the provi-
sions of OSH legislation for employees doing

visual display units and their employers [5].
HSE has proposed some simple adjustments that

computer work [3]. The Finnish occupational computer users can make to workstations to

health care (OHC) act stipulates that occupational
health care professionals shall through their

make them more comfortable and easy to use. In
the USA, the checklist of the Occupational

actions and methods focus on the work. the work- Safety and Health Administration helps to create

ing environment, and the workplace community
of the employees [4].

a safe and comfortable computer workstation
and, e.g., it identifies the areas for improvement
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in posture, component placement, and working
environment [6].

The Finnish screening method Nippdrd was
developed to harmonize the enforcement prac-
tices to be applied between OSH inspectorate
agencies and between individual inspectors with
respect to computer workstations and the working
environment.

1.2. Nappira

Néppird, a method for assessing ergonomics in
computer work, is a rapid screening tool for iden-
tifying problems that require further assessment
and corrective actions. The questions and obser-
vations are dichotomous, in other words, the
respondent is either in compliance or noncompli-
ance. The items labeled as noncompliance are
subject to further actions. One output of the
assessment is an index indicating the percentage
of compliance items out of the total of all items.
This index can be considered as exposure assess-
ment and ergonomics intervention used as a
benchmark for the level of ergonomics. The
advantage of this method is that it is rapid and
simple to use, and the findings clearly highlight
aspects requiring intervention. This index can be
used as a benchmark for the level of ergonomics
in every office. The method has been developed
in conjunction with researchers, OHC profession-
als, OSH inspectors, and computer operators. The
project was instigated by Finland’s OSH govern-
ment administration together with researchers
from the Finnish Institute of Occupational Health.
The method is based on observations and inter-
views of computer operators; it consists of 12
items of observation and 13 questions answered
in five sections: workspace, working environ-
ment, posture, furniture and equipment, and work
orientation and guidance. The objects of the
assessment are intended to inform companies
with computer workstations about the principles
they can expect to be required by OSH inspec-
tors. Each object is illustrated with a number of
criteria to amplify the meaning of the overriding
principle, and to provide guidance about its appli-
cation. These illustrations are not meant to
include all possible applications of that principle.

JOSE 2014, Vol. 20, No. 1

2. AIM OF THE STUDY

The aim of this study was to assess OSH govern-
ment inspectors’ work on the ergonomics of com-
puter work using Néppiri as part of their OSH
enforcement inspections. This study explores
quantitative assessments of ergonomics in com-
puter work carried out by the OSH government
inspectors and evaluates the applicability of this
assessment. OSH inspectors could use Nappiri to
assess compliance with the Finnish government
decree on computer work [1], which implements
Directive 90/270/EEC [2]. Act No. 44/2006 stip-
ulates the measures, i.e., written advice or bind-
ing improvement notice [3].

3. MATERIAL AND METHODS

This study is based on observation assessments of
OSH at computer workstations made by inspec-
tors who used Néppéard. In 2007, 18 inspectors
conducted assessments of 430 computer worksta-
tions. Offices in the banking sector represented
57% of the cases, offices of insurance companies
made up the next largest sector (22%), whereas
single enterprises in different business sectors
accounted for the remaining 21%.

The observations and the results of the inter-
views were documented by virtue of the criteria
for observing and interviewing and a more exten-
sive manual. Moreover, the way basic informa-
tion about computer workstations was gathered
was a tool for OSH government supervision (see
Appendix A on p. 174). To achieve a reliable
application of the method, the inspectors were
trained in its use so that regular parallel measure-
ments could be undertaken.

Néppird is used in OSH inspections. Not only
items requiring improvement but also functional
items are discussed in the summaries of the
measurements after the inspections. According to
Standard No. EN 614-1+A1:2006 [7], in ergo-
nomic design principles, the purpose of a three-
zone rating system is to establish a system of eval-
uation that will help to fulfill a risk evaluation in a
structured and straightforward way. A three-zone
rating system is used in ergonomics risk assess-
ment, because ergonomics hazards often are
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ambiguous; they depend on a wide range of char-
acteristics, abilities, and needs; and also because
they are seldom related to only one factor [7].
This study used a three-zone rating system as a
comprehensible and educational way of present-
ing complex ergonomics data to simplify the
determination of appropriate actions. The conclu-
sions based on the index level of the individual
workstations are summarized with a coding sys-
tem based on traffic lights [8]:

e (reen zone: when the index exceeds 80, the
inspector can provide instructions for
maintaining the good level. The workplace
also receives positive feedback about its good
working conditions.

