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Many studies have shown that ergonomically designed furniture improves productivity and well-
being. As computers have become a part of students’ academic lives, they will continue to 
grow in the future. We propose anthropometric-based furniture dimensions that are suitable for 
university students to improve computer laboratory ergonomics. We collected data from 380 
participants and analyzed 11 anthropometric measurements, correlating them with 11 furniture 
dimensions. Two types of furniture were found and studied in different university computer 
laboratories: (1) a non-adjustable chair with a non-adjustable table and (2) an adjustable chair 
with a non-adjustable table. The mismatch calculation showed a significant difference between 
existing furniture dimensions and anthropometric measurements, indicating that 7 of the 11 
existing furniture dimensions need improvement. The one-way ANOVA test with a significance 
level of 5% also showed a significant difference between the anthropometric data and existing 
furniture dimensions. All 11 dimensions were determined to match students’ anthropometric 
data. The proposed dimensions were found to be more compatible and showed reduced mismatch 
percentages for nine furniture dimensions and nearly zero mismatches for seat width, backrest 
height, and under the hood for both males and females compared to the existing furniture 
dimensions. The proposed dimensions of the furniture set with adjustable seat height showed 
slightly improved match results for seat height and seat-to-table clearance, which showed zero 
mismatches compared with the non-adjustable furniture set. The table width and table depth 
dimensions were suggested according to Barnes and Squires’ ergonomic work envelope model, 
considering hand reach. The positions of the keyboard and mouse are also suggested according 
to the work envelope. The monitor position and viewing angle were proposed according to OSHA 
guidelines. This study suggests that the proposed dimensions can improve comfort levels, reducing 
the risk of musculoskeletal disorders among students. Further studies on the implementation 
and long-term effects of the proposed dimensions in real-world computer laboratory settings are 
recommended.
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1. Introduction

Ergonomics plays a crucial role in ensuring safety, health, and performance in various settings, including educational institutions, 
where efforts are made to optimize work and study environments for both teachers and students to enhance productivity and minimize 
the risk of musculoskeletal discomfort [1]. Integrating ergonomic principles into education can improve the quality and increase 
productivity. For instance, research has shown that sitting posture and positioning significantly influence typing and handwriting 
performance [2]. Designing ergonomic solutions often relies on tools such as anthropometry, which involves measuring the size, 
shape, and capabilities of the human body for task performance [3,4].

Several studies have proposed methods and guidelines for designing ergonomic classroom furniture tailored to students of differ-
ent ages, providing relevant anthropometric dimensions and data for such designs [5,6]. Among the various models for ergonomic 
furniture design, the ‘design for adjustable range’ model is widely recommended, as it considers a range of anthropometric measures 
of end-users, typically between the 5th and 95th percentiles of the user population [7].

The motivation for this study stems from the growing recognition of the importance of ergonomic design for enhancing human 
productivity and well-being. Numerous studies have demonstrated the positive impact of ergonomically designed furniture on comfort, 
health, and performance, especially in settings where individuals spend prolonged periods of time seated at desks, such as offices 
and educational institutions. As computers and digital technology continue to permeate various aspects of academic and professional 
life, ensuring optimal ergonomic conditions in computer laboratories has become increasingly crucial. However, while ergonomic 
guidelines and standards exist for general office environments, tailored guidelines for computer laboratories, particularly for university 
students, are lacking.

This study addresses this gap by proposing anthropometric-based furniture dimensions specifically designed for university students. 
This research aims to optimize furniture design in university computer labs to better accommodate students’ physical characteristics.

The main goal of this study was to assess the current status of computer laboratories in Bangladesh by gathering anthropometric 
data from students. We sought to identify potential mismatches between anthropometric measurements and computer lab furniture 
dimensions to establish better design parameters for university students. By considering relevant anthropometric measurements of 
students sitting, our aim was to minimize potential mismatches and prolonged health issues. Additionally, this study aims to assess 
and compare the potential mismatch between two existing computer tables and chair sets. We proposed standardized design criteria 
and dimensions based on anthropometry and student safety guidelines.

Implementing anthropometric-based furniture dimensions tailored for university students can significantly enhance the ergonomic 
design of computer laboratories. By reducing potential mismatches between students’ physical measurements and furniture di-
mensions, this research contributes to the creation of safer, more comfortable, and more productive learning environments. These 
optimized furniture dimensions have the potential to minimize the risk of musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs) and discomfort among 
students, thereby promoting their overall well-being and academic performance. Furthermore, by providing tailored guidelines for 
computer laboratory furniture design, this study offers practical insights that can inform future research and guide the development 
of ergonomic standards in educational institutions.

2. Literature review

Hitka and Gejdoš analyzed a sample of Slovak university students from 2000-2006 and 2018-2023 for 25 anthropometric measures 
relevant to workspace design. They showed a decrease in Slovakia’s adult population trend, with significant changes observed only 
in body weight among young adults [8]. Kang et al. investigated changes in body dimensions over time in Western (US) and Eastern 
(Korean) populations, focusing on the dimensions pertinent to automobile driver seat design. Data from the ANSUR and Size Korea 
datasets at two time points showed a consistent increase in body dimensions for both sexes in both populations [9]. Rababah and 
Etier showed that anthropometric measures in children are vital for designing child-centric furniture, tools, and toys. They analyzed 
a dataset of 354 children from Jordan across six age groups (six months to nine years), including 23 anthropometric measurements 
[10]. Goleij et al. (2024) reviewed anthropometric changes worldwide over 30 years and analyzed 132 articles. They found significant 
increases in various body dimensions, emphasizing the need for regular updates and adaptations in work environments and equipment 
based on new anthropometric data [11]. Hitka et al. (2022) determined the ideal dimensions of wooden chairs for the adult bariatric 
subpopulation of Slovakia. By tracking long-term anthropometric changes, they were able to identify the body height of 95% of adult 
males [12].

Laeser et al. recognized the necessity for furniture designed for 6th and 8th-grade children. In their study, students from these 
grades performed keyboarding and mousing tasks at two computer workstations. One workstation was a conventional desktop setup, 
and the other featured an adjustable keyboard. The study found that the overall posture scores of the students improved when using 
the adjustable workstation, as indicated by the Rapid Upper Limb Assessment [13]. Thariq found that the current side-mounted 
desktop chair designs are not suited to fulfilling the postural and comfort requirements of university students in their learning 
environment. They conducted an anthropometric survey of university students in Sri Lanka. The survey aimed to create fixed-type 
and side-mounted desktop chairs and evaluate their comfort levels based on the design dimensions [14]. Taifa and Desai recognized the 
issue of poorly designed furniture for engineering students in India. The authors employed a health survey, specifically an ergonomic 
assessment, to gather and analyze the data in their study. Based on their findings, the authors proposed the design of adjustable 
classroom furniture as a solution to reduce MSDs [15]. Hoque et al. found that classroom furniture does not consider ergonomics. 
The authors conducted an anthropometric survey of 500 Bangladeshi university students, followed by a mismatch analysis. Based 
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on their findings, the authors recommended the use of ergonomically fit furniture [16]. Joshi et al. addressed the significant rise in 
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the design of computer workstations and the associated health and safety issues for users. They conducted postural assessment using 
the participative ergonomic technique of Rapid Upper Limb Assessment (RULA). The study revealed that most computer users lacked 
adequate information regarding the positioning of computer workstations, and a substantial number of computer operators reported 
issues with their upper extremities [17].

