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Usability capability assessments are carried out to analyse the capability
of a development organisation in performing user-centred design (UCD).
We carried out four experimental usability capability assessments to learn
how to perform assessments effectively in industrial settings. Our starting
point was traditional software process assessment based onISO 15504
(‘SPICE’ ). The recent ISO/TR 18529 was used as the process reference
model ofUCD. Our experiments showed that the focus ofISO 15504 process
assessments — management of activities — did not exactly meet the needs
of assessments in our context. These experiences led us to a modified
assessment approach where the focus is in performance ofUCD. Its main
characteristics are:

1. a refinedUCD process model;
2. a three-dimensional capability scale; and
3. implementation of an assessment as a workshop rather than a series

of interviews.

Keywords: UCD, usability capability, usability capability assessment,
usability maturity models.
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1 Introduction

The challenge to improve the position ofUCD (UCD) in development organisations
has been recognised in many presentations and panels in conferences and seminars.
For example, there have been papers (Rosenbaum et al., 2000), tutorials (Bloomer
& Wolf, 1999), panels (Rosenbaum, 1999) and interviews (Anderson, 2000) atCHI
conferences. A EuropeanTRUMP project has also addressed this topic.

A typical approach to start organisational improvement efforts in any domain
is to carry outcurrent state analysis. Through current state analysis, one can
identify the strengths and weaknesses of an organisation, and thus get a good
basis for planning and implementing improvement actions. For example, in
software engineering, current state analysis is a widely used practice in the form
of process assessment. Recognised process assessment approaches areCMM
(Paulk et al., 1995),Bootstrap (Kuvaja et al., 1994), andISO 15504 (ISO,
1998a). When we examine the recognisedprocess improvement modelsof software
engineering, for exampleIDEAL of Software Engineering Institute (McFeeley, 1996)
andISO/TR15504-7 (ISO, 1998b), they essentially include process assessment as a
step in an improvement process.

In UCD, similar activity calledusability capability assessment(UCA) seems to
gain popularity. According to a study of Rosenbaum et al. (2000), 16 organisations
out of 134 (12%) reported using ‘organisational audits’ as a means for enhancing
‘strategic usability’. Our research problem is to learn how to perform usability
capability assessments effectively in industrial settings.

In this research, our hypothesis was the traditional software process assessment,
as defined inISO 155041, using the recentISO/TR 18529(ISO, 2000) as the
process reference model ofUCD. A pre-version of the model is theUMM Processes
(Earthy, 1999). It was originally developed in the EuropeanINUSEresearch project
and further elaborated during another European research project,TRUMP. In the
beginning of our research,ISO/TR 18529 was not yet approved, and our reference
was theUMM Processes model. — In this paper, however, we use consistently the
termISO/TR18529.

ISO/TR18529 is a process model developed specifically for process assessment.
The format of its process definitions complies with the requirements ofISO 15504.
Altogether,ISO/TR18529 identifies sevenUCD processes. Five of them are derived
from the standardISO 13407 (ISO, 1999). The processes are further divided into
base practices. In an assessment, the capability of a process is typically determined
through performance ofbase practices. The result of an assessment is acapability
profile: eachUCD process is given a capability rating. There are six levels of
capability, from 0 (lowest) to 5 (highest). — The processes ofISO 13407 are
illustrated in Figure 1.ISO/TR18529 is discussed more detailed in Bevan & Earthy
(2001).

1Also known as ‘SPICE’
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1. Plan the human 
centred process

2. Specify the 
context of use

4. Produce design 
solutions

3. Specify user 
and organisational 
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5. Evaluate 
designs against 

user requirements

Meets requirements

Figure 1: Activities of UCD as defined in ISO 13407.

