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Abstract.
BACKGROUND: Patient handling activities require caregivers to adopt postures that increase the risk of back injury. Training
programs relying primarily on didactic methods have been shown to be ineffective in reducing this risk. The use of real-time
biofeedback has potential as an alternative training method.
OBJECTIVE: To investigate the effect of real-time biofeedback on time spent by caregivers in end-range lumbar spine
flexion.
METHODS: Novice participants were divided into intervention (n = 10) and control (n = 10) groups and were asked to
perform a set of simulated care activities eight times on two consecutive days. Individuals in the intervention group watched a
training video on safer movement strategies and received real-time auditory feedback from a wearable device (PostureCoach)
in four training trials whenever their lumbar spine flexion exceeded a threshold (70% of maximum flexion). Changes in
end-range lumbar spine flexion were compared between groups and across trials.
RESULTS: Participants in the intervention group saw reductions in end-range lumbar spine flexion during the simulated
patient handling tasks at the end of the training compared to their baseline trials while there was no change for the control
group.
CONCLUSIONS: The training program including PostureCoach has the potential to help caregivers learn to use safer
postures that reduce the risk of back injury.
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1. Introduction

Home caregivers suffer from low back injuries at
high rates [1, 2]. Many of these back injuries are
likely the result of patient handling tasks. These tasks
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often require caregivers to adopt awkward postures
while supporting heavy loads (during activities such
as bathing and toileting) [3–6]. More than eight mil-
lion Canadians provide care to individuals at home
for chronic health conditions, disability or age-related
needs [7]. The aging population [8], as well as the
trend of shifting patient care from hospitals to home,
will continue to increase the burden on home care-
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givers [9]. The majority of care at home is provided by
unpaid caregivers, while only supplementary assis-
tance is provided by paid home support workers [10].

Caregiver injuries result in large economic costs,
as well as personal costs to those who suffer from the
resulting pain [11]. Rates of musculoskeletal disor-
ders among U.S. healthcare workers are much higher
than the rate for the average worker [12]. Health-
care workers are injured more than workers in many
industries that are traditionally considered high risk
such as construction, or maintenance and repair [12].
Over the past 10 years in Ontario, the low back has
consistently been the most frequently injured body
part among occupations related to support of health
services [13].

In keeping with the recent trend in ergonomics,
efforts to “fit the task to the worker” [14] have
seen reductions in injury risk resulting from the
widespread introduction of patient lifting devices
in hospitals and nursing homes [15–18]. However,
community-based caregivers do not typically have
access to mechanical lift devices [19]. They also com-
monly work alone [20–23], in cramped and cluttered
spaces [21, 23–27], with limited training [28]. These
workers are routinely asked to perform tasks that
would not be allowed in hospitals or nursing homes,
where existing policies make manual patient handling
impermissible. Instead, all patient handling in institu-
tional care requires the use of a mechanical lift device
operated by two care providers [29, 30].

In contrast, caregivers in the home routinely per-
form tasks such as patient lifting, repositioning,
bathing and toileting, which require manually sup-
porting heavy loads in awkward postures [5, 31].
Interventions that reduce exposure to these heavy care
tasks result in caregivers reporting less pain [32].

Studies have reported that the burden of low back
pain (LBP) is higher than for any other disability [33,
34]. Back pain can be predicted by factors includ-
ing the magnitude and frequency of trunk flexion,
time spent in a forward flexed trunk or non-neutral
postures, and trunk movements with high angular
velocity [35–38]. In particular, it has been shown that
repetitive end-range lumbar spine flexion leads to disc
damage [32, 39–41]. For instance, porcine model in
vitro studies using porcine vertebrae have shown that
end-range spine flexion can increase the risk of injury
because the flexed spine segments are weaker than
neutral spine segments [42].

The majority of efforts to reduce the risk of back
injury among caregivers over the past decades have
been focused on “fitting tasks to the worker” by

redesigning tasks as is the trend in the field [14].
However, many caregiving activities in the home
environment, such as bathing and toileting patients,
have not been restructured. Therefore, we believe
there is an urgent need to make the most of any other
strategies that may be available for preventing home
caregiver injuries. In his review paper, McGill (2009)
notes the field of ergonomics has focused on “fit-
ting the task to the work” in the last few decades
which has had a positive effect on injury rates [43].
He argues it is now time for the ergonomics commu-
nity to turn its focus back to “fitting the worker to the
task” because there is likely much unrealized benefit
to be exploited. This is particularly relevant to home-
care workers where both the care tasks and the work
environment are difficult to change.