Kahya investigated the congruence between school furniture dimensions and students’ anthropometric measurements. They as-
sessed nine anthropometric dimensions of 225 students from nine departments. The results indicated a significant mismatch, with a 
seat height discrepancy of 44.45% discrepancy, seat depth of 100% discrepancy, and desk height of 21.28% discrepancy. This study 
lays the groundwork for further exploration of classroom ergonomics in university settings [18]. Abd Rahman et al. developed an 
anthropometric database tailored to Malaysian operators, focusing on sitting and standing dimensions. The database was constructed 
from the measurements of 146 male and 168 female participants aged 18-45 years. Thirty-six anthropometric dimensions were chosen 
to compare their availability across the four countries. This knowledge of population variations is crucial for designing workstations 
and facilities that accommodate the needs of the industrial environment [19]. Langová et al. presented a method for designing chair 
dimensions based solely on the height range of intended users using seven equations describing the relationship between key de-
sign dimensions and human height or height range [20]. Sydor and Hitka linked chair dimensions to anthropometric measurements, 
simplifying access to data by establishing average body proportions for adults. Through seven equations, they related chair design 
dimensions to human height, thereby facilitating design considerations [21].

Parvez et al. identified that poorly fitting furniture could contribute to various MSDs and discomfort. To delve into this issue, 
they surveyed ten primary schools in Bangladesh, revealing a notable disparity between furniture dimensions and student body mea-
surements. Moreover, this study proposes furniture dimensions that could notably decrease the mismatch percentage among students 
from 90% to 10% [22]. Shohel Parvez et al. acknowledged that inadequately designed furniture could potentially exacerbate MSDs. 
They conducted a survey of 400 university students (250 males and 150 females) who volunteered for the study. The Standard Nordic 
Musculoskeletal Questionnaire was used to evaluate MSDs. The authors recommended that modifying the design of academic furni-
ture could help alleviate or prevent MSD [23]. Moradi et al. conducted an ergonomic risk assessment of auto mechanics. This study 
found that back and waist circumference had the highest prevalence of work-related MSDs [24]. Kibria and Rafiquzzaman developed 
a self-reported Nordic ergonomic assessment questionnaire to identify discrepancies between furniture dimensions and anthropo-
metric measurements. The proposed ergonomically designed computer workstation, informed by anthropometric measurements and 
guidelines, can potentially alleviate MSDs among university teachers. This study could significantly influence ergonomic furniture 
design in universities and other organizations by addressing computer-related ergonomic challenges [25].

As computer use grows, the risks of physical strains and eye issues increase. To combat this, various international standards 
like the International Organization for Standardization [26] and guidelines from organizations such as the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration [27] offer recommendations for ergonomic workstation design. These focus on factors such as the chair and 
desk setup, monitor positioning, and lighting to reduce strain and promote better health during computer use. The International 
Organization for Standardization standard specifies basic dimensions for furniture used in office work, including tables and chairs, to 
promote user comfort and safety [28]. Additionally, The European Committee for Standardization (2020) provided guidelines for the 
ergonomic design of workstations, including layout and postural requirements for tasks involving visual display terminals (VDTs). This 
standard offers valuable insights into the workstation layout and postural requirements, which are crucial considerations in computer 
laboratory furniture design [26]. Additionally, the European Committee for Standardization specifies the functional dimensions of 
the chairs and tables used in educational institutions. This European standard outlines ergonomic furniture requirements to promote 
students’ health and well-being [29]. European Committee for Standardization (2012) provides additional safety and ergonomic 
requirements for educational furniture, complementing [30,31]. Similarly, the European Committee for Standardization (2000) sets 
safety and ergonomic requirements for office chairs, ensuring user comfort and reducing the risk of musculoskeletal disorders [32]. 
Incorporating the recommendations outlined in these standards ensures that computer laboratory furniture is ergonomically optimized 
for university students, minimizing the risk of MSDs and promoting student comfort and productivity.

Current literature on ergonomics and its impact on user health and performance has identified several research gaps that warrant 
further investigation. First, comprehensive research on interdisciplinary education in design and its impact on student learning out-
comes is lacking. Second, few studies have been conducted on the impact of ergonomic furniture design on children’s posture and 
health. Third, there is a shortage of research on university students’ ergonomic needs, particularly in different countries and cultural 
contexts. Fourth, research on the effectiveness of ergonomic interventions in reducing the risk of MSDs and other ergonomic-related 
issues in educational settings is lacking. Fifth, limited research has been conducted on the impact of ergonomic interventions on 
work satisfaction, productivity, and overall well-being in various educational settings. Sixth, there is a shortage of research on the 
long-term effects of ergonomic interventions on students’ health, performance, and retention. Finally, studies on the cost-effectiveness 
of ergonomic interventions and their potential return on investment in different occupational settings are lacking. Addressing these 
research gaps will contribute to the development of more effective ergonomic interventions and overall well-being in various occupa-
tional settings. However, there has been a limited emphasis on the design of furniture and computer labs for undergraduate education 
in universities, and there is a lack of established standards for computer lab furniture in Bangladeshi universities. Bangladeshi uni-
versities typically use desktops, chairs, and tables as computer laboratory furniture. The prolonged use of these improperly designed 
furniture pieces could exacerbate MSDs in young adults. Hence, ergonomically fitted furniture is crucial. Failure to address these 
3

issues promptly could result in undetected severe health problems among the students.



Heliyon 10 (2024) e34063A.K. Saha, M.A. Jahin, M. Rafiquzzaman et al.

3. Materials and methods

3.1. Problem identification

In our study, we sought to assess the ergonomic risks that students face due to prolonged sitting at their desks and the poten-
tial development of Work-related MSDs (WMSDs). We developed a comprehensive self-reported questionnaire based on the Nordic 
Musculoskeletal Questionnaire (NMQ), which has been extensively used and validated in previous studies. The questionnaire was 
designed to gather information on the frequency and severity of musculoskeletal symptoms experienced by teachers, focusing on 
areas such as the neck, shoulders, back, and wrists, which are commonly affected by prolonged sitting and poor ergonomics. Par-
ticipants were asked to report the frequency of musculoskeletal symptoms they experienced, classifying them as “constantly” (most 
of the time during the day), “occasionally” (two to four times a month), or “frequently” (more than four times a month). We also 
asked participants whether they had experienced musculoskeletal pain in the past 12 months. This allowed us to assess the preva-
lence of musculoskeletal pain among teachers and identify any data patterns or trends. Approximately 78.42% of students reported 
experiencing MSD-related pain. In this group, 77.67% of the patients were male, and 81.25% were female. To better understand how 
these factors might influence the prevalence and severity of musculoskeletal symptoms, we collected demographic information, such 
as age, sex, and level of study. The questionnaire was administered to a sample of students of Khulna University of Engineering & 
Technology (KUET). The collected data were analyzed to identify any significant associations between ergonomic factors, such as 
prolonged sitting and poor posture, and the development of WMSDs. The reliability test for the NMQ yielded a Cronbach’s alpha 
value of 0.77, indicating an “acceptable” level of internal consistency. This value falls within the 95% confidence interval of 0.733 
and 0.803, suggesting that if the survey were repeated with different samples, the actual value of Cronbach’s alpha would likely fall 
within this range 95% of the time.

3.2. Sample collection

A subset of students was chosen from two departments at KUET, Khulna, Bangladesh. Equation (1) was used to establish the 
necessary sample size.

𝑛 = 𝑁

1 +𝑁𝑒2
(1)

where 𝑛 represents the sample or population size, 𝑁 denotes the total population, and 𝑒 refers to the desired precision level set at 
5% with a 95% confidence level.

According to KUET’s official database, there are currently 5,240 students enrolled, comprising 4,318 males and 922 females. This 
yielded a male-to-female ratio of approximately 4.68:1. According to Equation (1), a minimum of 372 or more data points should be 
collected. This study gathered anthropometric data from 300 males and 80 females, representing up to 7,000 students. The students’ 
ages ranged from 17 to 26 years. We collected data from June 2023 to September 2023.