2 Overview of the Assessments
We carried out four experimental usability capability assessments in three industrial
companies in Finland. We started atBuscomwith a traditional process assessment
by using theISO/TR18529 process model as a reference in May 2000. Thereafter we
performed an assessment atTeamwarein June 2000. The third assessment (NET 1)
was carried out atNokia Networks (NET) IMNuser interface team in October-
November 2000. The biggest methodological step took place during this assessment.
We developed revised process and capability models based on the experiences from
the two previous assessments. The fourth assessment (NET 2) was at Nokia Networks
in a customer documentation team in December 2000. This time we implemented
the assessment as a workshop rather than as a series of interviews. The flow of the
assessments is illustrated in Figure 2.

We describe each of the four assessments one by one, pointing out the main
characteristics of the assessments and lessons learned. We describe the basics of the
evolved models as part of the discussion of theNET 1 case.

3 Assessment at Buscom in May 2000
Buscom develops fare collection systems for transportation systems — especially
for bus companies. The company has two features that make an assessment a special
case. First, the company is small — about 60 employees. Another specific feature
is that at the time of assessment, the company had only limited background inUCD.
Still the company found it sensible to start development ofUCD processes with an
assessment.

3.1 Implementation of the Assessment
There were altogether six members in our assessment team. Two members of the
team were trained process assessors. One of the team was the usability person of the
company.
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Figure 2: Summary of the assessments.

Based on our previous experience from assessments in 1997, reported in (Kuutti
et al., 1998), we decided to assess to the level 1 only. In other words, we focused
on assessing the substance ofUCD — not on how the activities are managed. We
interviewed the representatives from a number of development projects during two
weeks’ time, having altogether 10 interview sessions. There were one, two or three
interviewees in each interview session. The total amount of interviewed persons
was 20. On many days, we had two interviews per day.

We used base practices of theISO/TR 18529 model as our reference in the
interviews. We put effort in understanding what is meant with each base practice and
in understanding to which extent the base practice was performed in the development
process of the organisation. To do this, we assigned a responsible person for each
process in our assessment team.

Rating the capability of processes, however, was not as successful as we had
planned. During the assessment, we decided to give up giving ratings on the basis
of base practices. The reasons for this were partly the tight schedule, partly the
difficulties in the interpretation of base practices. The assessment team felt that it
was difficult to give valid capability ratings. Our decision was the rate the processes
informally, based on professional judgement rather than on the based practice driven
capability-rating algorithm. We reported the results emphasising the qualitative
findings.
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3.2
✂

Feedback from the Assessment
We gathered feedback from the assessment by using questionnaires delivered to the
audience in the results presentation session. The staff reported that they generally
found results of the assessments useful. A clear result was that those who were
interviewed learned more aboutUCD than those that attended the result presentation
session only. The core processes ofISO 13407 were perceived understandable. The
results reporting session that lasted one hour, however, was perceived somewhat
‘boring’.

In addition to gathering feedback with questionnaires, we later conducted some
in-depth interviews of some key persons. The interviews revealed some interesting
points that were not covered by the questionnaires. For example, we had presented
a definition of processes and the related base practices in the form ofISO/TR18529
model. The usability person reported afterwards that the interviewees had found the
definitions of the processes and base practices difficult to understand. Some of the
staff had a perception that the assessment was “academic stuff driven by the interests
of the university”.

The usability person of the company said that the assessment was personally a
very positive learning experience. She learnt a lot not only about assessments but
also got a more thorough understanding of the practices and principles ofUCD and
of the current ways of working in different units of the organisation. The assessment
team found generally theUCD processes of the model sensible. The main problem
was, as said, in the interpretation of the base practices.

3.3 Lessons Learnt
Based on these experiences it seems that assessment is not only about identifying
strengths and weakness but also about communicating about usability andUCD to
the organisation. We did not find as a very good result that many members of the staff
had perceived ‘not understandable’ the things that we had presented. We conclude
that improvement in the assessment process should be done in the following areas:

✄ From the assessors point of view, the main lesson learnt was that more precise
and unambiguous interpretations of the base practices of the processes are
required.

✄ The assessment should be carried out in slower pace. Too frequent interviews
did not allow time to ‘stop and think’. Two interviews a day may be
appropriate for routine assessment, but not for research.

✄ The assessment process should be planned better and scope of the assessment
should be only a very limited number of projects.

