
 

 
Abstract—System usability scale (SUS) was initially 

developed as a tool for measuring the subjective usability of 
industrial systems evaluation. The SUS has now been used for 
various evaluations such as voicemail system, virtual keyboard, 
paper ballots, mobile phone, and website. Usability is a critical 
parameter for considering the effectiveness of safety signs. 
However, the application of SUS for usability assessment of 
safety signs or other graphical symbols had never been seen. 
This study was undertaken to investigate how the SUS could be 
used for determining the usability of safety signs. Three 
hundred and ninety-eight participants (17 – 58 years old) were 
asked to complete a self-administered questionnaire on safety 
sign comprehension first and then SUS which was modified in 
accordance to the unique contexts and functions of safety signs. 
The results showed that the SUS offers a valid and robust 
measurement for practitioners to measure the usability of safety 
signs. Besides, the SUS provides valuable benchmark 
information about the comprehension performance of safety 
signs. Moreover, the SUS is a point estimate measure of 
usability which can be used to positively supplement a usability 
testing and evaluation for safety signs quickly and easily. 
Overall, this study would serve as a valuable reference on 
assessing the usability of safety signs and other graphical 
symbols with the SUS instrument.  
 

Index Terms—safety signs, usability, system usability scale 
(SUS), comprehension 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

HERE are many possible safety precaution measures that 
can be taken to attempt to reduce accidents and injuries 

in workplaces. Provision of safety signs is one of the 
significant measures in risk reduction. Safety signs are 
intended to identify and warn against specific hazards 
without the use of words [1]. They may represent a hazard, a 
hazardous situation, and a result of not avoiding a hazard. 
They also may describe safety precautions, advise users of 
the evasive actions to take, or provide other directions to 
eliminate or reduce hazards. Safety signs should provide 
good communication to users [2] as a failure to convey 
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warning information effectively can lead to injury or death 
[3]. A recent study by Caldwell [4] indicated that ‘if safety 
signs are not readily identifiable then their communicative 
value and hence usability are suspect’. 

According to the International Organization for 
Standardization, usability is defined as ‘extent to which a 
product can be used by specified users to achieve specified 
goals with effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction in a 
specified context of use’ [5]. Based on this definition, Jordan 
[6] identified five distinct usability components, namely; 
guessability, learnability, experienced user performance, 
system potential, and re-usability that focus on user 
performance with a product and apply in relation to a 
particular task in a specific context of use. Guessability is a 
measure of the cost (e.g. time on task, errors made) to the user 
of a product when performing a task for the first time. The 
learnability component is concerned with the cost to the user 
in achieving some competent level of performance on a task 
with a product, while the experienced user performance is the 
relatively stable performance level that an experienced 
product user reaches. The system potential component 
represents the theoretical optimal performance obtainable 
with a product with respect to a task, and the re-usability 
refers to the performance level achieved when a user returns 
to a task with a product after an extended period of non-use. 
These five components are utilized as the major objective 
measures of usability for safety signs. The guessability and 
learnability of some safety signs had been reported [7] – [9] 
and the results showed that many signs were not successfully 
guessed and were, therefore, unable to convey the intended 
safety messages. 

To administer an easily implemented overall assessment of 
usability, Brooke [10] has developed a system usability scale 
(SUS) for industrial systems evaluation. The SUS instrument 
is composed of ten statements that are scored on a five-point 
Likert scale of strength of agreement with 1 indicating 
strongly disagree and 5 representing strongly agree. The 
statements cover a variety of aspects of system usability such 
as the need for support, training, and complexity, and thus 
have a high level of face validity for measuring usability of a 
system. The SUS instrument is generally used after the 
respondent has had an opportunity to use the system being 
evaluated, but before any debriefing or discussion takes 
place. The score of each statement contribution ranges from 0 
to 4. The statements presented with positive and negative 
items are arranged alternatively. For statements 1, 3, 5, 7, and 
9 the score contribution is the scale position minus 1, whereas 
for statements 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 the contribution is 5 minus 
the scale position. Multiplying the sum of the scores from all 
statements by 2.5 leads to the overall value of system 
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usability, viz. the SUS score, which ranges from 0 to 100. 
The higher the SUS score, the higher is the perceived 
usability. 

