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Section A – Introduction
The prototype that I will be developing for this assignment is a simple washing machine. The 
prototype will be developed initially as a paper prototype for the lo-fi stage, before being 
advanced to a digital prototype for the mid-fi stage, with changes being made between the 
two iterations depending on user feedback to the paper prototype.

Five participants will take the tests at both levels. The data collected will be both qualitative 
and quantitative. The data will include completion time and the amount of errors a participant 
makes, whilst the comments a participant makes will also be noted. The users satisfaction will 
be measured via the likert scale at the end of the test. This data will form the basis of how to 
improve the prototype ready for the mid-fi stage, where the same data will be collected. The 
report will conclude looking at potential work that could be undertaken in the future.

Section B – Problem Space
The reason behind developing a new pervasive interface for washing machines is because, for 
novices, most washing machines are considered complicated and difficult to get use to. In a 
study of 3,000 men, 20 percent said that washing machines were too complicated, whilst 80 
percent said that they would use washing machines more if they were less complicated.(Evans, 
2010) As noted by Lieberman and Espinosa, the more complicated household items are, the less 
competent the intended users will be.(Lieberman, 2006) The main concern from general users 
is that washing machines currently have too many settings and buttons on the main interface, 
which makes it more confusing to use.(Lokesh, 2008)(Boucher, 2009)

Any new design for the washing machine has to have the same amount of functionality, but 
implemented so that there are less options to choose from so that users are not overloaded 
with buttons.(Lieberman, 2006)

Section C - Solution
1. Methodology
To implement prototypes, we need to follow the User-Centered Design process. There are 
several benefits of using this process with relation to the washing machine. By designing a 
paper prototype, it allows you to go through several iterations if necessary and iron out any 
potential problems. According to Monk it also means that the designer can see the users 
thinking and understand it from their point of view.(Monk, 1993: 6)(Snyder, 2003: 12) For 
example, if the first few participants have an identical issue with the prototype, it would allow 
me to adjust it before proceeding any further, thus saving time in the process. This is noted by 
Snyder, who says that the process allows you to evaluate several ideas before proceeding with 
one definitive idea.(Snyder, 2003: 12)

a. Sub Methods
Before I designed the prototype, there were several key Universal Design Principles that I felt 
were relevant to the design, which I narrowed down to three. The two most critical principles 
are accessibility and also the depth of processing. Accessibility says that a product must cater 
to all groups of people, regardless of their expertise in that field, whilst depth of processing 
concerns the amount of information that a user can process.(Lidwell, 2010: 16)(Lidwell, 2010: 
72) Both of these are extremely important in my design, it would be contradictory for my 
design to be simple, yet require the user to process a significant amount of information or to 

- Page 3 -



David Nelson            203CR – Designing for Usability 2: Assignment 2

only cater primarily to a specific demographic. Whilst there will be a target demographic so 
that the prototype is viably successful in the real world, the remainder of the users must also 
be considered – but to a lower degree. These two principles fall into the learnability aspect of 
the usability goals.(Bevan, 2009: 4)

The final Universal Design Principle is aesthetics, having everything aligned perfectly and 
consistently is important throughout the interface. I approached this by 'grouping' relevant 
items together – I treated the interface as four separate sections: Drawer, Timer, Settings, 
Temperature. There were several buttons which were in the same section, but also consistently 
aligned, so that the user knows that X button corresponds to X action. This relates to 
affordability, a core Usability principle is for designs to be affordable and that they follow 
normal conventions that people use.(Lidwell, 2010: 22)

During the test, a mixture of qualitative and quantitative data will be taken and analysed later. 
The benefit of using both methods according to Taylor is that they can “give support and 
validation to the research findings”.(Taylor, 2005: 252) Quantitative data is numbers, so this will 
consist of the number of errors a user has made, the time it has taken for the user to complete 
a test and satisfaction measures.(Sharp, 2007) Quantitative data is critical, given that the 
machine is designed to be simple, it therefore should not take the user long to set it up, thus 
falling into the 'effectiveness' measure of the conceptual framework. On the other hand, with 
my first iteration being a paper prototype,  neither of these can be looked at in isolation. It may 
take longer for me to organise the labels with the earlier participants, slowing the time down 
whilst I get the labels in a logical order.

