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PART 1
What has been missing?
Bill Bordass and Adrian Leaman
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“Clients are the crash-test dummies of
the design world”… SAM CASSELS,

Architecture+Design Scotland

Crash test observations
in the motor industry

Crash test observations
in the building industry

SOURCE: by Louis Hellman for cover of W Bordass, Flying Blind, Association for the Conservation of Energy, London, (2001).

The Credibility Gap: We couldn’t deliver low-energy and
carbon performance reliably in the 1990s. We’re still finding it difficult.
Data from the winner of a Green Building of the Year Award

<< What the designers
predicted
<< “Good” benchmark
<< Actual outcome

SOURCE: see discussion in S Curwell et al, Green Building Challenge in the UK, Building Research+Information 27(4/5) 286 (1999).

Credibility gaps: Occupant satisfaction
Occupant survey, award-winning school, UK, 2009

What impresses the judges may not impress the users!
SOURCE: Unpublished occupant survey of an award-winning school 2009. Courtesy of Building Use Studies Ltd.

What the industry has been missing:
The evidence under our noses
“in theory, theory and practice are the same, in practice they aren’t”
SANTA FE INSTITUTE for research into complex systems
“unlike medicine, the professions in construction
have not developed a tradition of practice-based user research …
Plentiful data about design performance are out there, in the field …
Our shame is that we don’t make anything like enough use of it”
FRANK DUFFY Building Research & Information, 2008
“Architects prefer to learn through direct personal experience.
Engineers prefer principles and established rules.”
PORTSMOUTH SCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE: How do we learn?
“I’ve seen many low-carbon designs,
but hardly any low-carbon buildings”
ANDY SHEPPARD Arup, 2009

Why are these lights on
in a new university building?

Structure of the discussion
THE PAST - What we’ve been missing
Post-Occupancy Evaluation, POE (we prefer BPE - Building
Performance Evaluation) has been with us a long time.
So what’s stopping the industry doing it routinely?
IN RECENT YEARS - Snakes and ladders
Developments in changing the culture
Is it about construction, and bureaucratic tick-boxes?
… or professionalism, with a focus on performance in use?
THE FUTURE - A new professionalism
Routine engagement of client, design and building teams with users,
managers and outcomes. Making follow-through and feedback routine.

THE PAST:
Why haven’t we tuned into outcomes?
“Designers seldom get feedback and only notice
problems when asked to investigate a failure.”
A BLYTH, CRISP Commission 00/02
Post-occupancy evaluation is not a very good name for the activity
“It’s what happens after we’re gone” … FACILITIES MANAGER
Being wise after the event: remote, late, academic, threatening
“We look silly and our PI insurers don’t like it” … DESIGNER
Some see it as expensive, indigestible, and of questionable value
Newcomers can ignore established techniques and try to do too much.
Who owns feedback? Everybody benefits but nobody wants to pay
“Designers should pay, they and their next clients benefit” … CLIENT
What we hear we think we know already
“It’s deja vu all over again” … YOGI BERRA
This cannot go on!

Post-occupancy evaluation 1950-75:
Gestation
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

The term appears to have originated in evaluation of US Military facilities,
mirroring their post-operational review debriefings.
1963. RIBA Plan of Work includes STAGE M - Feedback. Inserted by (Sir)
Andrew Derbyshire, who did operational research during the War.
Mid-1960s. Seminal work by Sim van der Rijn on the (initially poor)
performance of student dorms at the University of California, Berkeley.
Not called POE, but an early systematic approach at assessing performance
from the user point of view.
1968. Building Performance Research Unit established at the University of
Strathclyde. Pioneered the systems approach on schools, working together
with professional practices and the AJ.
1969. EDRA, the Environmental Design Research Association, was founded
in the USA. This still continues.
1972. Strathclyde’s groundbreaking book Building Performance published.
1972. RIBA withdraws STAGE M - Feedback from Architects’ Appointment.
1975. First known appearance1 of the term POE by H McLaughlin on
investigations of hospitals (AIA Journal, January 1975).

