User Experience Measurement for Senior Friendly Product:
Case Study

ABSTRACT

Objective: This study introduces user experience measurement and its application for senior friendly products.
Background: Measuring user experience for senior friendly product is very important for its design, but the

measurement is not easy. Method: This study was focused on case studies for user experience measurement and its
application for senior friendly product. Mobile patient lift and four wheeled walker that assist the old’s mobility were
studied. User experience was measured through interview and observation method. Result: From measuring the user
experience, some usability issues were identified for the products. A method to apply QFD (quality function
deployment) in design process was proposed. A design prototype was also developed considering user experience.
Conclusion: User experience measurement for senior friendly products is key process for user centered design.
Application: The method and result of this study can be applied to user experience measurement and design of senior

friendly product.
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1. Introduction
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Table 1. Aging speed in major countries
Ageing Aged Super
Society (7%) society (14%) aged (20%)

Korea 2000 2018 2026
Us 1942 2014 2030
Japan 1970 1994 2006
Germany 1932 1972 2010
France 1864 1979 2019

ARt o FHARE AHIIE 5 =
dependent) THEA & $&Hds] 59
independent) I A 155, 183
A <l (partially dependent person) 2.
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2. User Experience Measurement for
Mobile Patient Lift
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Table 2. Market size of patient lift

(amount unit: $1,000,000)
World Japan Korea
Quantity] Amount | Quantity | Amount |Quantity|Amount

Year

2007 25,000 | 125.0 5,000 25.0 300 1.5

2008 26,000 133.8 5,400 27.0 500 2.3

2009 | 28,600 | 143.1 5,800 29.0 500 2.5

2010 30,600 153.1 6,300 315 600 2.8

2011 32,800 | 163.8 6,800 34.0 600 3.1

2015 | 43,000 214.8 9,300 46.3 900 4.5

Average
annual 7% 8% 10%
growth ratg

(Ministry of Health and Welfare in Korea, 2006)
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Table 3. User experience measurement through observation
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2.2 Design Direction through QFD

o], QFD (Quality Function Deployment) ¢] W
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a. Boom \ ¢

b. Mast

¢. Base

d. Swivel Bar
e. Pendant

f. Actuator

2 (

h Caster Brake
i. Front Caster
j. Emergency Lowering Device

rol Bo
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Figure 1. Components of mobile patient lift

Boom, Mast, Base, Pendant, Actuator, Control bOX,
Caster brake, Front caster, Emergency Lowering
Device®Z 7 2]3}5it}.

Table 4. Relative importance weight of requirements

users’ requirements weight

Easy lifting and lowering 0.14

Easy movement 0.15

Safe transferring 0.19

Preventing caregiver's injuries 0.13

Body stability while moving a patient 0.11

Good compatibility with use environment 0.06

Good interaction between patient & sling 0.09

Satisfactory shape 0.07

Easy brake control 0.06
sAuo R, A QTGS WIE olEezEe]



gzl wEs AAsr] fstel F2HY HHOQ
House of Quality) S F3l3ith. E& o] TgolA AF
4 QFANEES AdE FoEE Fetoiof sk,
ol fdl & ATeMeE  EAASHE (AHP;
Analytic Hierarchy Process) 2 &85l 1, o]zg =
E A AE7F 199 AzbFsr R 1¢10] Fo%
7o FHojat ). Table 4= EAAZFHH S 519
EE9 AR QAR A4 FQFolal, Figure
2% ol Hgg Fstel =& FH2 Holrh

Meduan O 5
Weak Cosr
Repirrmesns | Wonka | | @ ol@ o |®|e Boom @
Eary Gifting and lowwring vio|lv|le v Mast @ |
e e e v o|e Base @
Rafe liaralmang o o . o - i) ®
[r— o
P v|e e|0 bose =
Besdy wabulary bl . = | Pt |
T : o 1 ] O 07 |l reanees | Acter ®
et | = | |lo|e|e|¥ o o | o | :
SRS — Contrel box @
' Lo . (o] v | |
Ratitactiy deage oo ole|le|lo|v|o|v|vw|w | Caser brake @
Eary beakos comimt. ear LA o|le|w Front caster @
Weighed average CRET TR T AR ARt R R TR AT S—
Prioriy Tl a4 ||| a|o]s]a]|m Lowermg Device

Figure 2. HOQ applied to mobile patient lift
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3. User Experience Measurement for Four

Wheeled Walker
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3.1 Qualitative User Experience Measurement
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Figure 7. New Design Case of four-wheeled walker

considering user experience

Table S. Anthropometric Design Guidelines for Walker
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