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About Us



A student organization providing  high-quality R&D and tech consulting services for companies.

Previous semester projects include:

● Creating websites for startups
● Designing a data auditing platform 

from zero-to-one
● Researching and advising on AI 

model selection and 
implementation

● Optimizing logistical supply chain 
data sets

● LLM benchmarking (in progress!

Graphite Digital
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Current Problem Space
How do users currently conduct synthetic data review, and 
how can we help to alleviate any pain points?



The Problem

“If Iʼm unsure about the process or answer, I just hope that 
someone gets around to reviewing the question.ˮ

– IBM Developer

Users currently lack a standardized process or location 
to review, edit, and approve synthetically generated data.
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Example Reviewal Process

Retrieve Synthetic Data Transfer CSV to Excel Review Synthetic Data

Use the Reviewed 
Synthetic Data Finalize JSON file

Manually Sort Data into 
Appropriate JSON file
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Retrieve Synthetic 
Data
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Transfer CSV to 
Excel

Review Synthetic 
Data

Use the Reviewed 
Synthetic Data Finalize JSON file

Manually Sort Data 
into Appropriate 

JSON file

Example Reviewal Process
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Example Reviewal Process

Source: IBM



Graphite Group | 9

Example Reviewal Process

Source: IBM
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Example Reviewal Process

Prompt answerA (ground truth) answerB LLMasJ
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Integration Into Current Watsonx UI



UncollaborativeSlowUnintuitive

● No defined process
● Reliance on knowledge 

of JSON and CSV 
formats

● Manual data management
● Inefficient reviewal 

process

● No integrated mode of 
collaboration

● Time and expertise 
wasted

Users need a more practical system for retrieving synthetic data.
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Current User Pain Points



Approving, Denying, 
Editing

Focused on 
cross-functional tools to 

see status of othersʼ review 
+ tag others in process.

Focused on quick scan 
and review, with readily 
available actions in list 

view.

Collaborative Team 
Tools (filtering, 
commenting)

List and Modular 
Views

Focused on displaying 
these as main 

functions.

What primary functions did we prioritize, and what 
assumptions did we make?
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Solution Considerations

List and Modular Views:

Collaborative Tooling:

Approving, Denying, Editing:

Quick scan and review, with readily 
available quick-actions in list view.

Tools to see status of othersʼ reviews + 
ability to comment and tag others.

Displaying these as main functions, with 
a focus on modular view editing.
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Design Walkthrough
Mid-fidelity prototype





















Manager Dashboard

Hotkeys were emphasized 
by users for efficiency.

Customizable keybinds, 
such as: 
● Up, down, left, right
● Delete and return

Could this be a question 
for accessibility experts?

Users suggested 
implementing a manager 
dashboard with a 
statistical overview:

● # approved
● # denied
● Commenting 

frequency
● Time per question

Users expressed interest 
in the number of 
approved or denied 
questions to assess SDG 
quality.

This could look like:

● Approved 43, 
Denied 4
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Keyboard Accessibility Additional Filter

Future Iterations



Initial Exploration

Lo-fi Design

Mid-fi Design

User Testing

Hand over prototype to 
IBM to begin 
development 

Option 1 Project Transfer to IBM

Possible Future Iterations/Secondary Features:
● Manager Dashboard 
● Assigning 
● Advanced Commenting
● Additional Filter

Option 2 Continued Design Exploration
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Collaborative 
development

Progress Overview
Completed Steps Next Steps



Initial Exploration

Lo-fi Design

Mid-fi Design

User Testing

Hand over prototype to 
IBM to begin 
development 

Option 1 Project Transfer to IBM

Possible Future Iterations/Secondary Features
● Manager Dashboard 
● Assigning 
● Advanced Commenting
● Additional Filter

Option 2 Continued Design Exploration

Graphite Group | 20

Collaborative 
development

Next Steps



“ This is a big step forwards 
from what weʼve been doing 
in the past — a large 
improvement! ˮ

– Jacob Engelbrecht, 
Backend IBM SWE



Thank you!
November 2024

Instructlab x Graphite Digital

Figma link

https://www.figma.com/proto/6pduz8NQaUrYCgVAhBMwMb/Instructlab-Data-Review-Lofi?node-id=904-1879&t=kQw44Us7Ac9Pqi8M-1


Appendix
Additional Info



Initial Prototype Design
Bringing the first iteration of the tool to life









User Research v.1
Testing our first prototype draft with developers



What did our user testing look like?

User Testing Questions:

Pre-testing questions:
● Current SDG review
● Anticipated feature uses

Testing questions:
● Users + feature interactions
● Usability of primary features 

○ accept/deny, edit, comment, etc.

Post-testing questions:
● Feedback for future iterations
● Secondary functions 

○ (assigning, advanced commenting)

User Testing Questions Users

User Profile
● Software Developers at IBM

○ One developer was the main lead for 
project we referenced in the questions

● Time-consuming to edit questions
○ Deeply care

● Future with the product:
○ Ease of use 
○ Ability to communicate with others 

User-Testing Process
● Each developer → separate breakout room + 

review process 



Approving, Denying, 
Editing

Collaborative Team Tools 
(filtering, commenting)List and Modular Views

What were some insights/feedback we drew from user testing?

Modular view was used 
much more than 
anticipated.

● Focused on one 
question at a time

● More thorough + 
slow review 
process

● Difficult toggling 
between views

The review process was 
more individual than 
expected. 

● Comment function only 
used when truly 
unsure about answer

Users would rather 
opt for approving, 
denying, or ignoring 
rather than editing.

● Could be attributed 
to the question 
content

● Emphasis should 
be more on editing 
question

Reliance on Reference 
Document

Strong reliance on 
reference document 
during review

● Users struggled to 
find relevant 
information in the 
reference 
document



Proposed Changes
How can we use the insights gained from testing to improve our 

prototype?



● Users prioritize simplicity
● Comment functions do not 

need to be overly complex 
(ex. Forums, etc.)

CommentingList and Modular Views CommentingList vs. Modular View

● Users were unsure how to 
switch back to list from 
modular view

● Found the icon 
confusing/not intuitive

● Implemented a toggle 
button between list & 
modular views

● Added minimally invasive 
comment display

● Updated comment icon and 
notifications
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List and Modular ViewsPDF Reference Document

● Users referenced their own 
resource document for 
each question, unaware of 
existing placeholder

● Difficult to find information

● Included reference doc for 
each question in modular 
view

● Have a pdf search tool 
● Have reference document 

available in list view

Immediate Changes