1. According to W Preiser, Building Performance Assessment: from POE to BPE Architectural Science Review, May 2005

Post-occupancy evaluation 1975-2000:
Ups and downs
•

•
•

•
•

•

Building Performance Evaluation develops as an academic discipline e.g. at the
Universities of Berkeley, Strathclyde, Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, and Wellington NZ, but
with limited direct connections with professional practice and publication, at least after
the first flourishes, and then until fairly recently.
EDRA. Strong on academic links and on environmental psychology. Again rather less
well linked to mainstream practice.
Energy performance. Strong driver in the oil crisis period 1973-83. Lost its leverage
in the 1980s, when prices dropped and Chicago School free market ideologies took
over government. Demonstration projects with expensive monitoring were not always
good value; and bad news was often buried. Concern re-emerged in the 1990s with
the growing importance of CO2, but with limited interest in in-use performance.
Multiple perspectives. Increasing interest in combining human factors with technical
and environmental performance issues, starting in the late 1980s.
Some publication in professional journals, e.g. the Probe series 1995-2002, see
later slides. Studies published at ca. quarterly intervals including technical review,
energy survey, occupant questionnaire … I and colleagues were on the Probe team.
UK government focus moved to Rethinking Construction, at the expense of building
performance. POE swept away by KPIs. Probe and other funding ceased in 2002.
We had to establish the Usable Buildings Trust charity.

RESEARCH INTO FIRST APPEARANCE: W Preiser, Building Performance Assessment, Architectural Science Review, May 2005

Probe POEs 1995-2002: What they did
20 buildings - 9 office, 7 educational, 4 other
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Review of design intent and site documentation.
Technical survey (walk-through and spot checks).
Energy survey with CIBSE TM22 analysis.
Envelope pressure test (in Probes 2 and 3).
Occupant questionnaire survey.
Management interviews.
Designers’ response.
Extensive technical report in ring binder “resource pack”.
Editing and publication to six-page article.
"Probe's coverage is more than enough: anyone who says it isn't
probably doesn't appreciate what it offers. I’m still using its resource
pack five years later.” MANAGER OF AN OFFICE BUILDING PROBED

TEAM: UK Government (DOE, then DETR), BSJ, HGa then ESD, BUS, WBA, TES
Rod Bunn, Paul Ruyssevelt, Adrian Leaman, Robert Cohen, Bill Bordass, Mark Standeven, John Field
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION AND DOWNLOADS: See the Probe section (in menu top left) of www.usablebuildings.co.uk

Probe POEs 1995-2002: What they found
In a review of the first sixteen studies in 1999
Good buildings, but recurrent problems:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Interfaces between work packages.
Control systems, management + user interfaces,
system and management responsiveness.
Handover processes, with insufficient preparation
and little follow-through into occupancy.
User dissatisfaction with environment, noise, and
unwanted interruptions.
Energy use often much higher than anticipated.
Unmanageable complexity, once mostly confined
to deep air conditioned buildings, was migrating
into green buildings.

Some of the lessons:
Design intent needs to be clear.
Essential features are often absent.
Keep it simple and do it well.
Take account of unintended consequences.
Manage expectations to avoid credibility
gaps between expectations and outcomes.
SOURCE: Published in a Special Issue of Building Research & Information, 29 (2), 179-174 (March-April 2001).

It’s the process, not just the product
Factors for success at the Elizabeth Fry Building, UEA
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

But only its technical features were mentioned
A good client.
when a Royal Commission used it an exemplar
A good brief.
(worked together before on the site).
A good team
Specialist support
(e.g. on insulation and airtightness).
A good, robust design, efficiently serviced
(mostly).
(but to a normal budget).
Enough time and money
An appropriate specification
(and not too clever).
An interested contractor
(with a traditional contract).
Well-built
(attention to detail, but still room for improvement).
Well controlled (but only eventually, after monitoring and refit).
Post-handover support (triggered by independent monitoring).
Management vigilance (easier now, but needs to be sustained).

