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Abstract

Conventional predictive modeling of parametric relationships in manufacturing processes is limited by the
subjectivity of human expertise and intuition on the one hand and by the cost and time of experimental data
generation on the other hand. This work addresses this issue by establishing a new Large Language Model
(LLM) framework. The novelty lies in combining automatic extraction of process-relevant knowledge
embedded in the literature with iterative model refinement based on a small amount of experimental data.
This approach is evaluated on three distinct manufacturing processes that are based on machining,
deformation, and additive principles. The results show that for the same small experimental data budget the
models derived by our framework have unexpectedly high extrapolative performance, often surpassing the
capabilities of conventional Machine Learning. Further, our approach eliminates manual generation of
initial models or expertise-dependent interpretation of the literature. The results also reveal the importance
of the nature of the knowledge extracted from the literature and the significance of both the knowledge
extraction and model refinement components.

Keywords: Manufacturing Process Modeling; Large Language Model; Retrieval-Augmented Generation;
Iterative Model Refinement.

1. Introduction

Modeling of parametric relationships, i.e., the linkage between process parameters and performance metrics
of the process or the product, is critical for control of manufacturing processes. The creation of physics-
based simulations for deriving such relationships is often difficult and time-intensive (especially for novel
processes) due to incomplete understanding of the underlying multiphysical multidomain interactions and
associated constitutive laws. For example, existing models cannot predict the part-scale distribution of grain
and void characteristics in electrically-assisted incremental forming of sheet metal due to a lack of models
that can capture the non-equilibrium multiaxial thermomechanical conditions imposed on the metal (Bao
et al., 2015; Chang et al., 2021; Huang & Log¢, 2016; Shrivastava & Tandon, 2019). Similarly, the ICME
Virtual Aluminum Castings (Allison et al., 2006) required models created iteratively across decades before
being fully operational. It can also be difficult to construct physics-based models at the appropriate length
and time scales. For example, such models can predict post-print sintering in Binder-jet printing on the few-
particles scale (Fuchs et al., 2022; Grant et al., 2023; Mao et al., 2023; Mostafaei et al., 2021; Paudel et al.,
2021; Sadeghi Borujeni et al., 2022) but cannot capture the part-scale spatial distribution of grain size, voids,
cracking, and surface finish for complex geometries. Similarly, linking the nanoscale optical intensification
between nanoparticle pairs to part-scale thermal modeling for millions of nanoparticles in printed circuits
requires a scaling law, the formulation of which has taken many years and is still incomplete (Cleeman et
al., 2022; Devaraj et al., 2020; Devaraj & Malhotra, 2019; Devaraj et al., 2021; Jahangir et al., 2020). The
creation of such physics-based models is also affected by subjective interpretations of literature by the
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individual developing the model, so that the person-to-person variation in expertise becomes a significant
factor.

Machine Learning (ML) provides an alternative by capturing complex input-output relationships without
direct knowledge of the underlying mechanistic behavior. But the need for substantial experimental data
constitutes a major limitation. The integration of ML with physics-based models addresses this issue. In
one class of approaches low-fidelity physics-based models are used as source models and transfer learning
or bias correction is applied to improve model accuracy using a small experimental dataset (Chen et al.,
2023; Cleeman et al., 2023; Fernandez-Godino, 2016; Kennedy & O'Hagan, 2000; Oddiraju et al., 2025).
But this approach still requires a qualitatively accurate physics-based model as the source, which is again
limited by human understanding and expertise. Physics-informed Neural Networks, even when
complemented with experimental datasets on the domain boundaries, also have this limitation. The reason
is that the prediction quality depends strongly on the form of the governing equation in the loss functions
and thus on knowledge of the physics, multi-physical couplings, and underlying material behavior.

Large language models (LLMs), which have seen emergent use in diverse engineering and scientific fields
(Buehler, 2024; Eslaminia et al., 2024; Naghavi Khanghah et al., 2025; Pal et al., 2024; Tian et al., 2024;
Xu et al.), constitute a promising alternative. LLMs can generate analytical mathematical models (Du et al.,
2024; Gong et al., 2024; Grayeli et al., 2024; Merler et al., 2024; Sharlin & Josephson, 2024; Shojaee et al.,
2024) and can be considered as an effective alternative than traditional symbolic regression, which is an
NP-hard problem (Virgolin & Pissis, 2022). LLMs can also learn and apply rules and exhibit reasoning
power through structured prompting techniques (Wei et al., 2022; Zhu et al., 2023). LLMs augmented using
Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) achieve high application-specific accuracy by extracting answers
from external documents based on queries. For example, RAG was used in additive manufacturing to collect
operational procedures and material characteristics (Chandrasekhar et al., 2024); to uncover connections
between parameters of the manufacturing process, material performance, and part surface quality (Jadhav
etal., 2024). But using only RAG to generate quantitatively predictive models is subject to significant errors
due to inaccuracy in retrieved response as seen in past work (Mansurova et al., 2024) and shown by the
results in this paper.

In another LLM-based technique experimental datasets are used for iterative generation of analytical
models, optimization of model coefficients, and assessment of the model’s fit to the data (Du et al., 2024;
Grayeli et al., 2024; Merler et al., 2024; Sharlin & Josephson, 2024; Shojaee et al., 2024). For example, Li
et al. (Li et al., 2024) leveraged Multimodal LLMs to predict analytical equations from experimental data
under user-specified constraints. But these methods depend on manual descriptions of the scientific problem
and human interpretation of the literature for specification of high-performing analytical models as initial
prompts. This inability to automatically leverage information embedded in the literature incurs the
knowledge burden that plagues intuitive physics-based modeling, and as such this approach has not yet
been used in the context of manufacturing.

This work establishes a novel LLM-based framework for automated generation of analytical models of
parametric relationships in manufacturing processes. The novelty lies in integrating RAG-based knowledge
retrieval for human-interpretation-free extraction of information from the literature with automated LLM-
driven model refinement for enhancing model accuracy beyond the capabilities of RAG-only methods.

Three processes with different principles of operations are used as testbeds to examine the efficacy of our
approach. The results are also used to reveal whether knowledge retrieval should extract equations or
descriptions of parametric relationships from the literature, to study the significance of the model
refinement and knowledge retrieval components, and to compare the performance of our framework to



traditional ML with the same small experimental dataset. The predictive accuracy of the models is examined
in the context of extrapolation beyond the range of input variables used for the training dataset. Section 2
introduces the proposed framework. Section 3 describes the testbed processes and section 4 presents the
results. Section 5 summarizes the key observations and their implications.

2. Methodology
2.1 Overview of the framework

The traditional approach to generating physics-based models relies on human interpretation of problems
using insights from related literature and prior knowledge (Figure 1a). This method often involves a trial-
and-error process to achieve acceptable results, making it prone to human error and particularly challenging
for high-dimensional problems. With advancements in machine learning, data-driven models have emerged
as an alternative (Figure 1b). However, these models typically function as black boxes, lacking
interpretability and struggling with extrapolation (Muckley et al., 2023). Additionally, they do not
effectively incorporate well-established physics-based knowledge, relying solely on the provided data.

