Marking Rubric for Usability Engineering Assignment 2
	STUDENT
	Laurice Keogh
	GRADE
	74

	Criteria
	Fail
(0-29%)
	Marginal Fail
(30-39%)
	Satisfactory
(40-49%)
	Good
(50-59%)
	Very Good
(60-69%)
	Excellent
(70-84%)
	Exceptional
(85-100%)

	Full-Colour Design Storyboards (30%)
	No colour design storyboards submitted or those provided lack functionality and clarity. Major design flaws or omissions.
	Storyboards are poorly executed, with limited functionality and minimal improvement from wireframes. Major gaps in design logic.
	Basic colour storyboards provided. Some functionality and design aspects are addressed, but improvements from wireframes are limited.
	Storyboards are clear and demonstrate significant improvement from wireframes. Interaction design theory is applied but not always consistently.
	Well-designed, clear, and functional storyboards. Significant improvements from wireframes with good application of interaction design theory.
	Highly detailed, functional storyboards showing clear and thoughtful improvements from wireframes. Strong application of interaction design theory.
	Exceptional storyboards with outstanding detail and functionality. Significant, well-justified improvements informed by interaction design theory.

	Prototype Feedback Collection (20%)
	Feedback collection absent or poorly documented. Personas not considered in feedback collection.
	Feedback collection is weak or superficial. Limited alignment with personas or minimal depth in feedback analysis.
	Basic feedback collection is described. Feedback aligns somewhat with personas but lacks depth in usability and emotional response analysis.
	Clear feedback collection process, aligned with most personas. Usability and emotional feedback are analysed but with some gaps.
	Thorough feedback collection process, aligned with personas. Feedback analysis is insightful and actionable.
	Excellent feedback collection process, aligned with personas, yielding actionable insights into usability and emotional response.
	Exceptional feedback process with advanced insights. Feedback directly informs significant and well-justified design improvements.

	Data Collection Plan (20%)
	No description of data collection provided or rationale for collecting data is unclear or irrelevant.
	Basic description of data collection but limited rationale. Methods for collecting data are superficial or poorly defined.
	Some description of data collection with reasonable rationale. Methods are partially defined but lack clarity or depth.
	Clear description of data collection with solid rationale. Methods are appropriate but lack some depth.
	Well-thought-out description of data collection. Rationale is clear and methods are well-defined.
	Comprehensive description of data collection with clear and well-justified rationale. Methods are appropriate.
	Exceptional plan for data collection with advanced insights. Rationale and methods are professional.

	Usability vs. User Experience Design Analysis (20%)
	No discussion of usability vs. user experience or examples provided. No evidence of design conflicts considered.
	Minimal discussion of usability vs. user experience. Limited or unclear examples provided. Few or no design conflicts addressed.
	Basic discussion of usability vs. user experience. Some examples are provided, but analysis of conflicts is weak or superficial.
	Clear discussion of usability vs. user experience with relevant examples. Analysis of design conflicts is reasonable but lacks depth.
	Thorough discussion of usability vs. user experience with well-chosen examples. Design conflicts are analysed with thoughtful resolution.
	Excellent discussion of usability vs. user experience with insightful examples. Conflicts are resolved with a strong understanding of design principles.
	Exceptional discussion of usability vs. user experience with advanced insights. Design conflicts are resolved creatively and effectively.

	Presentation & References (10%)
	Poorly presented report. Inconsistent referencing with limited academic sources.
	Basic presentation with weak structure or inconsistent referencing. Academic sources are limited or poorly selected.
	Adequate presentation with minor structural flaws. References are present but limited in quality or consistency.
	Clear, well-structured report. References are appropriate, mostly accurate, and well-integrated.
	Very good presentation with strong structure. References are high quality and accurately cited.
	Excellent presentation with professional structure and style. References are authoritative and consistently well-cited.
	Outstanding presentation, demonstrating a highly professional approach. Referencing is exemplary, with extensive authoritative sources.



COMMENTS
Good tables of contents and figures. For top-flight document presentation start the table of figures on a new page and the main body of the text on a new page after that. Reference numbers come after the author name, e.g. Nielsen’s [3] and Norman’s [4]. You don’t need the (Nielsen, 1994) as that is part of the Harvard referencing scheme. More graphics would have been useful – the idea is to make it look like a saleable game. You don’t need to frame the feedback responses so much in terms of the personas – testing with real people allows you to talk about the responses of real people. Write it discussing the responses of “subject 1 liked” or “three of the test subjects preferred”. You can then write a short paragraph explaining how these subject responses link to the personas. Good identification of specific tools for data collection, and excellent point made about data protection. You don’t need the header ‘bibliography’ – the bibliography is a list of texts read but not referenced. 
Well done – an excellent piece of work.
