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Comparison and application of RULA and REBA in risk assessment on postural load

of musculoskeletal disorders in shoe-making industry
SHEN Bo" XU Xu-yan LUO Xiudeng CHEN Xi LIU Peifang WANG Zhong=u JIANG Yu LUO Yudia
( * Fuzhou Municipal Center for Disease Control and Prevention Fuzhou 350004  China)

Abstract: Objective The aim of this study was to compare different risk assessment methods of work posture in shoe-making
industry. Methods  Using rapid upper limb assessment ( RULA) and rapid entire body assessment ( REBA) to survey the
postural overloads of 33 main work activities in a shoe-making factory and evaluated the risk level then compare the results after
normalizeing the absolute values. Results According to the assessment results of RULA  there were 26 medium-risk activities ac—
counted for 78. 8% (26/33) 6 were high-risk activities accounted for 18.2% (6/33) 1 extremely high activity accounted for
3.0% (1/33); while the results from REBA there were 29 belonged to medium-—risk work activities accounted for 87.9% ( 29/
33) 3 belonged to high—isk activities accounted for 9. 1% (3/33) 1 was high—risk activity accounted for 3.0% (1/33); there
were 30 work activities with the same risk assessment level by both two methods which accounted for 90. 9% (30/33) . The incon—
sistency results by two assessment methods were only three job activities: printing of cutting workshop nailing and matching in
molding workshop comparing the normalized scores of two methods all of the RULA scores were higher than that of the REBA
scores for all of the work activities. Conclusion The results suggested that the results of postural risk assessment in shoe-making
industry by RULA and REBA methods were high consistent. RULA seemed more rigorous and may be a better assessment way for
protecting the health of workers.
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