SOURCE: W Bordass et al, Assessing building performance in use 5, BR&I 29 (2), 144-157 (March-April 2001), Figure 6.

THE RECENT PAST
Performance feedback is in the public interest,
but the UK government outsourced its feedback loops
Some examples:
• Property Services Agency
• Central Electricity Research Laboratories
• British Gas Research Laboratories
• Research and technical units in Ministries
• Local government design and works departments
• Building Research Establishment
• Energy Efficiency Best Practice programme
• Partners in Innovation research programme
There is less science in government than in C P Snow’s time,
so buildings and energy policy is less evidence- and
experience-based, and more some sort of virtual reality.

Then government went on to think it was all
about construction, not performance in use

You can’t tell if you have a good building…
unless you find out how it is working

The good performers don’t necessarily impress the judges

Because government was tuning out,
we set up a charity to help close the feedback loop

www.usablebuildings.co.uk

What do we tend to find when we review
performance of recent buildings?
• They often perform much less well than anticipated, especially for
energy (notably electricity) use, carbon, and occupant satisfaction.
• Unmanageable complication is the enemy of good performance.
So why are we making buildings more complicated and difficult to
manage in the name of sustainability? Prevention is better than cure.
• Design intent is seldom communicated well to users and managers.
Designers and builders tend to go away at handover.
• Buildings are seldom tuned-up properly, and controls are a mess.
So now we have more things to do, what chance do we have?
• Good environmental performance + occupant satisfaction can go hand
in hand, but only where good, committed people have made it happen.
• Modern procurement systems can make it difficult to do things
properly, with enough attention to detail. Need a new professionalism
that engages routinely with outcomes, e.g. using Soft Landings.

KEEP IT SIMPLE, DO IT WELL,
FOLLOW IT THROUGH, TUNE IT UP
For more information, including the Probe studies from CIBSE Journal, and Soft Landings, go to www.usablebuildings.co.uk

Don’t procure
what you can’t afford to manage

Design for manageability
… where good things happen

Design for manageability
… and where they don’t

Controls, manageability and usability
need much more attention at all stages

“An intelligent building is one that doesn’t make its
occupants feel stupid”… ADRIAN LEAMAN
“We sell dreams and install nightmares”… BMS SUPPLIER

Build the users into the control loops:
use controls as decision support, not as Stalin

Technology - management interactions:
Strategic conclusions from the Probe studies of
public and commercial buildings in use

High
Performance

Secure Type A
Seek more Type B
(and possibly Type D)
Avoid Type C unmanageable complication.

Will ordinary
people be
able to look
after them?
Simple Smart

Big danger,
especially for
public
buildings

Sense and
Science

Diagram first appeared in: Probe 19: Designer Feedback, Building Services, the CIBSE Journal, page E21 (March 1999).

Probe conclusions: Less can DO more

SOURCE: R Bennetts and W Bordass, Building Magazine Sustainability Supplement 8-11 (28 Sep 2007)

THE RECENT PAST:
Snakes and Ladders
PV - subtract
this to get
imports

<<Good NV Benchmark

E Fry 1995
Visby Library Sweden 2002

<<Good AC Benchmark

Glos. Library 2003

Typical in-use Benchmark for a standard air conditioned (AC) office ^^^
SOURCE: Visby and Gloucester data from: Eubart - Intelligent Buildings, Final technical brochure (2004), figure 5.

How do schools relate to the BSF target?

<< BSF PFI operational target 27 kg/m2

How do schools relate to the BSF target?
Riedberg footprint is actually
less as it uses wood pellets

<< BSF PFI operational target 27 kg/m2

The electrical tail can often wag the dog
kWh/half hour in a BSF secondary school

120 kW
baseload: ca.
7 W/m2 or 45
kWh/m2 p.a.
Equivalent to
60% of all
lighting or 1000
PCs including
screens.
printers etc.

