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Abstract

The paper argues for the development of usability concepts, methodologies and tools, in
considering the effects of the built environment from a user, organisational and community
perspective, in order to have a positive influence on social outcomes.

Since it was formed over ten years ago, the CIB W11l on Usability has been exploring
concepts, methods and tools, developed in the evaluation of all kinds of consumer products,
applied to the built environment. In the most recent phase of this work, conducted over the
past three years, an international network of partners has collaborated to focus on the
usability of learning environments achieving their objectives through a series of case studies
and associated workshops. The work has sought to identify and evaluate the ways in which
users (and other stakeholders) in projects are involved in decision making about building
use and the methods and tools they used to understand, as well as to design and manage
the relationship between activities and places.

The paper describes and reviews the development of the field of research on usability. It
concludes that the action and use of facilities is strongly related to experiences of the users
and thus their possibility and will to perform. People create their own places in the facilities
created by professionals and there has to be an approach that opens up for questions like
what use and why do an organisation want a specific solution. If professionals and laymen
could meet, understand and define the emerging properties of a workplace, they could
better manage and design the facilities for improved social outcomes.

Interpretation and analysis of the built environment (and support services) based on how it is
socially constructed will enable integration of organisational use and the facilities provided to
arrive at an understanding of usability. The concept of usability brings the organisational
space to the fore and by doing so supports the actions needed. The paper concludes that
usability will not be fully understood without understanding the social constructs of the users
— the organisational ecology of narratives or constructs.
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1. Introduction
Facilities are defined as tangible assets that support an organisation (CEN, 2006). As such,

facilities are managed in an organisational context and the physical assets are embedded in
a service to support achievement of the organisation’s primary objectives i.e. they are
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business support services. However, whether in the private, public or third sector, facilities
should benefit stakeholders in the organisation, in communities and in society.

In the public sector and in social enterprises, social and environmental objectives are
explicitly identified and managed. Increasingly, in the private sector, companies now
recognise broader corporate responsibilities, not as an optional marketing strategy (as in
CSR), but as an essential element of business success, In response, hew concepts such as
creating shared value (CSV) are being developed, with the need for new ways of evaluating
the benefits derived by key stakeholders (Porter, 2011).

The paper reviews the development of the field of research on usability from the last decade.
The recent work has focused on how users and other stakeholders are involved in decision
making about buildings-in-use and in projects and the available methods that support this.

The paper argues for the development of usability concepts, methodologies and tools, in
considering the effects of the built environment from a user, organisational and community
perspective, in order to have a positive influence on social outcomes.

2. Usability of facilities

Usability is an intriguing challenge for architects, designers and facilities management (FM)
as it concerns how a space, an artefact, is used and the effects of that use. It is an equally
challenging concept for managers and organisational strategists as it includes the physical
setting in which an organisation performs its activities. This makes usability of facilities a
topic at the centre of the relationship between what we do, how we do and where we do it.

Since it was formed almost 10 years ago, the International Council for Building Research
and Documentation (CIB) working group on usability (W111) has been exploring concepts,
methods and tools, developed in the evaluation of all kinds of consumer products, applied to
the built environment (Alexander, 2005, 2008a, 2010a). In the most recent phase of this
work, conducted over the past three years, an international network of partners has
collaborated to focus on the usability of learning environments achieving their objectives
through a series of case studies and associated workshops. They sought to identify and
evaluate the ways in which users (and other stakeholders) in projects were involved in
decision-making about building use and the methods and tools they used to understand, as
well as to design and manage, the relationship between activities and space.

A starting point was the definition of usability in 1ISO9241-11 (related to the “Ergonomic
requirements for office work with visual display terminals”) as “the extent to which a product
can be used by specified users to achieve specified goals with effectiveness, efficiency and
satisfaction in a specified context of use” (ISO, 1998). Usability in the built environment is
context dependent, a product of user experience related to the social relations amongst
users and to the interaction between users and facilities (Fenker, 2008). Usability has been
found to be strongly related not only to relationships between people and physical settings,
but also to clear strategies for the organisation of work and the use of facilities. The
approach of looking at buildings as a means to fulfil strategic objectives and not only as a
way to house people and activities is supported by the work of Becker and Steele (1995),
Horgen et al. (1999) and Grantham (2000).