To address these limitations, we propose an LLM-based framework that integrates the strengths of both
approaches (Figure 1c). Our framework consists of two key components designed to enhance model
interpretability while maintaining the adaptability of data-driven methods. The first component uses RAG
to retrieve knowledge on parametric relationships, including textual descriptions or equations, from
literature that is potentially related to the target manufacturing process. A detailed explanation of the first
component is provided in Section 2.2. The second component involves an LLM that utilizes this retrieved
information to generate initial mathematical models. Furthermore, An iterative refinement process, inspired
by the work of Shojaee et al. (Shojaee et al., 2024), uses LLMs to refines the equations and enhance their
accuracy based on a small experimental dataset. This is possible due to the ability of LLMs to utilize
previously generated answers as a hint to improve accuracy at each iteration (Zheng et al., 2023). A detailed
explanation of the second component is provided in Section 2.3. The knowledge retrieval component
eliminates the need for human interpretation of the literature while the refinement component addresses the
known accuracy limitations of LLM methods that are based purely on knowledge retrieval. Existing
approaches that generate models without incorporating the knowledge retrieved in the first component
(Without RAG) will be compared with our proposed framework (With RAG) in the results section.
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Figure 1: The flowchart of the proposed framework.
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RAG is employed to process and retrieve information on parametric relationships from the literature. As
shown in Figure 2, research papers (in PDF format) for processes that are potentially related to the process
of interest are collected and processed using Llamaparse (LlamaParse). This parses these paper’s content
into manageable chunks (Sharma et al., 2024), i.e., smaller and more manageable sections, by dividing
each larger document into parts. Each chunk is embedded via OpenAl’s “text-embedding-3-small” model ,
thus transforming the text into vector representations for similarity-based retrieval. For the process of
interest, a query is designed to analyze these vector representations to discern the relationships between
process parameters and the resultant process or product performance characteristics of interests, including
the qualitative nature of these relationships (e.g., a quadratic increase in output "A" due to input "B").
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Figure 2:Flowchart for knowledge retrieval component.

Two query forms, shown in Table 1 and inputted into RAG through the Query section as illustrated in
Figure 2, are created for knowledge extraction. The first form (Query form 1) retrieves textual descriptions
of parametric relationships and summarizes them. The second query form (Query form 2) aims to identify
and extract any existing equations. This dual-query approach ensures that both descriptive and
mathematical representations of the parametric relationships are extracted from the literature. This query
approach is used to perform a semantic search against the knowledge base to retrieve the most relevant
chunks obtained from parsing. Re-ranking of the top-k chunks ensures that knowledge retrieval utilizes
information that is most relevant to parametric relationships for the process at hand (Ampazis, 2024; Glass
et al., 2022; Moreira et al., 2024). These chunks are then used by the LLM (OpenAl’s GPT-40-mini
(OpenAl)) to define the relationships between process parameters and process performance metrics.

Table 1: Query forms for knowledge retrieval.

Query Form 1 Analysis of Variable Relationships in PDF Documents Query Form 2 Equation Finding and Analysis of Variable Relationships in

Input: PDF documents containing academic papers, Input variables, output PDF Documents
process variable Input: PDF documents containing academic papers, Input variables, output

Output: Relationships between input variables and output process variable ~ process variable

Use the information from PDF documents
for all input_variables do
Analyze relationship with output process variable
if relationship is identified then
Store relationship type (e.g., positive, negative, logarithmic, polyno-
mial, exponential, etc.)
end if
Retrieve the influence of each input variable on the output process variable
Retrieve relationship type (e.g., linear, nonlinear, logarithmic, etc.)
for all observed relationship do
Retrieve relevant tables or text descriptions as evidence
end for
Include explanations of process and variables
end for

Output: Equations for output process variable as a function of input vari-
ables; relationships between input variables and output process variable
Step 1: Find Equations
Search for equations representing the output process variable as a function of
input variables
if equation is available then

Print equation in general form: output = f (inputs)

Provide a detailed explanation of each component in the equation
end if
Step 2: Analyze Relationships Between Variables
Use the information from PDF documents
for all input_variables do

Analyze relationship with output process variable

if relationship is identified then

Store relationship type (e.g., positive, negative, logarithmic, polyno-

mial, exponential, etc.)

end if

Retrieve the influence of each input variable on the output process variable

Retrieve relationship type (e.g., linear, nonlinear, logarithmic, etc.)

for all observed relationship do

Retrieve relevant tables or text descriptions as evidence

end for

Include explanations of process and variables
end for

2.3 Model Generation and Iterative Model Refinement



Figure 3 illustrates the model generation and iterative model refinement component of our framework. First,
the retrieved information is formatted and combined with a prompt for the LLM (Prompt Form 1 in Table
2) to generate initial analytical models (Fig. 3a). This prompt consists of information on parametric
relationships extracted by the retrieval section followed by an instruction to transform this information into
equations, specifically instructing the LLM not to rely on its general knowledge for creating the equations.
Feeding this prompt to a pretrained LLM (GPT-40-mini here) yields an initial analytical equation of the
parametric relationship. A set of 50 candidate equations is generated to account for potential inaccuracies
and LLM hallucination during retrieval (Chen et al., 2024), with each equation created independently from
scratch. A temperature parameter ranging randomly between 0.3 and 0.8 is applied to encourage diversity
and creativity in equation generation (Peeperkorn et al., 2024; Shojaee et al., 2024). Note that till this point
only the functional form of the analytical models is created.

A small experimental dataset is used to fit the constant coefficients in the model. The dataset is split into a
training set for fitting each model’s constants and a validation set for evaluating the model accuracy based
the Coefficient of determination (R?) and Mean Squared Error (MSE). Twenty top-performing models are
selected and ranked based on their R? scores. If any of the R? scores of these top performing models satisfy
the success criterion (validation error less than 2%) then the best performing model is selected for use.

If the success criterion is unsatisfied then iterative refinement is conducted (as in Figs. 3b-c) by using the
prompt update instruction (Raman et al., 2022) shown in Table 2-Prompt Form 2. This prompt includes the
twenty top-performing models, their R? values, and the initial prompt that also encompasses the information
retrieved from the literature. It provides instructions on the significance of previous models based on their
R? values, ensuring that the model generation process prioritizes the most accurate previous models as
sources when creating new ones. Additionally, it specifies improvement strategies, such as algebraic
manipulation or the introduction of new terms. The prompt update instruction emphasizes generation of
models with new functional forms that yield improved R?. The prompt is used by the LLM (GPT-40-mini)
along with the experimental training dataset to generate new analytical models, fit their constants, and
continue the iterative model refinement process. In each iteration, the top twenty models are updated if any
newly generated models surpass the previous batch in terms of the R? score. For the testbeds in this work
we generate 50 initial models, use 30 experimental points for fitting, select the top 20 models for iterative
model refinement. In each refinement iteration, 20 new models are generated.