The amount of errors also needs some context to it. Whilst the data I collect will be primarily 
quantitative, I will also note where the error has been made, in the event that multiple users 
have made an error in the same place. The user will be asked how satisfied they are at the end 
of the test out of 5, based on the likert scale. Over 90 percent of the answers need to be 4 or 5 
for the prototype to be considered successful.(Faulkner, 2000) Qualitative data concerns the 
verbal comments that a user has made. Users will be recorded so that I can look back at the 
footage later and note the number of errors and any comments then instead of doing that 
during the test.
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2. Interactive Paper Prototype

Figure 1.1. - My interactive paper prototype.

I decided that, due to time constraints, there would be five participants for the paper 
prototype test. Who those five people were was critical, as Snyder says that the result would 
not be valid if those people were not inside your chosen demographic.(Snyder, 2003: 5) All of 
the participants as a result were young males, who the product was designed for. This relates 
back to the earlier research study, where it was identified that 80 percent of men would use 
washing machines if they were less complicated.(Evans, 2010) The user will be recorded 
throughout the prototype, and as thus agreed to the consent form before the start of the test.
(Appendix 1) As with any Usability test, the user has the right to refuse any of the conditions 
agreed on the consent form.(Faulkner, 2000)

The screen shot above shows my paper prototype, with different sticky labels over the top of 
the different settings to represent when an individual setting has changed. Some paper 
prototypes use different sheets of paper to represent a different interface. The difference with 
a washing machine is that one press of a button does not change the entire interface, but 
rather only a portion of the interface. Therefore, I felt that using sticky labels would be the 
preferred option instead of using a different sheet for every interface. It also allowed me to 
prototype the majority of the system, whereas using multiple pieces of paper would have 
limited what I could do, thus decreasing the amount of solution paths as a result.

The user was asked to “Set the washing machine up so it holds half a load, with a fast, but 
short spin. The temperature must be 70 degrees for 45 minutes.”(Appendix 2) So that I knew 
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what time the users were aiming for, I tested the paper prototype myself to get a base time. 
The time was 01:11:00. Based on this, I would realistically expect all users to complete the time 
in at least two minutes.

Participant Time Taken 
(MM:SS:00)

Number of 
Errors

Satisfaction
(out of 5)

Compared with other 
products (out of 5)

1 01:55:00 2 4 3

2 01:23:00 0 4 4

3 01:20:00 1 5 5

4 01:53:00 1 3 2

5 01:51:00 4 3 3

AVERAGE 01:40:40 1.6 3.8 out of 5 3.4 out of 5
Figure 1.2. - A summary of the results from the paper prototype task.

Despite all five users completing the test within two minutes, only one of the five participants 
encountered no errors throughout the test, the other four participants encountered an error. It 
is important though not to look at how many errors a user has made, but rather how many 
errors of the same nature have been made. If only one person has made the error, then it is not 
as critical as if everyone has made the error, for example.(Barnum, 2002: 252) 

Error Participants affected

Thought machine was already turned on 2

Wrong button press 2

Tried to open draw 1
Figure 1.3. - Error rate from the paper prototype task.

The two main errors were users believing that the machine was already turned on, whilst two 
participants pressed the wrong button. Participant 5's comments help explain the issue that 
they had with the machine. They explained that because the prototype had a On/Off switch to 
turn it on and a Start button to begin the wash, it confused things, meaning that the user does 
not initially notice it.(Appendix 3)

The incorrect button press is partially due to the shortcoming of my paper prototype, the 'first' 
version of the paper prototype has certain options selected already for the user, meaning that 
they can, if they choose to, ignore that part of the instruction. Some users pressed it, and were 
confused for a few seconds as nothing on the interface changed as they expected it to. One 
participant tried to open the draw, however, my prototype was never meant to have an open 
draw feature and, as only one person did this, the data is an outlier as a result.(Barnum, 2002: 
252)
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Although these are all issues which need to be considered for my next iteration, the main issue 
did not come out of the quantitative data, but rather the qualitative data. After the test, four 
out of the five participants made various comments about the timer, all of which had a 
negative connotation. 

Participant Comment made

1 “Do I have to press this 45 times for 45 minutes?
“It takes a long time to increase the time.”

2 n/a

3 Participant: “I pressed it five times.”
Me: “You pressed it five times?”

Participant: “Yeah.”

“It's quite easy and understandable even though I think the timer should be set 
by entering a value instead of the +/- thing. Maybe some kind of number pad or 

something.”

4 “Duration setting has 5 minute intervals but I didn't know until using it. Reset 
option perhaps?”