All participants provided written consent for the study after being briefed on its aims. The Office of the Director for Research & 
Extension, KUET, approved the experimental procedures conducted according to the principles stated in the Declaration of Helsinki, 
bearing the authorization code KUET/DRE/2023/15(6). Participation in the survey was voluntary, and participants had the right 
to withdraw without penalties. The confidentiality of participants’ responses was strictly maintained, and all data collected were 
anonymized and stored securely. The dataset, available for further exploration, can be found in “Anthropometric Data of KUET 
students” (https://dx.doi.org/10.17632/kw7fd465v7.2) [33].

3.3. Anthropometric measurements

The 11 anthropometric measurements described in Fig. 1 were obtained in this study. These dimensions were measured using 
definitions employed in earlier studies [34]. A chair and Harpenden Anthropometer were used to determine the seating dimensions, 
and sitting assistance was used to support participants in maintaining a straight posture with their feet flat on the floor. Before 
data collection, rigorous calibration of all equipment was conducted in accordance with the established standards to maintain the 
accuracy and precision of the measurements. Throughout the trial, the participants were instructed to maintain a straight posture 
on a flat-surfaced seat with their knees positioned at a 90◦ angle. Standardized posture is crucial for the consistency and compa-
rability of anthropometric data. Participants were briefed about the study objectives, and precise postures were maintained during 
anthropometric measurements. All measurements were documented in millimeters (mm). Anthropometric measurements were per-
formed by trained measurers following standardized techniques as outlined by the International Society for the Advancement of 
Kinanthropometry (ISAK) guidelines. All measurements were performed twice to ensure accuracy and reliability. The average of the 
two measurements was used for the data analysis.

3.4. Furniture dimensions

The dimensions used to design the furniture are shown in Fig. 2. This study evaluated two types of university furniture sets used 
in KUET computer laboratories. One was a ‘table with adjustable chairs,’ and the other was a ‘table with non-adjustable chairs,’ both 
commonly used in computer labs at KUET. Fig. 2 depicts the computer lab furniture design parameters, and Fig. 3 shows the isometric 
4

view of two existing furniture sets. As such, this study measured 11 design parameters of existing computer furniture.

https://dx.doi.org/10.17632/kw7fd465v7.2
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Fig. 1. Anthropometry of the participants, (a) right-side view (on the left), (b) backside view (on the right).

Fig. 2. Furniture’s measurement: (a) Left-side view and (b) Top view.

3.5. Furniture dimensions and anthropometric data mismatch

Considering the students’ anthropometric measurements when designing and evaluating computer lab furniture is essential. This 
involves the use of relevant anthropometric estimations and ergonomic standards to determine the acceptable range for each furniture 
measurement.

Popliteal height (PH) and seat height (SH) are typically connected. The SH should provide knee flexion to align the lower legs 
with the body’s craniocaudal axis at a 30◦ angle [35]. According to [36], PH should be higher than SH. This means that the shin-thigh 
position should be between 95◦ and 120◦, and the lower leg should create an angle with a vertical axis of 5◦ to 30◦. While an unduly 
low SH can strain the ischial tuberosities, an extremely high SH can increase the pressure on the bottom of the knee and nerves, 
thereby decreasing blood circulation [16]. The SH should be less than 40 mm, or 88% of the PH, to prevent excessive pressure on 
the buttocks [35]. The PH measurement considered shoe height by adding 30 mm. Therefore, Equation (2) can be used to represent 
the relationship between PH and SH:

(𝑃𝐻 + 30) cos(30◦) ≤ 𝑆𝐻 ≤ (𝑃𝐻 + 30) cos(5◦) (2)

To allow for both furniture flexibility and essential motions, the seat width (SW) should be broad enough to accommodate people 
5

with the widest hip breadth (HB) [37,38]. A proper fit is suggested by previous research, and the 95th percentile of HB is a good place 
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Fig. 3. Two types of furniture set, (a) Table with adjustable chair, (b) Table with non-adjustable chair.

to start when measuring SW [37,39,40,38]. The SW should be wider than the HB. Previous research has suggested that the optimal 
SW should be within the range of 10% to 30% of HB [41,42]. Consequently, the link between the HB and SW can be established 
using Equation (3):

(1.10 ×𝐻𝐵) ≤ 𝑆𝑊 ≤ (1.30 ×𝐻𝐵) (3)

There is a strong relationship between seat depth (SD) and buttock popliteal length (BPL), with the BPL frequently serving as a 
guide for SD development and evaluation. The fifth percentile of the BPL should be used as the basis for the seat depth, according 
to several studies [38,40,43]. This guarantees that the seat backrest can support the lumbar spine without compressing the popliteal 
surface. The seat may not support the thigh when the SD is much shorter than the BPL [44]. However, the user might be unable to 
use the backrest to support their lumbar spine if the SD is larger than the BPL [45]. Accordingly, when the SD is either 95% of BPL 
or less, there is a mismatch between the SD and BPL [46,47,41]. Equation (4) can be used to express the connection between BPL 
and SD:

(0.80 ×𝐵𝑃𝐿) ≤ 𝑆𝐷 ≤ (0.95 ×𝐵𝑃𝐿) (4)

According to several studies, sitting elbow height (SEH) is a critical factor in Seat to Table Height (STH) determination [48,
45,35]. Developing an appropriate Table Height (TH) requires careful consideration of shoulder biomechanics, including shoulder 
flexion angles between 0◦ and 25◦ and abduction angles between 0◦ and 20◦ [49,47,42]. Furthermore, keeping the arms on the desk 
significantly reduces strain on the spine. Consequently, according to ref [50][50 Pheasant, 51 Poulakakis], the STH should be 3-5 cm 
higher than the SEH. A synchronized measure was created to verify that the SEH is the most important TH parameter and that the 
TH height should not increase above 50 mm above the SEH. Equation (5) expresses the link between TH and SEH:

𝑆𝐸𝐻 ≤ 𝑇𝐻 ≤ (𝑆𝐸𝐻 + 50) (5)

The flexibility of the arms and upper trunk depends on the appropriate backrest height (BH). It is recommended that the BH value 
should not be higher than that of the scapula [37]. Therefore, an ideal BH is between 60% and 80% of sitting shoulder height (SSH) 
[49,41,51]. BH dimensions should also be less than or equal to the top margin of the scapula. This creates a match criterion, and 
Equation (6) shows how BH and SSH relate to each other:

(0.60 × 𝑆𝑆𝐻) ≤𝐵𝐻 ≤ (0.80 ×𝑆𝑆𝐻) (6)

The seat-to-table clearance (STC) should be sufficiently large to provide adequate space for leg movement and for the user to 
move the chair below the table [52,35]. If the STC is greater than the thigh thickness (TT), it is considered a standard dimension 
[36]. However, the ideal dimension of STC should be 20 mm higher than the knee height [42]. Therefore, a match criterion was 
developed, and the relationship between SDC and TT is shown in Equation (7):

(𝑇𝑇 + 20) < 𝑆𝑇𝐶 (7)

The user should have support for simple access to the seat, leg mobility, and getting off the seat from under the hood (UTH). In 
addition, the design must incorporate SH, TT, and an additional 20 mm of space to allow for a shift in leg posture and the lowest 
6

standard dimension of UTH [53]. However, according to [42], the highest dimension of UTH cannot be greater than the difference 
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between the maximum dimension of TH and the table thickness, which is 30 mm. Consequently, the link between UTH, PH, and TT 
yields a match equation, as shown in Equation (8):

(𝑆𝐻 + 𝑇𝑇 + 30) ≤𝑈𝑇𝐻 ≤ (𝑆𝐸𝐻 + [(𝑃𝐻 + 30) cos(5◦)] + 0.1483𝐴𝐿− 30) (8)

Hip breadth (HB) is a key metric in the backrest width (BW) design process [14]. Taifa and Desai recently suggested that HB is a 
pertinent anthropometric measurement for BW design [15]. Consequently, an equation was created, and Equation (9) illustrates the 
relationship between HB and BW:

𝐵𝑊 ≥𝐻𝐵 (9)

The table length (TL) is crucial for providing sufficient room for shifting lower body postures or movements. Previous research 
has suggested that TL should be higher than buttock knee length (BKL) [53]. Thus, Equation (10) defines the TL minimal limit.