Prompt Instruction

Retrieved
Information The prompt asks for the inclusion of
retrieved information about the
manufacturing process and uses this
information to request the generation
e B - |of a general function that maps input

(a) Initial Equations Generation | | parameters to output parameters.
The response should be limited
strictly to the retrieved data, with no
additional explanations or context

Utilizing provided.
E)\(/‘;Tiz;f:r:al initial Equation Sorting based on R?

generated and they
have MSE and
RZ

: Datapoints to
: calculate MSE and

Best Equations

R?

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
} Yes and selecting 20
|
|
}
: |

Utilizing 30
Experimental train Best Analytical
Datapoints to

r
|
|
1
|
¥ predict parameters ;
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Equation

Retrieved
Information

Model [}

| Generator
I Module ----» initial Equation
| (GPT 40 - mini)
Model
Refinement Updated Prompt

Module
(GPT 40 - mini)

Yes

20 Best Equations
+
Validation Parameters

EQN
Requirement

Prompt Update Instruction
Predicted Equation

N

Utilizing 30

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
} The prompt should include the 20 best equations and
|

}

|

} Experimental train

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

their performance metrics, along with a concise
definition of how these metrics relate to equation
accuracy. Instruct the model to prioritize equations
with the highest accuracy. Using the retrieved
information on the manufacturing process and the top
20 equations, generate a general function that maps

Datapoints to
predict parameters

Utilizing input parameters to output parameters.
20 New
. and selecting 20
Datapoints to have MSE and ‘ .
BestE n
calculate MSE and R? est Equations
R?

|
|
|
|
|
3
EXP?I”'I‘_‘:“:_"" Data Equation } Sorting based on R?
alidation ——< generated and they } Yes
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

(c) Iterative refinement process

Figure 3: Flow chart for model generation and iterative model refinement component.

Table 2: Prompt forms for iterative model refinement.



Prompt Form 1 Generate Initial General Form Function

Prompt Form 2 Generate Improved General Form Function

Input: Retrieved information (response)
Output: Analytical model for modeling desired manufacturing process out-
put
Use the following retrieved information:
response
if an equation is provided (Scenario Eq+ctx) then
Format the equation as specified Python function
else
if equation is not available or cannot be formatted as requested (Scenario
ctx) then

1. Based on the relationships, generate a Python function to model the
output as a function of the inputs.

e The function format can include various types, such as linear, expo-

Input: Retrieved information (response), Best Previous Models History
(summary)

Output: Updated Analytical model for modeling desired manufacturing pro-
cess output

Use the following retrieved information:

response

Use the following model summary for top 20 models:

summary

Note:

The R2 scores indicate model fit quality (closer to 1 means better fit).
Models with higher R2 scores and lower MSE are more reliable and should
be prioritized.

Goal: Generate an improved function with higher R2 scores for modeling the
manufacturing process output.

nential, logarithmic, or trigonometric functions. Use previously retrieved information and best equations from model summary

2. Format the function as: Modify equations by altering operations:

def model(inputs, a0, ...): e algebraic manipulation
input_1, input_2, input_3, ... = inputs
output = f(input_1, input_2, input_3, ...)
return output

e Combine terms or introduce new terms
e Modify relationships between input parameters and output parameter
Ensure the modified model fits the specified Python function Format

Output only the generated function in the specified format with no additional

end if context or explanation.

end if
Output only the generated function in the specified format with no additional
context or explanation.

3. Testbeds and Data Collection
3.1 Overview of Process Testbeds

Three mechanistically different processes were used as the testbeds to evaluate our framework. The first
subtractive process is Flow assisted Laser-Induced Plasma Micro-Machining (FLIPMM (Wang et al., 2020),
Fig. 4a). In FLIPMM a laser is used to create plasma in a dielectric liquid. The plasma is brought into
contact with the workpiece to remove material. The water is continuously flowing to wash out the resulting
debris. Our framework was used to model the effects of four process parameters namely laser energy, laser
frequency, laser scanning speed, and water speed on four output attributes that include the machined
microchannel’s width and depth, the material removal rate (MRR) and the heat affected zone (HAZ).

The second additive process is Masked Stereolithography (MSLA (Temiz, 2023), Fig. 4c), which is based
on photopolymerization of resin. A vat of resin is exposed to shaped UV light source via an LCD screen
mask. The exposed resin forms a deposit of solid polymer layer on the build plate such that the deposit’s
shape replicates the mask’s transparent region. The build plate moves up and the shape of the mask is altered
as per the desired slice geometry. A new layer solidifies below the previous layer. Layer deposition is
repeated till the full part is printed. Our framework was used to model the effects of layer thickness,
exposure time, and build orientation on the printing time and ultimate tensile strength of the printed part.

The third testbed, i.e., Turn-Assisted Deep Cold Rolling (TADCR (Prabhu, Kulkarni, et al., 2020), Fig. 4b),
is a deformation-based technique for improving the fatigue life of metallic components. TADCR plastically
deforms the surface of a part to induce compressive surface residual stresses. The workpiece rotates on a
lathe and a ball roller compresses the surface. Backrest rollers support the workpiece against the roller’s
forces. Our framework is used to model the effects of rolling force, ball diameter, initial surface roughness,
and number of rolling passes on the output attributes of hardness and roughness of the part.
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Figure 4: Schematic of testbed processes (a) FLIPMM (b) TADCR and (¢) MSLA.
3.2 Datasets for Model Generation, Validation, and Testing

The present work used a database of 17 papers related to FLIPMM (Bhandari et al., 2022; Bhandari et al.,
2019; Liu et al., 2022; Saxena et al., 2014; Saxena, Malhotra, et al., 2015; Saxena, Wolff, et al., 2015; Tang
et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2019; Xie et al., 2020;
Zhang et al., 2024; Zhang, Bhandari, et al., 2021; Zhang, Zhang, et al., 2021; Zhang, Liu, et al., 2022;
Zhang, Zhang, et al., 2022), 41 papers related to MSLA (Abutaleb et al., 2023; Ahmed et al., 2022; Arslan,
2024; Basson & Bright, 2019; Borra & Neigapula, 2023; de Moraes et al., 2023; Digregorio et al., 2024;
Dixon, 2024; Feldmann et al., 2021; Gaikwad et al., 2022; Giir, 2024; Junk & Bér, 2023; Kaufmann et al.,
2024; Kricke et al., 2023; Leong et al., 2024; Milovanovi¢ et al., 2024; Minin et al., 2021; Mondal et al.,
2021; Mondal & Willett, 2022; Montanari et al.; Navarrete-Segado et al., 2021, 2022; Nowacki et al., 2021;
Orozco-Osorio et al., 2024; Orzet & Stecuta, 2022; Ozdg et al., 2022; Pasnikowska-t ukaszuk et al., 2022;
Penchev, 2024; Rafalko et al., 2023; Rahman et al., 2024; Sebben et al., 2024; Sharifi et al., 2024; Temiz,
2023, 2024; Torregrosa-Penalva et al., 2022; Valizadeh et al., 2021; Valizadeh et al., 2023; Williams, 2023;
P.-J. Yu et al., 2023; Z. Yu et al., 2023; Zuchowicz et al., 2022), and 10 papers related to TADCR
(Adiyaman & Aydin, 2024; Kinner-Becker et al., 2021; Luo et al., 2021; Martins et al., 2022; Noronha et
al., 2024; Prabhu, Kulkarni, et al., 2020; Prabhu et al., 2014; Prabhu, Prabhu, et al., 2020; Prabhu et al.,
2016; Prabhu, 2014), for knowledge retrieval. The papers were chosen from Google Scholar by a non-
expert by using the process name as the search keyword and based on a reading of the abstract by the non-
expert for potential relevance. This resulted in papers where the relationship to the considered process might
traditionally be considered mechanistically incomplete or tenuous, e.g., papers on LIPMM where there is
no water flow or papers that also use magnetic fields to manipulate plasma. Note that the automated choice
of the papers for knowledge retrieval is relevant to our future work, but is outside the scope of this paper.