5 Participant: “I want to set this to 45, I presumed that I would have to press this '+' 
button 45 times. 

Me: “The intention was for it to go up in 5 minute intervals.”
Participant: “Right, so I would have had to change it 9 times. Nine presses to get 

it up to 45.”
Figure 1.4. - Participants comments about the timer in the paper prototype task.

One part of the issue here is that before the test, I did not state that the timer went up in 5 
minute intervals, which left participants confused, specifically the first participant who 
questioned how many times you have to press it. In this case, I believe this shows one of the 
drawbacks of paper prototyping, as the user at this stage found it too confusing to figure out, 
hence why they were just pressing the '+' button multiple times, as the videos show.(Barnum, 
2002: 130)(Appendix 4)  I opted, at the start of the test, to not include the repeated press of 
the '+' button as an actual error, because in my opinion it was not an error but rather the 
participant becoming impatient with the prototype, as demonstrated in the comments above. 
Barnum says to treat the findings with caution when qualitative and quantitative data do not 
correlate, but here four users commented on it, significantly more than the error rates earlier, 
suggesting that it is a problem that needs to be urgently addressed.(Barnum, 2002: 130)

Satisfaction for the paper prototype was below the target set out by Faulkner, meaning that 
the main aim is for the mid-fi prototype to improve on the scores recorded in Figure 1.2..
(Faulkner, 2000) To achieve this, I went into the development stage of the mid-fi prototype 
with two thoughts in mind:

1) redevelop the timer from scratch
2) redevelop the On/Off switch

For this, it is important to refer back to the user comments in Figure 1.4., as I am tailoring my 
mid-fi prototype towards them because they fall inside my chosen demographic – young males. 
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The first aim is critical towards whether my mid-fi prototype will be a success or not. At the 
moment, using my chosen task, it takes nine clicks to get to 45 minutes using the timer. This 
appears to be the main gripe of the majority of users. Any new system has to reduce the 
amount of clicks to get to the number that you want. The benefit of reducing the number of 
clicks will mean that the prototype is more efficient and effective in what it is designed to do. 
By changing the timer you will decrease the time it takes to set up the machine as, instead of 
nine clicks to get to 45 minutes, it will only take two clicks.

The On and Off switch has to be changed as well. Instead of having On and Off, a more 
appropriate option would just be to have one 'Power' button that you push in to turn it on and 
then press again at the end 0f the wash to turn the machine fully off. Whilst all of the above 
were important, the prototype must not veer away from its original purpose which was to 
design a 'simple washing machine'.
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3. Interactive Digital Prototype

Figure 2.1. - Interactive Digital Prototype

Figure 2.2. - Interactive Digital Prototype within OpenOffice.org Impress

As with the paper prototype, I decided that the digital prototype will also be done with five 
participants. The five participants would be identical to those used earlier because the 
participants were already in the target demographic and have influenced the digital prototype 
therefore it makes sense to test the mid-fi design on them. It also means that the results of the 
mid-fi can be directly compared with the lo-fi results – for the process to be successful, the 
feedback should be more positive than those recorded in the lo-fi data collection as their 
concerns have been responded to.

The digital prototype was developed using a presentation software (OpenOffice.org Impress), 
as suggested by Barnum.(Barnum, 2002: 132) The prototype above is largely similar to the 
paper prototype with three main differences: the timer, change of power button (as noted 
above) and the different colour for when the user presses a button from white to red. One of 
the limitations of my paper prototype was that some options were selected by default, this is 
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no longer an issue with my digital prototype. The task for the digital prototype was identical to 
my paper prototype task: “Set the washing machine up so it holds half a load, with a fast, but 
short spin. The temperature must be 70 degrees for 45 minutes.” The benefit of having the 
same task is again so the results can be fairly compared and so that there is no doubt that one 
task may take slightly longer than the other. Because of this, the five users tested did not sign a 
new consent form, the ones that they signed for the paper prototype were simply 'carried 
over' and came into effect for the digital prototype.(Appendix 1)(Appendix 2) 

The base time that I set here was 25 seconds. A realistic expectation, taking into account the 
possibility of errors, is for the majority of users to complete the test within one minute.

