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Introduction

Over the past fifteen years, software tools for ergonomic 
risk assessment ranging from video-based posture analysis 
applications to fully digital human modeling suites have 
advanced considerably in analytical sophistication. 
Automated joint-angle extraction, machine-learning-
assisted posture classification, and cloud-based reporting 
are now standard features in commercial offerings. Despite 
this, informal observation across several industrial sites we 
have consulted with over the last three years suggests that a 
substantial proportion of practicing safety and ergonomics 
personnel continue to rely on paper-based or spreadsheet-
based checklist methods, such as manual RULA or REBA 
scoring sheets, rather than the software tools nominally 
available to them. This short communication reports our 
observations on that gap and offers a preliminary explanation 
worth testing more rigorously [1].

Observations

Across a convenience sample of engagements with mid-
sized manufacturing and warehousing operations, we noted 
three recurring patterns. First, software adoption was highest 
where a dedicated ergonomics specialist was on staff, and 
markedly lower where risk assessments were performed by 
generalist health and safety officers with broader portfolios. 
Second, even where licenses for advanced software were 
purchased, usage frequently reverted to manual scoring 
within six to twelve months, coinciding with staff turnover 
or a lapse in vendor-provided training refreshers. Third, 
the stated reason for reversion, when asked directly, was 
rarely about software accuracy. It was almost always about 
workflow friction: the time required to set up video capture, 
obtain worker consent, process footage, and generate a 
report exceeded the time available in a typical assessment 

window, particularly for reactive assessments prompted by 
an incident report rather than a scheduled audit [2].

Discussion

These observations suggest that the binding constraint 
on ergonomics software adoption in field settings may 
not be analytical capability but assessment throughput 
under real operational time pressure. This is a somewhat 
different diagnosis than the one usually offered in software 
marketing material, which tends to emphasize accuracy and 
automation as the primary value proposition. If throughput 
under time pressure is indeed the binding constraint, then 
future development effort might be better directed at 
minimizing the number of discrete steps between observing 
a task and producing an actionable score, rather than 
adding further analytical depth to tools that are, by several 
accounts, already more capable than field conditions allow 
practitioners to use.

We would also note, as a secondary observation, that 
manual checklist methods carry a portability advantage that 
is easy to underestimate from a software design perspective: 
a paper REBA sheet requires no charged device, no software 
license, no data privacy agreement with the worker being 
observed, and no network connectivity. In several of the 
facilities we visited, at least one of these requirements was 
a genuine barrier — either connectivity was poor on the 
production floor, or workers were understandably reluctant 
to be filmed for a video-based assessment tool, regardless of 
the tool’s stated data handling policy [3].

Conclusion

This communication is exploratory rather than 
conclusive, based on convenience observation across a 
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limited set of engagements rather than a controlled study, 
and we would welcome more systematic survey work on this 
question. But the pattern we observed is consistent enough, 
across sufficiently varied sites, to suggest that ergonomics 
software developers and researchers may be optimizing 
for the wrong constraint. Reducing time-to-score under 
field conditions, and addressing legitimate worker privacy 
concerns around video capture, may do more for real-
world adoption than incremental gains in postural analysis 
accuracy.
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