The SUS instrument has been used for a variety of 
evaluations, for example on the calculator [11], virtual 
keyboard [12], paper ballots [13], e-government services 
[14], mobile phone [15], website [16], CD player [17], 
voicemail system [18], training game [19], in-vehicle 
user-interfaces [20], and multimodal remote control [21]. 
Regarding the context of the item to be evaluated, the SUS 
statements were slightly modified. For assessing the usability 
of products like phones and modems, Bangor et al. [22] 
indicated that approximately 90% of the SUS data presented 
in their study was collected using a slightly modified form of 
the original SUS. The modifications include replacing the 
word ‘cumbersome’ with a more recognizable synonym 
‘awkward’ in statement 8 and changing the word ‘system’ to 
the word ‘product’ throughout the survey.  For measuring the 
perceived usability of financial information websites [23], 
the SUS was adapted by replacing the word ‘system’ in every 
question with ‘website’. The original phrase ‘the support of a 
technical person’ was revised as ‘Tech Support’, while 
another phrase  ‘to learn a lot of things before I could get 
going with this system’ was amended as ‘to learn a lot about 
this website before I could effectively use it’.  

Usability is a critical factor for considering the 
effectiveness of safety signs. However, the application of 
SUS for overall assessment of usability on safety signs or 
other graphical symbols had never been seen. Here, the 
purpose of this study was to investigate whether the SUS can 
be useful for determining the usability of safety signs.  The 
relationship between SUS scores and objective measures on 
safety sign comprehension performance was also examined. 
Demographic factors such as gender, education background, 
and work nature of participants were also considered in the 
analysis. The findings of this study would provide a valid and 
robust SUS instrument for designers and safety practitioners 
to measure the usability of safety signs quickly and easily. 
The study would also serve as a reference on evaluating other 
graphical symbols with the SUS instrument. 

 

II. METHOD 

A. Participants 

Three hundred and ninety-eight Hong Kong Chinese 
students (332 males and 66 females), aged between 17 and 58 
years old, participated in the study. 15% of the participants 
were from the higher certificate programme, 33% were from 
the diploma programme, 32% from the higher diploma 
programme, and the remaining 20% from the undergraduate 
programme. More than half of the participants (57%) did not 
have any work experience. 

 

B. Survey Instrument 

Safety Signs 
Forty safety signs were randomly selected for testing from 

the British Standards [24] – [26]. Table I shows the safety 
signs used in this experiment. Eleven of them were 

mandatory signs that specify a specific course of action is to 
be taken (S2, S4, S9, S15, S18, S21, S32, S35, S37, S39, and 
S40), 7 were prohibition signs that indicate certain behavior 
is prohibited (S1, S6, S7, S11, S14, S29, and S36), 17 were 
warning signs that give warning of a hazard (S3, S8, S10, S12, 
S13, S16, S17, S20, S23, S24, S25, S26, S28, S31, S33, S34, 
and S38), and 5 were safe condition signs that provide 
information about safe conditions (S5, S19, S22, S27, and 
S30).  
 

TABLE I 
SAFETY SIGNS USED IN THE EXPERIMENT 

 Sign Meaning 
 

Sign Meaning 

S1 
No smoking 

S21 

 

Use adjustable 
guard 

S2 
Wash hands  
 

S22 

 

Emergency stop 
push-button 

S3 
Caution, risk of 
fire 

S23 

 

Caution, 
corrosive 
substance 

S4 
Foot protection 
must be worn 

S24 
Caution, 
overhead hazard 

S5 
Emergency eye 
wash 

S25 

 

Caution, risk of 
ionizing 
radiation 

S6 
Do not operate 

S26 
Caution, risk of 
electric shock 

S7 Not drinking 
water (that is, do 
not drink) 

S27 

 

Emergency 
shower 

S8 Caution, 
non-ionising 
radiation 

S28 

 

Caution, 
overhead load 

S9 
Wear face shield 

S29 

 

Smoking and 
naked flames 
prohibited 

S10 
Caution, 
industrial trucks 

S30 

 

First aid 

S11 

Do not use ladder 
S31 

 

Caution, slippery 
surface 

S12 
Caution, strong 
magnetic field 

S32 

 

Use guard 

S13 
Caution, trip 
hazard 

S33 

 