Participant Time Taken 
(MM:SS:00)

Number of 
Errors

Satisfaction
(out of 5)

Compared with other 
products (out of 5)

1 00:37:00 1 4 3

2 00:22:00 0 4 5

3 03:04:00 10 3 4

4 02:20:00 5 3 3

5 00:51:00 6 4 4

AVERAGE 01:27:20 4.4 3.6 out of 5 3.8 out of 5
Figure 2.3. - A summary of the results from the digital prototype task.

Whilst the average time decreased compared with the paper prototype, partially thanks to the 
technology used, there was a bigger variance in results: participants 1, 2 and 5 completed it 
within a minute whilst participant 3 and 4 struggled to complete the task, which is reflected in 
both users satisfaction rating. The result of this meant that both satisfaction measures again 
were below 4.0 meaning, that under the criteria set by Faulkner, the prototype again needs 
refinement to be considered a successful iteration.(Faulkner, 2000)
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As with the paper prototype, the comments can be split up into error categories, however, 
unlike with the paper prototype, there was an overriding consensus that the temperature 
gauge was not implemented properly.

Participant Comment made

1 n/a

2 n/a

3 Participant: “Why isn't the temperature working? What should I do?”
Me: “Remember that there are two parts besides from the settings.”

4 Participant: “As if I have to set the timer first and then the temperature, that is 
annoying. You're only allowed to set the time before the temperature.”

5 Participant: “In terms of selecting the temperature, my inclination is obviously to 
click 70 – this [the line] is not there in the first instance, its not upwards at 0 

waiting for someone to do something with it.”
Me: “Do you think that is a limitation of the prototype or the program?”

Participant: “It's probably a limitation of the program rather than the prototype.”
Figure 2.4. - Participants comments about the temperature in the digital prototype task.

The problem with using a presentation software is that it is physically impossible to implement 
every single route, because of the amount of time it would take to do, and then each slide 
would need to be tested to make sure it does what is intended. In my opinion, this is a 
shortcoming of OpenOffice.org Impress as a prototype software rather than the shortcoming 
of the prototype, as it does not allow me to do what I wanted to do. This also contributed to 
the high error rates as users pressed the wrong button and were directed to an error screen – 
in Microsoft PowerPoint, you can set the slide show up so nothing happens when the user 
presses the wrong button, but Impress does not have such a facility – only a time delay.(Hutter, 
2008)

This does not mean that the comments should be completely dismissed completely, just that 
the above should be taken into account. Without that issue, however, I feel that the 
satisfaction for the users affected would have been higher than their original scores. Aside 
from the slide issue, the presentation software did not show the temperature gauge well – but, 
again this is due to the amount of solution paths implemented. The system had two possible 
paths that the user could take: Power  Settings  Timer  Temperature  Start, or Power  → → → → →
Timer  Settings  Temperature  Start. Every user took option 1. This shows that the system is→ → →  
consistent with what is intended, as no users were tempted to deviate from the intended 
version put in place.
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Section D – Future Work
Because of the way the assignment worked, I iterated straight from paper prototyping to 
digital prototyping after one paper prototyping, despite the satisfaction scores being below 
the 4.0 threshold recommended by Faulkner.(Faulkner, 2000)

From my perspective, there are two possible directions that the project could head to next. The 
first option would be to head straight to a hi-fi version of the simple washing machine using 
software such as Director or Dreamweaver.(Barnum, 2002: 132) Given that neither prototype 
has passed the 4.0 threshold, I believe that the best option would be to re-do the digital 
prototype using Microsoft PowerPoint, or a similar software, refining the prototype and 
getting the score above the 4.0 mark for satisfaction that Faulkner recommends.(Faulkner, 
2000)

If this was a real scenario with a real company, the risk you run of going to a high-fi prototype 
at this stage is that you get another set of low satisfaction scores, meaning that in turn the 
company risks losing money as a result and ditching the project, when valuable time could be 
well spent elsewhere. It would be in the interests of all concerned therefore to continue with 
the mid-fi version. On reflection, the User-Centred Design approach was appropriate for the 
'simple washing machine' and worked as intended. Both prototypes had draw backs, the paper 
prototype because of too many button presses, whilst the digital prototype was because of the 
software I would use. 

Along with either of these two options, future work could include undertaking further research 
into how young males use washing machines, possibly expanding into different demographics 
such as middle aged males to see if this effects the entire male demographic. As this was a time 
limited study on a specific demographic, it means that there is a bigger room for scope in the 
future.
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Appendices
Appendix 1
Below are all of the consent forms, showing that real users have been involved in the testing of 
the prototype, as required.
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Appendix 2
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Appendix 3
The following contains all of the data capture instruments used for the paper prototype stage 
of the assignment.

