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Guilherme | UI/UX Designer


My contribution
Working on BuyShop taught me that user experience depends on how reliably a system behaves, as well as how clearly its screens communicate. As the UI/UX designer, I focused on a shopping journey in which customers describe their needs, compare products and retain access to human support. My contribution concerned interface decisions, prototype requirements and practical checks; it did not encompass every team deliverable.
I developed the design direction through desktop and mobile wireframes, readable product information, labelled forms and accessibility options. I prioritised these using the impact–effort matrix, placing multilingual responses, voice search and a native application beyond the immediate scope. I also requested database-backed customer registration and functioning human chat. I used AI assistance when developing project materials and implementation changes, so my responsibility is to explain and evaluate the resulting behaviour, rather than claim that I independently authored every component.


Teamwork and individual evaluation
The role allocation identified Danu as project manager, Oyebamiji as research leader, Eden as testing leader and me as UI/UX designer. I found that these responsibilities still required coordination: research affects design priorities, while testing determines whether those decisions work. Difficulties giving colleagues access to the prototype showed me that sharing an interface also requires a dependable setup. Salas, Sims and Burke (2005) emphasise mutual monitoring, adaptability and communication. I would apply this through short demonstrations, named task owners and a shared record of decisions, rather than relying on role titles alone.
My ratings consider completed work, reliability, communication and support for others, where 1 means poor and 5 means excellent















	Team member
	Rating
	My evidence and judgement

	Danu
	2
	Danu’s participation in the group work was limited. In my view, he needed to contribute more consistently to fulfil his role as project manager.

	Oyebamiji
	5
	Oyebamiji was present and actively participated in the group work. I appreciated his willingness to contribute and his consistently positive attitude.

	Eden
	5
	Eden was present and engaged throughout the group work. I valued his cooperative attitude and willingness to support the team, and I had no concerns about his participation.

	Guilherme (myself)
	5
	I played a central role in developing the project’s ideas and building the prototype, including implementing the human support chat and the backend. I consider my contribution substantial because I helped turn the proposed concept into a working solution.






Related research and technical reflection
Jannach et al. (2021) describe conversational recommendation as an interactive process involving preferences and feedback. BuyShop follows that direction through questions about budget and intended use. However, its current matching is rule-based and uses a sample catalogue; it has no connected AI model. Its contribution is therefore a demonstrable interaction concept, not evidence of advanced language understanding.
Luger and Sellen (2016) found a gap between users’ expectations and conversational agents’ capabilities. This helps me recognise the risk of promising intelligent assistance prematurely. Amershi et al. (2019) recommend communicating capabilities and enabling correction. Applied to BuyShop, this means displaying interpreted requirements, allowing changes and explaining unsuccessful searches.
Limitations and risks
My budget check returned laptops below £500, but the recorded brand-preference test showed that an Apple request could become “No preference”. This matters because a plausible result can still contradict the customer’s intention. I would prioritise preserving explicit constraints and asking for clarification. The no-match message avoids inventing products, although offering only budget increases or changed answers may feel unhelpful.
The prepared human-chat version allows manual replies through the administrator panel and stores messages in SQLite. However, it requires an available person, and two-second polling introduces delay. Its visitor cookie is independent of customer login, creating a privacy risk on shared browsers. Stored transcripts also lack automatic deletion. I would address these through clearer session boundaries, separate staff permissions and a defined retention process.
Temporary hosting depends on the local computer, server and tunnel remaining available. This creates a presentation risk and limits independent team access. A startup checklist and advance rehearsal would help. Financial constraints also favour a small prototype: dependable hosting, AI usage and staffed support would require an explicit budget before expansion.
The supplied verification record reports 18 passing server tests, but these do not establish usability, accessibility or capacity. I cannot yet demonstrate improved trust or checkout completion. Payments remain simulated, and there is no validated end-to-end purchasing service.
Future work and personal learning
My next iteration would fix preference handling before adding features. I would then test representative shopping tasks with users, including keyboard and screen-reader users, recording completion, errors and confidence. Comparing the assistant with ordinary search would help determine whether conversation adds value. Any future AI integration should retrieve verified catalogue information and undergo cost and reliability evaluation.
I should have defined acceptance criteria and evaluation evidence earlier. I now understand that visual consistency is only part of my responsibility: I must make limitations visible, connect design decisions to testing and ensure teammates can reproduce the experience. This is the approach I would carry into my next group project.
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