The research has enabled broad conclusions to be drawn about the nature of usability as a
concept and its application in the built environment and has challenged the basis of
conventional approaches to briefing and post-occupancy evaluation. In summary, the group
sees usability as “a cultural phenomenon that can only be improved through a better



understanding user experience, considered as situated action in a specific context”
(Alexander, 2008b). Here we elaborate the concept of usability, discuss practical
implications for FM and for the development of management processes and raise specific
issues for usability research in the built environment. We argue usability as a core concept
for managing organisational ecology.

3. Changing the perspective

Studies of the usability in the built environment originate from the field of FM and other
disciplines e.g. cognitive psychology, where the focus and interest have shifted from a
technical perspective on building quality to the actual use of buildings. This shift represents a
significant change from looking at buildings as end products and measuring their technical
gualities and functional performance to looking at buildings as a means for the occupying
organisations, or core businesses in the prevailing language of FM, to achieve their overall
goals and objectives. Another consequence of this shift has been for buildings to be
regarded as artefacts that interact with organisational processes and information
technologies rather than defined objects (Gjersvik & Blakstad, 2004a, 2004b; Fenker, 2008;
Nenonen & Nissinen, 2005).

Much recent effort in construction research in Europe and the UK has been focused on
creating a client-oriented, knowledge- and value-based industry. Interest in considering the
client and user perspective has increased. A growing number of international research
networks have recently been established, including various working groups of CIB. CIB
concerns construction and built environments, and many working groups take a sectorial
perspective, i.e., they are concerned with the actors in the building process rather than the
users of the output, the building. A sector-based perspective is clearly needed in order to
develop and stimulate innovation in a field such as construction. However, the logics of use
must also be recognized as a governing factor for the planning of facilities rather than a
focus on professional knowledge to determine what is most appropriate or what is best
practice. The most recent CIB workgroup (W118) was created as a clients and users forum.
This is a step towards trying to understand this relationship, albeit in a project context.

However, CIB W111 is the only group that focuses specifically on a user perspective. The
application of the concept of usability in the built environment presents a number of key
challenges to conventional construction and property perspectives. Nine characteristics of a
usability approach have been identified and contrasted with, for example, conventional built
environment approaches (Jensen, Alexander & Fronczek-Munter, 2011):

1. User focus—usability puts a focus on the user and the organisation rather than the
building.

2. Demand driven—usability recognizes the dynamic requirements of organisations (and
communities), derived from the strategic objectives.

3. User experience—usability is primarily concerned with the perceptions of users rather
than the intentions of designers and service providers.

4. Contingency quality—usability is contingent on user values rather than an inherent
function of the built environment.

5. Context of use—usability considers facilities in the context of use rather than as a project
(context of action).



6. Process oriented—usability is considered as a process rather than as product or service
provision.

7. Service production—Ilike all services, facilities are co-created by service users.
8. Relationship management—usability implies changing relationships with users.

9. Learning process—usability exchange of knowledge amongst users, managers and
service providers.

These characteristics are rooted in a pragmatist philosophy, ultimately derived from Peirce
(1905), starting from what works well is what is worth achieving. This is also based in the
work of Dewey (1977) and his development of activity-based pedagogy where theory,
practice, reflection and action are connected. This approach is based on the development of
knowledge derived from use, which is what understanding usability also is about. It is the
effect of what is done that is at the core of usability, not the specification of what functions
shall be performed. Elsewhere, Granath and Alexander (2006) reflected on some of these
theoretical aspects of usability research.