Quantitative – Amount of Errors made
Participant Number of Errors Time Taken 

(MM:SS:00)

1 2 [Participant pressed 'Fast Spin' twice – the setting was already on 
'Fast Spin']

01:55:00

2 0 01:23:00

3 1 [Participant tried to open draw] 01:20:00

4 1 [Participant thought the machine was already turned on] 01:53:00

5 4 [Participant thought the machine was already turned on; then 
tried to 'Start' the machine; then tried to change the settings – all 
while it was off; Participant pressed 'Fast Spin' – the setting was 

already on 'Fast Spin']

01:51:00

 Qualitative – Verbal Comments made – transcripts of conversation included where necessary
Participant Comments

1 “Do I have to press this 45 times for 45 minutes?”
“It takes a long time to increase the time.”

2 “It was very simple.”

3 Participant [regarding timer]: “I pressed it five times.”
Me: “You pressed it five times?”

Participant: “Yeah.”

“It's quite easy and understandable even though I think the timer should be set 
by entering a value instead of the +/- thing. Maybe some kind of number pad or 

something.”

4 Note: Participant typed in the following comments.
“Need more flexibility between buttons, i.e. “loads, speed, duration on spin not 
specified (just says short/long) which confused me since there's also a duration 

setting to the left).”

“Duration setting has 5 minute intervals but I didn't know until using it. Reset 
option perhaps?.”

“Uses switches for some “on/off” settings and buttons for one time settings, but 
the dial setting for temperature seems out of place since the actual functionality 

of it didn't seem clear.”

“No “preset” options meaning you have to know the settings for your clothes 
depending on clothes type / takes away shortcut options (learnability).”
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5 Participant: “Number 1: I didn't notice the On/Off up here, I thought that in order 
to proceed and nothing happened, [maybe] I had to change the 'Half Load' 

setting, maybe I had to press 'Start' first of all. Then I realised that I had to have it 
'On'.”

Me: “Is there a particular reason why you think you didn't notice it at first?”
Participant: “I was concentrating on the first part of the task, doing all the 

settings first then switching on the machine. So I didn't realise that I had to switch 
it on first, even though you said that beforehand. I had forgotten it by the time I 
had got to it. The second one is when I came to do the time, I want to set this to 

45, I presumed that I would have to press this '+' button 45 times.
Me: “The intention was for it to go up in 5 minute intervals.”

Participant: “Right, so I would have had to change it 9 times. Nine presses to get 
it up to 45.”

Satisfaction – Out of 5 based on the likert scale. How satisfied were you with this product?
Participant 1 – Not satisfied 2 3 – Neutral 4 5 – Very satisfied

1 x

2 x

3 x

4 x

5 x

Satisfaction – How did you find this product in comparison with other products of the same 
nature?

Participant 1 – Not good 2 3 – Neutral 4 5 – Very good

1 x

2 x

3 x

4 x

5 x

Aesthetics - I think the design is (please circle any word that applies, and / or add your own)
- Participant 2 thinks it is stylish.
- Participant 3 thinks it's simple (appropriately) but lacks some functionality.
- Participant 5 thinks it's basic.

Appendix 4
Lo-Fi Videos on Vimeo (password is '203cr')
- Participant 1 - https://vimeo.com/60909371
- Participant 2 - https://vimeo.com/60909615
- Participant 3 - https://vimeo.com/60909770
- Participant 4 - https://vimeo.com/60910107
- Participant 5 - https://vimeo.com/60910514

- Page 21 -

https://vimeo.com/60910514
https://vimeo.com/60910107
https://vimeo.com/60909770
https://vimeo.com/60909615
https://vimeo.com/60909371


David Nelson            203CR – Designing for Usability 2: Assignment 2

Appendix 5
Below are a few screenshots taken from the lo-fi videos of users testing the prototype:

- Page 22 -



David Nelson            203CR – Designing for Usability 2: Assignment 2

- Page 23 -



David Nelson            203CR – Designing for Usability 2: Assignment 2

- Page 24 -



David Nelson            203CR – Designing for Usability 2: Assignment 2

Appendix 6
The following contains all of the data capture instruments used for the digital prototype stage 
of the assignment.