𝑇𝐿 ≥𝐵𝐾𝐿 (10)

The table depth (TD) and sitting elbow breath (SEB) anthropometric measurements were connected. The partial widths of the 
arm length (AL) and SEB should be included in the lower bound of the table depth (TD) [53]. Sufficient room is needed for a table 
so that one can enter and leave the seat. TD thus permits elbow abduction at 20◦ with a 20 mm margin [46,49,47,42]. Equation (11)
considers these factors as follows:

(0.5𝑆𝐸𝐵 + 0.342𝐴𝐿+ 20) ≤ 𝑇𝐷 ≤𝐸𝐹𝐿 (11)

Another important anthropometric criterion for evaluating the upper edge of the backrest (UEB) is the sub-scapular height (SCH) 
[48]. Numerous studies have indicated that the scapula and arm are immobile if the SCH is smaller than the UEB [44,52,42]. Equation 
(12), therefore, depicts the link between SCH and UEB.

𝑈𝐸𝐵 ≤ 𝑆𝐶𝐻 (12)

3.6. Level of compatibility

Some equations have single-directional limitations, while others have dual constraints to assess how well participants’ anthropo-
metric measurements match the furniture dimensions. Match and mismatch categories were designed to evaluate compatibility in 
single-directional connections. Three categories were established for dual-directional relationships: (a) match (where the anthropo-
metric measurement falls between the limits), (b) low mismatch (where the anthropometric measurement falls below the maximum 
limit of the relationship), and (c) high mismatch (where the minimum limit of the relationship exceeds the anthropometric measure-
ment).

3.7. Software and statistical tools

IBM SPSS Statistics 26 and Microsoft Excel 2021 were used for statistical analysis. For the graphical 3D prototype design, we used 
the Autodesk Fusion 360. For visualizations related to anthropometric data distribution and correlation analysis, Python 3.10.

4. Results

4.1. Analysis of anthropometric measurements

Eleven anthropometric measures were used to compute the descriptive statistics. The following values were estimated to create a 
standard database (Table A1): minimum (min), maximum (max), mean, standard deviation, and various percentile values (5th, 50th, 
and 95th percentiles). Anthropometric measurements of the male and female participants in this study were computed independently.

4.2. Assessment of intra- and inter-class reliability

Intra-class reliability was assessed by comparing the measurements taken by the same measurer on two separate occasions, whereas 
inter-class reliability was assessed by comparing measurements taken by different measures. Intra- and inter-class reliability for the 
anthropometric measurements was assessed using a two-way mixed effects model, where people’s effects were considered random, and 
the measure effects were fixed. The assessment of intra- and inter-class reliability is crucial for ensuring the precision and consistency 
of our data.

In this study, we obtained high intra-class correlation coefficients (𝐼𝐶𝐶1) for both single measures (𝐼𝐶𝐶1 = 0.973, 95% CI: 
0.966 - 0.979) and average measures (𝐼𝐶𝐶1 = 0.986, 95% CI: 0.983 - 0.989). These findings indicate a high level of agreement and 
consistency between the repeated measurements. The inter-class reliability (𝐼𝐶𝐶2) was assessed by comparing the measurements 
taken by different researchers. Similarly, we found high 𝐼𝐶𝐶2 values for both single measures (𝐼𝐶𝐶2 = 0.944, 95% CI: 0.931-0.956) 
and average measures (𝐼𝐶𝐶2 = 0.971, 95% CI: 0.964 - 0.977). These results indicate a high level of agreement and consistency 
7

between measurements taken by different researchers.
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Table 1

Existing two types of furniture dimensions.

Dimensions Type-1 Furniture set (mm) Type-2 Furniture set (mm)

SH 457 432 - 533
SW 394 457
SD 406 432
BH 305 305
BW 356 394
UEB 406 406
STH 241 229 - 330
STC 89 95 - 197
UTH 546 629
TL 483 457
TD 749 749

Table 2

Summary of the level of mismatch and match percentages of existing furniture dimensions of 1st type of furniture (non-adjustable chair 
and non-adjustable table).

Dimensions and anthropometry Gender Match (%) Lower mismatch (%) Upper mismatch (%) Total mismatch (%)

SH against PH
Male 86.67 13.33 0 13.33

Female 12.5 87.5 0 87.5

SW against HB
Male 78.67 0 21.33 21.33

Female 18.75 0 81.25 81.25

SD against BPL
Male 92 8 0 8

Female 86.25 13.75 0 13.75

BH against SSH
Male 39 0 61 61

Female 93.75 0 6.25 6.25

BW against HB
Male 70.33 - - 29.67

Female 10 - - 90

UEB against SCH
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

STH against SEH
Male 66.33 0.33 33.33 33.67

Female 72.5 1.25 26.25 27.5

STC against TT
Male 0 - - 100

Female 0 - - 100

UTH against TT, SEH, PH and AL
Male 0 0 100 100

Female 0 0 100 100

TL against BKL
Male 0 - - 100

Female 2.5 - - 97.5

TD against SEB, AL and EFL
Male 0 100 0 100

Female 0 100 0 100

4.3. Analysis of existing furniture dimensions

Table 1 lists the 11 existing furniture dimensions of the measured computer furniture. Type-1 indicates a table with a non-
adjustable chair, whereas type-2 indicates a table with an adjustable chair.

4.4. Mismatch analysis

To evaluate the degree of mismatch between the current library furniture and body measurements, equations (2) through (12)
were applied. To find a mismatch, the writers examined into 11 aspects of computer furniture. Individual matches or mismatches 
were identified by comparing the dimensions of the furnishings with the body measurements of each participant. Finally, a percentage 
8

representing the measured match or mismatch for the sample population was presented.
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Table 3

Summary of the level of mismatch and match percentages of existing furniture dimensions of 2nd type of furniture (adjustable chair and 
non-adjustable table).

Dimensions and anthropometry Gender Match (%) Lower mismatch (%) Upper mismatch (%) Total mismatch (%)

SH against PH
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 82.5 17.5 0 17.5

SW against HB
Male 43 57 0 57

Female 96.25 3.75 0 3.75

SD against BPL
Male 49.67 50.33 0 50.33

Female 38.75 61.25 0 61.25

BH against SSH
Male 39 0 61 61

Female 93.75 0 6.25 6.25

BW against HB
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

UEB against SCH
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

STH against SEH
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 100 0 0 0

STC against TT
Male 99.33 - - 0.67

Female 100 - - 0

UTH against TT, SEH, PH and AL
Male 92 0 8 8

Female 97.5 0 2.5 2.5

TL against BKL
Male 0 - - 100

Female 0 - - 100

TD against SEB, AL and EFL
Male 0 100 0 100

Female 0 100 0 100

4.5. Statistical test

One-way ANOVA was used to determine whether there were any statistically significant differences between the means of three 
or more independent groups. In this study, the furniture dimensions were tested against anthropometric dimensions to determine any 
significant differences. The level of significance (𝛼) was set at 5%, meaning that the result was considered statistically significant if 
the p-value was ≤ 5%. The result was not statistically significant if the p-value was > 5%. The F-value measures the variance between 
groups compared with the variance within groups. The p-value is the probability of observing a result as extreme as obtained, assuming 
that the null hypothesis is true. If the p-value was less than the 𝛼 value (5% in this case), the null hypothesis was rejected, and it was 
concluded that there was a statistically significant difference between the groups. If the p-value was greater than the 𝛼 value, the 
null hypothesis was not rejected, and it was concluded that there was no statistically significant difference between the groups.