e Amber zone: when the index is 80-63, the
employer is requested to conduct an
ergonomics survey and/or arrange guidance in
computer work by, e.g., OHC professionals,
and is encouraged to implement the
improvement measures listed in the survey.

e Red zone: Should the index fall under 65, the
employer is requested to undertake immediate
steps to improve the conditions at the
workstation. Detailed instructions about the
observed shortcomings can be given in an
inspection report, e.g., on the lack of
adjustable chairs. At the same time, the
employer is requested to conduct an
ergonomics survey and/or arrange for
guidance on computer work by, e.g., OHC
professionals, and to implement the
improvement measures listed in the inspection
survey. In these cases, a follow-up evaluation
of the workstation should follow, again with
Nippara.

The index can also be compared to the average
numbers for the sector or other parts of the com-
pany. This kind of comparison seems to motive
employers.

The OSH inspectors’ assessments were cali-
brated, i.e., the inspectors used the assessment for
7 h to ensure that it provided valid results. Statis-
tical analysis of X2 test was done with SAS user’s
guide [9].

4. RESULTS

Table 1 presents the results of Finnish OSH gov-
ernment inspectors’ assessment of ergonomics in
computer work (see the criteria in Appendix A on
p. 174).

The statistical differences between subpoints
(the observations of the inspectors compared with
the responses of the interviewees) of the numbers
of observations tested with X2 were as follows:

e statistically significant (p < .01) difference
between the observations “2.3. Air cleanliness
and temperature” and the responses to
question “2.4. Are you satisfied with the
temperature at your computer workstation?”’;

e statistically significant (p < .01) difference
between the observations “3.2. Upper limb
posture” and the responses to question “3.4.
Is your posture generally comfortable?”;

e statistically almost significant (p < .05)
difference between the observations “4.1.
Chair” and the responses to question “3.6.
Can you adjust your chair to a suitable
height?”.

No statistical significances were found in the
other items when comparing the responses of the
computer operators and the respective observa-
tions of the OSH inspectors of the computer
workstations or the working environment.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. Néappéra in OSH Inspectors’ Work

If the Néppéri criteria indicate that the results are
in the amber or red zones, computer operators
should seek guidance on the necessary modifica-
tions. Firstly, the following subpoints were iden-
tified in the assessment: monitor table/worktop
(80% amber); air cleanliness and temperature
(77% amber); upper limb posture (73% amber);
acoustic environment (72% amber); and upper
body and head posture (72% amber). Secondly,
the following subpoints were found in the com-
puter operators’ responses: ‘“Are you satisfied with
the temperature at your computer workstation?”

JOSE 2014, Vol. 20, No. 1
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TABLE 1. Distribution of government inspectors’ ergonomics assessment at computer workstations

(N = 430)

Object of Observation

In Order (%) Notin Order (%) Assessment

1. Workspace

1.1. Location of computer workstation 81 19 _
1.2. Tidiness and cleanliness 71 29 amber
2. Working environment
2.1. Lighting 89 11 -
2.2. Are you satisfied with the lighting at your computer 88 12
workstation??
2.3. Air cleanliness and temperature 77 23 amber
2.4. Are you satisfied with the temperature at your computer 63 37 -
workstation??
2.5. Accoustic environment 72 28 amber
2.6. Are there noises near your computer workstation disturbing 72 28 amber
your ability to concentrate??
3. Posture
3.1. Upper body and head posture 74 26 amber
3.2. Upper limb posture 73 27 amber
3.3. Leg and foot posture 82 18
3.4. Is your posture generally comfortable?? 84 16
3.5. Can you interrupt continuous work at the computer to have 93 7
a break??
3.6. Can you adjust your chair to a suitable height?® 96 4
4. Furniture and equipment
4.1. Chair 91 9
4.2. Laptop: is it possible to connect your laptop to a monitor, 91 9
a separate keyboard, and mouse??
4.3. Monitor 87 13
4.4. Can you see the symbols on the screen easily?? 91 9
4.5. Keyboard and mouse 92 8
4.6. Monitor table/worktop 80 20
4.7. Do you have enough free table space?? 84 16
4.8. Do you need a document holder?®® 85 15
4.9. Do you need a foot rest?P 83 17
5.  Work orientation and guidance
5.1. Have you been given guidance in workplace ergonomics in 72 28 amber
this organization??
5.2. Have you received sufficiently guidance in how to use 86 14
computer programs in your work??
total 82 18 -

Notes. a = question asked of computer operator, b = question asked only if equipment is not used.