Breakdown of annual electricity use: 44% used between 0800-1800 on term time days
56% (~£75,000) of electricity used at other times: 14% term weekends, 26% term nights, 16% holidays
SOURCE: Buro Happold (October 2009)

Is requiring these an expensive distraction
when we can’t yet get the basics right reliably?

BREAK FOR QUESTIONS

www.usablebuildings.co.uk
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PART 2
How we might do things better
Bill Bordass and Adrian Leaman
the USABLE BUILDINGS TRUST
www.usablebuildings.co.uk

THE FUTURE: What the industry needs
to do: Tune into outcomes … and fast!
• Clients and government are getting more interested in performance.
We need to set realistic expectations and manage them through the
design and production process, and into use.
• Sustainability requires much more focus on achieved performance.
And for energy not just of the regulated items designers currently regard
as being their responsibility - this misses many opportunities.
• Government is asking us to jump through many hoops - we need to
understand what really adds value and what needs to be improved.
For the planet’s sake, we can’t afford to invest in the wrong things.
We need to get the results - not tick more and more boxes!
• Things are changing fast, so we need rapid feedback on how well things
are actually working. We must learn as much as possible from our own
experiences, and share them with others.
We no longer have the time to rely on somebody else doing it for us.
• To understand how things happened, we need stories, not just data.

The industry’s changing attitudes
to engagement with building performance
1990-95
“We don’t want to know. We can’t admit we’re not perfect.”
1995-2000 “The results are interesting, but they are from yesterday’s
projects. We’ve already learnt the lessons I’m sure.”
2000-2005 “We would be interested in doing something, but only if
somebody else pays for it. Can’t you get money for more Probes?”
2005-date
“Perhaps we should get some experience of this, it might be important.”
Today (at least for leading firms)
“If we don’t understand outcomes better and meet expectations more
reliably, we might not have much of a business in ten years’ time.”

Why aren’t we doing better?
Things new professionals need to tackle
• Poor transparency between expectations and outcomes,
especially for energy performance, often for occupant satisfaction.

• Design intent is not made clear to the users,
especially in the design and delivery of controls and BMS systems.

• Designers and builders don’t follow through into
operation, so do not pass on knowledge and get things tuned up.
• There is very little feedback, so we do not learn fast from
emerging issues and unintended consequences.

• Many buildings are getting too complicated, with tick-box
mission creep, when we can’t even do the simple things well.
• Modern procurement systems make it difficult to pay
attention to critical detail. Bad idea when promoting innovation.

THE FUTURE: Closing the loop, making
follow-through and feedback routine

You can use feedback at any stage in the life cycle of a building or project
HINDSIGHT: After you’ve completed a project (learning and fine tuning)
FORESIGHT: Before you do something new (existing situation + analogues)
INSIGHT: At any time (reality checking, managing expectations).
Our processes need to bring it all together, and reinforce the Finish stage
SOURCE of hindsight-foresight-insight classification: D Bartholomew, Building on Knowledge, Wiley-Blackwell (2008).

How can we get all this to happen?
Soft Landings may be able to help
It augments the duties of the design and building team, (and of client
representatives), especially:
• During the critical briefing stage.
• With closer forecasting of building performance.
• With greater involvement with users before and after handover, and
on-site presence during settling-in; and
• including monitoring and review for the first 3 years of use.
It can:
• Be used on any project (construction or alteration) in any country,
with any procurement route.
• Provide a fast track to raising building performance.
• Help to provide more customer focus for the industry.
• Improve client relationships and user satisfaction.
• Build recognition that some debugging is to be expected.
It is primarily about a change in attitude.
It needs champions to take it forward - The new professionals.
REFERENCE: M Way and W Bordass, Soft Landings: involving design and building teams in improving performance, BR& 33(4), 353–360 (2005).