The results showed that SH, SW, BH, UEB, STH, STC, and TL of furniture dimensions were rejected for the type-1 furniture set, 
meaning there were statistically significant differences between the groups. In contrast, SD and STH were accepted, indicating that 
there were no statistically significant differences between the groups (Table A2). For the adjustable chair non-adjustable table, we 
considered both the highest and lowest limits of SH, STH, and STC. If the highest or lowest limit is accepted for males and females, 
we consider the parameter accepted. Only the SH, SD, and STH dimensions were accepted according to the ANOVA test for adjustable 
chairs with non-adjustable tables. The remaining dimensions, SW, BH, BW, UEB, STC, and TL, were rejected (Table A3).

• 𝐻0 (null hypothesis): There is no effect or difference between anthropometric measurements and existing furniture dimensions.
• 𝐻1 (alternative hypothesis): There is an effect or difference between anthropometric measurements and existing furniture dimen-

sions.

4.6. Proposed dimensions of furniture

Table 4 presents the proposed dimensions for the two types of furniture sets designed for university computer laboratories, along 
with a comparison with relevant International Standards (ISO/EN) for ergonomic furniture design. The dimensions include SH, SW, 
SD, BH, BW, UEB, STH, STC, and UTH. The type-1 and type-2 furniture sets have slightly different proposed dimensions, particularly 
for SH, STH, and STC. The table also indicates each dimension’s corresponding International Standards (ISO/EN), providing a reference 
9

for optimal ergonomic design in university computer laboratories. The SH is suggested to be between 400 mm and 450 mm for 
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Fig. 4. Proposed dimensions for both types of chairs (in mm): (a) adjustable chair, (b) non-adjustable chair.

Table 4

Proposed dimensions of furniture sets and comparison with International Standards.

Dimensions Type-1 Proposed 
Dimensions (mm)

Type-2 Proposed 
Dimensions (mm)

Proposed dimensions according to 
International Standards (mm)

SH 430 400 - 450 410 - 490 (ISO 5970:1979)
SW 425 425 440 - 480 (EN 1729-1:2020)
SD 385 385 390 - 450 (EN 1729-2:2012)
BH 350 350 340 - 400 (EN 1729-2:2012)
BW 390 390 370 - 430 (ISO 5970:1979)
UEB 465 465 450 - 530 (EN 1335-1:2000)
STH 260 235 - 310 260 - 340 (EN 1729-1:2016-02)
STC 200 95.25 - 200 95 - 225 (EN 1729-1:2016-02)
UTH 645 645 625 - 705 (ISO 5970:1979)

adjustable chairs (Fig. 4a). The recommended SH is 430 mm for non-adjustable chairs, as shown in Fig. 4b. The proposed SW is 425 
mm, SD is 385 mm, BH is suggested to be 350 mm, BW is 390 mm, UEB is proposed to be 465 mm, and UTH is 645 mm.

For non-adjustable chairs and tables, Table 5 presents the mismatch percentages of the proposed furniture measurements. The SH 
against PH showed 5% and 12.5% for males and females, respectively. The SW against HB showed zero mismatch for males and only 
1.25 lower mismatch for females. The SD against BPL showed 7.33% high mismatch and 0.33% low mismatch for males, whereas 
0% high mismatch and 1.25% low mismatch for females. It is necessary to reduce the high mismatch for females as much as possible 
when designing a chair’s SD. BH, BW, UEB, and STC showed a 100% match for both males and females.

Compared with the previous mismatch percentages in university furniture, the proposed dimensions exhibited reduced mismatches 
for both males and females. The suggested measurements were more compatible than the previous dimensions, leading to improved 
comfort levels and reduced risks of MSDs for users.

Table 6 presents the mismatch percentages of the proposed furniture measurements for the adjustable chairs and tables. Compared 
to the previous mismatch percentages in university furniture, the proposed dimensions exhibited reduced mismatches for males and 
females. The suggested measurements were more compatible than the previous dimensions, leading to improved comfort levels and 
reduced risks of MSDs for users.

5. Discussion

The normal bell-shaped curves observed in Figures B.1a and B.1b indicate the reliability and consistency of the collected 11 
anthropometric data collected. In statistics, a normal distribution is often considered a hallmark of reliable data, as it suggests that 
the measurements are evenly distributed around the mean, with fewer extreme values and more values clustered around the center. 
The presence of these curves in the data for both sexes indicated that the measurements were accurate and consistent without 
significant outliers or inconsistencies. This reliability is crucial in ergonomic research, as it ensures that the collected data accurately 
represent the population and can be used to make informed decisions about furniture design and ergonomics. Additionally, the 
normal distributions in both male and female datasets suggest that the collected measurements represent the general population 
rather than being skewed or biased toward one gender. This further enhances the reliability and validity of the dataset and supports 
its applicability to various settings and industries.

The high intra- and inter-class reliabilities of our study indicate that our anthropometric measurements are highly reliable and 
10

consistent. These findings enhance the validity and reliability of our data and provide confidence in the accuracy of our measurements.
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Table 5

Proposed furniture mismatch analysis for type 1 (non-adjustable chair and table).

Dimensions and anthropometry Gender Match (%) Low mismatch (%) High mismatch (%) Total mismatch (%)

SH against PH
Male 95 0 5 5

Female 87.5 12.5 0 12.5

SW against HB
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 98.75 1.25 0 1.25

SD against BPL
Male 92.33 0.33 7.33 7.67

Female 98.75 1.25 0 1.25

BH against SSH
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 100 0 0 0

BW against HB
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

UEB against SCH
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

STH against SEH
Male 87.5 8.75 3.75 12.5

Female 87.5 8.75 3.75 12.5

STC against TT
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

UTH against TT, SEH, PH and AL
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 98.75 0 1.25 1.25

Table 6

Proposed furniture mismatch analysis for type-2 (adjustable chairs with non-adjustable tables) furniture set.

Dimensions and anthropometry Gender Match (%) Low mismatch (%) High mismatch (%) Total mismatch (%)

SH against PH
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 100 0 0 0

SW against HB
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 98.75 0 1.25 1.25

SD against BPL
Male 92.33 0.33 7.33 7.67

Female 98.75 1.25 0 1.25

BH against SSH
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 100 0 0 0

BW against HB
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

UEB against SCH
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

STH against SEH
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 100 0 0 0

STC against TT
Male 100 - - 0

Female 100 - - 0

UTH against TT, SEH, PH and AL
Male 100 0 0 0

Female 98.75 0 1.25 1.25

In Table 2, for the first type of furniture, the mismatch level is notably higher for male body measurements than for females in 
parameters, such as SH was 74.17%, SW was 59.92%, BW was 60.33%, and SD was 5.75% higher whereas BH was 54.75%, and 
STH was 6.17% lower. Only one parameter, UEB, was found to be a 100% match for both sexes. The results were particularly poor 
for table-related parameters, indicating that furniture was poorly fitted for users in these dimensions. The results for the second 
type of furniture in Table 3 show significantly lower mismatch levels than those for the first type of furniture for SH, SW, BW, 
STC, and UTH. BW, UEB, and STH showed zero mismatches for this furniture set, and no improvements were required. However, 
11

the mismatch percentage is still sufficiently large enough for the remaining eight parameters, which still require improvements. 
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However, the outcomes for the table-related parameters remain subpar, indicating that furniture is still not well-suited for users in 
these dimensions.

After the statistical test, the decisions were more understandable, and 11 furniture dimensions were proposed based on 11 an-
thropometric data collected. The proposed dimensions for UTH showed a 100% match for both furniture sets. The SH was proposed 
based on the 5th percentile of the female popliteal height with 30 mm shoe clearance. The proposed SW is 425 mm, based on the 95th 
percentile of HB in females. The recommended SD is 385 mm, as determined by the 5th percentile of female BPL. BH is suggested to 
be 350 mm, considering the 5th percentile of female SSH. The recommended BW is 390 mm, based on the 95th percentile of male 
SEB. The UEB is proposed to be 465 mm, considering the minimum subscapular height of the female participants. The suggested UTH 
is 645 mm, considering the 5th percentile of male SEH.