(63% red); “Are there noises near your computer
workstation disturbing your ability to concen-
trate?” (72% amber); and “Have you been given
guidance in workplace ergonomics in this organi-
zation?” (72% amber).

The OSH government inspectors acted as eval-
uators and without their input, this survey could
not have been conducted. This kind of assessment

JOSE 2014, Vol. 20, No. 1

is not part of the traditional inspection procedure,
which focusses on minimum OSH requirements.
The findings of Néppédrd can point to further
investigations to be done by OHC professionals
and to improvements when necessary. In addi-
tion, computer operators can also use Néppiri to
identify and assess their own computer work-
stations. Nédppérid can be used in self-assessment,
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e.g., management can set goals for the indexes of
ergonomics at computer workstations, compare
their progress against the goals and undertake
modifications if there is a discrepancy between a
goal and the current state. In this self-assessment
[10], goals are established (deliberative mindset),
there is planning (implemental mindset), goal
striving takes place (actional mindset), and goal
evaluation/revision concludes this process (evalu-
ative mindset). Once goals are established, they
provide a standard against which feedback is con-
tinually compared as a means of regulating
behavior and effort. Néppédrd can be applied in
participatory ergonomics [11] to understand how
changes in computer work need to be imple-
mented in practice. Ergonomics is always a col-
laborative activity [12]. Nédppird can also be used
to implement workplace ergonomics, i.e., OSH
inspectors can use the results during their consul-
tations with employers and workers” OSH
representatives.

The assessment of risk factors is an integral
part of the participative ergonomics process [13].
In participative ergonomics [12], it is important
for the organization to be convinced about the
benefits of good ergonomics; this is a central ele-
ment of ergonomics practice. It means that ergo-
nomics has to be context sensitive and to embrace
qualitative approaches and methods as well as the
more traditional quantitative methods [14]. In
participative ergonomics, the active participation
of the management and technical personnel as
well as better collaboration and communication
between workers, management, and technical
personnel can result in significant improvements
[13].

The traditional approach of OSH inspectors
making notes of OSH risks must be comple-
mented with new refined methods built on assess-
ment, interviews, and dialog [15, 16]. This study
indicated that OSH inspectors would have to pro-
mote co-operation between employers and work-
ers’ OSH representatives and to encourage them to
seek support from OHC professionals about how
best to implement Néppérd and undertake improve-
ments on the basis of its results. Systematic OSH
management and work organization issues require
a much more sophisticated, educational approach

from government OSH inspectors. Changes in the
regulatory strategy have taken place in several
areas of official surveillance conducted by OSH
inspectors [16]. In summary, according to the
results of our study, this represents change in the
system away from coercion towards one which
encourages voluntary action, i.e., Nidppard. There
is a great demand for (a) new methods using tech-
niques which assess physical exposure to work-
related musculoskeletal risks and (b) practical
exposure assessment tools that meet the needs of
ergonomics experts and practitioners [17, 18, 19,
20, 21]. Moreover, Néppéri can be used by both
OHC professionals and computer operators.

Relevant examples describe these kinds of
investigations and the multidimensional measures
with which it is possible to assess practical
aspects associated with the ergonomics of com-
puter work [22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28].

5.2. Implications for Further Research

Future research should investigate whether sup-
plementary or complementary observation meth-
ods of computer workstations and workers’ inter-
views would help to identify best practices of
ergonomics in computer work. Another option
would be to consider what might be the boundary
conditions that reveal the effectiveness of one
type of best ergonomics practice rather than some
other approach. By investigating physiological
reactions to computer work, areas which are typi-
cally confined to research on work stress, these
results could potentially be used in examining
many other aspects of organizational behavior.
For example, investigations into the social psy-
chology factors in the workplace could also help
to improve computer operators’ health and have
economic advantages not only to commercial
concerns but also to society as a whole.
However, to reach this goal, longitudinal
research is necessary to fully capture participa-
tory ergonomics in order that it can be included in
the practical applications of the OSH legislation.
A full investigation of the many dimensions of
the implementation of Directive 90/270/EEC [2]
would require developing a multidimensional
measure which would be capable of evaluating
the key dimensions of the practical ergonomics

JOSE 2014, Vol. 20, No. 1
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applications according to the directive. In addi-
tion, the effectiveness of participatory ergonom-
ics interventions should be investigated as a way
of preventing work-related musculoskeletal and
mental problems in computer work.