Caution, laser 
beam 

S14 
Pedestrians 
prohibited 

S34 
Caution, 
biological hazard 

S15 
Eye protection 
must be worn 

S35 

 

Respiratory 
protection must 
be worn 

S16 
Caution, risk of 
explosion 

S36 

 

Do not 
extinguish with 
water 

S17 
Caution, toxic 
hazard 

S37 

 

Keep locked 

S18 
Head protection 
must be worn 

S38 Caution, risk of 
fire, oxidizing 
materials 

S19 
Emergency 
telephone 

S39 

 

Hearing 
protection must 
be worn 

S20 
Caution, limited 
overhead height 

S40 

 

Hand protection 
must be worn 

 
Questionnaire 

A self-administered questionnaire was designed to gather 
information about participants’ safety sign comprehension 
performance, usability scores on safety signs, and 
demographic information. For effective communication, the 



 

Chinese version of the questionnaire was used for testing. 
The first part of the questionnaire was about safety sign 
comprehension. The safety signs were displayed in color and 
in squares of 2 cm x 2 cm without boundary. Respondents 
were asked to complete a set of multiple-choice questions for 
the signs for evaluating their understanding of safety signs. 
Four-option multiple-choice questions were designed as they 
could greatly diminish the risk of guessing by participants 
[27]. The selection choices consist of one correct answer and 
three plausible distractors. Participants were awarded 1 mark 
for a correct answer and 0 mark for an incorrect answer. 

The second part of the questionnaire was about the 
subjective usability of safety signs. In this study, the 
subjective usability of safety signs was collected using a 
slightly modified form of the original SUS. The original SUS 
statements from Brooke [10] and the modified statements 
used in this experiment are shown in Table II. The word 
‘system’ was replaced with the word ‘safety signs’ 
throughout the survey. The phrase ‘to use’ in safety sign 
system can better be interpreted as ‘pay attention to’ and ‘to 
understand’. Statement 1 was thus revised as “I think that I 
would like to pay attention to safety signs at workplace and 
other public places”. Statements 3, 7, and 8 were modified as 
“I thought that the safety signs conveyed clear meaning”, “I 
think that most people can understand the safety signs after 
having suitable training”, and “I found the safety signs very 
difficult to understand’, respectively. Regarding statement 2, 
the original term ‘unnecessarily complex’ in safety sign 
system was somewhat ambiguous and revised as “I found 
that the safety signs conveyed simple meanings but could not 
be interpreted correctly without text explanation”. A system 
consists of various functions which would be well integrated 
or could lead to inconsistency. However, individual safety 
sign belongs to a particular category (e.g. mandatory, 
prohibition, warning, and safe condition) and transmits a 
single meaning only and thus the original statement 5 was 
amended as “I found that the safety signs were well 
classified”. Statement 6 was also modified as “I thought that 
there was too much confusion in interpreting the safety 
signs”. Within a safety sign system, the provision of 
supplemental explanation would help prospective users to be 
able to comprehend the safety signs effectively. Thus, 
statement 4 was revised as “Without any supplementary text, 
I need somebody to explain the meaning of safety signs and 
statement 10 was updated as “I needed to have detail 
explanation before I could get going with the safety signs”. 

The third part of the questionnaire asked about 
participants’ demographic information. Participants were 
asked to complete several closed-ended questions on age 
group, gender, education, and work experience. 

 

C. Pilot Testing and Assessing Validity 

To assess how well a questionnaire measures what it is 
intended to measure, the validity of a questionnaire is usually 
assessed by individuals with expertise in some aspect of the 
subject under study [28]. Before distribution of the 
questionnaire to the participants, its face and content validity 
were assessed by eight academics and professionals who 
were knowledgeable with usability measurement and to 
comment and suggest changes for the questionnaire. 

 

D. Survey Administration 

Participants were briefed on the objectives of the survey 
and given verbal instructions at the beginning of the test. The 
participants were asked to complete the safety sign 
comprehension, then the system usability scale, and finally 
the demographic information. The survey was undertaken 
during normal lecture hour to ensure participation rate and to 
allow participants to have enough attention to complete the 
questionnaire. Four hundred questionnaires were distributed 
and 398 questionnaires were completed and returned. 
 