In particular, McGill advocates for retraining
movement patterns and suggests a number of
movement-based back injury prevention strategies
[43]. He points out that it is particularly important
to train individuals to avoid postures where the spine
is flexed to reduce the risk of low back injury. Instead,
workers should be trained to bend using a “hip hinge”,
which allows the individual to maintain the natural
curve in the lower back (lumbar lordosis). Indeed, a
posture assessment study of home health care work-
ers found elevated musculoskeletal injury risks in
those workers who stood with their trunk bent for-
ward, likely with the spine flexed near the end of its
range [31].

1.1. Traditional back safety training

Conventional training sessions provided to care-
givers are typically didactic lecture-based presenta-
tions that may be supplemented with a short practice
session [44, 45]. These training sessions typically
include discussion of directives like “lift with your
legs, not with you back” in an attempt to train work-
ers to avoid spine flexion [46]. However, this type
of training has been found to be ineffective at reduc-
ing the risk of injury [47–52]. Perhaps these results
should come as no surprise considering the shocking
lack of evidence supporting how the actual training
methods that are deployed. This lack of evidence rep-
resents a massive opportunity to reduce the risk of
injury considering how widespread use of this type
of training is across industries. For instance, Beach
et al. (2018) showed that simply changing a direc-
tive from “lift without rounding your lower back”
had a greater effect on reducing spine flexion than



M. Owlia et al. / Reducing lumbar spine flexion using real-time biofeedback during patient handling tasks 43

when participants were directed to “lift with your
legs instead of your back” or “bend your knees and
hips” [46]. Similarly, there has been little work to
determine if predominantly didactic (lecture style)
methods are appropriate for training skills that require
motor learning [53].

A further problem with existing training methods is
that it can be difficult to provide training that reflects
the nature of the challenges caregivers face in the
home. Care tasks can vary dramatically depending on
the particular client and the environment [61]. Most
real-world care tasks cannot be completed following
the idealized conditions that are portrayed in training
sessions [44]. Caregivers are often left to come up
with their own approaches in the field, which may
undervalue the importance of minimizing the risk of
injury in favour of other factors. These challenges
may explain why 39% of Ontario personal support
workers said they lacked the training they needed to
perform care tasks they were assigned [62].

It is important to note that some researchers would
argue there is an alternative hypothesis to explain why
current training interventions have been ineffective:
Spine flexion does not lead to negative outcomes for
those without a history of back pain/injury [54]. Some
call for an end to movement-based training that tar-
gets reductions in spine flexion [55, 56]. They argue
that back pain and bulging discs are a natural part
of aging [57] and unavoidable. There is a particular
focus on pointing out that we should not be limiting
spine flexion in pain free individuals [55, 58].

While this is a reasonable hypothesis that needs
further testing, we believe that the existing epidemi-
ological and biomechanical evidence [39, 59, 60] also
points to an equally reasonable hypothesis: reducing
flexion can indeed reduce the risk of back pain/injury
but existing training methods are not able to shift
workers to reduce spine flexion long-term [61]. For
instance, one study on musculoskeletal injuries in
hospitals found that behaviour modification was dif-
ficult to achieve and, even if it was achieved, new
behaviors were often short lived [44]. We argue
that before we can expect to see a change in pain/
injury risk for caregivers, we need to see a change
in behaviour demonstrating a given training program
resulted in motor learning.

The training program evaluated in this study con-
sisted of two components: i) a training video designed
to provide caregivers basic back injury prevention
knowledge and ii) real-time feedback from Posture-
Coach to support motor learning resulting in reduced
lumbar spine flexion.

1.2. Augmented feedback in training

The use of augmented feedback is a powerful
approach for achieving behaviour change. There is a
rich body of research on the use of this approach in the
field of motor learning often for applications involv-
ing coaching of athletes. We argue caregivers should
be treated more like “occupational athletes” to help
highlight the importance of applying carefully prac-
ticed techniques and movements on-the-job to project
against injury [63]. However, since it is impractical
to provide each caregiver a coach to work with in the
field, we consider whether a wearable device may be
able to provide some augmented feedback (coach-
ing) that would help shift workers to safer patterns of
movement.