Details on the experimental setup and materials for FLIPMM, MSLA, and TADCR can be found in Wang
et al. (Wang et al., 2020), Temiz (Temiz, 2023), and Prabhu et al. (Prabhu, Kulkarni, et al., 2020)



respectively. The present work uses data from these three papers as the experimental ground truth to
evaluate our framework. This synthetic data is generated using equations generated using the Surface
Response Methodology in these three papers. Our datasets consist of outputs corresponding to a 4x4x4x4
grid for FLIPMM and TADCR and a 6x6x6 grid for MSLA in the input parameters’ space. Cumulatively,
the entire dataset consists of 256 points for TADCR and FLIPMM and 216 points for MSLA. These datasets
are divided into three subsets: training, validation, and testing.

To evaluate the ability of the generated equations to extrapolate, a capability that is difficult for many data-
driven models (Netanyahu et al., 2023), the following sampling strategy was employed. To partition the
dataset, a stepwise filtering approach was applied based on input variable value ranges. First, the lowest
75% of values for the first input variable were selected, leaving the top 25% as extrapolation test data. From
this selected 75% subset, the second input variable was further filtered by retaining only its lowest 75% of
values, while the highest 25% was excluded and added to the test set. This partitioning process continued
iteratively across all input variables, and in the end, the remaining data points are randomly assigned to
training or validation sets. Therefore, the validation set shares the same value ranges as the training set and
is used to evaluate interpolation accuracy, while the test set evaluates extrapolation accuracy. For FLIPMM
we used 30 experimental data points for training, 51 for validation, and reserve 175 as the extrapolation test
set. For MSLA we used 30 experimental data points for training, 34 for validation, and reserved 152 as the
test set. For TADCR we used 30 experimental data points for training, 51 for validation, and reserve 175
as the test set.

The validation dataset enabled evaluation of the interpolation error of generated models and ranking of
models during iterative model refinement. The test dataset, for which the input variable’s values lie outside
the range of inputs for which training and validation are performed, is used to evaluate the extrapolation
error of the derived models. The training and validation sets were kept deliberately small to mimic the
frequently limited size of experimental data available for training and validation in practical industrial
environments. A larger than usual test set was used to ensure robust assessment of how extrapolatable the
models derived by our framework are.

4. Results
4.1. Importance of knowledge type, model refinement, and extrapolative accuracy
Our framework was evaluated for the following scenarios:

Scenario ctx: The retrieval process relies entirely on contextual information to identify descriptive
relationships between input and output parameters. The retrieval is conducted using Query Form 1 or
Step 2 of Query Form 2 when Step 1 cannot extract an explicit equation. This approach is initially used
to generate a model without refinement (Scenario ctx-Initial), leveraging descriptive parametric
relationships. If the generated model does not meet the required accuracy threshold, a refinement
component is applied to enhance its accuracy (Scenario ctx-Refined).

Scenario Eq+ctx: This scenario uses knowledge retrieval to extract analytical models from the
literature, if present, in addition to the descriptive relationships extracted in the previous scenario.
Retrieval is conducted using Step 1 of Query Form 2. If the extracted knowledge contains a relevant
analytical model the function’s extracted form is used as a good guess for initial model. Similar to the
previous scenario, here we denote Scenario Eq+ctx — Initial as the initial model generated by the LLM,
and Scenario Eq+ctx — Refined as the obtained model after iterative refinement. However, in the
presented case studies, we will show that Eq+ctx — Initial models have already met the required
accuracies; therefore, Scenario Eq+ctx — Refined is not activated in these case studies.
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Examples of the analytical models generated by our framework are provided. A quantitative comparison of
the MSE and R? on the validation and test sets is performed. In addition, we compare the testing MSE and
R? achieved by our framework to that yielded by direct training of conventional ML models including
Gaussian Process Regression (GPR), Support Vector Regression (SVR), and Random Forest Regression
(RFR) on the same small experimental training dataset. These comparisons are made separately for each
process followed by a summary of overarching conclusions based on the observations.

4.1.1. Results for FLIPMM process

Figure 5 shows models derived by our framework for Heat Affected Zone (HAZ) as an exemplar output.
Similar information for the other outputs is provided in Figs. A1, A2, and A3 in the Appendix. For Scenario
ctx-Initial (Fig. 5a) the derived model does not include interactive effects between inputs and yields a low
validation R? of 0.78 and high validation MSE of 5.2. Model refinement in scenario ctx-Refined (Fig. 5b)
increases the model complexity and achieves a drastically higher validation R? of 0.98 and lower validation
MSE of 0.48. Scenario Eq-+ctx-Initial (Fig. 5¢) achieves an even better validation R? of 0.99 and validation
MSE of 0.0351.

Figure 6 compares the performance of all scenarios over all the outputs for FLIPMM. The Eq+ctx scenario
consistently yields the highest performance in extrapolative testing followed by ctx-Refined and then ctx-
Initial. For example, for modeling HAZ ctx-refined has a R? of 0.928 on the extrapolative testing dataset
whereas ctx-Initial has R? of only 0.689. Though the difference in R? between scenarios ctx-refined and ctx-
Initial is not so large for the other model outputs, the R? for ctx-Refined is always higher than for ctx-Initial.

Table 3 compares the extrapolative testing performance of our framework to traditional ML models. Our
framework significantly outperforms SVR, which yields very low and sometimes negative R* values. Our
approach also achieves greater R* and lower MSE than RFR across the outputs, with the sole exception of
the depth output. Further, our framework achieves similar R? score as GPR for the Width, HAZ and MRR
outputs but outperforms GPR for the Depth output by achieving lower MSE and higher R?. Thus, our
framework achieves better performance more consistently than traditional ML. Additionally, it outperforms
the commonly used symbolic regression model (PySR (Cranmer, 2023)), as detailed in the Appendix (Table
A3).
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Scenario ctx:

1 1
HAZp,eq; o = 0.2941 - P . . 1 166. R
(a) Predicted (Initial) 0.29 + 5.6005 5SS + 166.305 WS

+0.0414 - F?

