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Al to the rescue?



Generative Al is democratizing skills...

o GenAlisleveling the playing field and lowering the bar for entry in so
many areas:
o Writing
o Coding
o Graphic design
o Dataanalysis
o Data visualization
o etc.

Image courtesy: pexels.com/photo/persons-hand-with-silver-ring-5716037/



..butisitright?

o (GenAltraining datasets are heavily based on
existing literature and user feedback
o (Garbage in =Garbage out

« Hallucinations(i.e., incorrect information
presented as factual) are still quite common

o Ethical questions should also be considered

Image courtesy: pexels.com/photo/blue-and-red-robot-clock-9026734/



Is genAl advanced enough to

Guidi ng Question | performaccurate analyses with

real-world datasets?



The Dataset

Excel file
One year of data per sheet: 2004 through
spring of 2022
Did not clean or manipulate
Contains detailed banding information
collected by AREI at Hueston Woods
Banding Station in Oxford, OH
o Generalinfo(species, age, sex, etc.)
o Morphometrics(wing length, tail
length, skull size, etc.)
o Captureinfo(net location, date,
time, etc.)

Image courtesy: Kyra Harvey
https://www.usgs.gov/media/images/banding-american-woodcock



ChatGPT

FormulaBot

Claude

Rows Al

NotebookLLM

Quadratic




Exploring Al Data Analysis: Methods

o Uploaded longitudinal bird banding dataset to six different generative
Al models
o Three dedicated to data analysis(FormulaBot, Rows Al, Quadratic)
o Three generalist models (ChatGPT, Claude, NotebookLM)
o Interrogated tools about dataset
o 'Conversations"reported here occurred in March 2026, except
otherwise noted
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GenAl Data Analysis Overview

The Good V The Bad x

[Most] can do basic Accuracy in analyses is
data manipulation and highly variable.
analyses.

Often has incorrect
underlying
assumptions.



Query 1

Tell me about this dataset.



Data Analysis: The Good cherr

Query 1: Tell me about this dataset.

1. Overall Structure

Type of data! Bird banding records [likely from a bird banding stati %ct).
Time span: -

Sheets: 20 total
* One sheet per year (2004-2022)

|

* One additional sheet: “BlueJay” (likely a focused dataset for that species).

This iga bird banding dataset -

two decades (2004-2022). Here's a summary:

What this datase

This spreadsheet is p bird banding / capture
log split into separate tables Dy year (pages
named 2004-2022, plus BlueJay). You're
currently viewing the 2004 table.

Rows Al

Iv

- a long-term wildlife monitoring record spanning nearly

Claude

%4l




NotebookLLM

WV

This dataset contains detailecii bird banding records $panning a 19-year period from 2004 to
2022 1 2.t consists of individual entries for various bird species captured, measured, and
banded at specific study locations 1

Data Analysis: The Good

Query 1: Tell me about this dataset.

FormulaBot

N N

) This is + bird banding dataset dontaining records from 2004 (and nof
Vr‘,ta currently shows only 2004 records). Here's what you have:

Quadratic

This is g4 bird banding dataset *panning 2004-2022, with each .

year on its own sheet plus a dedicated BlueJay sheet. Here's an . V
f

overview:




Query 2

In 2016, which species was captured the
least frequently?



Data Analysis: The Goeed Iffy

Query 2: In 2016, which species was captured the least frequently? Mar 2026

IVI ay 2 A5/ I:e b 2 O 2 6 O Ct 2 O 2 In the 2016 sheet, several species were captured only once, which ns the
frequently captured species that year. | &
e In the 2016 «
Forthey froquently« Species captured 1time in 2016 o
frequentl
° WAVI (V L/ wina
o WIFL (W EWCS - Eastern Wood-Pewee? (likely a code variant used in the dataset)

In 2016, the following species were captur: DOWO  «—BTBW = Black-throated BIue warbrer

WAVI (Warbiing Vi e LOWA( « BRCR - Brown Creeper
¢ (Warbling Vireo) e PIWO (F « BTNW - Black-throated Green Warbler
e *  WIFL (Willow Flycatcher) —a—BINWL « DOWO - Downy Woodpecker
. DOWO (Downy Woodpecker) e TRFL(T « LOWA - Louisiana Waterthrush
< SUTATC « RBNU - Red-breasted Nuthatch