Systems for delivering movement-centred feed-
back typically include: (1) sensors to measure
movement or posture; (2) a computer or microcon-
troller to process the signal; and (3) and some method
to communicate feedback to the user [64]. Examples
of movement-centred feedback uses include: cor-
recting slouching behavior [65], adolescent scoliosis
therapy [66], reducing warehouse working injury
rates [67], Parkinson’s disease therapy [68], non-
specific chronic low back pain therapy [69] and a
video game designed to improve lifting technique
[70]. Sensors used in these systems include mechan-
ical switches [65], electromagnetic trackers [67],
strain gauges [71], and accelerometers [72]. Feed-
back is provided with either auditory [65–68, 72] or
vibrotactile actuators [69]. To ensure improvement
in performance, the timeliness of feedback has been
shown to be an important factor to consider, with real-
time feedback demonstrating the best performance
[73].

We have developed PostureCoach, a wearable
device for providing real-time feedback based on
lumbar spine flexion. This study aims to evaluate the
effectiveness of a training program, consisting of a
short training video as well as training sessions with
PostureCoach, for novice caregivers performing sim-
ulated care tasks. We hypothesized that participants
exposed to our training program would reduce their
end-range (80th and 95th percentile) lumbar spine
flexion.

2. Material and methods

2.1. Participants

Twenty healthy adults with no formal training in
caregiving or patient handling were recruited for this
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Table 1
Demographic information of the participants recruited for this

study. Mean ± SD values are reported, where applicable

Control (n = 10) Intervention (n = 10)

Age (years) 24.7 ± 2.7 28.1 ± 6.4
Sex 6 female; 4 male 4 female; 6 male
Height (cm) 172.1 ± 8.3 171.6 ± 7.2
Mass (kg) 62.8 ± 10.2 71.3 ± 16.3

study (Table 1). We chose this population for this
initial study with our training program because we
are likely to see the greatest effect with novices based
on our own work [74] as well as the motor learning
literature [75–77]. For instance, it is likely we need to
rely on different strategies when helping experienced
caregivers unlearn bad motor habits. Our participants
were individuals who may need to take on the role
of providing care for friends or family members as
novice unpaid caregivers.

Participants were randomly assigned to the exper-
imental group (n = 10) or control group (n = 10).
Participants were recruited from the Toronto
Rehabilitation Institute and University of Toronto
communities. All participants were over the age of
18, and could speak and understand English. They
had no history of back pain in the last six months and
had no musculoskeletal issues related to the spine.
The study protocol was approved by the University

Health Network Research Ethics Board prior to the
start of this study.

2.2. Setting and instrumentation

The setting for this study was a simulated home
environment (HomeLab at Toronto Rehabilitation
Institute), which consisted of a furnished bedroom,
living room, bathroom and kitchen. This space resem-
bled a typical single-story house with functioning
wiring and plumbing (Fig. 1). A member of research
team (24-year-old female, 179 cm in height and 83 kg
in mass) performed the role of patient actor in all tri-
als. The patient actor was instructed to play the role
of a frail older adult who was able to partially bear
weight when standing, but was unsteady because of
poor balance control. A wheelchair (NRG+, Maple
Leaf Wheelchair Mfg Inc., Mississauga, ON) with
adjustable armrests, push brakes and swing out stan-
dard footrests was used in this study.

All participants were asked to don PostureCoach
and remain wearing the device for the duration of
all trials. PostureCoach consisted of a pair of MTi-3
(Xsens Technologies, Enschede, Netherlands) iner-
tial measurement units (IMUs). As shown in Fig. 2,
the upper sensor was positioned near T10 using
adjustable straps and the lower one was positioned

Fig. 1. Setup of HomeLab for this study.
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Fig. 2. Setup of PostureCoach.

near the sacrum, secured with a sacroiliac belt (Serola
Biomechanics, Inc., Loves Park, IL). An M3 32-bit
microcontroller was used for reading the sensors’ out-
put and for determining their relative orientations of
the upper and lower IMUs. The relative angle between
the two sensors was decomposed based on the orien-
tation of lower sensor. Finally, the angle between the
two sensors in the sagittal plane was used to represent
the amount of lumbar spine flexion.