1
(b)HAZPrcdictod (Refined) = 0.0013 - P2 +5.5453 - ﬁ

1
235.051 - —— — 0.1852 - F1®
+ WS

[ 1
0.131- (P - F) — 0.6376 - (SS -/ ==
+ ( ) ( S
+0.0011 - (P - F?) —0.0002 - (P2 . F . SS)

—0.6521 - (F%-5 . pY-8)

Scenario Eq+ctx:
(C)HAZPredicted (Initial) = 17752 —33.32- WS —1.267- P —1.282- F
+1.958-55+40.0844 - WS- P —0.0627 - WS - F
+0.0865 - P - F +0.1272 - S5? +2.0533 - W52
+0.0113 - P? +0.0496 - F*
Figure 5: Analytical models for the Heat Affected Zone for FLIPMM generated using our framework.
Notations are Water Speed (WS, m/s), Energy (E, wJ), Frequency (F, kHz), and Scanning Speed (SS,

mm/s) as model inputs. The outputs include Channel Width (um), Channel Depth (um), Material
Removal Rate (MRR, um?/s), and Heat Affected Zone (HAZ, um).
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LIPMM Accuracy Comparisons Across Metrics

(a) Width (b) Material Removal Rate
0.923 0.966
Scenario ctx - Initial Scenario ctx - Initial
0.983 0.985
Scenario ctx - Refined Scenario ctx - Refined
0.991 0.997
Scenario Eg+ctx - Initial Scenario Eq+ctx - Initial
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.2
7]
.g Accuracy Accuracy
© Validation Test ‘
s .
8 (c) Depth (d) Heat Affected Zone
’ ‘
0.949 0.784
Scenario ctx - Initial Scenario ctx - Initial
0.986 0.980
Scenario ctx - Refined Scenario ctx - Refined
1.000 0.998
Scenario Eq+ctx - Initial Scenario Eq+ctx - Initial
1.000 0.998
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2
Accuracy Accuracy

Accuracy (R? Score)

Figure 6: Comparison of models derived by different scenarios of our framework for FLIPMM process.

Table 3: Extrapolative testing for the proposed framework and conventional ML for FLIPMM process.

Test Datapoints Test Datapoints
Process Model Process Model
Output R2 Output R2
MSE MSE
Score Score
Scenario ctx ) Scenario ctx )
Refined 0.601pum 0.958 Refined 31.796um 0.728
Scenario Scenario
Eqtctx 0.487um? 0.966 Eqtctx 9.9e-27um? 1.0
Initial Initial
Width GPR 0.003pm? 1 Depth GPR  55.955um>  0.522
SVR 7.967um? 0.447 SVR 114.98um*>  0.018
RFR 4.406um? 0.694 RFR 8.768um*>  0.925
Heat Scenario ctx 6.2 Material | Scenario ctx 2
Affected Refined 8. 118um/s 0.928 Removal Refined 37.576pm 0.901
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Zone Scenario Rate Scenario

(HAZ) Eqtetx 0.147um"/s? 0.998 (MRR) Eqtetx 3.34um? 0.991
Initial Initial
GPR 2.875um®/s? 0.975 GPR 2.325um? 0.994
SVR 102.221um®%s*  0.101 SVR 450.48um>  -0.178
RFR 73.305um%s>  0.355 RFR 44.298um’  0.884

4.1.2. Results for MSLA process

Figure 7 presents analytical models derived by our framework for Printing Time as the exemplar output.
The derived models for the additional outputs are shown in Appendix Figure A4. Figure 8 compares the
performance of models derived by our framework for the different scenarios and for all the process outputs.
In terms of extrapolation, while scenario Eq+ctx-Initial has the best performance, the performance of ctx-
Refined outstrips that of ctx-Initial. Specifically, the testing R? score for the printing time output is 0.835
for scenario ctx-Refined but only 0.35 for scenario ctx-Initial. Even though the difference between these
two scenarios is relatively smaller for the tensile strength output the testing R is still higher for ctx-refined.

Table 4 compares the extrapolative testing performance of our framework to traditional ML techniques.
SVR and GPR underperform significantly by yielding negative R? scores, indicating that they cannot even
qualitatively capture the parametric relationship. Though RFR performs better, our framework still yields
higher R? and lower MSE. Thus, our framework outperforms traditional ML for the MSLA process as it
does for FLIPMM process.

Scenario ctx:

(a)Printing Timep, cdicted (mitia) = 2-3802 + 14.8337 - = — 1.2479 - E

SIS

+0.1218- 0+ O -

1.5
1
(b)Printing Timep edicted (Rofined) = 59.4384 — 0.9263 - (Z) —1.4472 - B2

-E

2

+0.0261-0% +0.3395- F- O + 1.7735 -

Sl

1

1 5
1091 = -0 —0. .EYP =
+0.1091- - O — 0.0667 +0 (L

N—

Scenario Eq+ctx:

(c)Printing Timep,cdicied (mmitial) = — 436.00 — 12611.00 - L + 182.00 - E + 17.68 - O
+93828.00 - L% — 7.47 - E% — 0.0856 - O?
—320.00-L-E—9560-L-0O+0.027-E-0

Figure 7: Analytical models for the Printing time in MSLA generated using our framework. Notation-

Layer Thickness (L, mm), Exposure Time (E, s), and Build Orientation (O, degrees). The output
parameters include Ultimate Tensile Strength (UTS, MPa) and Printing Time (Minutes)

14



MSLA Accuracy Comparisons Across Metrics

(a) Printing Time (b) Ultimate Tensile Strength

Scenario ctx - Initial Scenario ctx - Initial

0.99 0.98

Scenario ctx - Refined Scenario ctx - Refined
Scenario Eq+ctx - Initial Scenario Eq+ctx - Initial

Scenarios

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2

Accuracy ‘ Validation [ Test ‘ Accuracy

Accuracy (R? Score)

Figure 8: Comparison of models derived by different scenarios of our framework for MSLA process

Table 4: Extrapolative testing for the proposed framework and conventional ML for MSLA process.

Test Datapoints Test Datapoints
Process Process
Output Model Output Model
MSE R? Score MSE R? Score
Scenario Scenario
ctx 11.164MPa? 0.692 ctx 23393.236 Min? 0.835
Refined Refined
Scenario Scenario
Ultimate | Eqt+ctx  1.0e-27MPa? 1.0 Eqtctx 5.5e-25 Min? 1.0
Tensile Initial Printing | Initial
S(%e}lg;h GPR  241385IMPa® -65578  110¢ GPR  235634.497 Min>  -0.662
SVR 47.081MPa? -0.299 SVR 151860.637 Min>  -0.071
RFR 8.621MPa? 0.762 RFR 41423.807 Min? 0.708

4.1.3. Results for TADCR process

Figure 9 presents models derived by our framework for Roughness as an example. The equations for
Surface Hardness are presented in Figure A5 of the Appendix. Figure 10 compares the performance of the
models derived by different scenarios of our framework for all the modeled process outputs. Again, scenario
Eq+ctx-Initial consistently has the best performance on the test dataset with ctx-Refined next followed by
ctx-Initial. For example, the R? for roughness on the extrapolative dataset is 0.949 for ctx-Refined but only
0.77 for ctx-Initial. While the difference between these two scenarios is relatively smaller for the surface
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hardness output the corresponding R? is still higher for ctx-refined. Table 5 compares our framework to
conventional ML in an extrapolative context, i.e., on the testing dataset. For this TADCR process, GPR and
SVR yield negative R?, indicating an inability to qualitatively capture the parametric relationship with the
small training dataset that is available. RFR performs better with a positive R? score, but still has
substantially lower R? score and higher MSE than our framework. Thus, our framework outperforms
traditional ML for TADCR process as well, like it does for the MSLA and FLIPMM processes.