Designing a non-adjustable chair with a non-adjustable table set with a 100% match for both males and females was impossible. 
Therefore, the dimensions were maintained to balance a reduced mismatch percentage for both males and females for the STH and 
UTH dimensions. For adjustable chairs with tables, it was possible to match the 100% furniture dimensions for males and females. 
SH and STH showed better results for males and females because of the chair’s height adjustability. SW, SD, and UTH showed results 
similar to those of non-adjustable chairs with table furniture sets. Although adjustable chairs showed improved results in some 
scenarios, we considered both types of furniture to be financially feasible and avoided design complexity.

The proposed dimensions for both types of furniture followed international standards except for SD and SW. The SD and SW are 
slightly less than those of the European Committee for Standardization (2016) [30], but these values are very close to the standard 
values. The reason behind this is that the proposed dimensions are based on our collected samples that contained more male data 
and fewer female data. The HB is generally lower in males than in females.

VDT should be placed according to recent studies; computer monitor placement should be based on the needs of a particular 
user and should be performed within a modest height range below eye level with a head tilt that is physiologically beneficial [54]. 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (2008) [27] suggests that monitors should be positioned 50–100 cm away from users 
while maintaining a viewing angle of 15◦–20◦ [55].

Using a keyboard and mouse is a frequent task in a computer lab, and it should be placed in the frequent or regular zone of the 
Barnes and Squires Work Envelope Model. This indicates that the keyboard and mouse should be placed within the 394 mm of table 
depth of 1194 mm and a table length [56].

The research is centered on the design of two sets of furniture identified within computer laboratories across various departments 
at KUET. Although the dimensions may exhibit variability, both types of furniture share similarities and are commonly employed in 
computer laboratories across diverse university settings. The proposed dimensions for these furniture sets were tailored to accommo-
date the anthropometric measurements of their users without introducing design intricacies or cost escalation.

The practical benefits of this research are significant for educational institutions, furniture manufacturers, and students. Inconsis-
tencies in furniture dimensions were found by comprehensively analyzing anthropometric measurements and their correlation with 
furniture dimensions, which offers valuable insights into designing more comfortable and ergonomically sound furniture for university 
students. For educational institutions, this study suggests that investing in furniture tailored to students’ body dimensions can con-
tribute to a more conducive learning environment. Comfortable and ergonomic furniture can help students maintain better posture, 
reduce the risk of MSDs, and improve their overall well-being and academic performance. Furniture manufacturers can benefit from 
this research by using the proposed dimensions as a guideline for designing products that are better suited to the needs of students. 
By incorporating these dimensions into their designs, manufacturers can create furniture that is more comfortable, functional, and 
attractive for their target market.

Students stand to gain the most from this research as they are the end users of furniture. By using furniture designed with body di-
mensions in mind, students can enjoy a more comfortable and ergonomic learning experience. This can improve focus, concentration, 
and productivity and ultimately enhance academic performance.

This research also has managerial implications for educational institutions and stakeholders furnishing university spaces. Edu-
cational institutions can use these findings to inform strategic planning, prioritizing investments in ergonomic furniture tailored to 
students’ anthropometric measurements. By incorporating the research findings into procurement requirements, institutions can en-
sure that they purchase furniture that meets students’ ergonomic needs, thereby increasing their satisfaction and well-being. Based 
on this research, facility managers can optimize classroom and computer lab layouts, ensuring that furniture accommodates students’ 
anthropometric measurements. This promotes a more comfortable and efficient learning environment and enhances student satisfac-
tion, well-being, and academic performance. Educating students about the importance of ergonomic furniture and proper posture can 
prevent MSDs and related issues and improve student satisfaction, well-being, and academic performance. Establishing guidelines for 
furniture based on anthropometric criteria ensures compliance with relevant regulations and standards and provides students with 
safe, comfortable, and ergonomic learning environments. Furthermore, investing in ergonomic furniture tailored to anthropometric 
measurements can enhance health, comfort, productivity, and sustainable practices, leading to cost savings, an improved reputation, 
and legal compliance.

The limitations of this research include the reliance on a specific population (university students); the population size was 380. 
Although the number is statistically justified from a practical point of view, it should be increased further in future research. The 
exclusion of certain anthropometric measurements and the lack of consideration of other factors influencing furniture design (e.g., 
cultural preferences and environmental constraints) is another limitation of our research. Additionally, the proposed furniture dimen-
sions may not be universally applicable and require further validation in other settings or populations. Future research could explore 
the implementation of the proposed dimensions in real-world classroom settings and assess their long-term impacts on student com-
12

fort and well-being using a larger population size. In addition, measuring the human body repeatedly would show slightly different 
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results every time, which was neglected in our research. Further studies should investigate the effects of different furniture designs 
on student performance and productivity in academic settings.

6. Conclusions

This study underscores the critical importance of ergonomics in university computer laboratories, where students’ prolonged 
interactions with computers necessitate optimal ergonomic conditions. By proposing anthropometric-based furniture dimensions 
specifically tailored for university students, we aim to enhance the ergonomic design of these environments. Significant disparities 
were identified through meticulous analysis of 11 key anthropometric measurements and comparison with existing furniture di-
mensions. Statistical validation through ANOVA reinforced the credibility of our proposed dimensions, showing reduced mismatch 
percentages compared to existing furniture. This indicates higher compatibility and potential improvements in student comfort, as 
well as a reduction in the risk of MSDs. Our study also revealed significant disparities between existing furniture dimensions and 
students’ anthropometric data, particularly in crucial areas such as SW, BH, and STC. By identifying areas for improvement and 
proposing new dimensions aligned with students’ anthropometric measurements and international standards, our research offers 
practical insights that can inform future furniture design efforts and contribute to developing ergonomic standards in educational 
institutions.

Implementing these proposed dimensions can substantially improve the ergonomic design of university computer laboratories, 
ultimately promoting student health, well-being, and academic success. Moreover, this study has significant practical implications 
for educational institutions, furniture manufacturers, and students alike. Investing in furniture tailored to students’ body dimensions 
can create a more conducive learning environment, improving posture, reducing the risk of MSDs, and enhancing overall academic 
performance. By advocating for the adoption of ergonomically designed furniture, our research seeks to prioritize student welfare 
and productivity in university settings.

The contributions of the proposed work are as follows:

1. This study highlights the importance of considering anthropometric measurements in furniture design for educational institutions, 
serving as a reference for future research and informing the design of ergonomic furniture in other educational settings.

2. By identifying the mismatch between existing furniture dimensions and anthropometric measurements, this study offers practical 
insights for designing ergonomic furniture in university environments and for improving comfort, health, and productivity among 
students and staff.

3. Designing ergonomic furniture that meets the specific needs of university students and staff may lead to potential cost savings 
for educational institutions through reduced absenteeism, increased productivity, and improved overall well-being.

4. We collected and analyzed anthropometric data from university students to provide valuable insights into the body measurements 
of the target population.

5. By comparing the mismatch between two different types of existing furniture and anthropometric data, this study offers a nuanced 
understanding of how different furniture designs affect users’ comfort and well-being.

This study also provides recommendations for optimized furniture design. The findings have significant practical implications, 
as they can guide the development of furniture that promotes better ergonomics and reduces the risk of MSDs among students. 
Moreover, this study’s methodology and insights can be applied beyond the educational setting to inform furniture design for various 
industries and environments. This underscores the importance of considering cultural preferences and environmental constraints 
when designing furniture products. This study contributes to the growing body of ergonomics research and can potentially improve 
the well-being and productivity of individuals in diverse settings.
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Appendix A. NMQ survey questionnaire format

Ergonomic Assessment

Serial no:
Age:
Gender:
Date of Assessment:

Question: Do you experience pain or discomfort in any of the following body parts when using your computer? If “yes,” please mention 
which part of your body.