TABLE II 
THE ORIGINAL SUS STATEMENTS (BROOKE [10]) AND THE MODIFIED 

STATEMENTS USED IN THIS EXPERIMENT 

 
Original SUS 

statements 
Modified SUS 

statements 
Mean SD Absolute 

1 I think that I 
would like to use 
this system 
frequently 

I thought that I would 
like to pay attention 
to safety signs at 
workplace and other 
public places 

2.68 1.148 2.68 

2 I found the 
system 
unnecessarily 
complex 

I felt that the safety 
signs conveyed 
simple meanings but 
could not be 
interpreted correctly 
without text 
explanation. 

2.43 1.035 3.57 

3 I thought the 
system was easy 
to use 

I thought that the 
safety signs conveyed 
clear meaning.  

1.68 0.900 1.68 

4 I think that I 
would need the 
support of a 
technical person 
to be able to use 
this system 

Without any 
supplementary text, I 
need somebody to 
explain the meaning 
of safety signs. 

2.37 1.044 3.63 

5 I found that the 
various 
functions in this 
system were 
well integrated 

I found that the 
various types of 
safety signs were well 
classified  

1.93 0.906 1.93 

6 I thought that 
there was too 
much 
inconsistency in 
this system 

I thought that there 
was too much 
confusion in 
interpreting the safety 
signs. 

2.47 0.998 3.53 

7 I would imaging 
that most people 
would learn to 
use this system 
very quickly 

I thought that most 
people can 
understand the safety 
signs after having 
suitable training. 

2.90 1.056 2.90 

8 I found the 
system very 
cumbersome to 
use 

I found the safety 
signs very difficult to 
understand 

1.68 1.109 4.32 

9 I felt very 
confident using 
the system 

I felt very confident 
using the safety signs 2.48 1.047 2.48 

10 I needed to learn 
a lot of things 
before I could 
get going with 
this system 

I needed to have 
detail explanation 
before I could get 
going with the safety 
signs. 

2.02 1.063 3.98 

 

III. RESULTS 

A. Comprehension Score 

In this study, comprehension score refers to the accuracy 
level for understanding the meaning of a safety sign. The 
overall mean and standard deviation of comprehension score 
for all 40 safety signs were 67.54% and 23.47%, respectively. 
The sign with minimum comprehension score (2.26%) was 
‘caution, non-ionising radiation’ (S8). The signs with 
maximum score (95.73%) were ‘pedestrians prohibited’ 



 

(S14) and ‘hand protection must be worn’ (S40). 
The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 

and the American National Institute (ANSI) recommend that 
symbols must reach a criterion of at least 67% or 85% 
correct, respectively, in a comprehension test to be 
considered acceptable. In this study, there were 12 safety 
signs reaching both the ISO and ANSI criteria, viz. ‘no 
smoking’ (S1, 92.96%), ‘emergency eye wash’ (S5, 86.18%), 
‘no drinking water’ (S7, 87.19%), ‘wear face shield’ (S9, 
91.46%), ‘pedestrians prohibited’ (S14, 95.73%), ‘eye 
protection must be worn’ (S15, 87.94%), ‘caution, risk of 
explosion’ (S16, 88.94%), ‘caution, limited overhead height’ 
(S20, 89.45%), ‘do not extinguish with water’ (S36, 
91.96%), ‘no naked flame’ (S38, 89.95%), ‘hearing 
protection must be worn’ (S39, 94.72%), and ‘hand 
protection must be worn’ (S40, 95.73%). Another 10 safety 
signs achieved the lower criteria of ISO only, namely ‘wash 
hands’ (S2, 79.40%), ‘caution, industrial truck’ (S10, 
67.59%), ‘caution, trip hazard’ (S13, 81.91%), ‘emergency 
telephone’ (S19, 67.84%), ‘emergency stop push-button’ 
(S22, 80.90%), ‘caution, corrosive substance’ (S23, 
76.88%), ‘caution, risk of ionizing radiation’ (S25, 82.91%), 
‘emergency shower’ (S27, 77.64%), and ‘first aid’ (S30, 
80.90%), ‘keep locked’ (S37, 80.90%).  