Scenario ctx:

0.1126

(a)Roughnessp,cdicted (mitia) = 0.9057 — 0.0298 - B — 0.0000755 - R +
—0.1126 - N

(b)Roughnessp, cdicted (Refined) = 0.6043 — 0.0241 - B*? —0.00029 - R**
2.0127
I1+0.01
0.00859 - B1-2. R05
B I+0.01

—0.0731- N3 +0.000742 - B - R*™®

Scenario Eq+ctx:

(¢)Roughnessp,edicted (mitial) = 1.7845 — 0.1307 - B — 0.00079 - R — 0.1023 - I
—0.1515 - N 4+ 0.00006 - B - R + 0.00691 - B - N
+0.01104 - B - T — 0.00002 - R- N —0.00005 - R - T
—0.00052-1-N —3.30 x 1079 . N2

Figure 9: Analytical functions for Roughness in TADCR generated using our framework. Notation- Ball
Diameter (B, mm), Rolling Force (R, N), Initial surface roughness of the part, (I, pm), and Number of
Rolling Passes (N,-), with outputs including Surface Hardness (HV) and Roughness (Ra).

TADCR Accuracy Comparisons Across Metrics

(a) Roughness (b) Surface Hardness

0.959 0.970

Scenario ctx - Initial Scenario ctx - Initial
— oree

0.991

Scenario ctx - Refined Scenario ctx - Refined
— nee

0.999 0.994
Scenario Eqg+ctx - Initial

0.935

0.983

0.948

Scenarios

Scenario Eq+ctx - Initial

0.999 0.991

1 1 1 1 L | . . . . . .
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2

o

Accuracy ‘ Validation [ Test ‘ Accuracy

Accuracy (R? Score)

Figure 10: Comparison of models derived by different scenarios of our framework for TADCR process
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Table 5: Extrapolative testing for the proposed framework and conventional ML for TADCR process.

Test Datapoints Test Datapoints
Process Model Process Model
Output Output R2
MSE R? Score MSE
Score
Scenario Scenario
ctx 12.639HV? 0.948 ctx 3.7e-4Ra? 0.949
Refined Refined
Scenario Scenario
Eqtctx 2.087HV? 0.991 Eqt+ctx  1.3e-17Ra®>  0.999
Surface Initial Initial
Hardness Roughness
GPR 30980.965HV? -124.15 GPR 0.068Ra? -8.152
SVR 300.273HV? -0.213 SVR 0.013Ra? -0.784
RFR 94.14HV? 0.62 RFR 0.003Ra? 0.571

4.1.4. Summary of observations in this section
The above results reveal key insights, as follows
Question 1: How do the extrapolative ability and data hunger of our approach compare to traditional ML?

The results show that across the range of processes and input-output combinations examined here our
framework yields models with high correlation and low error much more consistently than traditional ML.
This advantage is realized on the extrapolative test dataset, for which the traditional ML models often
exhibit negative R? values and very high MSE and are thus unable to capture the parametric relationship.
Both our framework and the traditional ML models are trained on the same small experimental dataset.
Thus, our framework utilizes experimental data much more efficiently while enabling better predictive
capability in extrapolation.

A potential reason is that our framework’s ability to combine descriptive relationships and data allows the
resulting models to remain grounded in physical reality much more than a traditional regressor, and thus
allows better extrapolation across a broader range of input-output combinations and processes. For example,
a descriptive statement extracted from the literature such as “microchannel width increases with laser power”
provides a form of physical regularization that allows better extrapolation that trying to derive this trend
solely from the data. A formal testing of this hypothesis is part of continuing work by the authors.

Question 2: Is it desirable to retrieve only descriptive relationships or equations and descriptive
relationships from the literature?

The results show that retrieval of equations and descriptive relationships (scenario Eq+ctx) yields the
greatest accuracy in extrapolative testing. Thus, extraction of both equations and descriptive relationships
is preferable. The authors encourage the broader manufacturing community to provide equations along with
descriptions of parametric relationships in their papers since this is necessary for scenario Eq+ctx.
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Question 3: If scenario Eq+ctx is so accurate then what is the value of the model refinement component?

Papers in the literature may not provide the closed-form equations necessary for retrieval of equations. It is
possible that only descriptive relationships, e.g., descriptions of trends in graphs or of finite element
analyses, are available. This is especially true for novel processes where work is still nascent. In such a case
scenario Eq+ctx is no longer possible. The results show that scenario ctx-Refined, in which retrieval of
descriptive relationships is combined with model refinement, is more accurate in extrapolation than
scenario ctx-Intial, in which only knowledge retrieval is used without model refinement. Thus, model
refinement is critical when the literature does not contain closed-form equations.

4.2. Significance of Knowledge Retrieval
This section answers the question Is knowledge retrieval from the literature necessary for our framework?

We performed an ablation study in which our framework was used to generate analytical models without
using retrieved information from the literature (i.e., without-RAG), thus relying solely on data-driven
iterative model refinement. The prompt forms are shown in Table Al in the Appendix. Table 6 shows the
testing R? for the initial and refined models without RAG and compares it to the testing R? for the with-
RAG cases from the previous sections. Results for the validation set, representing interpolative prediction,
are in Table A2 of the Appendix.

Table 6 shows that the models generated without RAG often fail to or struggle to generalize. For instance,
for predicting the Heat-Affected Zone (HAZ) in FLIPMM without RAG, the R? dropped from 0.67 in the
initial model to -44.863 after refinement. When RAG was used the R? increased from initial value of 0.689
to a refined final value of 0.928. For the other outputs in the FLIPMM process the R? after refinement was
greater with RAG than without RAG. In MSLA, incorporating RAG significantly improved R? for Printing
Time. Without RAG, the initial R? score was -0.296 and only a slight improvement to -0.076 was observed
after model refinement. Using RAG yielded a higher initial R? of 0.35 which improved dramatically to
0.835 after refinement. At the same time, the R? of the refined with-RAG model for Tensile strength was
similar to that of the refined without-RAG model. For both the outputs of the TADCR process, the with-
RAG and without-RAG models had similar performance in terms of the R? of the refined model.

Thus, the value of the RAG-based knowledge retrieval component of our framework lies in ensuring greater
stability and consistency in extrapolative predictions beyond the experimental training data. It is possible
that the earlier-described physical regularization via inclusion of RAG-extracted descriptive relationships
from the literature (see Section 4.1.4) is the reason for this observation as well.
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Table 6: Comparison of R? for models generated with and without RAG across the process testbeds.

