CPT128-I01 Module 4 Assignment- Diane Bengtson
1. Tool Information
Tool name: Google NotebookLM (recently integrated and rebranded as Gemini Notebook as of July 2026).
Website: https://notebooklm.google/
Main purpose of the tool: An AI-first research assistant that grounds its responses entirely in user-uploaded documents to synthesize information, generate study guides, and act as a specialized knowledge base.
Tool category: Research / Evaluation / Productivity.
Cost: I used the Free version with essential features
Why I chose this tool: I initially chose this tool to assist with a content synthesis phase for an academic assignment, specifically because it restricts its outputs to the source documents I provide rather than pulling from generalized, unverified training data.

2. Task or Use Case
What I wanted the tool to help with: I needed the tool to generate a highly structured concept connection map and infographic layout based on detailed definitions and a connection flow paragraph I had already written.
Who the intended user or audience would be: Academic evaluators, peer practitioners, and technical stakeholders who demand rigorous, logically mapped conceptual structures.
What a successful output should look like: A clean, crisp hierarchical text outline or visual map structure utilizing distinct nodes, explicit directional linking phrases, and zero visual clutter, ready to be translated directly into a design artifact.
Why this task is a good fit, or potentially not a good fit: I hypothesized it would be a good fit because the task needed to use my source materials as a source of truth to build the output, which is NotebookLM's primary strength. However, it proved to be an incredibly poor fit because the tool is heavily biased toward text-based synthesis and lacks the structural control required for visual or multimodal formatting.




3. Prompt, Input, or Setup
Setup: I uploaded a centralized source document containing dense theoretical definitions and connection flows. Taking a conservative approach to data privacy, I ensured no sensitive personal information or proprietary corporate data was included in the upload, relying solely on academic frameworks.
Tool Settings & Configurations: To rigorously test the platform's capabilities across my 16 attempts, I methodically adjusted the optional settings, toggling the output parameters between basic and detailed. I  enabled the new Beta version and systematically cycled through every available stylistic setting, ranging from "auto-select" to "professional," in an attempt to force the tool out of its standard text generation and into a structured visual format.
Prompts Used: Over the course of 16 distinct iterations, I continually escalated the complexity and structural rigor of my instructions. Below is a representative progression of the prompts I engineered, moving from basic commands to highly constrained frameworks:
Attempt 1 (Baseline): "Create a concept connection map showing how these AI ideas connect to each other and how they help to understand AI clearly. Take your time to ensure accurate concept representation and that the spelling is correct for all written content."
Attempt 4 (Adding qualitative constraints): "Create a detailed concept connection map showing how these AI ideas connect to each other and explain how they help to understand AI clearly. Take your time to ensure accurate concept representation and that the spelling is correct for all written content. I need a clean crisp graphic that is easy on the eyes. Double check for accuracy to language in source document, ensure words are real words and that there are no spelling mistakes."
Attempt 12 (Transitioning to structural architecture):
Task: Design and layout a concept connection map that explicitly illustrates how the provided artificial intelligence ideas interconnect to build a cohesive, clear framework for understanding AI.
Context: This map is being developed as an academic and professional synthesis artifact, translating dense theoretical definitions and connection flows into a structured visual format.
Audience: Academic evaluators, peer practitioners, and technical stakeholders who value accuracy, logic, and clean organization.
Format: A structured concept map layout (or textual outline formatted for map generation) detailing nodes and directional relationships.
Tone & Style: Professional, objective, clear, and optimized for high scannability and logical flow.
Constraints: Maintain absolute fidelity to the source definitions provided. Ensure zero spelling or typographical errors across all labels, titles, and descriptions.
What to Include: Core conceptual nodes, explicit directional links or transition phrases explaining how ideas relate, and logical categorical groupings.
What to Avoid: Extraneous external filler, speculative claims not supported by the source text, and visual clutter or tangled cross-hatching.

Attempt 16 (Maximum constraint enforcement):
Task: Design and layout a detailed concept connection map that illustrates how core artificial intelligence ideas interconnect, explaining precisely how these relationships build a clear, comprehensive understanding of AI.
Context: Developed as a rigorous academic and professional synthesis artifact, translating detailed technical definitions and connection flows into an optimized visual layout.
Audience: Academic evaluators, peer practitioners, and technical stakeholders who demand high structural fidelity, precision, and clarity.
Format: A clean, crisp hierarchical or network-based concept map structure utilizing distinct nodes and explicit directional linking phrases.
Tone & Style: Professional, objective, minimalist, and visually clean (easy on the eyes with balanced whitespace and zero clutter).
Constraints: Maintain absolute fidelity to the source document's language and definitions. Ensure every label uses correct, verified real words with zero spelling, typographical, or grammatical errors.
What to Include: Core conceptual nodes, explicit directional links with descriptive verbs (e.g., "enables," "requires," "structures"), and logical categorization tiers.
What to Avoid: Extraneous external filler, convoluted cross-hatching, ambiguous single-word links, and speculative concepts unsupported by the source text.