Building performance evaluation:
From post-mortem to life support
•
•

•

•

•

•

Building performance evaluation must
become a routine part of project delivery.
It needs to be closely embedded in the
work of the design and building teams.
However, evaluation also needs to be
undertaken with some independence.
Feedback experience also needs to be
incorporated within the briefing, design and
construction process. It could potentially
become a project management activity.
“Hand over and walk away” procedures do
not suit complex modern buildings, which
also need tuning up.
The whole process has to change if we are
to make the built environment genuinely
more sustainable.
We need a new professionalism that
engages directly with outcomes.

SOURCE: The Framework can be downloaded free from www.usablebuildings.co.uk and www.softlandings.org

Soft Landings: a short history
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Late 1990s. Architect Mark Way assists occupiers moving into a new office
building designed when he was chairman of RMJM. Learns a lot and
decides that the approach should be much more widely used.
Late 1990s. After reviewing the Probe series of sixteen published PostOccupancy Evaluations of recently-completed buildings, the Probe team and
UBT advocates Sea Trials for new buildings, to help get them tuned up after
handover and provide routine feedback.
2001. Cambridge University Estates Department becomes interested in the
process, which Mark Way then calls Soft Landings.
2002-04. Soft Landings research led by Mark Way, with an industry group
and UBT, with support from Cambridge Estates Department.
2004 onwards. Soft Landings elements used on some projects, mainly by
the research team members.
2008. BSRIA offers support by managing an industry group.
2009. Soft Landings Framework published by UBT and BSRIA.
2009-10. Soft Landings tested in case studies of school projects.
2010. Contractors’ group established. Launch in Australia and NZ.
2010. Advocated in the Innovation & Growth Team’s report to government.

REFERENCE: M Way and W Bordass, Soft Landings: involving design and building teams in improving performance, BR& 33(4), 353–360 (2005).

Soft Landings: the Five main stages
From the Framework published in July 2009
1.

2.
3.
4.

5.

Inception and Briefing
Appropriate processes.
Assigned responsibilities.
Well-informed targets.
Design development
and expectations management.
Preparation for handover
better operational readiness.
Initial aftercare
Information, troubleshooting,
fine tuning, training.
Longer-term aftercare
monitoring, review, independent
POE, feedback and feedforward.

Free download available at www.usablebuildings.co.uk and www.softlandings.org

Soft Landings Stage 1:
Inception and briefing
• The most important stage, because it binds the team
and sets the whole style of engagement with outcomes.
• However, clients have been reluctant to pay, thinking that
the industry ought to be doing it anyway.
• Modern procurement methods have often salami-sliced
things and made it difficult to maintain the golden thread
of design intent through a project and into use. Project
management aspects are therefore coming to the fore.
• Some clients are writing it into their briefs.
• Some PFI teams are starting to put it into their bids.
• Some designers and contractors are considering how to
make it part of their standard service.

Soft Landings Stage 1:
The briefing process can often be inadequate

SOURCE: A Leaman, Strategic Briefing Framework, Building Use Studies Ltd, developed for the Norwegian Building Institute (1997).

Pioneer example by research team members:
National Trust Heelis Building, Swindon

Scheme design by Feilden Clegg Bradley Studios (architects), Max Fordham (building services), Adams Kara Taylor (structural).

Soft Landings Stage 2:
Review during design and construction
• Set stretching but realistic expectations,
not pie-in-the sky!
• Manage them through the process.
• Undertake regular reviews and reality-checks.
• Take proper account of usability and
manageability and consult with occupiers.
• One may need Soft Landings Champions to
make sure this is not forgotten,
e.g. to cajole the project manager.

Expectations Management:
Sustainability matrix approach used at Heelis

REF: W Gething and W Bordass, A rapid assessment checklist for sustainable buildings, BR&I 34(4), 416-426 (2006).