The system provided audible feedback to be
delivered when the spine flexion angle exceeded a
predefined threshold. The output of both sensors was
recorded on memory card. A validation study with
this system showed that it was able to track sagit-
tal lumbar spine flexion with RMS error of 2.3◦ and
r = 0.986 (Pearson correlation coefficient) when com-
pared to a Vicon motion capture system [78].

For all participants, maximum forward flexion was
measured using a toe-touch activity. In intervention
trials, PostureCoach produced a continuous audible
tone based on the spine flexion threshold angle equal
to 70% of each participant’s maximum forward lum-
bar flexion angle (70% max). The threshold of 70%
was chosen because it is known that beyond this value
extensor moments produced by tissues proximal to
the spine begin to increase exponentially [79]. A sec-
ond threshold was set to the lumbar spine flexion
angle equal to 20◦ less than the 70% max value,
which was used to provide intermittent tones that
increased in frequency, up to the 70% max thresh-
old, at which point the sound became a continuous
tone. The intermittent tones were added after pilot
testing with PostureCoach showed that the sudden
onset of the continuous tone at the 70% of maximum
flexion threshold had the potential to startle some
participants.

2.3. Procedure

A member of research team was present to guide
participants through each data collection trial shown
in Fig. 3. The study consisted of two one-hour long
sessions on consecutive days. Participants performed
the same set of care tasks four times on each day.

2.3.1. Session one
After obtaining written consent, a member of

research team walked each participant through a typ-
ical series of caregiving tasks and addressed any
questions or concerns. Following this introduction,
participants were asked to don PostureCoach and
bend over and touch their toes to record each person’s
maximum spine flexion angle followed by the series
of care tasks with the patient actor (Trial 1). This
value was used to set the auditory feedback threshold
(70% of max flexion), as well for normalizing all lum-
bar spine flexion data recorded by PostureCoach to
account for differences in sensor placement between
the two testing sessions. This max flexion value was
also recorded at a number of times during each ses-
sion to correct for shifting of either sensor during the
sessions.

Next, participants in the intervention group
watched a training video with information about
safe patient handling strategies including informa-
tion about why it is important to avoid lumbar
spine flexion and how this can be achieved
with the hip hinge technique. This training video
(youtu.be/vtDGheJlfh4) was developed in collabora-
tion with Occupational Health & Wellness team of
SE Health. The points discussed in the video were
adapted from existing literature [43, 78, 79]. Control
participants did not watch the training video. Next,
participants were asked to repeat the set of simulated
care tasks again (Trial 2). Feedback was disabled
from PostureCoach during Trial 1 and Trial 2.

Intervention group participants were then asked
to perform the caregiving tasks twice more (Trial
3 and Trial 4), with PostureCoach’s real-time feed-
back enabled (the control group still had feedback
disabled).

2.3.2. Session two
On the following day, participants again performed

the same simulated care activities without feedback,
to measure baseline performance during this session
(Trial 5). Afterwards participants repeated the care
activities again two more times (Trial 6 and Trial 7),
but with feedback turned on for the intervention group
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Fig. 3. Schematic of the updated protocol used in this study.

and feedback turned off for those in the control group.
After a short break, they again performed the care
tasks (Trial 8), without feedback in both groups, in
order to determine whether the use of PostureCoach
resulted in a short-term behavior change.

2.4. Caregiving tasks

In each trial, the participants were asked to com-
plete the following series of simulated care activities,
on the patient actor with a counterbalanced order:

• Wheeling the wheelchair from the living room
to the bedroom

• Transferring the patient from the bed to the
wheelchair

• Wheeling the patient to the living room and plac-
ing the wheelchair near the couch

• Transferring the patient to the couch
• Transferring the patient from the couch to

wheelchair
• Wheeling the patient from THE living room to

THE bathroom
• Helping the patient to stand, doff his/her pants,

and sit on the toilet
• Helping the patient to stand, don his/her pants,

and sit on the wheelchair
• Wheeling the patient back to the bedroom and

preparing the bed

• Transferring the patient from the wheelchair to
the bed

• Moving the wheelchair back to the living room

Participants were asked to make sure that brakes
were engaged and footrests were out of the way dur-
ing all patient transfer activities.