✄ Communicating the basics ofUCD and the results of an assessment is a
challenge. Results should be presented both qualitatively and quantitatively
in a concise form.

The positive lessons learnt were:
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✄ Limiting the assessment to level 1 of capability was the right choice: it
made sense to examine only the essential performance ofUCD. Assessment of
management issues (levels 2 of capability and above) had not been meaningful
in this case.

✄ The basic concepts ofISO 13407 (processes, definitions of usability etc.) are
useful. They give a good basis for assessments.

✄ Interviews were experienced to be effective learning processes by the
interviewees and the usability person.

4 Assessment at Teamware in June 2000
Teamware Group is an international software development company with several
years’ experience inUCD. Its main business is Internet based solutions for
communities. A UI design team within the company, Ergo Team, has operated
for years, and has influenced remarkably in the improvement of the user-centred
development practices in the company.

This assessment followed an assessment that was conducted at Teamware in
November 1997, reported in Kuutti et al. (1998). Even if we found some problems
with the ISO/TR 18529 model in the assessment at Buscom, the approach was not
changed for this assessment. One reason for this was that Teamware wanted to have
comparative results with the assessment that was carried out earlier. Another reason
was that the lead assessor was from a different organisation.

4.1 Implementation of the Assessment
The assessment team consisted of seven persons. Additionally, one representative of
the assessed organisation was present in all assessment sessions. Most members of
the assessment team had participated software process assessment training according
to Bootstrap method (Kuvaja et al., 1994) after the assessment at Buscom.

All the processes ofISO/TR18529 (HCD.1-7) were on the focus of assessment.
The assessment method was traditional: the capability of the processes was
determined using the base practices. The goal was to assess the processes up to
level 3 of process capability if applicable — as was done in 1997. The focus of
the assessment was in the early phases of development although all processes were
assessed. The customer defined the focus.

The assessment lasted one week. Eight interview sessions (nine persons) took
place during the week. The results were reported to the representatives of the
organisation on the last day.

4.2 Feedback from the Assessment
We delivered questionnaires to the audience in the results presentation session.
The questionnaires revealed that most interviewees felt that the interviews handled
meaningful issues. Some pointed out that due to the insufficient information
provided by the opening briefing they could not prepare themselves well enough.
Most of the interviewees reported on gaining new ideas concerning their work.
However, managers felt that the interviews did not handle very meaningful issues.



Developing A Usability Capability Assessment Approach 7

In results reporting session, the respondents considered all theUCD processes to
be very important — if not for them, then for the company. Otherwise, they criticised
the assessment results. They felt that many important areas related to theUCD were
not discussed at all in the interviews. They felt that model had limited discussions
sometimes to even irrelevant topics. Consequently, some felt that the results did not
describe reality very well. The respondents also criticised that we did not explain
well enough the terminology used or the maturity scales presented. We presented
the results qualitatively, but the audience wished for the qualitative results, too.

The assessment team experienced the assessment week rather frustrating. The
biggest problem was — as was at Buscom — in the interpretation of base practices.
The interpretations caused even more disputes within the assessment team than at
Buscom — now there were members from two organisations in the assessment team.
Especially, there were disagreements whether a process truly reaches level 1, and
wheter it makes sense to examine upper levels of capability. Some members of
the assessment team experienced a problem in the validity of the interview style:
interviewing the processes through base practices one by one. Many members of
the assessment team felt that they did not get a good picture of essential practices
of the company. These problems also led to difficulties in rating the capability of
the processes. The capability scores were given but the interpretation of the findings
remained contradictory.

We show some examples of base practices in Table 1. We had trouble in
agreeing on interpretation with practices such as “Analyse the tasks and worksystem”
and “Analyse the implications of the context of use”. One the other hand, there were
no problems to interpret a base practice such as “Describe the characteristics of the
users”.

4.3 Lessons Learnt
We got confirmation to our understanding that an assessment is not only about
identifying strengths and weaknesses but also about increasing the awareness and
commitment of the personnel towardsUCD. Interviews were found to be an effective
learning process to the interviewees, at least to the designers. Also the experience
of the company from the previous assessment confirms those who were interviewed
got committed toUCD.