Comprehension scores for the remaining 18 safety signs 
did not meet either the ISO or ANSI criteria. More than half 
of the participants could identify the correct meaning for 
‘caution, risk of fire’ (S3), ‘foot protection must be worn’ 
(S4), ‘do not operate’ (S6), ‘caution, toxic hazard’ (S17), 
‘head protection must be worn’ (S18), ‘use adjustable guard’ 
(S21), ‘caution, overhead load’ (S28), ‘caution, slippery 
surface’ (S31), ‘use guard’ (S32), and ‘caution, biological 
hazard’ (S34). Whereas, less than half of the participants 
could recognize the correct meaning for these eight safety 
signs viz. ‘caution, non-ionising radiation’ (S8), ‘do not use 
ladder’ (S11), ‘caution, strong magnetic field’ (S12), 
‘caution, overhead hazard’ (S24), ‘caution, risk of electric 
shock’ (S26), ‘smoke and naked flames prohibited’ (S29), 
‘caution, laser beam’ (S33), and ‘respiratory protection must 
be worn’ (S35).  

 

B. Comprehension Performance 

The comprehension performance here denotes the 
performance level of a participant in the sign comprehension 
task. The overall mean comprehension performance for all 
participants was 67.54%, with standard deviation of 10.98%. 
The minimum comprehension performance was 7.5% and the 
maximum comprehension performance was 92.50%. To 
determine if there were any participants with comprehension 
performance very different from others, the box plot of 
comprehension performance for all participants was prepared 
(Fig. 1). The bottom and top lines of the box correspond to 
the first quartile and third quartile, respectively, and the 
horizontal line within represents the median. The vertical 
lines, whiskers, are drawn from the edges of the box to the 
largest and smallest values that are outside the box but within 
1.5 box lengths. Outliers are values more than 1.5 box lengths 
away from the box and would have been flagged with small 
circles in the box plot. In this study, 13 participants were 
assessed as outliers below the box, indicating that their 

comprehension performance were much lower than other 
participants. The comprehension performance of these 13 
participants lied between 7.5% and 42.5%.  

 

 
Fig. 1.  Box plot of comprehension performance for all participants. 13 
outliers are flagged with small circles. 

 

C. System Usability Scale (SUS) Score 

Responses to individual SUS statements are depicted in 
Table II. For each statement, the mean and standard deviation 
for the raw scores was presented. An absolute score that 
adjusts the scores of Statement 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 was 
calculated, so that positive responses are associated with a 
larger number, like the other five statements. Statement 8 (“I 
found the safety signs very difficult to understand”) received 
the most extreme of all responses, with a mean absolute score 
of 4.32. Statement 3(“I thought that the safety signs conveyed 
clear meaning”) had the lowest standard deviation of its raw 
scores, at 0.9, well below the others, which ranged from 
0.906 to 1.148. The most varied responses were to Statement 
1 (“I think that I would like to pay attention to safety signs at 
workplace and other public places”), with a standard 
deviation of 1.148. 

Multiplying the sum of the raw scores from all statements 
by 2.5 led to the overall value of sign usability (called SUS 
score). The SUS scores on the test signs of 152 participants 
were below 50, 223 participants were between 50 and 70, and 
23 participants were above 70. On the whole, the mean SUS 
score for all participants was 51.75, with standard deviation 
of 12.82. The minimum SUS score was 10 and the maximum 
score was 87.50. In accordance with the rule-of-thumb on the 
interpretation of SUS scores on products (Bangor et al., 
2008), products with scores less than 50 should be cause for 
significant concern and are judged to be unacceptable, 
products with scores between 50 and 70 are marginal 
acceptable, and products with SUS scores above 70 are 
passable. In this study, the mean SUS score of 51.75 
indicated that the safety signs were generally perceived to be 
marginal at best. 

 

D. Relationship between SUS Score and Comprehension 
Performance 

Table III shows the demographic factors, the number of 
participants’ responses to each of the factors, and the 
comprehension performance and SUS score of the 
participants in each of the response categories. The major 
findings were: most participants (83%) were males and 
studied technical or engineering programme. For the 170 
participants that had work experience, 76% reported that 
their work was technical and engineering related while 23% 



 

were in non-technical and engineering area. Mann-Whitney 
test showed that the demographic factors of gender, 
education background, and work nature did not have 
significant influence on SUS score (p’s > 0.05).  

