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Abstract. Public authorities face significant challenges when procuring software 
systems that effectively support their operations and employees. The mandatory 
Request for Proposal (RFP) process often prioritises cost and technical 
specifications, with limited attention to usability and digital work environment 
factors. This paper addresses this gap by exploring how usability evaluations and 
performance criteria can be systematically integrated into the tendering process 
for public sector procurement. Drawing on collaboration between academic 
researchers and practitioners, the study examines two case studies: (1) the 
selection of an agile development team through RFP for developing a financial 
support application and (2) the selection of a running collaboration and 
information management system (CIMS) through RFP for government 
ministries. In the first case, team collaboration, user experience focus, and code 
quality were evaluated as performance factors in the selection criteria in parallel 
with the estimated cost of developing the system.  In the second case, the 
selection factors were cost and quality, including usability metrics such as 
effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction. These cases illustrate how research-
practitioner collaboration can bridge the gap between academic principles and 
professional practices, advancing the design and procurement of software that 
extends the quality of the digital work environment. The findings contribute 
actionable insights into enhancing public sector RFPs, offering a replicable 
model for integrating usability and performance evaluation frameworks to 
improve digital work environments.   

Keywords: Digital Work Environment, Request for Proposals, Public Authorities, 
Selection Criteria, Usability Evaluation. 

1. Introduction 

IT systems' usability and user experience (UX) are critical for workplace efficiency, 
employee satisfaction, and overall organisational success [1]. However, many 
workplace systems suffer from usability flaws, leading to inefficiencies, frustration, and 
burnout [2–4]. Despite increasing recognition of usability, it is often deprioritised 
during system development, with user-centred design practices implemented 
inconsistently [5,6].  

When public authorities acquire or develop new software systems to support their 
operations, they must adhere to a complex and regulated selection process. European 
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Union legislation mandates that this process be transparent and competitive, requiring 
public authorities to issue a Request for Proposal (RFP). These RFPs outline the 
requirements, selection criteria, and expectations for custom software development and 
the procurement of off-the-shelf solutions. Despite the pivotal role software plays in 
improving the efficiency and effectiveness of public services, the criteria in these 
processes often prioritise cost and technical specifications over usability and other 
factors critical to the digital work environment [7–9]. 

In practice, RFPs typically include two key sections: (1) the system requirements and 
needs and (2) the selection criteria [8]. Commonly, the selection process places 
significant emphasis on cost, often awarding contracts to the lowest bidder, even at the 
expense of quality [9]. For example, a study of software companies in Denmark found 
that developers primarily focused on what public authorities explicitly required, with 
little attention to quality factors such as user experience (UX) or security, unless 
explicitly stated in the RFP [10]. 

While some RFPs include methods for evaluating software development methods, 
such as user testing or defined performance criteria, usability considerations are rarely 
integrated as a core element [10]. Furthermore, selection criteria infrequently assess the 
development team's competencies, such as their experience with user-centred design, 
which could significantly contribute to the quality of the final product. Studies have 
shown that including usability-related requirements can positively influence the project 
outcome, leading to systems that are functional but also reliable, maintainable, and 
usable [11]. 

Software procurement is a crucial activity that has the potential to improve software 
users' work environments. Additionally, many studies have been conducted on the 
benefits of conducting usability evaluations for improving the usage of software 
systems. While previous research has acknowledged the importance of including 
usability in public sector software procurement [8,9] and thereby improving the work 
environment, only a small number of research studies have systematically integrated 
usability evaluation criteria into real-world procurement processes. Some usability 
methods, like the SUS questionnaire [24,25], have been validated for years and have 
been reliable, but are rarely used in software procurement. This study builds on a 
collaborative effort between academic researchers and practitioners in the public sector 
to address this gap.  