4. Output or Result Summary
What the tool produced: The tool produced a combination of visual infographic attempts alongside text-based summaries and outlines.
What worked well: The text summary sections worked well. The tool maintained accuracy to my uploaded document for the written portions, ensuring the definitions and conceptual explanations were accurate based on my source material. It did not hallucinate outside information in the text generation.
What did not work well: The visual infographics it produced were just wrong, wrong, wrong, and fundamentally flawed and failed to meet my structural requirements. Despite 16 distinct attempts using highly engineered prompts and various beta settings, the tool could not translate the accurate text into a clean, logically mapped visual format. The visual outputs struggled with my strict constraints, failing to provide the precise directional linking, clean typography, and uncluttered layout required for a professional concept map.
Match to task & Usability: The output ultimately did not match the strict task constraints for a visual artifact. While the text summaries were highly reliable as a research base, the visual infographics were entirely unusable as-is. Because the core task was to generate a crisp, presentation-ready concept connection map without visual clutter or structural errors, the tool's visual outputs had to be rejected, forcing me to pivot to a different AI tool with better architectural control to build the final artifact.

5. Evaluation Table
Note: Ratings are based on a 1 (Poor) to 5 (Excellent) scale. See attachments

Task fit (2/5): While the Studio panel features a direct infographic generation tool, it lacks the architectural precision required to logically map complex theoretical frameworks.
Ease of use (3/5): The Studio interface is visually straightforward, but repeatedly adjusting settings to force structural compliance proved highly inefficient.
Output quality (2/5): Textual summaries maintain excellent fidelity; however, the visual artifacts suffer from structural errors, visual clutter, and missing directional links.
Accuracy or reliability (4/5): The text reliably anchors to the source documents, but the visual representations occasionally misalign conceptual relationships.
Customization and control (1/5): Despite offering aesthetic style toggles like the Professional setting, the tool completely fails to enforce strict, user-defined node placement constraints.
Transparency (5/5): The platform maintains unbroken accountability by explicitly citing and linking text claims back to the exact passages in the source material.
Privacy and data concerns (4/5): The isolated notebook architecture effectively mitigates secondary training risks, satisfying a highly conservative approach to data governance.
Accessibility and usability (3/5): The interface is highly accessible, but the uneditable nature of the generated graphics severely limits utility for multimodal presentation.
Cost or access barriers (4/5): The core platform is highly accessible, though the most advanced output capabilities are gated behind premium Ultra subscription tiers.
Human review needed (1/5): Intensive editorial oversight is mandatory; the user must act as the human-in-command to verify that the generated visuals accurately represent the underlying logic.

6. Strengths and Limitations
Strengths:

Written output is true to source. Source Fidelity High: It strictly anchors its outputs to uploaded text, completely eliminating the risk of external hallucinations.
Citation Transparency: It provides clear, clickable citations mapping directly back to the original source text.
Data Centralization: It effectively synthesizes massive amounts of text into a single, cohesive knowledge base.

Limitations:
Inflexible Formatting: It is aggressively rigid in its text-based outputs and cannot generate visual structures, maps, or infographic layouts.
Weak Customization: It repeatedly ignored strict prompting guardrails regarding tone, style, and visual constraints.
Time-Sink for Multimodal Tasks: Attempting to force the tool outside its core text-summarization competency leads to severe operational inefficiency (e.g., 16 failed prompt attempts).

At the end of the day the final result was not usable!
7. Recommendation
Recommendation: Do not recommend for this task.
I strongly advise against using NotebookLM for drafting visual artifacts, infographics, or strictly formatted layouts. While the tool is a powerhouse for researchers who need to query dense documentation or generate secure briefing docs, it completely lacks the architectural flexibility required for multimodal design. A user must not trust this tool to independently structure data for visual presentation. It requires immediate human intervention to extract the raw text and manually map it in a secondary design tool.

8. Comparison to a Familiar AI Tool
Compared to ChatGPT, NotebookLM is highly specialized rather than general-purpose. When I eventually ported my prompt and source text over to ChatGPT, ChatGPT successfully adhered to my multi-element prompt instructions, applying the formatting guardrails and structural constraints required for my concept map. NotebookLM, however, operates strictly as a closed-loop research assistant. I would choose NotebookLM when conducting conservative, highly critical reviews of sensitive or dense data where factual accuracy is the absolute priority. I would choose a general chatbot like ChatGPT when I need a flexible engine to manipulate formatting, structure, and creative layout.

9. Final Reflection
This evaluation reinforced a critical lesson about AI deployment: a tool’s architecture dictates its utility. Evaluating NotebookLM for an infographic highlighted that assuming a single AI platform is a universal solution is a massive operational risk that leads to wasted time and endless prompting loops. Moving forward, a core evaluation habit I’ll enforce is rigorously testing a tool's baseline formatting capabilities on the first attempt. If a tool fails to recognize strict structural constraints after two prompt iterations, I’ll immediately pivot to a platform explicitly designed for that specific medium, ensuring I maintain efficiency and authority over the final deliverable.
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