2.5. Data analysis

The spine flexion angle data was normalized by
calculating the median of all the max flexion val-
ues recorded over the eight trials. This allowed for
expressing each participant’s data as a percentage of
max flexion. This normalization helped to eliminate
differences due to variations in sensor placement, as
well as account for differences between participants’
height and flexibility.

Next, the data was trimmed by removing the max
flexion measurements and the remaining data was
used to create histograms of lumbar spine flexion
angles for each trial. The 50th, 80th and 95th per-
centiles of spine flexion were also calculated.

A mixed design analysis of variance (ANOVA)
with one between-subject variable (control or inter-
vention groups) and one within-subject variable of
trial number (Trial 1, Trial 2, Trial 5, Trial 8) was used
to investigate the differences between groups. Note,
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the chosen trials did not have feedback provided for
participants in either group.

Bonferroni post-hoc tests were used to investigate
differences in the 50th, 80th and 95th percentiles
of spine flexion between Trial 1 and Trial 2 (video
effect) as well as BETWEEN Trial 1 and Trial 8
(program effect) in intervention group. Independent
t-tests were used for comparing measures of distri-
bution (percentiles) between groups, in Trial 1 and
Trial 8.

3. Results

Figure 4 shows the histogram of the percent of
maximum lumbar spine flexion angle for all partic-
ipants in the intervention group for Trials 1 and 8.
Figure 5 shows the same histogram for all participants
in the control group. Recall none of the participants
in either group received feedback from PostureCoach
in these trials.

The 50th, 80th and 95th percentile values of spine
flexion for control and intervention group are shown
in Fig. 6.

Mauchly’s test of sphericity showed no violations
of sphericity in any of the measures (percentiles)
for the mixed ANOVA. There was a signifi-
cant main effect of trial number across all three
measures, with F = (3,54) = 9.179, p < 0.0005,η2

p =
0.365, F = (3,54) = 10,232, p < 0.0005,η2

p = 0.390,

and F = (3,54) = 10.082, p < 0.005,η2
p = 0.387 for

50th, 80th and 95th percentile, respectively.
Moreover, there was also an interaction effect

between trial and group for 80th and 95th per-
centile of forward flexion, with F = (3,54) = 9.348,
p < 0.0005, η2

p = 0.369, and F = (3,54) = 11.779,

p < 0.0005, η2
p = 0.424 respectively.

Post-hoc tests (Bonferroni) revealed that while
there were no significant differences in the 50th or
80th percentile of forward flexion values between
trials 1 and 2 for individuals in intervention group,
there was a significant difference in the 95th per-
centile value of flexion (p = 0.05), shown in Fig. 7.
Post-hoc tests also revealed that the 80th and 95th
percentile forward flexion values in Trial 1 were sig-
nificantly higher than Trial 8 among intervention
group (p = 0.24 and p = 0.002, respectively), while
there were no significant differences for the control
group (Fig. 8).

4. Discussion

The histogram shown in Fig. 4 demonstrates that
participants in the intervention group shifted to using
safer postures over the two-day training period. We
can see the histogram shifts to the left as partici-
pants spend less time in end-range spine flexion if
we compare Trial 1 to Trial 8. This demonstrates that
participants in the intervention group changed their

Fig. 4. Average histogram of forward spine flexion angles (in degrees) in intervention group for Trial 1, and Trial 8.
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Fig. 5. Average histogram of forward spine flexion angles (in degrees) in control group for Trial 1, and Trial 8.

Fig. 6. 50th, 80th and 95th percentile of forward flexion/maximum
flexion across trials in intervention and control groups. Error bars
show standard error.

behaviour and spent less time in end-range spine flex-
ion as a result of the training program. We can also
see that there little difference between the histograms
comparing Trial 1 and Trial 8 for the control group
in Fig. 5.

Fig. 7. Video effect among individuals in intervention group. Error
bars show standard error.