This study builds on existing work by examining two empirical case studies where 
usability-focused evaluation methods were applied in public tenders. By comparing 
workshop-based selection with structured usability testing, we provide new insights 
into the effectiveness of these approaches in ensuring user-centred procurement 
decisions. These findings contribute a replicable model for integrating usability and 
performance evaluation frameworks into public procurement, which can inform future 
policy and practice. Combining theoretical insights with real-world applications 
examines how usability and performance criteria can be effectively integrated into 
RFPs to improve software procurement outcomes. The findings demonstrate actionable 
ways to incorporate usability-focused evaluation frameworks into the tendering 
process, ensuring that public sector software systems prioritise user-centred outcomes. 

Through two case studies, the paper explores (1) the selection of an agile 
development team for a financial support application and (2) the usability evaluation of 
collaboration and information management systems (CIMS) for government ministries. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?YkznqM
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?WtZYgU
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?UiMImu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?57rcgU
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?N5wdYN
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In both cases, researchers and practitioners collaborated to design and implement 
evaluation methods, fostering a bridge between academic principles of interaction 
design and professional practices in the public sector. 

This paper aligns with the ARPPID conference theme by addressing the critical need 
for cooperation between academia and industry in interaction design. The main research 
question guiding this study is: 

"How can usability evaluations and performance criteria, developed through 
collaboration between academic researchers and practitioners, improve the Request 
for Proposal process for public authorities?" 

2. Background 

In this section, we give an overview of the background literature related to digital 
work environments, usability evaluations and usability evaluations as a part of request 
for proposals in tendering processes. 

2.1 Digital Work Environments 

The digital work environment refers to the interconnected system of technologies, 
processes, and organisational factors that shape how employees interact with digital 
tools in their daily tasks. As defined in the report on Artificial Intelligence and 
Digitalisation [12], "the digital work environment encompasses the physical, 
organisational, social, and cognitive problems and opportunities resulting from the 
digitalisation of work support systems and tools." This comprehensive definition 
highlights the technical aspects and the broader organisational and individual impacts, 
emphasising the need for a holistic approach to understanding and improving digital 
work environments.  

Virpi Roto's work extends this understanding by introducing concepts such as 
"designing for work engagement", which advocates for systems that support users' 
emotional and cognitive involvement. Roto et al. [13] argue that usability must evolve 
beyond essential task support to foster meaningful interactions that motivate and 
engage users in their work environments.  

Using the Health-Technology-Organisation (HTO) concept and contributions from 
HCI research, the digital work environment can be analysed across three primary 
dimensions [14]: 

 
● Physical and Ergonomic Factors: These include hardware design and 

workspace configurations. Poor ergonomics can lead to physical discomfort 
and decreased productivity, while optimised setups improve well-being and 
efficiency. 

● Cognitive Usability: Interfaces must align with users' mental models to ensure 
intuitive interactions. High cognitive load from poorly designed systems leads 
to frustration, errors, and diminished productivity. 

● Organisational and Social Aspects: Digital tools shape team communication 
and decision-making. Systems designed with collaboration in mind foster 
better outcomes and a more substantial workplace culture. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?oxuFKL
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?DgR8Hr
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Despite advancements, challenges persist in creating digital work environments that 
effectively balance usability and organisational needs. Forsman and Eriksson (2023) 
highlight the risks of technostress and resistance when systems are misaligned with user 
workflows.  

2.2 Usability Evaluations 

Usability evaluation is a cornerstone of Human-Computer Interaction (HCI), ensuring 
that systems are functional, user-centred, and satisfying to use. According to the ISO 
9241-210 standard [15], usability is "the extent to which a system, product, or service 
can be used by specified users to achieve specified goals with effectiveness, efficiency, 
and satisfaction in a specified context of use." Evaluating usability provides insights 
into user behaviour and identifies design flaws, enabling systems to better align with 
user needs. 

Early methods, such as heuristic evaluations introduced by Nielsen and Molich [16], 
remain foundational in HCI, offering a cost-effective way to identify usability issues. 
Think-aloud protocols and cognitive walkthroughs are also widely used, allowing 
researchers to uncover task-specific challenges and cognitive bottlenecks during 
interaction [17]. More recently, advancements such as automated usability testing, 
remote platforms, and AI-driven analysis have enabled more scalable and precise 
evaluations [18]. 