4. User experience—the core of usability

If use is what happens, how do we grasp it, understand it and deal with it? There must be
ways of describing and thereby understanding the effects of use; otherwise, it cannot be
communicated and reflected upon. Fenker (2008) describes usability as a process that can
only be understood as a social construction where the building acts as a sort of stage.
According to him, “the artefacts are bearers of a set of possibilities and constraints as well as,
most importantly, activity and social practices.” Alexander (2010) argues for greater emphasis
on user experience and suggests reconsidering the original triumvirate of efficiency,
effectiveness and satisfaction to substitute experience for satisfaction. Recent work on
service design and space management draws upon work about experience design (Shedroff,
2011). So far, there is a lack of ability to combine subjective, often qualitatively described user
experience with objectively defined standards and requirements of built environment. The
user experience is based on individual perceptions and they cannot be objectively measured.
However there exist various ways to capture the knowledge of user-experience and create
descriptions of the non-measurable, intangible conditions. (Nenonen et al., 2012)

This development is also denoted in service management, where customers’ experiences
rather than specification of service gain more importance. Ultimately the customer is
considered a co-creator of the service experience. The use of facilities has the same
characteristic; we as humans interact with it. Alexander (2012) extends this thinking to
consider the co-creation of value in FM, whilst Jensen et al (2011) relates it to the concepts
of user driven innovation and co-design and to the idea of lead users (von Hippel, 2005),

One approach to explain the concept of usability in a way that makes it easier to understand
and use for practice is presented in the USEtool handbook (Hansen et al 2011). Usability
can be understood by focusing on:

* For what? What objectives should be achieved? And what activities actually take place?

* For whom? It is important to define which user groups are in focus, as there are several
potential user groups to take into account.



» Where? Users’ experiences should be related to space or place. In usability evaluations
there is a need to relate users’ experiences to specific physical surroundings. The
definition of usability clearly underlines that usability is dependent on context and
specified users’ perception and experiences

» Why? Discovering factors that enhance/inhibit effectiveness is not sufficient. The next
step is to understand why. This is essential when the knowledge acquired is to be
applied in order to generalize and provide knowledge for the benefit of later projects, or
to improve existing solutions.

Usability evaluations are based on different user's experiences and assessments on how
well the buildings perform regarding different parameters. A building’s performance can
never be seen or understood in isolation from an organisational and technical perspective,
as those aspects interact and influence each other. Discussing use implies a view on who is
the user, and one has to be critical of conventional concepts of users. Olsson, Blakstad and
Hansen (2010) suggest a tendency to oversimplify the way that users are addressed and
challenge the predominant assumption that there is only one group of users. They identify
categories of users and their roles at different stages of the building life cycle. They highlight
different user roles and perspectives at different project phases. The perspective that is
applied determines which user groups are included in a planning process or discontinuities
in user involvement. In a usability perspective, different tools for usability analyses may be
needed when studying usability from different user perspectives. This opens up a debate on
value beyond value management and it brings culture and governance into the discourse.
Who is a user and why are they a user? Whose needs and interests should be at the core of
usability analysis and guide possible design?

Themes that have been central to usability research were reflected in the chosen theme of
the CIB work group W70 on FM conference in Sdo Paulo— FM and the Experience
Economy—following Pine and Gilmore’s (1999) seminal work in service marketing. Da
Graca (2010) argued that this should now be the focus of FM responsibilities and stressed
the need to open the way to demand management focusing on the user experience.
Professionals working with facilities need to understand user behaviour, user needs and
user experiences and need to manage and systematize the user experience. There is a
need to learn how to understand and design experiences as good FM briefing leads to
effective design. There are necessary tools but they need to be put to work. He suggests
that research in this area is essential and that FM practice should focus on the user
experience, looking at the demand side, managing experiences and putting the resources to
work.