Quantitative – Amount of Errors made
Participant Number of Errors Time Taken 

(MM:SS:00)

1 1 [Participant accidentally pressed '0'] 00:37:00

2 0 00:22:00

3 10 [Participant pressed buttons before turning it on, leading to 
Error screen – 5 times; participant pressed temperature gauge 

which had not been implemented at that stage of the prototype – 4 
times; accidental button press]

03:04:00

4 5 [Participant pressed temperature gauge which had not been 
implemented at that stage of the prototype – 3 times; participant 

argues about whether the temperature is on 70 degrees – 2 times]

02:20:00

5 6 [Participant pressed temperature gauge which had not been 
implemented at that stage of the prototype – 6 times]

00:51:00

Qualitative – Verbal Comments made – transcripts of conversation included where necessary
Participant Comments

1 “It worked that time!”

2 “It was very simple and well laid out.”

3 Participant [before turning it on]: “Come on, what is wrong with you? Why isn't it 
working? I need help.”

Me: “I think you need to be reminded of what I told you to do at the start of the 
test.”

Participant: “Why isn't the temperature working? What should I do?”
Me: “Remember that there are two parts besides from the settings.”

“This prototype lacks solution path redundancy because I have to do everything 
step-by-step, I cannot do half load then turn the power on, I cannot set short/long 

spin and then do fast or slow.”

4 Participant [regarding no temperature implementation at some stages]: “I can't 
set the temperature! There's a feature here that I can't do and that's part of the 

task. He's going to tell me there's another way of doing it, and that doesn't make 
sense. How can a washing machine not have a temperature setting?”

Me: “Read the task carefully.”
*Participant reads the task out loud*

Participant: “As if I have to set the timer first and then the temperature, that is 
annoying. You're only allowed to set the time before the temperature.”

“At that start, it says turn it on, you should just have the instructions and go right 
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into the washing machine. I want the washing machine to be there for me. Most 
of it is okay, but you should be able to set the temperature any time. Everything 

worked.”

5 Participant: “I was aware of the issue of clicking on this [the temperature] so I 
understood what I had to do, I think it was just the technical issue with where you 
had to get the mouse into the exact position to select it. In terms of selecting the 
temperature, my inclination is obviously to click 70 – this [the line] is not there in 

the first instance, its not upwards at 0 waiting for someone to do something with 
it.”

Me: “Do you think that is a limitation of the prototype or the program?”
Participant: “It's probably a limitation of the program rather than the prototype.” 

Also suggests slider for temperature.

Satisfaction – Out of 5 based on the likert scale. How satisfied were you with this product?
Participant 1 – Not satisfied 2 3 – Neutral 4 5 – Very satisfied

1 x

2 x

3 x

4 x

5 x

How did you find this product in comparison with other products of the same nature?
Participant 1 – Not good 2 3 – Neutral 4 5 – Very good

1 x

2 x

3 x

4 x

5 x

Aesthetics - I think the design is (please circle any word that applies, and / or add your own)
Participant 2 thinks it is effective.
Participants 4 and 5 thinks it is simple (not too cluttered)

Appendix 7
Mid-Fi Videos on Vimeo (password is '203cr')
- Participant 1 - https://vimeo.com/61286659
- Participant 2 - https://vimeo.com/61287290
- Participant 3 - https://vimeo.com/61420033
- Participant 4 - https://vimeo.com/61424190
- Participant 5 - https://vimeo.com/61424704
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Appendix 8
Below are a selection of slides used for my mid-fi prototype – in total there were 37 slides:
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Mark Sheet
Mark How to get it
70 -100: 
Class 1

REPORT

Firsts are not easy to get. The key features of a report that gets a First are sophistication, 
accuracy and originality. Sophistication means that the report demonstrates advanced knowledge 
of the topic and an ability to make clear links between different aspects of it in ways not spelled 
out in course materials or readings. Accuracy means that whatever you say about the topic is 
correct and concise - you do not make mistakes. Originality means two things: (1) an ability to 
anticipate issues and directions in the topic coming at higher levels without being told; and (2) to 
come up with insights, approaches and syntheses that have not been taught, but which are 
nevertheless sophisticated and accurate. The work shows clear evidence of reading and research 
beyond what was presented and will be well-written, with correct and wide-ranging academic 
referencing including print resources as the majority reference format not just web resources. 
Complete range of verifiable user data

DESIGN AND USABILITY WORK

The design work should be clean, effective and impressive at all prototyping levels with clearly 
scoped design problems and prototypes that make sense to users. The user sessions should 
show evidence of thoughtful design, and of being well-run with clear problems to be addressed. 
There should be collection of relevant data and evidence that you know how to collect it and 
what use you are going to make of it. There must be clear discussion of how user tests at each 
stage of the iterative process informs the next; i.e., that you have shown how a user test at one 
level has been used to inform the development of the prototype at the next.