Despite their importance, usability evaluations are often underutilised in complex 
socio-technical systems like public sector IT. Larusdottir et al.[19,19–22] highlighted 
that usability feedback in large projects often faces integration challenges. Poor 
usability can lead to inefficiencies, frustration, and resistance, making systematic 
evaluation essential. 

2.3 Usability Evaluations in Requests for Proposals 

Integrating usability evaluation into the Requests for Proposals (RFP) process is critical 
for ensuring that procured IT systems meet user needs and align with organisational 
goals and thereby improves the digital work environment of the employees. In public 
sector procurement, RFPs typically prioritise cost and technical specifications, often at 
the expense of usability. However, as Jokela et al. [8] argue, embedding usability 
considerations into RFPs can significantly enhance the quality and effectiveness of 
procured systems by emphasising user-centred outcomes. 

Usability evaluation in tendering can take several forms, such as defining usability 
criteria in the RFP, requiring vendors to demonstrate user-centred design processes, or 
incorporating usability testing as part of the evaluation process. For instance, 
Tarkkanen and Harkke [10] highlight the importance of specifying performance 
metrics, such as task completion rates or user satisfaction scores, to ensure that usability 
is objectively assessed during vendor selection. These practices help ensure that 
systems are evaluated not only for their functional capabilities but also for their impact 
on the user experience. 

Despite its benefits, integrating usability evaluation into the tendering process faces 
several challenges. Larusdottir et al. [9] note that usability requirements are often 
poorly defined in RFPs, leading vendors to deprioritise usability during development. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?iOxn1v
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?mMGpOX
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?ykrfqo
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?u9RmWC
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vZbL6r
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?yymt7w
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?2IY9M0
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?34iRuj
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Additionally, usability evaluation may require additional time and resources, which can 
conflict with tight procurement timelines. However, researchers argue that the upfront 
investment in usability evaluation can result in long-term savings by reducing errors, 
inefficiencies, and user frustration [10]. 

Public sector organisations can ensure that procured systems are cost-effective, 
functional and user-centred by incorporating usability evaluation into Requests for 
Proposals. For HCI researchers, this represents an opportunity to explore methods for 
standardising usability requirements and developing scalable evaluation frameworks 
that align with the unique constraints of public procurement. 

3. Method  

This study utilised Rapid Qualitative Analysis (RQA) to explore processes and 
outcomes related to the Requests for Proposals (RFP) in public procurement, focusing 
on integrating work environment considerations within case contexts. RQA was chosen 
because it emphasises iterative and collaborative discussions to derive meaningful 
insights [23]. The RQA fitted well for the analysis in the paper, since the two authors 
analysed and discussed the findings in collaboration. The analysis centred on two case 
studies: selecting an agile development team for a financial support application and 
evaluating collaboration and document management systems. The cases were analysed 
in the following categories: Purpose (the purpose of using this method); Assessment 
focus (the focus of the assessment within the method); Strength (the strength of using 
the method); Challenges (challenges of using the method); and Best use case (when the 
method will be of best use).   

Data were derived from workshop observations, case documentation, and reflective 
discussions among the research team. Instead of formal coding, the analysis relied on 
iterative discussions during the collaborative writing process. Collaborative discussions 
during the writing process were used to refine the analysis, ensuring that findings were 
grounded in the empirical data and aligned with theoretical perspectives on public 
procurement and system development. This comparative approach allowed the research 
to identify practical insights while maintaining a connection to broader academic 
frameworks. 

4. The Cases 

In this section, we will describe the two cases, by describing the systems being 
developed or bought, the selection process, and the results from the selection process. 

4.1 Case 1: Selecting a team for developing a financial support application 

This case examines the selection of a development team for developing a financial 
support application commissioned by a public authority in Northern Europe. The 
selection was done by defining an RFP, in which development companies were able to 
participate. This case was initially detailed in a prior study, which focused on selecting 
the best agile development team to meet these objectives [26]. The current discussion 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?lWPhST
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extends the analysis by particularly the process of evaluating the digital work 
environment aspects of the selection process. 