Design intent to reality:
how the credibility gaps can open up
DESIGN ESTIMATES NOT SET CLEARLY OR REALISTICALLY:
• Little or no transparency between design estimates and in-use outcomes.
• Not everything is counted: only normal “regulated” services in typical spaces.
• Estimates are too optimistic, e.g. no night loads, perfect control.
• A policy concentration on carbon draws a veil over energy performance.
SLIPPAGE DURING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION:
• Design does not get into areas of critical detail, or understand the users.
• Changes to design and client requirements, vandal “Value Engineering”.
• Changes during construction and commissioning: negotiations, substitutions, build
quality, systems, deployment of controls, delays.
SLIPPAGE AFTER COMPLETION:
• No follow-through, initial aftercare, fine-tuning, monitoring, or feedback.
• Fitout changes and clashes.
• Spilt responsibilities: developer/owner, landlord/manager/tenant, outsourcing.
Principal/agent problems. Procurement of controls and FM services.
• Unintended consequences and revenge effects, technical and management
shortcomings, controls problems, poor user interfaces, default to ON.
DESIGN INTENT NOT MANAGED THROUGH THE PROCESS AND INTO USE

Expectations Management: an example
1: the design claim, as published

15 kg CO2/m2

Expectations Management: an example
2: the basis for the design claim

15 kg CO2/m2
21-6 kg CO2/m2

Expectations Management: an example
3: what it said in the log book supplied at handover

Expectations Management: an example
4: actual performance in use, before fine tuning

Expectations Management: an example
5: it’s not all bad news, and the feedback is vital

Here over half the CO2
comes from the server room
and the kitchen: less than
3% of the floor area!

We must learn from the fine structure:
6: how it relates to two other low-energy buildings

Soft Landings Stage 3:
Preparation for handover
• A change in concept: Handover becomes an event within an
extended Finish stage, not the point at which the design and building
team sign off and walk away.
• Preparation for operational readiness includes not just the static
and dynamic commissioning of the fabric and building services, but
much closer engagement with the occupier’s move-in and their
management and maintenance team, if they have one.
• Preparation for aftercare, with representatives of the design and
building team on site after handover. The time allocation depends
on the size and complexity of the project - it might be one person for
half a day a week, or much more.
• If there is unfinished business, e.g. owing to a forced early
handover, then the golden thread is easily carried through into
STAGE 4: initial aftercare and fine tuning.

Soft Landings Stage 3:
Preparation for handover

Soft Landings Stage 4:
Initial aftercare
• Design and building team members visit regularly:
who and how many visits will depend on project.
• They need a home in the building where they are visible to
occupants, not be hiding in the site hut.
• They explain the building to the users, in simple guides and in
one or two introductory events.
• They help the management to take ownership,
the occupier must take the initiative, not stand back.
• They keep people informed, e.g. via a newsletter on the occupier’s
website reporting progress and identifying problems being dealt with.
• They can get on with some of their own work while there,
especially if they have broadband connections. This reduces costs*.
• Troubleshooting and fine tuning can be undertaken,
the best insights have been where the soft landings team members
can do some of their own work in the building and so they
experience its facilities as a user and meet people casually.
* Cambridge University’s Estates Department, a developer and early adopter of Soft Landings, drew our attention to this.

Follow-through can pay for itself
Intervention in a recently-completed school

Saving over £ 40,000 p.a. in electricity bills: avoid default to ON
SOURCE: Buro Happold Engineers, Soft Landings Trials (2009).

Soft Landings Stage 5:
Monitoring, evaluation and feedback
• Extended aftercare period, typically two or three years.
• Occupiers must take ownership and do most of the monitoring
themselves. They may need motivating.
• Independent post-occupancy evaluation can be included, e.g.
for occupant surveys, energy analysis, and structured discussions.
Independent review and benchmarking can be very helpful and
reassuring.
• The findings can be fed through rapidly, e.g. to fine tune the
systems, refine use and operation and plan for any upgrades.
• The learning can also be spread much more widely, via the
people and organisations involved, and beyond.