This challenge is illustrated in a study following the implementation and use of tools for
usability evaluation in FM and Corporate Real Estate organisations. Blakstad and Hansen
(2012) found that this had limited effects on practice in most of the organisations they
studied. There where however exceptions. The cases with the most successful
implementation, which had actually led to new practice and new “contexts of use”, had used
the most resources on implementation, and continued the research relationship with the
researchers to develop own staff with competence to carry out the evaluations. The study
suggested that focus on usability in practise can only be drivers for development in cases
where key players have awareness and competence, and where the need for change is
seen as urgent enough to justify the amount of resources needed to both analyze the
situation and implement the change.

Contingent user values are not easy to explore using conventional techniques such as post-
occupancy analysis, and there have been calls for multi-method approaches (Blakstad,



Hansen & Knudsen 2008) and a greater range of methods for understanding user
experience (Alexander, 2008a). This is highly important as there must be methods that
manage to bridge from the facilities professionals, architects and engineers to the everyday
user without imposing professional knowledge in such a way that the user’s perceptions are
depreciated.

5. The usability brief—a key instrument in faciliti es management

Much recent effort in the research has focused on developing tools to operationalize the
usability concepts, particularly for briefing and evaluation. To date, those who work in the
building industry have not been sufficiently interested in evaluating the use of buildings they
have helped to create. Does the building function as intended? Are there problems related to
function or room use? How efficiently is the building utilized? How satisfied are the users?
By not evaluating the use of buildings through asking such questions, vital opportunities for
improvement and for coming up with new solutions have probably been missed.

Traditional briefing Inclusive briefing Usability briefing

Concerns new Concerns all client/user needs in | Concerns user needs in

building/construction developing facilities existing facilities

A definite phase at an initial A continuous process with A continuous process at

stage of construction changing focus in different different phases during
phases of building life cycle occupancy

An expert based information A guided learning and dialogue | A co-learning process

collection process

Users mainly involved as data Users actively involved as part Users as co-producers

sources of a corporate change process
The result is a brief, i.e. a The result is acceptance of Brief as an evolving ‘bulletin
requirement specification solutions based on a brief board’

Table 1: Traditional, inclusive and usability brief ing

A usability perspective has consequences for methods used in design and planning today.
Briefing has been highlighted in several studies as a bearer of clients’ and users’ needs and
requirements and a key instrument in getting what one wants. The recent work by CIB W111
on usability has similarly highlighted the importance of briefing as a means to achieve
usability. Jensen et al (2011) have compared the characteristics of the concept of usability
briefing with traditional briefing and so-called inclusive briefing In Table 1.

However, these findings raise a further series of issues and a possible agenda for future
research and have interesting implications for the way we think about briefing, particularly
when usability is seen as a contingent quality rather than as the inherent functionality of the
physical environment.

Hudson (forthcoming) argues that much of the existing work on briefing is based on
premises that it can be reduced to a rational process, that it is part of a finite project, that the
final outcomes of this project are buildings or other physical facilities and that user
requirements have an external objective existence that can be captured in the briefing




process. He goes on to suggest that the usability work suggests the limitations of these
premises and argues that a new approach to briefing may be necessary.

This approach might be characterized by an emphasis of briefing as creative exploration of
possibilities rather than requirements capture, a focus on the social construction of
requirements and their evolution over time and a focus on human satisfaction rather than
physical facilities. The professionals’ capability to integrate and translate becomes important
here and implies a responsibility to manage user needs and feed them forward to the
subsequent project without losing the understanding of the social processes from which the
facilities have emerged.

6. Usability appraisal—how to understand and interp ret the use of
facilities

Usability evaluations are based on different user's experiences and assessments on how
well the buildings perform regarding different parameters. By considering a building as a
tool, we should be interested not only in how the building itself functions, but also how the
building impacts value creation in the user organisation. The user organisation should ask
itself: what do we want to achieve? What do we want the building to contribute? How can our
premises create added value for the organisation? We have seen that many user
organisations have little awareness of those aspects. Instead a building is merely seen as
floor space or workplace, without much consideration: a return for the rental. For instance, a
business that wants to stimulate co-operation and learning should be interested in how the
workplace supports these goals; a kindergarten that wants to encourage involvement by the
children should consider how the facilities promote their mastery of their environment. Over
the past 5 years, a EuroFM research group has explored the concept of added value of FM,
with a strong connection to the CIB W111 Usability group (Jensen et al. 2012).