4.1.1 The financial support system 
The project aimed to create a user-centred digital system that streamlined the 
application process for financial assistance while ensuring accessibility, operational 
efficiency, and regulatory compliance. The system targeted three main user groups: 
citizens, administrative employees, and auditors. Citizens, including individuals with 
intellectual disabilities, required an accessible and intuitive interface to submit 
applications. Administrative employees needed a reliable system to manage and 
process submissions efficiently, while auditors were tasked with reviewing application 
logs for compliance with financial regulations. 

4.1.2 Evaluation process 
The development team was selected through a workshop-based evaluation process. 
Five teams were pre-qualified based on technical requirements outlined in the RTF and 
invited to participate in a one-day workshop simulating real-world collaboration and 
development scenarios, teams A to E. The teams got 4 predefined user stories, to work 
on during the workshop. The teams could decide, if they worked on all of them, or 
narrowed their project down to working on one or two stories. As an example, one of 
the user stories was: “As a citizen of Reykjavik city that has impaired intellectual ability, 
I want to be able to apply for financial assistance via web/mobile so that I can apply in 
a simple and easy-to-understand manner”. The other three user stories were directed to 
the employees supporting the applications for financial support.  

Each workshop began with a planning meeting, where teams demonstrated their 
ability to plan and prioritise tasks. During the development session, teams worked on 
the predefined user stories designed to assess their technical capabilities and focus on 
usability. The process concluded with a presentation from the team after the one-day 
workshop, including presentations of their deliverables and their relevance to the 
identified user groups’ needs. 

This approach provided a practical mechanism to assess how teams balanced 
technical execution with user-centred practices and collaborative problem-solving. 

The teams’ performance and deliverables were evaluated on three primary 
performance indicators. First, team collaboration and user-centred focus were assessed 
by observing their approach during the planning meeting and their presentation at the 
end of the workshop. Second, the quality and completeness of predefined user stories, 
such as creating accessible interfaces and implementing features for audit compliance, 
were analysed by two experts in those areas. Finally, code quality was evaluated based 
on accessibility, maintainability, and security considerations. These data points 
provided a comprehensive view of the teams’ capabilities and suitability for the project. 

4.1.3 Results from the evaluation process 
The workshop revealed notable differences in team performance. The selected team 
excelled in understanding user needs, particularly accessibility-related ones, and 
demonstrated an ability to incorporate this understanding into their design process. 
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Their deliverables reflected a strong commitment to usability and technical excellence, 
and effective collaboration during the workshop. Other teams, while technically 
competent, lacked a clear focus on user-centred design, which affected their overall 
evaluation. The results can be seen in Table 1. 

Table 1. The total points that each team received for the three performance factors evaluated 

Performance factor Team A Team B Team C Team D Team E 

Team collaboration and UCD focus 
max 25 points 

25,0 12,4 9,4 7,6 19,4 

Delivery of user stories 
max 10 points 

3,3 6,7 6,7 10,0 6,7 

Quality of code 
max 35 points 

22,0 16,2 18,0 22,4 22,4 

Total 
max 70 points 

50,3 35,3 34,1 40,0 48,5 

 
The procurement process shifted towards user-centred outcomes in public sector 

projects by prioritising usability and performance criteria over cost. This approach 
ensured that the selected team could deliver a system that met functional and usability 
requirements, highlighting how usability evaluation can effectively shape the Request 
for Proposals process. The case findings build on insights from the original study 
(anonymous citation for peer review), emphasising the value of integrating usability-
focused practices into public procurement. 

4.2 Case 2: The CFT for buying and developing further a CIMS Software 

In contrast to case 1, case 2 examines the selection of a collaboration and information 
management system (CIMS) that had been developed. The selection process aimed at 
buying access to the selected system and the right to adjust the system to the users’ 
needs and develop it further in collaboration with the selected software development 
company. The CIMS was to be used by all employees of all the ministries in a country 
in Northern Europe. The selection was done through defining an RTF, where criteria 
for selecting the right document management systems were defined.  