VERIFIABLE USER DATA
Complete

PROTOTYPE EVIDENCE
Complete

60-69: 
Class 2.1

REPORT

The report must show sophistication and accuracy but does not require originality. To get a 2.1 
the material must be complete and substantially correct, as well as sophisticated. This is work 
that does something more than regurgitate lecture and studio materials - i.e., there must be 
some evidence of research and engagement that is self-directed. Referencing is usually required 
to get a 2.1. Verifiable user data

DESIGN AND USABILITY WORK

The design work should be effective at all prototyping levels. Prototypes should make sense to 
users. The user sessions should show evidence of having been designed in advance, and of 
being run with clear problems to be addressed. There should be collection of data and some 
evidence that you know how to collect it and what use you are going to make of it. There must 
be clear discussion of how user tests at each stage of the iterative process informs the next; i.e., 
that you have shown how a user test at one level has been used to inform the development of 
the prototype at the next.

VERIFIABLE USER DATA
Substantially complete; perhaps one or two things omitted

PROTOTYPE EVIDENCE
Substantially complete; perhaps one or two screens or features omitted or slightly unclear

50-59: 
Class 2.2

The report is not highly sophisticated, is unoriginal, and has errors in it. It covers what has been 
asked for but in fairly superficial ways, and shows little evidence of engagement or research 
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beyond the material presented on the course. May be good work worth a higher grade in 
principle but there is no verifiable user data

DESIGN AND USABILITY WORK

The design work may not cover all the levels effectively. Prototypes should make sense to users. 
The user sessions should show some evidence of having been designed in advance, and of being 
run with problems to be addressed. There should be collection of data and some evidence that 
you know how to collect it and what use you are going to make of it. There may be a lack of 
clear discussion of how user tests at one level inform prototyping at the next although there 
should be some material on this.

VERIFIABLE USER DATA
Not complete; more omissions but still enough to prove real user data.

PROTOTYPE EVIDENCE
Not complete; features omitted and evidence may not clearly show the prototype. Enough to get 
a reasonable idea

40-49: 
Class 3

REPORT

The report is hasty, has errors, shows little engagement beyond contact time, and no research 
beyond the course. Has to cover all that was asked for but may do so in trivial and superficial 
ways. Not much referencing, writing not at a high standard, omissions. May be good work worth 
a higher grade in principle but there is no verifiable user data

DESIGN AND USABILITY WORK

The design work will not cover all the levels. prototypes may not make complete sense to users. 
The user sessions may not be run with clear problems to be addressed. There may be confusion 
in the collection and interpretation of data. There may be a lack of clear discussion of how user 
tests at one level inform prototyping at the next although there should be some material on this.

VERIFIABLE USER DATA
Partially present; shows some real user engagement, but maybe not as much as there could be

PROTOTYPE EVIDENCE
Partially present; perhaps most of one or the other is missing, or there are both but very unclear

25-39: Fail REPORT

Report is incomplete or irrelevant, last-minute, but deals with some of what was asked for. No 
sophistication or originality, some things correct but mainly wrong. Shoes very limited 
engagement with the course. Shows pass potential. No verifiable data on users

DESIGN AND USABILITY WORK

The design work is low level and omits levels. The use sessions are confused if they exist. Little 
evidence of a structured approach. Confusion on data collection and interpretation.

VERIFIABLE USER DATA
Substantially incomplete; mostly omitted

PROTOTYPE EVIDENCE
Substantially incomplete; mostly omitted

0-24: Fail REPORT
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Almost entirely worthless, evidence of practically zero engagement, evidence of last-minute work 
based on knowing little or nothing about the course. No pass potential shown. No evidence of 
any user engagement at all.

DESIGN AND USABILITY WORK

Almost nothing has been done and shows virtually no evidence of engagement

To get a mark this bad, you have to make sure you demonstrate zero or near-zero awareness of 
what is going on on the course!

VERIFIABLE USER DATA
Very little or none

PROTOTYPE EVIDENCE
Very little or none
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