For building owners and users, an increased focus on usability represents both a challenge
and an opportunity. The challenge lies in the fact that the user organisation may want quick
changes and a high degree of customization to achieve maximum effectiveness. If not
handled wisely, this may result in unnecessary tailoring for tenants, which can drive costs up
and be difficult to change later. In this type of situation it is essential that solutions are
flexible so that they can readily be changed as needs change. At the same time, an
increased focus on effectiveness represents an opportunity for building owners and FMs, as
having expertise and premises that can contribute to increased customer satisfaction may be
an advantage.

A building’s performance can never be seen or understood in isolation from an
organisational and technical perspective, as those aspects interact and influence each other.
Hence, usability is complex and has been described as a “wicked problem” (Blakstad et al.,
2008). Such problems are characterised by no definitive formulation of solutions, and they
are open to multiple interpretations (Rittel & Webber, 1973). The solution is simply the one
that in a certain context is most satisfactory. According to Blakstad, addressing “wicked
problems” requires multi-method strategies using a triangulation of methods and evaluations
with multiple perspectives.

This aligns with findings from studies showing that evaluations work best when they are
based on several methods and aspects, depending on objective, purpose, focus,
competence and resources (Frechtling, 2002). All this implies that usability evaluations are
complex, that there is a need for simplification and that the evaluator possesses both
theoretical and practical knowledge and skills (Baird, Gray, Isaacs, Kernoghan & Mcindoe,
1996). Blakstad et al. (2008) describe how different methods and tools were explored and



tested according to their relevance and validity for evaluation of usability in several
Norwegian cases. An important discussion is whether the results or findings from those
evaluations can be considered as valid and reliable, and whether context dependent
knowledge from usability evaluations can be feed forwarded to new projects or be
generalized and added to a more generally applicable body of knowledge (Hansen et al,
2010). One may always discuss the external validity of qualitative methods. According to
Halvorsen (2008) the main question is not if results may be generalized but if knowledge can
be transferred to other settings. As pointed out earlier, few of the available methodologies
aim directly at evaluation of usability related to organisational objectives. However, they
found that many traditional research and evaluation methods had potential to be developed
for the purpose of usability evaluation.

Hansen, Blakstad and Olsson (2012) review usability evaluations and the feedback on users’
experiences of their environment. The value of such evaluations for feed forward into new
projects or improving existing facilities lies mainly in the ability to understand users’
experiences and to translate them into adequate products and solutions. Consequently, the
results of research related to evaluation should be quickly and easily accessible to clients,
designers, decision-makers and others involved in the building process. At its best user
feedback provides a learning process for different stakeholders. Karna et al. (2009) stress
the importance of a systematic approach and of continually improving the flow feedback.

7. Usability of learning environments—a thematic fo cus

Over the 10 years of W111 research the working group has compared case studies from
different sectors, first of all focusing attention of the usability of workplaces and then
broadening to include industrial, educational and healthcare environments.

From 2009 to 2011 the work of CIB W111 on usability has mainly focused on the usability of
learning environments (Alexander, 2010a; Arge, 2010; Jensen and Oesten, 2010). The lead
was taken by the UK, in collaborative work with the Centre for Effective Learning
Environments (CELE) at the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD), in a project to develop tools for evaluating the quality of educational environments
(EQES). Research by PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2010) concluded that school context must
be taken into account when assessing the impact of a school building program and that, new
buildings alone, are insufficient to change pupils’ attitudes and behaviour. They suggest that
the real challenge is to link the transformational agenda to changes in pedagogy and
leadership in schools.