* LOWA (Louisiana Waterthrush) « BTBW( « NRWS - Northern Rough-winged Swallow

¢ PIWO (Pileated Woodpecker) « BRCR(E « PIWO - Pileated Woodpecker
« BTNW (Black-throated Gregh Warbler NRWS ( «  WAVI - Warbling Vireo
E— TRFL (Tropical Flvcatch a—RBMULL  «  TRFL - Traill's Flycatcher
. ropical Flycatcher
(e ’ ) * EWCS( .« SUTA-Summer Tanager

et SUTA (Summer Tanacen) _________ |* EAWP (I . wiFL - Willow Flycatcher




Data Analysis: The Goeed Iffy

Query 2: In 2016, which species was captured the least frequently?

Quadratic

In 2016, 14 species were tied for least frequently captured, each

with only 1 capture:

Species Code

BRCR
BTBW
BTNW
DOWO

AMAND

Common Name
Brown Creeper
Black-throated Blue Warbler
Black-throated Green Warbler
Downy Woodpecker
Eastern-Weood-Rewee—

EWCS

NRWS
PIWO
RBNU
SUTA
TRFL
WAVI
WIFL

Eastern Screech-Owl

Northern Rough-winged Swallow
Pileated Woodpecker
Red-breasted Nuthatch

Summer Tanager

Traill's Flycatcher

Warbling Vireo

Willow Flycatcher




Data Analysis
Query 2: In 2016, which sp

Claude

Code Species

BRCR Brown Creeper

BTBW Black-throated Blue Warbler
BTNW Black-throated Green Warbler
DOWO Downy Woodpecker

EAWP Eastern Wood-Pewee

EWCS (Empidonax/Willow/Cedar — likely a rare flycatcher)
LOWA Louisiana Waterthrush
NRWS Nashville Warbler

PIWO Pileated Woodpecker

RBNU Red-breasted Nuthatch

SUTA Swainson's Thrush (alt code)
TRFL Traill's Flycatcher

WAVI White-eyed Vireo

WIFL Willow Flycatcher




Data Analysis: The Geed Iffy

Query 2: In 2016, which species was captured the least frequently?

Answer

For the year 2016, there werE 5 species tied for least frequently captured,|each with only 1 capture:

FormulaBot

1. WAVI (Wood Auk Vireo)

2. TRFL (Tropical Flycatcher)
3. SUTA (Sutherlandia)

4. BTBW (Black-throated Blue Warbler)
5. BRCR (Brown Creeper)

If you need to pick just onIa, WAVI is the first alphabetically. The 2016 dataset contained 619 total records across 7
different species, with the most frequently captured species being GRCA and NOCA (each with 58 captures).




2016 Le... @ oOptions

Data Analysis: The Geed Iffy ik

captures in 2016 (excluding

Query 2: In 2016, which species was captured the least frequently? blank Species).

A v E w +

1 Species Captures

z BRCR 1

Rows Al N :
4 BTNW 1

- I added a table “2016 Least-captured > Dowo 1
species” listing the species (and capture © | EAWP 1

V count) that were captured the least frequently f:)";j i
in 2016 (including ties). o .

In 2016, the least-frequently captured 10 PIWO 1

species are tied at 1 capture each: 1 RBNU 1

BRCR, BTBW, BTNW, DOWO, EAWP, EWCS, B SUTA 1

LOWA, NRWS, PIWO, RBNU, SUTA, TRFL, WAVI, :VTVLI i

WIFL. e 1




Data Analysis: T . oo .
In the year 2016, there were several species tied for the least frequent capture, each

. . documented with only one individual record in the source material 1
Query 2: In 2016, which specie
* Brown Creeper (BRCR): Band number 2550-41811 o .