POST-OCCUPANCY EVALUATION
BUS questionnaire survey at Heelis

SPREADING THE WORD:
Heelis designers report back in public

SOURCE: Building Services Journal, 32-37, (November 2007).

GAINING CLIENT CONFIDENCE:
Heelis FM comments in 2007

SOURCE: R Bunn, Trust in construction, BSRIA Delta T, 10-13, (March 2007).

What made Heelis different?
• Contained elements of Soft Landings the architects, engineers and cost consultants were all on
the original research team in 2002-04.
• A motivated client with clear environmental agenda,
including staff travel plan.
• Services engineer appointed for post-completion
monitoring.
• Motivated and proactive facilities manager.
• Sustainability prize money spent on POE.
• Participants prepared to publish warts and all.
• Deficiencies in procurement system exposed:
the designers can’t go it alone. Hence Soft Landings.

Feeding forward in phased projects:

Window
control improvements at Cambridge Maths building
PHASE 1
>>>
• Difficult to understand
• Some poorly located
• Remote control problems
PHASE 2
• Improved, custom design
• Better
located
• Not yet
perfect

Soft Landings:
Everybody can win
•
•
•
•
•

Better communication, proper expectations management, fewer nasty surprises.
More effective building readiness. Less rework.
Natural route for feedback and Post-occupancy evaluation,
to improve the product and its performance in use.
Teams can develop reputations for customer service and performance delivery,
building relationships, retaining customers, commercial advantage.
Vital if we are to progress towards more sustainable, low-energy, low-carbon,
well-liked buildings and refurbishments, closing the credibility gaps.

SO WHAT IS STOPPING US?
• ATTITUDES: Everybody needs to be committed, starting with the client perhaps the biggest obstacle. The “golden thread” needs to be put in place.
• PROCESSES: There is a learning curve to pay for (probably best from
marketing budgets), and the feedback has to be managed.
• TECHNIQUES: Independent POE surveys cost money (but not much).
• CAPACITY: We need facilitators, investigators, troubleshooters and fixers.
• MONEY: Particularly allocation for tune-up etc. after practical completion.
• IMAGINATION: Often constrained by burgeoning bureaucracy!

Soft Landings in an age of cost-cutting
insights from a meeting with local authorities
• Client leadership is vital.
• Demonstrate it is something you can’t afford not to do: a series of 1page case studies will help advocates to convince colleagues.
• Show that it can save money all down the line ... BUT
• Tune-ups that pay for themselves with a year’s running cost savings
can fall foul of financial year accounts: We need a two-year view.
• It will help to avoid over-design and over-engineering.
• It can promote closer team integration, including FM.
• The focus on outcomes will support whole programmes of
construction, alteration and change management.
• Adoption needs to be encouraged, but if imposed it may become a
tick-box ritual. Better to spread from the bottom-up.
• We need a general change in attitudes: Lots of Soft Landings
Champions - The New Professionals.

THE FUTURE: New professionals
follow through design intent into reality
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

They understand what is needed
strategic briefing
strategic design
Are clear what they want, and communicate it plainly
Are ambitious, but realistic
question all assumptions, understand users
Follow things right through
e.g. using Soft Landings procedures
Review what they do
manage expectations, undertake reality checks
Are clear what they are after
specify: what, why and how
Check that things will work technical feasibility, usability and manageability
Get things done well
communicate, train, inspect
Finish them off
commission, operational readiness, handover, dialogue
Help the users to understand and take ownership provide aftercare support
Review performance in use
including post-occupancy evaluation
Work with occupiers to make things better monitoring, review and fine tuning
Anticipate and spot unintended consequences
revenge effects
Learn from it all
and share their experiences
KEEP THINGS SIMPLE AND DO THEM WELL

Only make them complicated when and where they really need to.

www.usablebuildings.co.uk