This view is supported by the Norwegian work on usability. One of the case studies showed
a university college with a very high score on building performance and coloration between
program and completed building, but still showed a lack of usability due to change in
pedagogic, increased student number, lack of changing culture among the department. In
another case we found a high degree of pride and high academic score among the pupils, in
spite for a building performing really badly (Hansen et al., 2006).

Reporting on evaluation research conducted in the UK, Alexander (2010a) argued that
school facilities should be considered in the context of the communities they serve and as a
prime means of transforming education. Effective learning environments successfully
combine appropriate social and digital environments with the physical environment (Beard,
2012). Creating quality learning environments, which are more broadly accessible in the
community, can also play a catalytic role in regeneration. To improve usability, the parallel
processes of pedagogy and facilities planning must be reconnected, users must be
empowered and communities must be offered the opportunity of managing their assets. And



professionals must utilize a usability perspective concerning for whom and why. The majority
of conventional evaluation methodologies, particularly Post Occupancy Evaluation (POE)
and Practitioner-focused Facility Evaluation (PFE) methods and tools, fail to address
strategic objectives, consider buildings out of context and tend to focus on the characteristics
and performance of the physical environment, rather than on the effects on users and on
benefits realization. The evaluation of schools must take account of three key dimensions
according to their role in the development of sustainable communities, in educational
transformation and in the quality of the learning environment.

Assessing the usability of learning environments against these criteria, using appropriate
research-based methods and tools, will require the development of new skills. It also
suggests the need to develop different relationships amongst key actors in co-production
processes. This is a challenging agenda for the FM of learning environments.

The objective of FM is to provide the setting and services that support the effectiveness of
organisations that contribute to the development and creativity of the occupants and provide
community benefit. The key is establishing the strategies and processes that connect
effective utilisation of the physical, environmental and human resources to create positive
outcomes for all stakeholders, through the whole life of the facilities. Stakeholders include
owners, occupiers and operators of the facility, all service users and providers, the local
community and representative agencies.

Seen in this way, FM is the brokerage of processes amongst all stakeholder interests and
between stakeholder constructs. Myerson (2012) and Vischer (2012) argue that, in the
experience economy, learning and co-creation are key processes. Elsewhere, Beard (2012)
and Thomas (2012) describe learning itself as a complex process conducted via
conversation, in a broad sense, including symbolic change and reflection or silent
conversation and kinaesthetics.

8. Management for usability

Jensen (2010) has suggested that a focus on buildings in FM is concerned with how the
corporate needs for facilities can be provided and optimized in both a short- and long-term
perspective. Therefore, every phase of the life cycle of buildings is important. He proposed
that continuous briefing and continuous commissioning are two interrelated concepts that,
together with the concept of learning buildings, can be used to integrate the management of
buildings and usability. Just as learning organisations need a specific form of management,
where traditional hierarchical structures are removed and a shared vision is defined and
accepted, so learning buildings need a similar specific form of management.

The management tasks to obtain usability include formulation of visions, strategies and
requirements for the long-term development of buildings in the planning phase; involvement
of users in defining needs and requirements and deciding on design solutions in continuous
briefing; and on-going monitoring of performance and usability to capture new needs and
requirements for changes during the use phase of buildings. In short, FM is about
connecting use and space. FMs should be the obvious profession to take on this important
management role in close collaboration with the top managers and users in the organisation.

9. Framework for use—a structure for discourse
Recent reflections on Nordic contributions to the usability research have led to the

introduction of a framework — USEframe - to conceptualize contextual dimensions of
usability. The framework is based on a perceived need to bring usability studies into one



structure and to relate what had been done in the different studies. This led to a discussion
about a framework that also would enable the positioning of previous research by the
research team members as well as the positioning of other research related to usability.

A framework developed by the research team is illustrated in Figure 1 and is further
discussed by Lindahl, Hansen, Nenonen and Blakstad (2012). It illustrates steps in a
process of understanding and mapping use to support action in projects or FM processes. It
is a framework that can be used to describe processes as well as to map and relate projects
or studies.