» Black-throated Blue Warbler (BTBW): Band number 2750-76935 1o .
» Black-throated Green Warbler (BTNW): Band number 2550-41800 1o .
» Downy Woodpecker (DOWO): Band number 2331-91649 13 .
» Eastern Wood-Pewee (EAWP): Band number 2750-76798 14 .
NotebookLM » White-crowned Sparrow (EWCS): Band number 2711-95972 14 .
* Louisiana Waterthrush (LOWA): Band number 2511-53657 24 .
* Northern Rough-winged Swallow (NRWS): Band number 2750-76790 a7 .
» Pileated Woodpecker (PIWO): Band number 0994-00123 40 .
* Red-breasted Nuthatch (RBNU): Band number 2750-76974 a1 .
¢ Summer Tanager (SUTA): Band number 2331-91644 s .
 Traill's Flycatcher (TRFL): Band number 2750-76794 a8 .
* Warbling Vireo (WAVI): Band number 2750-76902 4s .
» Willow Flycatcher (WIFL): Band number 2750-76913 49 .

For comparison, the species captured most frequently in the 2016 records included the Myrtle
Warbler (MYWA) and the Gray Catbird (GRCA), which both had dozens of capture entries
16




Query 3

What are the trends in the NOCA data for
20167



Data Analysis: The Good ST |
Query 5: What are the trends in the NOCA data for 20167 M 23 ;mJ e
ChatGPT 0 3 s -

2. Age Structure Total 58 U 3
Total 58

Age distribution shows a strong skew toward Age 2 birds.
Manually counted

Age Code Count
2 38 3. Sex Ratio
! 13 Sex Count
° ‘ Female 33
U (unknown) 3
Male 23

Unknown 2




Fun Tidbit

Age is a mess.



Data Analysis: The Geed Iffy sox Age

F 33 1wy 13

Query 5: What are the trends in the NOCA data for 20167 M 23 || 2my 38
2. Age Structure ot G ) U
Total 58
Age distribution shows a strong skew toward Age 2 birds.
Manually counted
Age Code Count o
Lo TN o WS . PRy &N T
2 38
Trend:
1 13
- . » Age 2 birds dominate (=66%) of captures.
» Relatively few older birds (Age 5) were captured.
U (unknown) 3

» Suggests strong representation of second-year birds in th

8

Unknown 2




Data Analysis: The Geed Iffy

Query 5: What are the trends in the NOCA data for 20167

NOCA (Northern Cardinal) Trends for 2016

Here are the key trends identified in the data:

1. Sex Distribution

Female-biased: 56.9% female (33 birds) vs. 39.7% male (23 birds)

2 birds of unknown sex (3.4%)

FormulaBot

Clear female predominance in captures

2. Age Distribution

Sex Age
F 33 1 (any) 13
M 23 2y 38
U 2 5 (sy) 4
Total 58 U 3
Total 58

Manually counted

Age-1 birds: 22.4% (13 birds)| — birds from the current year

Older birds (Age-5): 6.9% (4 jpirds) — very few long-lived birds recaptured

Heavily dominated by age-2 birds: 65.5% (38 birds) — mostly juveniles from the previous breeding season

3 birds of unknown age (5.2%%




Data Analysis: The Geed Iffy |
Ouery 3: What are the trends in the NOCA data for 20162 v 23 || 2m 33
U 2 5 (sy) 4

Total 58 U 3

Total 58

Manually counted

Sex & Age Females outnumbered males consi :33F vg 23 2 unknown). In
terms of age, the majority (38) were coded as age 2 (second-year birds), with 13 age 1
(hatch-year), 4 age 5 (definitive adult),Jland 3 unknown — suggesting a lot of young birds
moving through in fall. Claude




Data Analysis: The Goeed Iffy

Query 5: What are the trends in the NOCA data for 20167

Here's a summary of NOCA (Northern Cardinal) trends for 2016:
Overall

« 58 total captures across the year

Sex Distribution

e Females dominated: 33 (57%) vs. 23 males (40%), with 2
unsexed

Age Distribution

«| Age 2 (hatching year/second year) was most common with 38
captures (66%), suggesting strong re¢ruitment of younger birds
o | Age 1: 13 | Age 5 (after second year): 4 | Unknown: 3

Sex Age
F 33 1(awy) 13
M 23 2 (HY) 38
U 2 5 (sy) 4
Total 58 U 3
Total 58

Manually counted

Quadratic

)




