Marking Rubric for Usability Engineering Assignment 1
	Student
	Cai Perry
	Grade
	57

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

	Test Personas (10%)
	Personas lack clarity, realism, or detail. No meaningful connection to UX requirements.
	Personas are superficial or generic. UX requirements are unclear or inconsistent.
	Basic personas with some detail but limited connection to UX requirements.
	Personas are clear, moderately detailed, and connected to some UX requirements.
	Personas are detailed, realistic, and clearly linked to key UX requirements.
	Personas are highly detailed and realistic, with well-defined UX requirements informed by research.
	Personas are exceptional in detail, diversity, and insight, demonstrating deep understanding of user needs and UX requirements.

	Research Methods (20%)
	Little or no evidence of meaningful research. MoSCoW requirements absent or irrelevant.
	Minimal research, with vague or poorly executed methods. Weak or incomplete MoSCoW categorisation.
	Some evidence of research using basic methods. MoSCoW requirements included but with errors or inconsistencies.
	Clear evidence of research using appropriate methods. MoSCoW categorisation mostly accurate and meaningful.
	Well-executed research with appropriate methods and insightful results. MoSCoW requirements are relevant and well-categorised.
	Thorough and detailed research, using multiple methods effectively. MoSCoW categorisation is comprehensive and accurate.
	Outstanding research, using diverse, well-justified methods. MoSCoW categorisation is precise, insightful, and professionally presented.

	Usability Design (20%)
	Usability principles not considered or addressed. No evidence of design suggestions from the literature.
	Limited consideration of usability principles. Minimal reference to the literature or design suggestions.
	Basic usability considerations with limited application. Some design suggestions from the literature are evident.
	Usability principles are well applied, with relevant design suggestions from the literature.
	Very good application of usability principles and well-chosen design suggestions informed by the literature.
	Excellent application of usability principles, with insightful suggestions grounded in authoritative literature.
	Exceptional application of usability principles, demonstrating innovation and advanced insights informed by cutting-edge literature.

	Storyboards (30%)
	Wireframes lack functionality, clarity, or usability focus. Major design flaws or omissions.
	Wireframes show limited functionality or usability focus. Significant design gaps or inconsistencies.
	Basic wireframes with some major functionality included. Usability and interaction theory are not fully integrated.
	Clear wireframes showing all major functionality. Usability and interaction theory is considered but not always well-executed.
	Very good wireframes, with a user-centred approach and consistent application of usability principles.
	Excellent wireframes demonstrating a clear user-centred design and strong understanding of usability and interaction theory.
	Exceptional wireframes, demonstrating a highly innovative, user-centred design. Exemplary integration of usability theory.

	Prototype Feedback (10%)
	Feedback collection absent or poorly documented. Personas not considered in feedback collection.
	Limited or superficial feedback collection. Minimal alignment with personas.
	Basic feedback collection, with some alignment to personas. Usability/emotion feedback analysis is weak.
	Clear feedback collection process covering most personas. Usability/emotion feedback is well analysed but could go deeper.
	Very good feedback collection process, aligned with personas. Usability/emotion feedback is insightful and actionable.
	Excellent feedback collection, aligned with personas, providing actionable insights into usability and emotional design.
	Exceptional feedback process with advanced insights. Feedback directly informs design improvements, demonstrating critical analysis.

	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.



Good use of secondary research. A really interesting idea to use the multi-level IQ building – I look forward to seeing the full design version. Your wireframes cover the most common activities but more could be added. More detail on the feedback would be useful – maybe a list of questions asked and user responses. You need much more linkage to the literature to justify your design decisions. More usability references are needed rather than references to mobile apps. The reference list should come before the appendices.