Most of the lessons learnt are in line with the lessons learnt from the assessment
at Buscom. Our main conclusion, again, was that we need aclear, unambiguous
interpretation of the process model. We can also repeat most of the lessons learnt
from the Buscom assessment: the assessment should be carried out in slower
pace; one should learn new ways for discussing with management; the assessment
process should be planned better; results should be presented both qualitatively and
quantitatively, etc.

5 Assessment at Nokia Networks IMN User Interface Team in
October 2000

Nokia Networks(NET) IMN organisation develops base stations for the mobile
networks. The software developed by theIMN user interfaces team is used for
configuring, installing, and maintaining of the base stations.
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Context of use process

Outcomes as defined in KESSU process
model

Base practices as defined in HSL model

☎ Identification of user groups
☎ Description of the characteristics

of users
☎ Description of the environment of

use
☎ Identification of user

accomplishments
☎ Description of user tasks
☎ Identification of user task attributes

☎ Define the scope of the context of
use for the product system

☎ Analyse the tasks and worksystem
☎ Describe the characteristics of the

users
☎ Describe the cultural

environment/organisational /
management regime

☎ Describe the characteristics of any
equipment external to the product
system and the working
environment

☎ Describe the location, workplace
equipment and ambient conditions

☎ Analyse the implications of the
context of use

☎ Present these issues to project
stakeholders for use in the
development or operation of the
product system

Table 1: Illustration of differences between outcomes and base practices. Example: Context
of use process.

5.1 Implementation of the Assessment
Based on the experiences in the previous assessments, the main research driver
in this assessment was to develop more unambiguous interpretations of the base
practices. We used theQIU model (Earthy, 2000), which is the earlier version
HSL model (Earthy, 2001) — together with theISO/TR 18529 andISO 13407 —
as references in our interpretation work. TheQIU model was recently distributed to
a large audience of reviewers, and feedback was desired about it. In addition, we
knew that theQIU model was an improved — although more complicated — version
of theISO/TR18529 model.

This time we had a clear focus in the assessment: one development project. We
interviewed the personnel of the company during two weeks’ time, having altogether
five interviews. In each interview session, there were one or two interviewees. In
each interview session, we examined one or twoUCD processes.

5.2 Development of New Process and Capability Models
The interpretation of the base practices realised to be quite a challenge. The work
led to developing something different than interpretation of base practices. Jointly
with the usability experts ofNET, we decided to carry out the assessment up to
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Figure 3: The KESSU Process model.

level 1 based on concreteoutcomesof processes. In contrast with the outcomes of
processes inISO/TR 18529 (the model defines also outcomes, in addition to base
practices), we limited the outcomes to include only concrete deliverables. The
outcomes of ourKESSU2 Process model and base practices of theHSL model is
illustrated in Table 1. As one can see, we have transformed some of the base practices
into concrete outcomes. The substance of those base practices that do not produce
concrete deliverables are covered by new capability dimensions (see discussion to
follow).

Another distinctive feature is that we have split the ‘Produce Design Solutions’
process ofISO/TR 18529 (andISO 13407) into two parts. Visually, in its former
position there is a ‘User Task Design’ process. In the centre, there is a new process,
‘Produce User Interaction Solutions’. The process model — including the outcomes
— is illustrated in Figure 3. We identify five main processes: Context of use process,
User requirements process, User tasks design process, Produce user interaction
solutions process, and Usability evaluation process.

The reasoning behind splitting the Produce Design Solutions process is that
the process is always existent and produces ‘full outcome’ (the system and user
interface) — even in cases where the development process in not user-centred. All
the other processes are characteristic toUCD: they provide user-driven information
for the design process.

2KESSU is the name of our national research project that aims to develop methods for improving
user centred-design in development organisations.
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PROCESS
(under assessment)

Quantity

Process
Integration

Quality

OUTPUT

Figure 4: KESSU dimensions of process capability.