Fig. 8. Changes in 50th, 80th and 95th percentile lumbar spine
flexion values between Trial 1 and Trial 8 for the intervention and
control groups. Error bars show standard error.

Figure 8 shows that the median value (50th per-
centile) of forward flexion remained statistically
unchanged in both groups between Trial 1 and Trial
8. However, the 80th and 95th percentile flexion val-
ues decreased in the intervention group, but not in the
control group. The 80th and 95th percentile flexion
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values in the intervention group were reduced by 36%
and 29%, respectively.

Finally, our training video had a small statistically
significant effect on the 95th percentile forward flex-
ion values (8% reduction) among participants in the
intervention group, while 50th and 80th percentile
values remained the same between Trial 1 and Trial
2.

These findings suggest that both the video and real-
time feedback from PostureCoach may be valuable
to include in back injury prevention training pro-
grams for caregivers. Future work will evaluate the
long-term retention of changes in behaviour and the
potential for this training to be used in the field with
real caregivers as they deliver care [80]. The ultimate
goal is to determine whether this approach can also
reduce injury rates.

Finally, there were three limitations with this study
that may have had an impact on the findings or the
potential for the findings to be applied elsewhere:

• The participant population was made up of indi-
viduals who were likely to have more knowledge
about back injury prevention than a true novice
caregiver.

• HomeLab is an idealized environment and most
homes are not as clutter-free and accessible.

• The patient actor in the study was coopera-
tive, which does not induce any psychological
or emotional stressors that could have effected
motor learning.

• The belt (attached to the lower sensor) would
shift on occasion during data-collection ses-
sions. The study coordinator would readjust the
belt when this happened but it is likely the lower
sensor was not in optimal position for short peri-
ods.

5. Conclusion

In this study, we investigated the effectiveness of
a back injury prevention training program including
a video and real-time feedback from PostureCoach
to reduce end-range spine flexion for novice care-
givers. We found that the training program was able
to reduce 80th and 95th percentile spine flexion val-
ues by 36% and 29%, respectively while performing
a series of simulated care activities after a two-day
training period. Therefore, this training program has
the potential to help caregivers who perform patient
care tasks in the home environment.

Acknowledgments

This work was made possible by funding from
the AGE-WELL, supported by the Government
of Canada through the Networks of Centres of
Excellence program. The views expressed do not nec-
essarily reflect those of these organizations.

Conflict of interest

None to report.

References

[1] Wood EM, Hegmann KT, Garg A, Alder SC, Thiese MS,
Thompson C, editors. Back, neck, and shoulder pain in home
healthcare workers. 1 st Annual Regional National Occupa-
tional Research Agenda (NORA) Young/New Investigators
Symposium; 2003.

[2] US Bureau of Labor Statistics. Nonfatal Occupa-
tional Injuries and Illnesses Requiring Days Away
From Work, 2015. [Internet]. 2016. Available from:
https://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/osh2.pdf.

[3] Howard N, Adams D. An analysis of injuries among home
health care workers using the Washington state workers’
compensation claims database. Home Health Care Services
Quarterly. 2010;29(2):55-74.

[4] Lum JM, Sladek J, Ying A. Home support workers in the
continuum of care for older people: Canadian Research Net-
work for Care in the Community; 2015.

[5] King EC, Boscart VM, Weiss BM, Dutta T, Callaghan JP,
Fernie GR. Assisting frail seniors with toileting in a home
bathroom: approaches used by home care providers. Journal
of Applied Gerontology. 2019;38(5):717-49.

[6] King EC, Weiss BM, Boscart VM, Dutta T, Callaghan
JP, Fernie GR. Bathing frail seniors at home: Home care
providers’ approaches. WORK: A journal of Prevention,
Assessment and Rehabilitation, in review. 2019.

[7] Sinha M, Bleakney A. Receiving care at home: Statistics
Canada; 2014.

[8] Statistics Canada. Population Projections for Canada (2013
to 2063), Provinces and Territories (2013 to 2038). 2015.

[9] Keefe JM, Fancey PJ, Ellis T, Hawkins G. A portrait of
unpaid care in Nova Scotia: Healthy Balance Research Pro-
gram Halifax (NS); 2006.