FLIPMM Process
Test R? score Test R? score
Iz)ro:es: Model Iz)ro:es: Model
utpu Without With utpu Without With
RAG RAG RAG RAG
Initial 0.838 0.881 Initial -0.356 0.684
Width Depth
Refined 0917 0.958 Refined 0.691 0.728
Heat .. Material ..
Affected Initial 0.67 0.689 Removal Initial 0.434 0.834
Zone Rate
(HAZ) Refined -44.863 0.928 (MRR) Refined 0.841 0.901
MSLA Process
Test R? score Test R? score
Igotces: Model Porotces: Model
utpu Without With utpu Without With
RAG RAG RAG RAG
Ultimate .. ..
. Initial 0.483 0.585 .. Initial -0.296 0.350
Tensile Printing
Strength Time
(UTS) Refined 0.769 0.692 Refined -0.076 0.835
TADCR Process
Test R? score Test R? score
I(’)rocess Model Porotces: Model
utput Without With utpu Without  With
RAG RAG RAG RAG
Initial 0.904 0.935 Initial 0.784 0.768
Surface h
Hardness Roughness
Refined 0.960 0.948 Refined 0.949 0.949

5. Conclusion

This paper establishes a novel LLM-based framework for automated modeling of parametric relationships
in data-deficient manufacturing processes. The novelty lies in combining RAG-based knowledge retrieval

with data-driven iterative model refinement. This framework is evaluated for three manufacturing process

testbeds with mechanistically different operational principles.

The results show that our framework goes beyond the state-of-the-art use of LLMs for the same purpose by
(i) eliminating the need for human intervention such as interpretation of literature, manual problem
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specification, and generation of high-performing initial equations; and (ii) simultaneously incorporating
experimental data to increase accuracy beyond that possible with just RAG (see discussion in Section 4.1.4).
As compared to traditional ML the models derived by our framework have significantly and surprisingly
better predictive capability in extrapolation despite the use of a small training dataset (as discussed in
Section 4.1.4). The reason is likely a partial physical regularization provided by descriptive relationships
extracted by RAG.

The following additional insights are revealed:

1. As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the extraction of both equations and descriptive relationships via
RAG is preferable. But the alternative of using descriptive relationships with model refinement is
equally important. This is because the literature may not provide closed-form equations, e.g., papers
might only textually describe trends observed in graphs or numerical models. At the same time,
given the accuracy of models based on extraction of equations and descriptive relationships, the
manufacturing community is encouraged to include closed-form parametric equations in papers
when possible.

2. RAG-based knowledge retrieval is critical since it provides greater stability in extrapolation, as
discussed in Section 4.2. This could be due to physical regularization provided by descriptive
relationships extracted from the literature by RAG.

The ability of the developed framework to use minimal experimental data and eliminate subjective human
modeling or interpretation will enable accelerated adoption of novel processes for which the underlying
physics is not well known (e.g., material removal in FLIPMM) and of existing processes for which part of
the physics is not known or is difficult to model (e.g., fatigue life in additive processes). Our future work
will explore extension of our framework towards spatiotemporal modeling of material states (e.g., stress)
and properties (e.g., surface finish) and incorporate advanced retrieval methods such as hybrid search .
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Appendix

A.1 Retrieval-Based Process Modeling using RAG

Case 1: Flowing Water Laser-Induced Plasma Micro-Machining (FLIPMM)

Scenario ctx:
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Widthp,cdicted (Initial) = 0.0179- P - F — 5SS WS +7.6367
—_— 1
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1 f 1
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Scenario Eq+ctx:

Widthp,cdicted (mnitial) = 34.12 — 1.8203 - WS — 0.0304 - P — 0.0316 - F/
—1.8266 - SS 4 0.0822- WS - SS+0.0241- P - F
+0.0178 - P-SS —0.0154 - F - SS — 0.0496 - 552
+0.0033 - F?

Performance Metrics (Initial):
Validation MSE: 0.5609
Validation R?:  0.9235
Test MSE: 1.7019
Test R? : 0.8819

Performance Metrics (Refined):
Validation MSE: 0.1229
Validation R?:  0.9833
Test MSE: 0.6016
Test R? : 0.9582

Performance Metrics (Initial):
Validation MSE: 0.0613
Validation R? : 0.9916
Test MSE: 0.4878
Test R? : 0.9661

Figure Al: The presented analytical functions for Width, generated by the LLM in two scenarios (ctx and

Eq+ctx).
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Scenario Eq+ctx:

Depthp,cdiced (mitial) = — 97.7573 4 25.4958 - WS + 1.8038 - P +2.0115 - F¥
—4.8792- 88 —0.0600- WS - P +0.1250 - WS - F
—0.2125-WS -85 —0.0131- P- F —0.0225- P- SS
—0.1469 - F - §S — 1.6500 - W52 — 0.0235 - P?
—0.0563 - F2 +0.5656 - S.S>

Performance Metrics (Initial):

Validation MSE: 6.2057
Validation R? : 0.9497
Test MSE: 36.9380
Test R? : 0.6847
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Performance Metrics (Initial):
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Validation R? : 1.0
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Figure A2: The presented analytical functions for Depth, generated by the LLM in two scenarios (ctx and

Eq+ctx).

Scenario ctx:
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Figure A3: The presented analytical functions for Material Removal Rate (MRR), generated by the LLM

in two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).

Case 2: Masked Stereolithography
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Scenario ctx:
Performance Metrics (Initial):

UTSp cdicted (nitial) = 50.2946 + 8.1617 - In(E) — 155.9657 - L Validation MSE:  0.9159
34706 - sin?(radians(O Validation R?:  0.9713
— 34706 - sin”(radians(0)) Test MSE: 15.0161
Test R? : 0.5858
UTSpyedicted (Refined) = 43.6926 — 39.6988 - V'L + 25.9001 - In(E + 1)
—10.8882 - VE — 1.5444 - sin(radians(O)) Performance Metrics (Refined):
(O — 60)2 Validation MSE: 0.5196
' (1 - W) +0.0006 - (O — 45)? Validation R?:  0.9837
. Test MSE: 11.1642
— 592.7573 - 0 Test R? : 0.6921
Scenario Eq+ctx:
Performance Metrics (Initial):
UTSpredicted (Initial) = 57.41 = 271.6 - L +2.601 - £ — 0.1371 - O Validation MSE: 1.9155 x 10~28
+637.0 - L? — 0.1282 - E? — 0.000468 - O* Validation R2: 1.0
. —27
£3.63-L-E+0.616-L-O+0.00959 - E-O Test MSE: 1.0971 < 10
Test R* : 1.0

Figure A4: The presented analytical functions for Ultimate Tensile Strength, generated by the LLM in
two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).