Data Analysis: The Goeed Iffy

Query 5: What are the trends in the NOCA data for 20167

Demographic Breakdown

Age Group

Age 1 (Hatch Year)

Age 2 (Second Year)
Age 5 (After Hatch Year)
Age U (Unknown)

Total

Male Female Unknown Total

6

15

23

7

21

3

2

33

13

38

4

3

58

Sex Age
F 33 1(awy) 13
M 23 2 (HY) 38
U 2 5 (sy) 4
Total 58 V) 3
Total 58

Manually counted

NotebookLLM




Data Analysis: The Gee¢ Iffy S| e
AHY)

Query 4: What are the trends in the NOCA data for 20167 M 23 z(mv)) 38

U 2 5 (sv) 4

Total 58 Y) 3

Total 58

o Peak hour: 07:00 (captures cluster in the early morning).
nhics

Sex: F 33 (57%), M 23 (40%), U 2 (3%).
Age: 2 = 38 (66%), 1 =13 (22%), 5 =4 (7%), U= 3 (5%).

« WT: median 41.7 (P25-P75: 40.2-42.9), range 36.8-47.2 (n=57).

« WC: median 89 (P25-P75: 87-91), range 82-97 (n=58).

» TL: median 96 (P25-P75: 92-100), range 85-104 (n=49).

« Fat: mostly O (median 0; max 1). 2 records flagged as potential outliers (IQR method).
Locations

« Top locations: HW39 (6), HW41 (6), HWO0O (4), HW13 (3), HWO06 (2).

Manually counted
» Peak month: Oct (18 captures); captures concentrated in Apr=Jul and Oct (very low in Aug).

Rows Al

v




Query 4

Calculate basic stats to compare M&F NOCA
captured from 2015-2017.



Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:
Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over 3
years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al
Wing Chord M 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
. F 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
Observations
. M 76 76 76 76 76 76 76
Weight
F 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
. M 90.71 90.71 90.71 90.71 90.56 90.71 90.71
Wing Chord
Mean F 88.85 88.85 88.85 88.85 88.80 88.85 88.85
Weight M 42.49 42.49 42.49 42.49 42.64 42.49 42.49
€ F 40.84 40.84 40.84 40.84 41.02 40.84 40.84
Wing Chord M 3.39 3.39 3.39 3.39 2.65 3.39 3.39
Standard F 2.70 2.70 2.70 2.70 3.38 2.70 2.70
Deviation Weight M 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 2.02 1.94 1.94
€ F 2.24 2.24 2.24 2.24 2.56 2.24 2.24
Wing Chord 145.02 145.02 154 154 154 145.02 145.02
Degrees of
Freedom .
Weight 151.36 151.36 153 153 153 151.36 151.36
Wing Chord 3.79 3.79 3.80 3.80 3.61 3.79 3.79
t-stat
Weight 4.91 4.91 4.90 4.90 4.37 4.92 491




Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:

Calculate basic

stats to Observations

compare M&F

NOCA (over 3

years).

Mean

Standard
Deviation
Degrees of
Freedom

t-stat




Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:
Calculate basic Wing Chord M
stats to . F
Observations M
compare M&F Weight
NOCA (over 3 F
years). Wing Chord M
F
Mean
. M
Weight
F
Wing Chord M
Standard F
Deviation . M
Weight
F
Wing Chord
Degrees of
Freedom .
Weight
Wing Chord
t-stat
Weight




Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:

| Non-al | chatgpT

Claude

FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic

Rows Al |

Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over 3
years).



Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4: Non-Al

Calculate basic Wing Chord M 77

stats to . F 79
Observations

compare M&F Weight M 76

NOCA (over 3 F 79

years).



Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:
Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over 3
years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al
M 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
Wing Chord
. F 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
Observations
. M 76 76 76 76 76 76 76
Weight
F 79 79 79 79 79 79 79




Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:
Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over 3
years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al
Wing Chord M 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
. F 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
Observations
. M 76 76 76 76 76 76 76
Weight
F 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
. M 90.71 90.71 90.71 90.71 90.56 90.71 90.71
Wing Chord
Mean F 88.85 88.85 88.85 88.85 88.80 88.85 88.85
Weight M 42.49 42.49 42.49 42.49 42.64 42.49 42.49
€ F 40.84 40.84 40.84 40.84 41.02 40.84 40.84
Wing Chord M 3.39 3.39 3.39 3.39 2.65 3.39 3.39
Standard F 2.70 2.70 2.70 2.70 3.38 2.70 2.70
Deviation Weight M 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 2.02 1.94 1.94
€ F 2.24 2.24 2.24 2.24 2.56 2.24 2.24
Wing Chord 145.02 145.02 154 154 154 145.02 145.02
Degrees of
Freedom .
Weight 151.36 151.36 153 153 153 151.36 151.36
Wing Chord 3.79 3.79 3.80 3.80 3.61 3.79 3.79
t-stat
Weight 4.91 4.91 4.90 4.90 4.37 4.92 491




Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:
Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over 3
years).

NotebookLM

77
79

76
79

90.56
88.80

42.64
41.02

2.65
3.38

2.02
2.56

154

153

3.61

Non-Al
Wing Chord “FA ;;
Observations M %
Weight
F 79
Wing Chord M i
F 88.85
Mean M | 4249
Weight ’
F 40.84
Wing Chord M S
Standard F 2.70
Deviation M 1.94
Weight
F 2.24
Wing Chord 145.02
Degrees of
Freedom .
Weight 151.36
Wing Chord 3.79
t-stat
Weight 4.91

4.37




Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:

Calculate basic

stats to

compare M&F
NOCA (over 3

years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al
Wing Chord “FA ;;
Observations M 7%
Weight
F 79
Wing Chord M i
F 88.85
Mean M | 4249
Weight ’
F 40.84
Wing Chord M S
Standard F 2.70
Deviation M 1.94
Weight
F 2.24
Wing Chord 145.02 145.02 154 154 154 145.02 145.02
Degrees of
Freedom .
Weight 151.36 151.36 153 153 153 151.36 151.36
Wing Chord 3.79
t-stat
Weight 4.91




d.f.

d.f.=n1-|-7’l2—2

2
2 2
S S
(_1 + _2)
Tll le

() | )

‘l’ll—l nz_l

Q

Typical equation for degrees of
freedom.

Assumes equal variance between
samples.

These samples have unequal
variance.

This equation is more appropriate.



Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:

Calculate basic

stats to

compare M&F
NOCA (over 3

years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al
Wing Chord “FA ;;
Observations M 7%
Weight
F 79
Wing Chord M i
F 88.85
Mean M | 4249
Weight ’
F 40.84
Wing Chord M S
Standard F 2.70
Deviation M 1.94
Weight
F 2.24
Wing Chord 145.02 145.02 154 154 154 145.02 145.02
Degrees of
Freedom .
Weight 151.36 151.36 153 153 153 151.36 151.36
Wing Chord 3.79
t-stat
Weight 4.91




Data Analysis: The Good (mostly)

Query 4:
Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over 3
years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al
Wing Chord M 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
. F 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
Observations
. M 76 76 76 76 76 76 76
Weight
F 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
. M 90.71 90.71 90.71 90.71 90.56 90.71 90.71
Wing Chord
Mean F 88.85 88.85 88.85 88.85 88.80 88.85 88.85
Weight M 42.49 42.49 42.49 42.49 42.64 42.49 42.49
€ F 40.84 40.84 40.84 40.84 41.02 40.84 40.84
Wing Chord M 3.39 3.39 3.39 3.39 2.65 3.39 3.39
Standard F 2.70 2.70 2.70 2.70 3.38 2.70 2.70
Deviation Weight M 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 2.02 1.94 1.94
€ F 2.24 2.24 2.24 2.24 2.56 2.24 2.24
Wing Chord 145.02 145.02 154 154 154 145.02 145.02
Degrees of
Freedom .
Weight 151.36 151.36 153 153 153 151.36 151.36
Wing Chord 3.79 3.79 3.80 3.80 3.61 3.79 3.79
t-stat
Weight 4.91 4.91 4.90 4.90 4.37 4.92 491




Query 4.5

Calculate basic stats to compare M&F NOCA
for all years (2004-2022).