4.2.1 The collaboration and information management system 
As stated in the formal RFP, that was a part of the description of the whole selection 

process, the goal of the procurement was to “implement the System as an integrated 
information management system solution that is user friendly, widely in use and is 
actively being developed. The System should fulfil the needs and cover the procedures 
of Ministries as well as being economical to deploy and use at the Ministries. The 
System should enable the customer to fulfil legal requirements [which were referred to 
in detail]”. 
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Regarding the digital work environment, it was stated that: “With the implementation 
of the System, the Customer is aiming to improve the work environment at the 
Ministries, with the following emphasis: 

1. The day-to-day work of employees and other users is made easier through 
modern solutions for access to information and collaboration, along with 
digitization of processes for all case processing. 

2. Modern tools will provide excellent support for work processes and document 
management, including documentation of case processing and fulfilling legal 
requirements. 

3. Modern tools will enable automation of work processes and regulated case 
processing.” 

The estimated number of direct users was 850 persons at 10 ministries, and the 
number of external users in various committees and consuls was estimated to be 3.300 
persons. The yearly number of cases was estimated to be 30.000, and the yearly number 
of new documents was estimated to be 350.000.  

The requirements of the system were defined in several categories: General 
requirements, requirements for records management, requirements for workflow 
management, requirements for statistics, requirements for the user interface, 
requirements for collaboration, other requirements, and technical requirements. The 
requirements were grouped as Must (A) (total number = 85), Should (B) (total number= 
3), and Could (C ) (total number none).  One example of a general requirement was: 
“Processes, projects and cases - The System shall support the users in managing 
processes, executing projects and handling cases and required approvals”.  

4.2.2 The Selection Process 
The selection of the system was done through a five-step process, which is illustrated 

in Figure 1.  
 
Figure 1: Illustration of the whole selection process 

 
As can be seen in the figure, the tendering process was in five steps. First, the 

competitive tender was advertised in the EEA area. Six companies applied for 
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participation, four from Iceland and two from Denmark. In the second step, the bids 
were compared according to how well they fulfilled the baseline requirements. In that 
step, three companies were selected to be evaluated in more detail. In step three, 
negotiations were conducted with the three bidders, which were invited to submit 
revised bids as often as necessary.  

When the final version of the bids had been handed in, the three bids were evaluated 
according to several criteria in step four. The selection criteria factors and weight of 
those are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Selection factors and their weight. 

Selection criteria factor Weight 
Cost - estimation for implementation and operation for 10 years 25% 
Quality 75% 
    Usability of the software:                                  20% 
    Strength of the software:                                   15% 

 

    Quality of the implementation team:                10%  
    Quality of the project management process:     20%  
    Special adaptions:                                             10%  

 
We describe in more detail the process of evaluating the usability of the software in 

the selection process; see section 4.2.3. 
In step five of the selection process, the best bid was accepted based on the evaluation 

results. 

4.2.3 The Usability Evaluation Process 
The system's usability was measured in user testing by observing how easy it was for 

users to solve particular tasks. The measured factors were effectiveness, by noting down 
the completion of the tasks, efficiency, by noting down the task completion time and 
satisfaction, by asking participants to fill in the SUS questionnaire. 

The users were grouped into three groups: Managers, Document managers, and 
General users. Eighteen users took part in the usability evaluation, six from each user 
group. During the user testing, each participant used the three systems selected for 30 
minutes each. Typically, the evaluation sessions lasted for 2 hours, with breaks in 
between. 

Three conductors guided the participants in the usability evaluation, one of each user 
group. The conductors first introduced the evaluation process and then asked the 
participants to fill in a background questionnaire. Then the conductor handed the user’s 
tasks to the participant to solve by using the particular system. During that session, the 
conductor noted the information on the effectiveness and efficiency. The conductor 
noted the question and how much help the user needed if the user wanted to ask 
questions. After each task-solving session, the conductor handed out the SUS 
satisfaction questionnaire for each system. 