The outcome driven assessment led also to new kind of capability dimensions.
The capability scale evolved to have three different dimensions as illustrated in
Figure 4:

✄ The quantityof outcomes of the process. The more extensively an outcome
exists, the higher performance score it gets.

✄ Thequalityof the outcomes. With this dimension, we examine the quality and
validity of the outcomes. For example, we want to make a difference whether
an outcome is based on someone’s opinions or derived by using recognised
user centred methods and techniques.

✄ The integrationof outcomes with other processes. The more extensively the
outcomes are communicated and incorporated in other relevant processes, the
higher rating is given to integration.

The integration aspect has also been addressed in theHSL model. Its solution is,
however, different: a process has a specific base practice that addresses integration.
An example is shown in Table 1 (“Present these issues to project stakeholders for use
in the development or operation of the product system”).

The different process and capability models led also to a different way of
presenting the results. We present the capability profile in one visual picture, using
different symbols to denote the different dimensions, as illustrated in Figure 5.

Altogether, we consider that we have developed new process and capability
models. We call the models asKESSU Process Modeland KESSU Process
Capability Dimensions Modelrespectively. They are documented in project reports
Jokela (2001b) and Jokela (2001a).

5.3 Feedback from the Assessment
We gathered feedback from the assessment again with questionnaires delivered in the
opening briefing, after each interview and finally in the results presentation session.
The interviewees found that the assessment approach made a lot of sense. They
reported that the interview sessions had pointed out targets for improvement, and
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Figure 5: Example of capability profile presentation.

some of the interviewees had received confirmation to their own thoughts on how
UCD should be developed.

The feedback from results presentation session was generally good. Especially,
the audience reported high motivation for getting training inUCD and for trying
UCD approaches in their work. They regardedUCD activities very important in the
development.

All those members of the assessment team who had attended the previous
assessments found this assessment more successful and sensible than the earlier ones.
One illustrative comment from an assistant assessor was: “Interview by interview,
the models became clearer. This is the way we should have done from the beginning:
to make a clear interpretation of our own about the reference models”. The definition
of outcomes and assessing through the outcomes was found easier and to give a better
picture about theUCD in the organisation than assessment through base practices.
Assessors felt that this time they got a good picture about theUCD activities in the
organisation.

5.4 Lessons Learnt
A clear feeling after the assessment was that “we want to try this approach again”.
However, there were also places to improve. The overall role and position of an
assessment in the organisational context should be rethought. One organisational
problem was, for example, that very few developers attended the opening session
of the assessment. In addition, definitions for the levels of rating the capability
dimensions should be created, and some terms should be made easier to understand,
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for example ‘summative’ and ‘formative’. The assessment report should be quicker
to produce.

6 Assessment at Nokia Networks IMN Customer Documentation
Team

This assessment had a different object domain than the earlier ones: the object of
the assessment was the development process of customer documentation. Three
key persons from the customer documentation and a two-person assessment team
participated the assessment.

The customer documentation group has experience aboutUCD for some years.
For example, they have organised user evaluations of user manuals in laboratories
and in the field. There is clear enthusiasm towardsUCD in the group. The group is
further developing their documentation processes, and was motivated to get feedback
from an external evaluator.

The assessment had one significant difference compared with the earlier ones. It
was decided to carry it out in half a day workshop. The reason for this was practical:
there was no time for an assessment with multiple interviews.

6.1 Implementation of the Assessment
We used the process and capability models developed in the previous assessment.
Our plan for the assessment was to follow a cycle that is used in typical assessments:
interview, wrap-up of the findings by the assessment team, and agree on the results
with the interviewees. At this time, we just hoped to cover all the relevant processes
in a time that normally is reserved for one long interview.

In the interview part, we asked the project team to describe the activities of
the development process of the user manual and quick reference guide. We did not
describe our reference model beforehand but used it as our reference in the interview.