Data Analysis: The Geed Bad

Query b:

Calculate basic

stats to

compare M&F
NOCA (over all

years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al
Wing Chord M 683 678 678 666 454 678 678
. F 849 846 846 840 542 846 846
Observations
. M 799 770 770 758 451 770 770
Weight
F 960 928 928 922 538 928 928
. M 90.89 91.06 91.06 91.07 91.24 91.06 91.06
Wing Chord
Mean F 88.85 88.90 88.90 88.90 88.61 88.90 88.90
Weight M 42.31 42.52 42.52 42.51 42.87 42.52 42.52
& F 41.25 41.28 41.28 41.29 41.22 41.28 41.28
Wing Chord M 3.76 3.18 3.18 3.19 3.15 3.18 3.18
Standard F 2.94 2.79 2.79 2.80 2.82 2.79 2.79
Deviation . M 3.52 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.54 2.72 2.72
Weight
F 3.22 2.95 2.95 2.96 3.02 2.95 2.95
Wing Chord 1271.10 1357.77 1522 1504 994 1357.77 1357.77
Degrees of
Freedom .
Weight 1635.91 1676.73 1696 1678 987 1676.73 1676.73
Wing Chord 11.60 13.89 14.08 14.07 13.78 13.89 13.89
t-stat
Weight 6.52 8.96 8.89 8.77 9.24 8.96 8.96




Data Analysis: The Geed Bad

Query b:
Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over all
years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude
Wing Chord M 683 678 678
. F 849 846 846
Observations
. M 799 770 770
Weight
F 960 928 928

vv




Data Analysis: The Geed Bad

Query b:
Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over all
years).

Non-Al ChatGPT Claude
Wing Chord M 683 678 678
. F 849 846 846
Observations
. M 799 770 770
Weight
F 960 928 928
Wing Chord M 90.89 91.06 91.06
F 88.85 88.90 88.90
Mean
. M 42.31 42.52 42.52
Weight
F 41.25 41.28 41.28
Wing Chord M 3.76 3.18 3.18
Standard F 2.94 2.79 2.79
Deviation . M 3.52 2.72 2.72
Weight
F 3.22 2.95 2.95

Quadratic Rows Al
678 678
846 846
770 770
928 928

91.06 91.06
88.90 88.90
42.52 42.52
41.28 41.28
3.18 3.18
2.79 2.79
2.72 2.72
2.95 2.95




Data Analysis: The Geed Bad

O uery o: Non-Al FormulaBot NotebookLM
lculat Si
Calculate basic Wing Chord M 683 666 454
stats to . F 849 840 542
Observations
compare M&F Weight M 799 758 451
NOCA (over all F 960 922 538
years). Wing Chord M S
F 88.85
Mean M 42.31
Weight ’
F 41.25
Wing Chord M S
Standard F 2.94
Deviation M 3.52
Weight
F 3.22




Data Analysis: The Geed Bad

O ue W 5 : Non-Al ChatGPT Claude FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al

Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over all
years).

Wing Chord 1271.10 1357.77 1522 1504 994 1357.77 1357.77
Degrees of

Freedom .
Weight 1635.91 1676.73 1696 1678 1676.73 1676.73

Wing Chord 11.60 13.89 \ 14.08 14.07 13.78 13.89 13.89

t-stat
Weight 6.52 8.96 8.89 8.77 9.24 8.96 8.96




Data Analysis: The Geed Bad

Query b:
Calculate basic
stats to
compare M&F
NOCA (over all
years).

Non-Al ChatGPT

FormulaBot NotebookLM Quadratic Rows Al

P ——mm——

P ——mm——
994 /1357.77 1357.77

Wing Chord 1271.10 1357.77
Degrees of
Freedom
1635.91 1676.73 987 1676.73 1676.73
Wing Chord 11.60 13.89 13.78 13.89 13.89 /’
t-stat
6.52 8.96 9.24 \fy \fy




And the winner is...



mmmmmmmmmmmm
ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

Final Tally



As with all generative Al
tools, use with caution.

Mistakes will be made; untrained researchers are unlikely to notice.



Thank you!

Questions?
boehmemv@miamioh.edu

Special thanks to:
Drs. Jill & David Russell
Avian Research & Education Institute
(and all AREI affiliates)
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