Context of use

As is, use

Knowledge development process,
info, data

-~

New knowledge

-~

Guiding principles, governance

Context of action
Action
Management

Figure 1 USEframe

A typical FM loop could be from “as is, use” via development of new knowledge, supported
by the USEtool and back to daily use, i.e., to “as is, use” in “context of use.” This is an
iterative process of change and possibly improvement. New knowledge can also be
forwarded in a structured form, in a proprietary information system, to projects and action to
create new workplaces via projects in the “context of action” domain. This then results in
plans for new or changed facilities, the future use, “to be.”

Based on the research carried out in Nordic FM and usability projects we argue that there is
a substantial amount of research and development (R&D) concerning facilities in use that
already today allow for the possibility of sustaining usability of facilities. However, these are
not clearly related and there is a mix between management-oriented research that focuses
on the “context of action” and usability-oriented research that focuses on “context of use”
and subsequent development of knowledge and briefing.

The framework USEframe provides a possibility to map and discuss this material (Hansen et
al., 2012; Lindahl et al., 2012). With the creation of CIB W118 clients and users and the
previous CIB workgroups W65 Organisation and Management of Construction, W070 FM
and Maintenance, W096 Architectural Management and W111 Usability, understanding and
delivering what the users need appears well covered. However, much of the research has
focused on methods and processes.

While this is relevant, we already know that clear information, participation and knowledge
dissemination is beneficial. While continued development of methods and processes is
needed, there is also a lack of R&D of theory concerning users and their activities in the
facilities the construction and FM sectors deliver. As much as researchers like to practice
nearness in cases, there is now a need to step back and reflect in order to develop a theory
to sustain the field of understanding the effects of facilities in use.



The delivery world of methods and processes has its own set of social constructs - i.e., it is
one ecology; the user world is another. Usability research needs to think through the mind
and narrative of the user world. Mental and cognitive maps are the source to understand
this. Macdonald (2012) shows that, in a healthcare setting, strategic FM can be seen as a
translation between the two. Higher usability was delivered by FMs who reached out to
relate to the users and translated user requirements into appropriate service delivery.

10. Usability—managing facilities for social outcom es

The paper has argued for the development of usability concepts, methodologies and tools, in
considering the effects of the built environment from a user, organisational and community
perspective, as an essential approach for managing facilities for social outcomes.

On one hand usability has its significance in the relationship between people and building.
On the other hand the usability is connected to various co-operation, communication and co-
creation processes between different people. Nevertheless the usability research so far has
been able to map and frame processes and methods in connection to usability of built
environment. The service design approach provides more insights for capturing the user
experience. Evidence for usability is based on user experience, may be linked to discussions
on evidence based design, which may be seen as a way of designing based on actual use,
i.e. evidence for what really works given a certain context.

This paper suggests that further research in the field of user orientation of the built
environment is strongly needed. The overview of the area shows that there are many
different approaches which vary in theoretical foundations, methodologies and stage of
development, but they are in most cases not incompatible and they use many similar
research methods. Further research should focus more on direct interactions with and
involvement of users and mostly qualitative research methods are needed. It is important to
distinguish between different types of users and apply methodologies involving users both as
individuals and in groups and organisations.

Jensen et al (2011) have adapted the USEframe to make suggestions for future user
oriented research (Fig 2) with a distinction between the three areas: Developing, Finding and
Explaining.

FINDING

A
\' Usability evaluation
Context of project
Project ~— New knewle
Project Management R

Governance of\project by user ang

EXPLAINING

DEVELOPING

Figure 2 USEframe — cyclical processes

The development of knowledge and tools within USEframe will help structure the further
implementation of usability knowledge and tools in practice. A crucial question is how



research can contribute to, on one hand, strategic/practical development in organisations
and, on the other, the design and construction processes. USEframe illustrates this and aims
to support discussion at the interface of research and practice. This will then also address
the validity, reliability and generalizability of usability research.
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