In the results session, the findings were contrasted against the process model.
The lead assessor explained the model step by step, and interpreted the information
received in the interview session against the model. We agreed on the areas where
the organisation had strengths and weaknesses. The session was finished in about 1.5
hours. Some refinements and clarifications were made on the process model during
the discussion.

6.2 Feedback from the Assessment
One immediate feedback came actually when we finished the workshop. One of
the participants said that she already had started to challenge herself on how to
implement improvements in one specific area. We asked feedback from the project
team through email. Comments were received from the team on the same afternoon.
They reported for example:

✄ “The assessment pointed out many issues to consider in the following
documentation projects.”

✄ “Now we know that task analysis is important. We also need to work on
usability requirements.”
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✄ “We found that your model worked well also in our domain.”

The assessment team found the assessment as a positive experience. We
succeeded in getting a credible picture of the development process in a short time.
We had felt that there was a positive atmosphere in the workshop.

6.3 Lessons Learnt
This assessment confirmed that we would experiment the revised process and
capability models in the forthcoming assessments. The definitions of processes seem
to makeUCD concrete to the organisation. The capability dimensions point out the
areas of improvement, and give a means to discuss the project at an appropriate level
of abstraction.

The specific implication of this assessment is to try the workshop approach
again. It is efficient — one workshop instead of a series of interviews. Moreover,
a workshop may be a solution to one problem that we have faced: people being in
different positions in assessments (those who are interviewed, and those who are
not).

7 Discussion
Our target was to learn how to perform effective usability capability assessments
through experiments in industrial settings. For that, we carried out four experimental
usability capability assessments.

In the beginning of the research, we used anISO15504 style process assessment
approach with one capability dimension, rating capability through base practices,
and an assessment method with a number of interviews. During the assessments,
we found that in our context it sensible to focus on the performance — not
management — ofUCD activities. As a result, we developed an assessment approach
with an outcome-driven process model, three-dimensional capability model, and an
implementation the assessment as a workshop.

Our process and capability models seem to make the assessment andUCD
more understandable to the audience and easier for the assessors in our context.
The workshop type of assessment makes an assessment efficient and spreadsUCD
knowledge to larger part of the staff than interviews of a limited number of people.

We, however, want to emphasise that our assessment approach is a
complementary one to the traditional process assessment. Compared withISO15504
assessment, we can say that we examine theUCD activities thoroughly ‘below the
level 1 of capability’. Traditional process assessment should be used in contexts
where it is applicable to examine the management ofUCD activities at higher levels
of capability.

7.1 Contrasting the Results with Experiences of the TRUMP
Project

Bevan & Earthy (2001) report about recent assessment case studies carried out in
the EuropeanTRUMP project. They carried out assessments in two organisations: at
Inland Revenue (IR) atUK and at Israel Aircraft Industries (IAI ). In both assessments,
they used theISO/TR 18529 as a reference. TheIR assessment was a ‘full’
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process✠ assessment with twelve interviews while the assessment at IAI was a light
assessment, a one-day workshop. Bevan & Earthy report that both assessments were
successful.

One can regard the assessment atIR and our assessment at Teamware
methodologically similar: traditional process assessment based on the same process
model. The assessment atIR, however, was seemingly a more successful than the
one at Teamware. One potential explanation may be the fact that the lead assessor in
the IR assessment was the main author of theISO/TR18529 model. The assessment
team atIR was also probably more experienced in process assessment than we
are. In addition, we find that there are many other factors that potentially affect
the success of an assessment. These factors include: the business and products
of the company; general situation in the organisation (e.g. whether there has been
recent big changes); the culture of the organisation; the tradition of carrying out
development projects and improvement programs; the position of the sponsor of
the assessment; how the assessment is planned, organised and conducted; how the
project(s) to be assessed are selected; how successful are the presentations; the way
the processes and base practices are communicated in the interviews; the characters
and attitudes of individuals; the position of usability persons in the organisation etc.
Not only the assessment approach but these kinds of non-technical factors may have
a great impact to the success of the assessment.