At the same time, increased efforts are neces-
sary to derive a deeper understanding of how the
quantitative assessment methods implemented by
OSH inspectors and OHC professionals can best
be used to assess the actual physical exposure to
work-related musculoskeletal and mental risks of
computer operators. Future research should
investigate the extent to which the primary
dimensions of the ergonomics assessment of
computer work can be identified through obser-
vations and interviews with the operators. At the
same time, it is important to investigate in depth
how Nippiri could be better applied in participa-
tory ergonomics.

The basic guidance provided to the managers
responsible for acquiring furniture and products
for computer workstations relates most frequently
to their delivery. It would be interesting to exam-
ine how participatory ergonomics can be pro-
moted when new furniture is purchased for com-
puter workstations. For example, the individuals
installing furniture installations could be trained
so that they would be able to explain the critical
issues of ergonomics to ensure that good ergo-
nomics furniture is not set incorrectly at computer
workstations.

REFERENCES

1. Ministry of Social Affairs and Health.
[Government Decree of VDU (computer)
work] (1405/1993). Helsinki, Finland:
Ministry of Social Affairs and Health;
1993. Retrieved May 2, 2013, from: http://
www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/1993/19931405.

2. Council Directive of 29 May 1990 on the
minimum safety and health requirements
for work with display screen equipment
(90/270/EEC). OJ. 1990;L.156:14-8.
Retrieved May 2, 2013, from: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?
uri=0J:L.:1990:156:0014:0018:EN:PDF.

JOSE 2014, Vol. 20, No. 1

10.

11.

Ministry of Social Affairs and Health. Act on
occupational safety and health enforcement
and cooperation on occupational safety and
health at workplaces (as amended by Act
701/2006) (44/2006). Helsinki, Finland:
Ministry of Social Affairs and Health; 2006.
Retrieved May 2, 2013, from: http://www.
finlex.fi/fi/laki/kaannokset/2006/en20060044.
pdf.

Ministry of Social Affairs and Health.
Occupational health care act (1383/2001).
Helsinki, Finland: Ministry of Social
Affairs and Health; 2001. Retrieved May 2,
2013, from: http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/
kaannokset/2001/en20011383.pdf.

Health and Safety Executive (HSE).
Working with display screen equipment
(DSE). London, UK: HSE; 2012. Retrieved
May 2, 2013, from: http://www.hse.gov.uk/
pubns/indg36.pdf.

Occupational Safety and Health Adminis-
tration (OSHA). Computer workstations.
Washington, DC, USA: OSHA; 2012.
Retrieved May 2, 2013, from: http://www.
osha.gov/SLTC/etools/computerworkstations/
index.html.

European Committee for Standardization
(CEN). Safety of machinery—ergonomic
design principles—part 1: terminology and
general principles (Standard No. EN 614-
1+A1:2006). Brussels, Belgium: CEN; 2009.

Léansikallio R, Rasa PL, Ketola R, Myyri-
Partanen K. An assessment method of
ergonomics in VDU work in the occupational
health and safety supervision. In: Rafnsdottir GL,
Gunnarsdottir H, Sveindottir B, editors.
Proceedings NES 2003, 35th Annual
Conference of the Nordic Ergonomics
Society. Reykjavik, Iceland: Svansprent;
2003. p. 252-4.

SAS Institute. SAS user’s guide. Version 9.
Cary, NC, USA: SAS Institute; 2005.

Lord RG, Diefendorff, JM, Schmidt AM,
Hall RJ. Self-regulation at work. Annu Rev
Psychol. 2010;61:543—-68.

Rivilis I, Van Eerd D, Cullen K, Cole DC,
Irvin E, Tyson J, Mahood Q. Effectiveness
of participatory ergonomic interventions on
health outcomes: a systematic review. Appl
Ergon. 2008;39(3):342-58.


http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/1993/19931405
http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/1993/19931405
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:1990:156:0014:0018:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:1990:156:0014:0018:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:1990:156:0014:0018:EN:PDF
http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/kaannokset/2006/en20060044.pdf
http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/kaannokset/2006/en20060044.pdf
http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/kaannokset/2006/en20060044.pdf
http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/kaannokset/2001/en20011383.pdf
http://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/kaannokset/2001/en20011383.pdf
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/indg36.pdf
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/indg36.pdf
http://www.osha.gov/SLTC/etools/computerworkstations/index.html
http://www.osha.gov/SLTC/etools/computerworkstations/index.html
http://www.osha.gov/SLTC/etools/computerworkstations/index.html

Downloaded by [185.55.64.226] at 06:19 15 March 2015

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

SCREENING METHOD IN ASSESSING ERGONOMICS 173

Theberge N, Neumann WP. Doing
“organizational work”: expanding the
conception of professional practice in
ergonomics. Appl Ergon. 2010;42(1):76-84.