[10] Lilly MB. Medical versus social work-places: constructing
and compensating the personal support worker across health
care settings in Ontario, Canada. Gender, Place and Culture.
2008;15(3):285-99.

[11] Mock C, Cherian MN. The global burden of musculoskele-
tal injuries: challenges and solutions. Clinical Orthopaedics
and Related Research. 2008;466(10):2306.

[12] US Bureau of Labor Statistics. Nonfatal occupational
injuries and illnesses requiring days away from work, 2015.
2016.

[13] Board WSI. By the Numbers: WSIB Statistical Report 2017.
[14] Grandjean E, Kroemer KH. Fitting the task to the human: a

textbook of occupational ergonomics: CRC press; 1997.
[15] Collins JW, Wolf L, Bell J, Evanoff B. An evaluation of a

“best practices” musculoskeletal injury prevention program
in nursing homes. Injury Prevention. 2004;10(4):206-11.

https://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/osh2.pdf


50 M. Owlia et al. / Reducing lumbar spine flexion using real-time biofeedback during patient handling tasks

[16] Li J, Wolf L, Evanoff B. Use of mechanical patient lifts
decreased musculoskeletal symptoms and injuries among
health care workers. Injury Prevention. 2004;10(4):212-6.

[17] Trinkoff AM, Brady B, Nielsen K. Workplace prevention
and musculoskeletal injuries in nurses. Journal of Nursing
Administration. 2003;33(3):153-8.

[18] Nagavarapu S, Lavender SA, Marras WS. Spine loading dur-
ing the application and removal of lifting slings: the effects
of patient weight, bed height and work method. Ergonomics.
2017;60(5):636-48.

[19] Brigham CJ. Safe handling of residents in home health care.
Ergonomics in Design. 2010;18(1):26-8.

[20] Lang A, Macdonald MT, Storch J, Stevenson L, Mitchell
L, Barber T, et al. Researching triads in home care: per-
ceptions of safety from home care clients, their caregivers,
and providers. Home Health Care Management & Practice.
2014;26(2):59-71.

[21] Markkanen P, Quinn M, Galligan C, Sama S, Brouillette N,
Okyere D. Characterizing the nature of home care work and
occupational hazards: a developmental intervention study.
American Journal of Industrial Medicine. 2014;57(4):445-
57.

[22] Giosa J, Holyoke P, Bender D, Tudge S, Gifford W.
Observe, coach, assist, and report: An emerging frame-
work for integrating unregulated healthcare providers into
interdisciplinary healthcare teams. Journal of Research in
Interprofessional Practice and Education. 2015;5(2).

[23] Craven C, Byrne K, Sims-Gould J, Martin-Matthews A.
Types and patterns of safety concerns in home care: staff per-
spectives. International Journal for Quality in Health Care.
2012;24(5):525-31.

[24] Polivka BJ, Wills CE, Darragh A, Lavender S, Sommerich
C, Stredney D. Environmental health and safety hazards
experienced by home health care providers: a room-by-room
analysis. Workplace health & safety. 2015;63(11):512-22.

[25] Hignett S, Otter ME, Keen C. Safety risks associated with
physical interactions between patients and caregivers dur-
ing treatment and care delivery in Home Care settings: A
systematic review. International Journal of Nursing Studies.
2016;59:1-14.

[26] Dutta T, Holliday PJ, Gorski SM, Baharvandy MS, Fer-
nie GR. The effects of caregiver experience on low
back loads during floor and overhead lift maneuvering
activities. International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics.
2011;41(6):653-60.

[27] Markkanen P, Quinn M, Galligan C, Chalupka S, Davis L,
Laramie A. There’s no place like home: a qualitative study
of the working conditions of home health care providers.
Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine.
2007;49(3):327-37.

[28] Carneiro P, Martins J, Torres M. Musculoskeletal disorder
risk assessment in home care nurses. Work. 2015;51(4):657-
65.

[29] Occupational Safety and Health Administration. Guidelines
for Nursing Homes: Ergonomics for the Prevention of Mus-
culoskeletal Disorder. 2009.

[30] Waters TR. When is it safe to manually lift a patient? AJN
The American Journal of Nursing. 2007;107(8):53-8.

[31] Brulin C, Gerdle B, Granlund B, Höög J, Knutson A, Sun-
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