The tasks were based on the traditional handling of cases, traditional document types, 
and simple classification systems. Each task consisted of one example of the usage and 
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was defined to be realistic in the context of use for the users. Experts in documentation 
management were responsible for defining the tasks. 

A pilot test was conducted as a rehearsal for the usability evaluation. The systems 
needed to be set up correctly at that point. One pilot user, who was not one of the 
expected users, was asked to take part in the pilot test. The pilot user went through the 
whole user testing process of all three systems, and the bidders were allowed to observe 
the pilot testing online. The contact persons observed how the user testing process was 
conducted during the pilot user testing. The contact persons were responsible for their 
systems working correctly during the pilot and actual testing. Through the pilot testing, 
they could ensure their system was set up and functioned correctly. The contact persons 
were not allowed to be present during the actual user testing. After the pilot testing, the 
bidders were allowed to make one A4 document as support material for their system 
for the usability evaluation. 

4.2.4 The Usability Evaluation Measures 
The measured usability factors were effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction. The 

total usability rating was 100, where the weight of effectiveness and efficiency was 
30% each and satisfaction was 40%. 

The following formula gave points for effectiveness:  
● 1 point: The task is regarded as solved satisfactorily (with the right data and 

finishing point).  
● 0,5 point: The task was finished with the help of the conductor or with the 

wrong data. 
● 0 points: The task was finished but estimated as unsatisfactory by the 

conductor of the user testing (because of unsatisfactory data or unsatisfactory 
completion). 

● 0 points: The task was not finished within the time limit. 
● 0 points: The user stopped solving the task before reaching the defined 

finishing point. 
The effectiveness rating was calculated by summing all points given for each system 

for all users participating in the usability evaluation. The sum of points was divided by 
the number of tasks that users were asked to solve. 

The calculation for the effectiveness rating was as follows: 

 
 

The efficiency was measured for each task, that the users solved in each system. The 
measurement started when the conductor handed out the tasks to the user and was 
stopped when the user indicated that he/she had finished the task. If a user did not finish 
a particular task for some reason, the task limit time was used as the task completion 
time, which was the maximum time for solving a task (10 minutes). 

The calculation for the efficiency rating was as follows: 
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The satisfaction was measured by using the positive version of the SUS (System 
Usability Scale) questionnaire [24,25]. The positive version is recommended by the 
authors of the original SUS questionnaire [24]. The users were asked to answer the 
questionnaire after using each system. The rating for satisfaction was calculated 
according to the following formula: 

 

For calculating the total score for usability based on the results of the evaluations, the 
weighted ratings of effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction were summed. 

4.2.5 Usability Evaluation Results 
The results from the usability evaluations of the three systems are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3. The results of the usability evaluations 

Usability factor System A System B System C 

Effectiveness - max 30 points 13,87 17,75 18,68 
Efficiency -  max 30 points 10,72 14,30 15,14 

Satisfaction - max 40 points 13,72 22,78 22,72 

Total - max 100 points 38,31 54,83 56,54 

 
The results show that the usability of system B and C was quite similar, but system 

A got a much worse rating for usability. In the end system B was chosen, because other 
quality factors were stronger for that system than for system C. 

4.2.6 Retrospective analysis of the evaluation process 
After conducting the usability evaluation, the three conductors decided to gather their 

positive observations and ideas for possible improvements of the process. The 
conductors are referred to as C1, C2, and C3 when describing the results from the 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?JPTAfo
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retrospective meeting below. The three conductors met and discussed in a meeting 
room for one hour.  

The main observations regarding the preparation of the usability evaluations were: 
1. It would have been good to have a week, where all the systems were up and 

running before the actual usability evaluations were conducted. The first day 
was stressful since we felt the systems were not ready and we did not have 
enough practice on the evaluation process (C1, C3). 

2. We were surprised at how long time it took to install the systems and make 
them run with the right data (C3). 

3. It was good to have a skilled technical person, responsible for the installation 
of the systems for the usability evaluation (C1). 

4. A more detailed definition of how a task is completed in each system, should 
have been made, to make it more clear for the conductors to rate the 
effectiveness in the usability evaluation (C2). 