Pehkonen I, Takala EP, Ketola R, Viikari-
Juntura E, Leino-Arjas P, Hopsu L, et al.
Evaluation of a participatory ergonomic
intervention process in kitchen work. Appl
Ergon. 2008;40(1):115-23.

Wilson JR. Fundamentals of ergonomics in
theory and practice. Appl Ergon. 2000;31(6):
557-67.

Bruhn A. The inspector’s dilemma under
regulated self-regulation. Policy and Practice
in Health and Safety. 2006;4(2):3-23.

Bruhn A. Occupational unity or diversity in
a changing work context? The case of
Swedish labour inspectors. Policy and
Practice in Health and Safety. 2009;7(2):
31-50.

Ketola R, Toivonen R, Hikkénen M,
Luukkonen R, Takala EP, Viikari-Juntura E.
Effect of ergonomic intervention in work
with video display units. Scand J Work
Environ Health. 2002;28(1):18-24.

Ketola R. Physical workload as a risk
factor for symptoms in the neck and upper
limbs: exposure assessment and ergonomic
intervention. J Sports Sci Med. 2004;

3 Suppl 5:1-46. Retrieved May 2, 2013,
from: http://www.jssm.org/suppls/S/
SupplSpdf.pdf.

Lindegard A, Karlberg C, Wigaeus-
Torngvist E, Toomingas A, Hagberg M.
Concordance between VDU-users’ ratings
of comfort and perceived exertion with
experts’ observations of workplace layout
and working postures. Appl Ergon. 2005;
36(3):319-25.

Nevala-Puranen N, Pakarinen K,
Louhevaara V. Ergonomic intervention on
neck, shoulder and arm symptoms of
newspaper employees in work with visual
display units. Int J Ind Ergon. 2003;31(1):
1-10.

Robertson M, Amick BC 3rd, DeRango K,
Rooney T, Bazzani L, Harrist R, et al. The
effects of an office ergonomics training and
chair intervention on worker knowledge,

behavior and musculoskeletal risk. Appl
Ergon. 2009;40(1):124-35.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

Fountain LIK. Examining RULA’s postural
scoring system with selected physiological
and psychophysiological measures.
International Journal of Occupational
Safety and Ergonomics (JOSE). 2003;9(4):
383-92. Retrieved May 2, 2013, from:
http://www.ciop.pl/8018.

Toomingas A, Nilsson T, Hagberg M,
Hagman M, Wigaeus Tornqvist E.
Symptoms and clinical findings from the
musculoskeletal system among operators at
a call centre in Sweden—a 10-month
follow-up study. International Journal of
Occupational Safety and Ergonomics
(JOSE). 2003;9(4):405-18. Retrieved May 2,
2013, from: http://www.ciop.pl/8020.

Oehme O, Schmidt L, Luczak H.
Comparison between the strain indicator
HRYV of a head-based virtual retinal display
and LC-head mounted displays for
augmented reality. International Journal of
Occupational Safety and Ergonomics
(JOSE). 2003;9(4):419-30. Retrieved May 2,
2013, from: http://www.ciop.pl/8021.

Wolska A. Visual strain and lighting
preferences of VDT users under different
lighting systems. International Journal of
Occupational Safety and Ergonomics
(JOSE). 2003;9(4):431-40. Retrieved May 2,
2013, from: http://www.ciop.pl/8022.

Ullman J, Kangas N, Ullman P,
Wartenberg F, Ericson M. A new approach
to the mouse arm syndrome. International
Journal of Occupational Safety and
Ergonomics (JOSE). 2003;9(4):463-77.
Retrieved May 2, 2013, from: http://www.
ciop.pl/8025.

Robertson, MM, O’Neill MJ, Reducing
musculoskeletal discomfort: effects of an
office ergonomics workplace and training
intervention. International Journal of
Occupational Safety and Ergonomics (JOSE).
2003;9(4):491-502. Retrieved May 2, 2013,
from: http://www.ciop.pl/8027.