The assessment atIAI resembles our last workshop atNET. They both were
successful, too. The reference models were a bit different —IAI was assessed by
using base practices while we usedKESSUprocess model as reference. One may ask
whether we would have succeeded with base practices, too. It may be possible. We
find ‘outcome based assessment’ working probably because it makes things concrete
— the outcomes are deliverables. Using ‘concrete’ base practices might work as
well.

Bevan & Earthy’s report that the success of the improvement efforts in the
TRUMP trials has been very good. We have not yet carried out subsequent
assessments to monitor our success. We assume that our success has not generally
been at the same level. On the other hand, we find that the success of improvement
actions does not depend on the success of an assessment only. Success in
improvements depends on many factors — as do the assessments.

7.2 Limitations
There are some limitations to be considered when making decisive conclusions
about our assessments experiences. First, the organisational situations may be very
different, and one assessment approach that is suitable for one organisation may not
be the best choice for another one. Therefore, comparing the success of assessments
based on the feedback from the organisations assessed is problematic. On the other
hand, we find as an advantage in our research that the assessment team was almost
the same in all assessments. The assessment team was able to compare the different
assessments.

Second, our goal for the assessments was to give a good basis for improvement
actions inUCD. From this viewpoint, issues such as spreading knowledge aboutUCD
to the staff and getting them committed toUCD improvement actions are important.
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different target for assessment could be for example to get exact ratings of usability
capability for selection of contractors. This was not our goal. Another viewpoint that
we excluded is standardisation that has been one driver of theISO/TR18529 andHSL
models.

Third, each assessment is a different instance, even if the same approach is used.
Assessment is a very human process, and its success may depend on many human
issues — both the organisation assessed and the composition of the assessment team
have influence on it. Specifically, an assessment necessarily has ‘a look’ of the lead
assessor.

Fourth, one limitation is related to the assessment with theISO/TR 18529
and HSL models. The assessments were very much based on the interpretations,
experience and style of the lead assessors. The interpretation of theISO/TR 18529
model is based on documentation. Some other person may have conducted the
assessments in a different way.

Fifth, a specific feature in our assessments is that all organisations represented
geographically limited industrial settings.

7.3 Implications for Next Assessments
We started with assessments with a number of interviews using a traditional process
assessment approach, and finished with an assessment that was half a day workshop.
What are our choices for the next assessment? In our environment, we most probably
go for a workshop. We were able to get a clear picture of the position ofUCD in the
organisation, and to analyse and communicate the results in a very short time in the
last assessment atNET. Next time, however, we will assign more time — probably
one day — for the workshop.

We will continue with theKESSUprocess model and capability scale (probably
with refinements). We find that the outcome-driven process model makes discussions
concrete, and the three-dimensional capability scale makes possible to have an
appropriate level of abstraction in the assessment.

For those who have not carried out assessments before, our main advice is
that one should understand that an assessment is a research effort, no matter which
model the assessment is based on. There exist very few reported experiences on
assessments. No assessment approach — inclusive the one that we use — is so
matured that one can totally rely on its validity.

7.4 New Research Topics
As said, each new assessment should be considered a research activity. A
researcher should try to get access for following assessments and for gathering
feedback from them. There is definitely space for improvements both at the
model and in the assessment method (steps of assessment) levels. We will carry
out further assessments, and regard each of them also as a research effort. —
Actually, we just finished another assessment that was implemented as a workshop.
The most important findings of this assessment are that one should understand
the organisational improvement context before planning an assessment and take
carefully into accout the human aspects. We will report the findings of this
assessment in a forthcoming paper.
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The next step in our research is of very constructive nature: to document the
assessment approach as a handbook. We assume that the creation of such a document
is not a one-time effort but it will be revised after trials. Another artefact we plan to
develop is a template to make the assessment efficient. We hope to have an online
documentation in the workshops, and deliver the results immediately.

One interesting challenge is how to reliability verify the success of an
assessment. We have gathered a lot of feedback in our assessments. However,
it still is difficult to make definite conclusions. For example, we find that the
assessments should be also training occasions where the understandability of
models and results is important. Some others may disagree with the importance of
this criterion.
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