5. A more precise and coherent introduction to each system should have been 
made, like explaining what some of the buttons mean in each system (C2). 

6. It was really good to do a pilot test before running the actual usability 
evaluations since that gave many insights both for the conductors and the 
bidding companies (C3). 

 
The main observations regarding the conduction of the usability evaluations: 

1. It would have been good to have an expert in usability evaluations observing 
the evaluation sessions since not all conductors were experts in usability 
evaluations (C1). 

2. One of the tasks was too complex, being in three parts (C2).  
3. A better testing of the tasks and what data was to be inserted in advance would 

have been better (C2, C3). 

4.3 Synthesis of Case Study Findings 

The two case studies demonstrate different approaches to incorporating usability 
evaluations into public procurement. Case 1 focused on evaluating development teams 
through a workshop-based selection process, assessing their collaboration, user-centred 
focus, and code quality. Case 2 involved structured usability testing of existing 
software, measuring effectiveness, efficiency, and user satisfaction. Each approach 
provided insights into usability integration in RFPs, highlighting differences in 
evaluation criteria and selection processes. These findings set the stage for further 
discussion on the implications of usability-focused procurement strategies. 

5. Discussion 

This study analysed two approaches to integrating work environment considerations 
into the Request for Proposals (RFP) process. In this section we will discuss and 
compare the two cases, we will discuss the limitations of the study and implications for 
advancing digital work environments. 
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5.1 Discussions of the two cases 

The two case studies illustrate different approaches to integrating usability evaluation 
into public procurement: workshop-based team selection and structured usability 
testing of existing systems. While both methods effectively introduced usability criteria 
into the RFP process, they differ in scope, application, and suitability for different 
procurement contexts. 

Table 4. Key Differences Between the Two Methods 
Aspect Case 1:  

Workshop-Based Selection 
Case 2:  
Structured Usability Testing 

Purpose Evaluating development teams for 
usability competence for developing 
new software 

Assessing existing systems for 
usability and fitness for the digital 
work environment. 
 

Assessment focus Collaboration, user-centred design 
(UCD) focus, and code quality. 

Effectiveness, efficiency, and 
satisfaction based on user testing. 

Strength Captures real-time collaboration, 
adaptability, and user focus 

Provides quantifiable usability metrics 
with real users in realistic environment 
for decision-making. 

Challenges Resource-intensive, requires 
significant preparation and expert 
observation 

Does not assess vendor adaptability or 
future usability improvements. Is also 
resource-intensive. 

Best use case When selecting a development team 
for a new system. 

When evaluating existing software 
solutions in procurement 

 
The first case focused on selecting an agile development team for developing a 

financial support application, using a workshop-based methodology to evaluate team 
performance, collaboration, and adaptability. The second case examined procuring a 
collaboration and information management system (CIMS), relying on structured 
usability evaluation to assess the usability of three possible systems across diverse user 
groups. 

In the first case, the workshop allowed evaluators to observe team interactions and 
their ability to align with user needs in real time. This approach was particularly 
beneficial for assessing the team’s flexibility and capacity to adapt to the unique 
challenges presented by the project. However, the workshop methodology required 
significant preparation and participation, which could limit its scalability in large-scale 
procurement processes. 

In contrast, the structured usability testing in the second case provided clear, 
measurable insights into how easy to use the preselected systems were for the various 
user groups. The evaluation captured valuable measurements on the systems' usability, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction by involving representative users. The 
evaluations were conducted while running the actual systems and in as realistic 
environment as possible. However, this approach focused primarily on the usability of 
the systems. It did not evaluate the vendors’ ability to adapt to the users’ needs or 
collaborate effectively on making the systems more user centred, which might be 
critical in specific contexts. 
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The findings of this study align with prior research that emphasizes the advantages 
of evaluations as a part of public procurement. The workshop-based approach in the 
first case resonates with studies highlighting the importance of assessing collaboration 
and adaptability during vendor selection. For example, Tarkkanen and Harkke [10] 
stress that interactive evaluation methods, such as workshops, provide valuable insights 
into how teams work together and respond to user needs in real time. Similarly, Jokela 
et al. [8] argue that collaborative approaches allow procurement processes to focus on 
vendor flexibility and user-centred design, making them well-suited for custom 
development projects. However, this study also corroborates critiques regarding the 
resource-intensive nature of workshops, which limits their scalability in extensive or 
time-constrained procurement processes [26]. 