(a) Neck (b) Shoulders/upper arm (c) Upper back (d) Lower back (e) Elbow/forearm (f) Wrist/Hand (g) Hips/Buttocks/Thighs 
(h) Knees and legs (i) Feet/Ankles

Please mention in which form is affected.

(i) Constantly (most time of the day)
(ii) Frequently (more than four times a month)

(iii) Occasionally (two to four times a month)
(iv) Never

Appendix B. Supplementary material

Supplementary material related to this article can be found online at https://doi .org /10 .1016 /j .heliyon .2024 .e34063.
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workstations, Sādhanā 43 (1) (2018) 10, https://doi .org /10 .1007 /s12046 -017 -0768 -8, http://link .springer .com /10 .1007 /s12046 -017 -0768 -8.

[20] N. Langová, S. Blašková, J. Gáborík, D. Lizoňová, J. Andrej, Mismatch between the anthropometric parameters and classroom furniture in the Slovak primary 
schools, Acta Fac. Xylol. Zvolen 63 (1) (2021), https://doi .org /10 .17423 /afx .2021 .63 .1 .12.

[21] M. Sydor, M. Hitka, Chair size design based on user height, Biomimetics 8 (1) (2023) 57, https://doi .org /10 .3390 /biomimetics8010057, https://www .ncbi .nlm .
nih .gov /pmc /articles /PMC9944090/.

[22] M.S. Parvez, F. Parvin, M.M. Shahriar, G. Kibria, Design of ergonomically fit classroom furniture for primary schools of Bangladesh, J. Eng. 2018 (2018) 1–9, 
https://doi .org /10 .1155 /2018 /3543610, https://www .hindawi .com /journals /je /2018 /3543610/.

[23] M. Shohel Parvez, N. Tasnim, S. Talapatra, A. Ruhani, A.S.M.M. Hoque, Assessment of musculoskeletal problems among Bangladeshi university students in 
relation to classroom and library furniture, J. Inst. Eng. (India), Ser. C 103 (3) (2022) 279–292, https://doi .org /10 .1007 /s40032 -021 -00792 -7.

[24] M. Moradi, M. Poursadeghiyan, A. Khammar, M. Hami, A. Darsanj, H. Yarmohammadi, REBA method for the ergonomic risk assessment of auto mechanics postural 
stress caused by working conditions in Kermanshah (Iran), Ann. Trop. Med. Publ. Health 10 (2017) 589–594, https://doi .org /10 .4103 /ATMPH .ATMPH _107 _17.

[25] G. Kibria Rafiquzzaman, Ergonomic computer workstation design for university teachers in Bangladesh, Jordan J. Mech. Ind. Eng. 13 (2) (2019).
[26] International Organization for Standardization, Ergonomic requirements for office work with visual display terminals (VDTs) — Part 5: Workstation layout and 

postural requirements, iSO 9241-5:1998(E) (1998).
[27] Occupational Safety and Health Administration, OSHA ergonomic solutions: computer workstations ETool, https://www .osha .gov /SLTC /etools /

computerworkstations/. (Accessed 14 January 2024), 2008.
[28] International Organization for Standardization, Furniture – chairs and tables for educational institutions – functional sizes, iSO 5970:1979, https://www .iso .org /

standard /2017 .html, 1979.
[29] European Committee for Standardization, Furniture – chairs and tables for educational institutions – part 1: functional sizes, eN 1729-1:2020, https://www .en -

standard .eu /csn -en -1729 -1 -furniture -chairs -and -tables -for -educational -institutions -part -1 -functional -sizes/, 2020.
[30] European Committee for Standardization, Furniture — Chairs and tables for educational institutions — Part 1: Functional dimensions, eN 1729-1:2016-02 (2016).
[31] European Committee for Standardization, Furniture – chairs and tables for educational institutions – part 2: safety requirements and test methods, eN 1729-2:2012, 

https://www .en -standard .eu /csn -en -1729 -2 -furniture -chairs -and -tables -for -educational -institutions -part -2 -safety -requirements -and -test -methods/, 2012.
[32] European Committee for Standardization, Office furniture – office work chair – part 1: dimensions – determination of dimensions, eN1335-1:2000, https://

www .en -standard .eu /csn -en -1335 -1 -office -furniture -office -work -chair -part -1 -dimensions -determination -of -dimensions/, 2000.
[33] M.A. Jahin, A.K. Saha, Anthropometric data of KUET students, publisher: Mendeley Data, https://doi .org /10 .17632 /kw7fd465v7 .2, Feb. 2024.
[34] K.H.E. Kroemer, H.J. Kroemer, K.E. Kroemer-Elbert, Engineering Physiology: Bases of Human Factors/Ergonomics, John Wiley & Sons, 1997, Google-Books-ID: 

gnvftWcCc0sC.
[35] M. JFM, K.-R. YMT, S. CJ, Revision of the design of a standard for the dimensions of school furniture, Ergonomics 46 (7) (2003) 681–694, https://doi .org /10 .

1080 /0014013031000085635, publisher: Taylor & Francis _eprint.
[36] C. Parcells, M. Stommel, R.P. Hubbard, Mismatch of classroom furniture and student body dimensions: empirical findings and health implications, J. Adolesc. 

Health 24 (4) (1999) 265–273, https://doi .org /10 .1016 /s1054 -139x(98 )00113 -x.
[37] W.A. Evans, A.J. Courtney, K.F. Fok, The design of school furniture for Hong Kong schoolchildren: an anthropometric case study, Appl. Ergon. 19 (2) (1988) 

122–134, https://doi .org /10 .1016 /0003 -6870(88 )90005 -1, https://www .sciencedirect .com /science /article /pii /0003687088900051.
[38] M.S. Sanders, E.J. McCormick, Human Factors in Engineering and Design, seventh edition, international editions edition, McGraw-Hill, Inc., New York, 1993, 

oCLC: 25245564, http://catdir .loc .gov /catdir /enhancements /fy1408 /92000194 -t .html.
[39] E. Occhipinti, D. Colombini, G. Molteni, A. Grieco, Criteria for the ergonomic evaluation of work chairs, Med. Lav. 84 (4) (1993) 274–285.
[40] D.J. Oborne, Ergonomics at Work: Human Factors in Design and Development, 3rd edition, Wiley, Chichester, New York, 1995.
[41] I. Dianat, M.A. Karimi, A. Asl Hashemi, S. Bahrampour, Classroom furniture and anthropometric characteristics of Iranian high school students: proposed 

dimensions based on anthropometric data, Appl. Ergon. 44 (1) (2013) 101–108, https://doi .org /10 .1016 /j .apergo .2012 .05 .004.
[42] M.K. Gouvali, K. Boudolos, Match between school furniture dimensions and children’s anthropometry, Appl. Ergon. 37 (6) (2006) 765–773, https://doi .org /10 .

1016 /j .apergo .2005 .11 .009.
[43] G. Panagiotopoulou, K. Christoulas, A. Papanckolaou, K. Mandroukas, Classroom furniture dimensions and anthropometric measures in primary school, Appl. 