Ziefle M. Sitting posture, postural
discomfort, and visual performance: a
critical view on the interdependence of
cognitive and anthropometric factors in the
VDU workplace. International Journal of
Occupational Safety and Ergonomics
(JOSE). 2003;9(4):503—-14. Retrieved May 2,
2013, from: http://www.ciop.pl/8028.

JOSE 2014, Vol. 20, No. 1


http://www.jssm.org/suppls/5/Suppl5pdf.pdf
http://www.jssm.org/suppls/5/Suppl5pdf.pdf
http://www.ciop.pl/8018
http://www.ciop.pl/8020
http://www.ciop.pl/8021
http://www.ciop.pl/8022
http://www.ciop.pl/8025
http://www.ciop.pl/8025
http://www.ciop.pl/8027
http://www.ciop.pl/8028

Downloaded by [185.55.64.226] at 06:19 15 March 2015

174 T. NISKANEN, J. LEHTELA & R. LANSIKALLIO

APPENDIX A. Criteria for government inspectors’ ergonomics assessment at computer
workstations

Objects of Observation Criteria®

1. Workspace

1.1. Location of workplace Access to the workplace is easy, the area is secluded, set apart, e.g.,

away from pathways.

There is no work-hindering disarray or visible dust (on floors, shelves, and
tables); no bundles of electrical wires on the floor; the means to keep
the area clean and tidy are available.

1.2. Tidiness and cleanliness

2. Working environment
2.1. Lighting
2.2. Lighting (question)

General lighting is good, there is no direct dazzle, e.g., from windows.”
Changes of lighting during working day or according to seasons, etc.

2.3. Air cleanliness and temperature Ambient air is of good quality, temperature and air movement suitable for

work
2.4. Temperature (question) Changes in temperature during working day or according to seasons, etc.
2.5. Accoustic environment Accoustic environment pleasant, no disturbing noises.

2.6. Accoustic environment (question) Noise caused by others, disturbing noises caused by phones, air
conditioning or traffic, etc.®

3. Posture: evaluate posture when the operator is using keyboard and mouse
3.1. Upper body and head posture Posture of upper body and head looks comfortable; monitor is at a

3.2.

3.3.

Upper limb posture

Leg and foot posture

suitable distance and below eye-level, and backrest supports lumbar
region of the back.

Posture of upper limbs looks comfortable; lower arms are supported by
the table or armrests.

Posture of legs seems comfortable; there is enough space for legs, feet
are firmly on the floor or on a foot rest, base structure of the table or
other items do not essentially hinder turning in the chair.

3.4. Posture (question) Can operator sit without tensing shoulders, back, or arms, etc.?

3.5. Breaks (question) Can operator change posture freely and get up now and then from the
chair to walk, etc.?

3.6. Adjustment of chair (question) Are adjustment possibilities in order, does the operator know how to use
them, etc.?

4. Furmniture and equipment

4.1. Chair Suitable for operator, supportive and adjustable.

4.2. Laptop (question)d

4.3. Monitor Can the monitor be rotated and angled? The height is adjustable when
necessary. The screen does not flicker and is located in front of the
operator. There are no reflections or dazzles.

4.4. Eye sight (question) How does the operator feel about eyesight, e.g., when using glasses?

4.5. Keyboard and mouse There is enough space in front of keyboard and mouse to rest both hands
or resting is arranged by other means. There is also space to move the
mouse and change the position of the keyboard.

4.6. Monitor table/worktop There is space (width and depth) for equipment and free space on both
sides of the worktop.

4.7. Table space (question) Is there enough space to work and for equipment and papers?

4.8. Document holder (question)® If necessary, is there a firm and adjustable document holder? f

4.9. Footrest (question)?

5. Work orientation and guidance

5.1. Guidance in workplace ergonomics  Adjusting the chair, arranging equipment, etc.

5.2. Guidance on how to use computer

(question)

programs (question)

Necessary courses, guidance by computer advisor, colleagues, and
supervisors, etc.

Notes. a = yes = in order, unless indicated otherwise; b = lighting is in order if dazzle can be shut out with
blinds; ¢ = no = in order, yes = not in order; d = to be asked if employee uses a laptop at the workplace; e = to
be asked only if there is no document holder; f = not necessary = in order, should have = not in order; g = to
be asked if there is no footrest, not necessary = in order, should have = not in order.
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