In the second case, structured usability evaluations support prior findings that this 
method generates precise and actionable data, particularly regarding effectiveness, 
efficiency, and user satisfaction [27]  Such testing is especially effective in evaluating 
preselected systems where measurable metrics are needed to guide decision-making 
[9].  

However, usability evaluations alone are not sufficient for procurement decisions. 
Specifically, structured evaluations do not address vendor adaptability or the ability to 
respond to broader organisational and work environment requirements, often critical in 
public sector contexts. This underscores the need for hybrid approaches that combine 
the strengths of collaborative and structured methods to achieve more comprehensive 
procurement outcomes. 

5.2 Limitations 

This study focuses on two case studies, aiming to provide insights that can be applied 
in similar contexts. While the detailed descriptions support transferability, the reliance 
on collaborative discussions rather than formal qualitative coding may limit 
methodological rigour. Furthermore, the study emphasises procurement processes and 
does not explore the long-term impact of these decisions on digital work environments. 
Future research could address these aspects to provide a more comprehensive 
understanding. Despite these limitations, the findings contribute perspectives on 
improving procurement practices to advance digital work environments. 

5.3 Implications for Advancing Digital Work Environments 

This study highlights the importance of tailoring procurement processes to 
effectively integrate considerations for digital work environments. The two cases 
demonstrate different approaches for integrating aspects of the users' digital work 
environment into the procurement processes, both before the systems are being 
developed and while selecting a running system, providing insights into how such 
procurement processes can meet organisational goals. In both these cases, the approach 
of the integration of work environment aspects was based on results from research 
studies, and the defined approach measuring the defined criteria was selected according 
to academic results and interpretations. We argue that such academic involvement leads 
to better procurement outcomes compared to traditional consulting approaches because 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?ooTlMr
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?CJqP13
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?0rKewd
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?rDDkZu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?oTjn5m


15 

the academic approach builds on validated processes, and the benefits and drawbacks 
of those processes are known.  

The findings suggest that integrating aspects of the users’ digital work environment 
in the request for proposals (RFP) in public sector procurements is critical. In both cases 
described in the paper, the user needs and perspectives were given a considerable part 
of the selection criteria for choosing a development team for developing a usable 
system on the one hand and for choosing an already running usable system on the other 
hand. Defining the aspects of the digital work environment of the users in the 
procurement process will hopefully sharpen the focus on these critical aspects through 
the development and maintenance of the systems. 

As time evolves, user needs often evolve, and digital work environments change, like 
can be seen clearly with the introduction of AI systems lately. The definitions of the 
digital work environment aspects in the RFP could act as a baseline for defining those 
aspects and allow organisations to adapt those aspects to changing requirements, 
ensuring long-term usability and relevance. 

Future procurement strategies could benefit from combining elements of both 
approaches presented in this study. A hybrid model could provide a more 
comprehensive usability assessment while balancing resource constraints and 
procurement goals. Workshop-based evaluations can be valuable in early-stage 
procurement to assess vendors’ user-centred design capabilities and collaborative 
problem-solving, while structured usability testing ensures that the chosen solution 
meets usability and efficiency requirements before implementation. By integrating 
qualitative and quantitative usability assessments at different stages of procurement, 
public sector organisations can improve system usability, create sustainable digital 
work environments, and enhance long-term user satisfaction. 

These findings have important implications for public sector procurement. By 
integrating usability evaluation into tendering, this study offers a structured approach 
to improving digital work environments. Practitioners can adopt workshop-based or 
structured usability testing to enhance system selection. Future procurement should 
consider a hybrid approach to maximize usability and functionality. 
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