Ergon. 35 (2) (2004) 121–128, https://doi .org /10 .1016 /j .apergo .2003 .11 .002.
[44] H.I. Castellucci, P.M. Arezes, C.A. Viviani, Mismatch between classroom furniture and anthropometric measures in Chilean schools, Appl. Ergon. 41 (4) (2010) 

563–568, https://doi .org /10 .1016 /j .apergo .2009 .12 .001, https://www .sciencedirect .com /science /article /pii /S0003687009001616.
[45] S. Milanese, K. Grimmer, School furniture and the user population: an anthropometric perspective, Ergonomics 47 (4) (2004) 416–426, https://doi .org /10 .1080 /

0014013032000157841, publisher: Taylor & Francis _eprint.
[46] Z.Z. Afzan, S.A. Hadi, B.T. Shamsul, H. Zailina, I. Nada, A.R.S. Rahmah, Mismatch between school furniture and anthropometric measures among primary school 

children in Mersing, Johor, Malaysia, in: 2012 Southeast Asian Network of Ergonomics Societies Conference (SEANES), IEEE, Langkawi, Kedah, 2012, pp. 1–5, 
ISBN: 9781467317344 9781467317320 9781467317337, https://doi .org /10 .1109 /SEANES .2012 .6299557, http://ieeexplore .ieee .org /document /6299557/.

[47] A. Altaboli, M. Belkhear, A. Bosenina, N. Elfsei, Anthropometric evaluation of the design of the classroom desk for the fourth and fifth grades of Benghazi primary 
schools, Proc. Manuf. 3 (2015) 5655–5662, https://doi .org /10 .1016 /j .promfg .2015 .07 .778, https://linkinghub .elsevier .com /retrieve /pii /S2351978915007799.

[48] T. Bendix, I. Bloch, How should a seated workplace with a tiltable chair be adjusted?, Appl. Ergon. 17 (2) (1986) 127–135, https://doi .org /10 .1016 /0003 -
6870(86 )90250 -4.

[49] S.R. Agha, School furniture match to students’ anthropometry in the Gaza Strip, Ergonomics 53 (3) (2010) 344–354, https://doi .org /10 .1080 /
00140130903398366.

[50] G. Poulakakis, N. Marmaras, A model for the ergonomic design of office, in: Proceedings of the Ergonomics Conference in Cape Town: Global Ergonomics, Elsevier 
Ltd., 1998, pp. 500–504, https://scholar .google .com /scholar ?cluster =13669241605632434079 &hl =en &oi =scholarr.

[51] H.I. Castellucci, P.M. Arezes, J.F.M. Molenbroek, Equations for defining the mismatch between students and school furniture: a systematic review, Int. J. Ind. 
15

Ergon. 48 (2015) 117–126, https://doi .org /10 .1016 /j .ergon .2015 .05 .002, https://www .sciencedirect .com /science /article /pii /S0169814115000670.

https://doi.org/10.1080/08886504.1998.10782249
https://doi.org/10.1080/08886504.1998.10782249
https://www.academia.edu/48184486/Designing_chairs_with_mounted_desktop_for_university_students_Ergonomics_and_comfort
https://www.academia.edu/48184486/Designing_chairs_with_mounted_desktop_for_university_students_Ergonomics_and_comfort
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jestch.2016.08.004
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2215098616304578
https://doi.org/10.1080/21681015.2014.940069
https://doi.org/10.1080/09709274.2015.11906853
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2019.102864
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2019.102864
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0169814118300647
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12046-017-0768-8
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s12046-017-0768-8
https://doi.org/10.17423/afx.2021.63.1.12
https://doi.org/10.3390/biomimetics8010057
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC9944090/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC9944090/
https://doi.org/10.1155/2018/3543610
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/je/2018/3543610/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40032-021-00792-7
https://doi.org/10.4103/ATMPH.ATMPH_107_17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(24)10094-1/bibAF759F5832D5DAD6F5E66D2629E702A6s1
https://www.osha.gov/SLTC/etools/computerworkstations/
https://www.osha.gov/SLTC/etools/computerworkstations/
https://www.iso.org/standard/2017.html
https://www.iso.org/standard/2017.html
https://www.en-standard.eu/csn-en-1729-1-furniture-chairs-and-tables-for-educational-institutions-part-1-functional-sizes/
https://www.en-standard.eu/csn-en-1729-1-furniture-chairs-and-tables-for-educational-institutions-part-1-functional-sizes/
https://www.en-standard.eu/csn-en-1729-2-furniture-chairs-and-tables-for-educational-institutions-part-2-safety-requirements-and-test-methods/
https://www.en-standard.eu/csn-en-1335-1-office-furniture-office-work-chair-part-1-dimensions-determination-of-dimensions/
https://www.en-standard.eu/csn-en-1335-1-office-furniture-office-work-chair-part-1-dimensions-determination-of-dimensions/
https://doi.org/10.17632/kw7fd465v7.2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(24)10094-1/bib9C248DA4DDE0384A7269BE5B46F86828s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(24)10094-1/bib9C248DA4DDE0384A7269BE5B46F86828s1
https://doi.org/10.1080/0014013031000085635
https://doi.org/10.1080/0014013031000085635
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1054-139x(98)00113-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-6870(88)90005-1
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0003687088900051
http://catdir.loc.gov/catdir/enhancements/fy1408/92000194-t.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(24)10094-1/bibC900A676D24F9A2A01430771E16A6DCBs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-8440(24)10094-1/bib4B27DEA75B1C0FE5651A22DE4D459CA6s1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2012.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2005.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2005.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2003.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2009.12.001
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003687009001616
https://doi.org/10.1080/0014013032000157841
https://doi.org/10.1080/0014013032000157841
https://doi.org/10.1109/SEANES.2012.6299557
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/6299557/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2015.07.778
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2351978915007799
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-6870(86)90250-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-6870(86)90250-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140130903398366
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140130903398366
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?cluster=13669241605632434079&hl=en&oi=scholarr
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2015.05.002
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0169814115000670


Heliyon 10 (2024) e34063A.K. Saha, M.A. Jahin, M. Rafiquzzaman et al.

[52] G. García-Acosta, K. Lange-Morales, Definition of sizes for the design of school furniture for Bogotá schools based on anthropometric criteria, Ergonomics 50 (10) 
(2007) 1626–1642, https://doi .org /10 .1080 /00140130701587541.

[53] P. Pérez-Gosende, Anthropometry-based approach for side-mounted desktop chairs design evaluation for university students in Ecuador, in: 2017 IEEE Second 
Ecuador Technical Chapters Meeting (ETCM), 2017, pp. 1–5, https://ieeexplore .ieee .org /document /8247516.

[54] E.H.C. Woo, P. White, C.W.K. Lai, Ergonomics standards and guidelines for computer workstation design and the impact on users’ health – a review, Ergonomics 
59 (3) (2016) 464–475, https://doi .org /10 .1080 /00140139 .2015 .1076528, publisher: Taylor & Francis _eprint.

[55] P. Weidling, W. Jaschinski, The vertical monitor position for presbyopic computer users with progressive lenses: how to reach clear vision and comfortable head 
posture, Ergonomics 58 (11) (2015) 1813–1829, https://doi .org /10 .1080 /00140139 .2015 .1035764.
16

[56] L. Norman, Integrated Approach to the Analysis of Eighteenth-Century Horns, The University of Edinburgh, Nov. 2013, https://era .ed .ac .uk /handle /1842 /8860.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00140130701587541
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/8247516
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2015.1076528
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2015.1035764
https://era.ed.ac.uk/handle/1842/8860

	Ergonomic design of computer laboratory furniture: Mismatch analysis utilizing anthropometric data of university students
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature review
	3 Materials and methods
	3.1 Problem identification
	3.2 Sample collection
	3.3 Anthropometric measurements
	3.4 Furniture dimensions
	3.5 Furniture dimensions and anthropometric data mismatch
	3.6 Level of compatibility
	3.7 Software and statistical tools

	4 Results
	4.1 Analysis of anthropometric measurements
	4.2 Assessment of intra- and inter-class reliability
	4.3 Analysis of existing furniture dimensions
	4.4 Mismatch analysis
	4.5 Statistical test
	4.6 Proposed dimensions of furniture

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusions
	Ethical approval
	Funding
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Data availability
	Appendix A NMQ survey questionnaire format
	Appendix B Supplementary material
	References