To investigate the relationship between SUS score and 
comprehension performance, Spearman correlation was 
conducted and revealed that SUS score was significantly 
associated with comprehension performance (rs = 0.147, n = 
398, p = 0.003). The relationship between SUS score and 
comprehension performance was found significant in 
particular if participants were male (rs = 0.155, n = 332, p < 
0.05) and had technical /engineering education background 
(rs = 0.152, n = 329, p < 0.05). 

 
TABLE III 

A SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR THE 398 PARTICIPANTS AND MEAN 

COMPREHENSION PERFORMANCE AND SUS SCORE FOR DIFFERENT GROUPS 

OF PARTICIPANTS 

Demographic 
factor 

Response No. 

Comprehension 
performance (%) 

SUS score 

Mean SD Mean SD 

Gender Male 332 67.73 10.54 51.48 13.27 
 Female 66 66.63 13.03 53.11 10.23 
Education 
background 

Technical/engineerin
g 

329 68.32 10.29 51.98 13.31 

 Non-technical/engine
ering 

53 63.73 14.25 50.57 9.79 

 Did not report 16 - - - - 
Work nature Technical/engineerin

g 
130 68.21 9.95 53.37 12.75 

 Non-technical/engine
ering 

39 63.59 14.55 51.22 14.69 

 Did not report  1 - - - - 
Gender Male 332 67.73 10.54 51.48 13.27 

 

IV. DISCUSSIONS 

The system usability scale (SUS) was developed by 
Brooke [10] as a tool for measuring the subjective usability 
of industrial systems evaluation. Since then, the SUS has 
been used for a variety of evaluations such as voicemail 
system, virtual keyboard, paper ballots, mobile phone, and 
website [12, 13, 15, 16, 18]. Sometimes, regarding to the 
context of the item to be evaluated, the SUS was slightly 
adjusted [23]. Usability is a critical parameter for considering 
the effectiveness of safety signs. This study was conducted to 
investigate how the SUS can be used for determining the 
usability of safety signs. The original SUS instrument was 
modified in accordance to the unique contexts and functions 
of safety signs, and then its face and content validity were 
assessed with several academics who were familiar with 
usability measurement. 

This study provided a better understanding of the 
sensitivity of the SUS to quantitative measures of 
performance for safety signs. Participants’ SUS score was 
significantly correlated to their individual comprehension 
performance. Participants who have high SUS scores tended 
to perform better on objective measures and vice versa. It can 
be said with confidence that the SUS instrument was 
providing valuable benchmark information about the 
comprehension performance of safety signs. Besides, the 
SUS scores would not be affected by the respondents’ 
characteristics of gender, education background, and work 
nature. 

Hence, based on the above findings, the SUS can be used 

to positively supplement a usability testing and evaluation for 
safety signs. This can be simply done so by asking 
prospective users to complete the SUS with respect to the 
corresponding safety signs. Practitioners then estimate the 
SUS score by multiplying the sum of raw scores from all SUS 
statements by 2.5. In accordance with the Bangor et al. [22]’s 
rule-of-thumb on the interpretation of SUS score, the SUS 
score could give practitioners with sufficient evidence that 
safety signs are or are not sufficiently usable in its current 
form. 

The SUS provides a single score that estimates the overall 
usability of safety signs. It can be said to be ‘a point estimate 
measure of usability’. However, the generalizability of SUS 
for other graphical symbols is not fully known. Future 
research might consider to repeat the same study with other 
graphical symbols like road signs, medical signs, computer 
icons, and system icons. Such findings would help to 
generate a SUS instrument for measuring the usability of 
various kinds of graphical symbols. On the whole, the results 
of this study indicated that SUS will help further the ability of 
practitioners to measure the usability of safety signs. 

 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

This study successfully investigated how the SUS can be 
used for determining the usability of safety signs. Regarding 
to the contexts and functions of safety signs, the original SUS 
instrument was modified accordingly. It was found that the 
modified SUS provided a valid and robust measurement for 
practitioners to measure the usability of safety signs. The 
modified SUS was revealed to be statistically significant to 
quantitative measures of performance for safety signs. 
Prospective users who have high SUS scores tended to 
perform better on comprehension performance. Also, the 
SUS provides a single score that estimates the overall 
usability of safety signs which can be used to positively 
supplement a usability testing and evaluation for safety signs 
quickly and easily. In general, the study would be a reference 
for measuring the usability of safety signs and other graphical 
symbols with SUS instrument. 
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