Case 3: Turn-Assisted Deep Cold Rolling

Scenario ctx:
Performance Metrics (Initial):

SurfaceHardnessp,cdicied (imitial) = 4.9965 - B + 0.0671 - R — 2.8784 - [ +7.5271- N Validation MSE:  3.3015
203.8603 Validation R?:  0.9707

+ 20 Test MSE: 15.9102
Test R? : 0.9357

Performance Metrics (Refined):

SurfaceHardnessP,.odi(.tl,d (Refined) = 229.7337 + 0.0972 - 32 + 0.0000066 - R2 Validation MSE: 1.8453
—0.2488 - 12 +7.1043 - N 4+ 0.0081 - B- R Validation R?:  0.9836

+0.0081- BN —0.0081-1-N Test MSE: 12.6390
Test R : 0.9489

Scenario Eq+ctx:

Performance Metrics (Initial):

SurfaceHardnessp,cqicted (Initial) = 164.6055 + 7.8401 - B+ 0.0293 - R — 7.8315 - [ Validation MSE:  0.6352
+15.8052- N 4+0.0069 - B- R—1.1228 - B - T Validation R%:  0.9944

+0.3295-B- N —0.0084- R- N +1.3442 -1 - N Test MSE: 2.0877

Test R? : 0.9916

Figure AS5: The presented analytical functions for Surface Hardness, generated by the LLM in two
scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).
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A.2 Model Generation and Iterative Refinement Without RAG

Table Al: Prompt Forms for Analytical Model Generation. The first prompt generate initial equations,
while the second focuses on iterative refinement to improve model accuracy.

Prompt Form S 1 Generate Initial General Form Function

Prompt Form S 2 Generate Improved General Form Function

Input: No Input
Output: Analytical model for modeling the output Based on inputs

1. Generate a Python function to model the output as a function of the
inputs.

e The function format can include various types, such as linear, expo-
nential, logarithmic, or trigonometric functions.

2. Format the function as:

def model(inputs, a0, ...):
x1, x2, x3, ... = inputs
y = £f(x1, x2, %3, ...)
return y

Output only the generated function in the specified format with no additional
context or explanation.

Input: Best Previous Models History (summary)
Output: Updated Analytical model for modeling the output Based on inputs
Use the following model summary for top 20 models:
summary
Note:
The R2 scores indicate model fit quality (closer to 1 means better fit).
Models with higher R2 scores and lower MSE are more reliable and should
be prioritized.
Goal: Generate an improved function with higher R2 scores for modeling the
output.
Use best equations from model summary
Modify equations by altering operations:

e algebraic manipulation

e Combine terms or introduce new terms

o Modify relationships between input parameters and output parameter

Ensure the modified model fits the specified Python function Format
Output only the generated function in the specified format with no additional
context or explanation.

A.3 Process Modeling Without RAG
Without RAG:

HAZp,cdicted (Initial) = 64.0088 — 4.6438 - WS + 0.3399 - P
+0.0436 - F? — 4.4275 -In(SS + 1)

Performance Metrics (Initial):

Validation MSE: 5.2052
Validation R?:  0.7845
Test MSE: 37.5044
Test R? : 0.6701

HAZProdictod (Refined) = 83.3152 — 6.4628 - ln(WS + 1) VP41
—0.0011 - WS? - exp(0.4 - F) — 0.6641 - sin(P) - cos(S9)

+0.0228- WS- P-In(F +2)
+0.3571- VWS +2- (P +1)

—3.5734 x 107" - exp(F) - VSS + 1
—0.0013 - P? - F —2.0963 - WS - sin(F)

—0.7273- S8 - In(WS + P+ 1)

+0.2876 - VP + 1- (F + SS)
+0.2536 - WS - F' - cos(P)

Performance Metrics (Refined):

Validation MSE: 0.4347
Validation R?:  0.9820
Test MSE: 5214.3507
Test R? : —44.8637

Figure A6: Analytical functions along with performance metrics for Heat Affected Zone (HAZ) without
RAG generated using the proposed framework for two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).
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Without RAG:

Widthpcdicted (mitial) = 27.7108 — 1.3239 - WS + 0.2271 - P Performance Metrics (Initial):
+0.2003 - F — 2.8935 - In(SS + 1) Validation MSE:  0.4671
Validation R :  0.9363
Test MSE: 2.3234
Test R* : 0.8387

Widthpyedicted (Refined) = 41.1539 — 9.3951 - VIS — 0.0089 - P2 - In(F + 1)

_ _ s _ Performance Metrics (Refined):
0.0058 - WS - sin(P) + 4.6077 - VF + 1 rtormance Metries (e
+0.4574- P -VF —0.0007 - WS - P- S8 Validation R2:  0.9817
—0.3384 - cos(WS) - SS Test MSE: 1.1948
Test R? : 0.9171

—2.8207-VF - In(P+ SS +1)

Figure A7: Analytical functions along with performance metrics for Width without RAG generated using
the proposed framework for two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).

Without RAG:

Performance Metrics (Initial):

Depthp,cdicied (imitial) = — 22.1112 + 3.4508 - WS 4 0.5373 - P Validation MSE:  18.6169

) Validation R? :  0.8491
+1.1842 - F — 0.4422 - SS Test MSE: 1538852

Test R?: —0.3562

Depthp edicted (Refined) = — 9.7354 — 0.2190 - In(W S + 1) - P!
—0.0105 - F? - exp(0.2- SS) — 0.0471- VP - WS - F

Performance Metrics (Refined):

—2.8237-WS-V/55+1 Validation MSE:  1.7623
+0.6233 - sin(P) - In(F + 1) - SS Validation R? :  0.9857
Test MSE: 36.1951
2
+1.5838 - In(WS +1)- P+0.5943 - (WS> + F-VP) o p2. 0.6011
WS - cos(F)

+0.8354 - S5 + 13.0850
P+1

Figure A8: Analytical functions along with performance metrics for Depth without RAG generated using
the proposed framework for two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).
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Without RAG:

Performance Metrics (Initial):

MRRpyedicted (nitial) = — 71.4979 + 5.4462 - WS + 1.5872 - P Validation MSE:  19.5084
9 Validation R? : 0.9380
+3.3503 - F +0.1223 - SS Tost MSE: 9164138
Test R? : 0.4342

Performance Metrics (Refined):

_ 2
MRRpyedicted (Refined) = — 184.1245 + 0.7465 - WS% +52.8412- (P +1) i lidation MSE:  3.7985
+15.2754 - VF — 2.7892 - sin(SS) Validation R?:  0.9879
Test MSE: 60.5148
—0.2046 - WS- P +0.3580 - F%° . SS
+ Test R? : 0.8418

Figure A9: Analytical functions along with performance metrics for Material Removal Rate without RAG
generated using the proposed framework for two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).

Without RAG:

Performance Metrics (Initial):

Printing Timep, cdicied (mitial) = 128.8173 — 8131.9048 - L + 46.2947 - E Validation MSE:  14237.2398
8.0784 -0 Validation R?:  0.8994
TR Test MSE: 183882.8652
Test R? : —0.2967

Printing Timep, cdicied (Refined) = 396.1453 — 10942.1783 - In(L + 1) + 4.9544 - E?

+1.2754 - O"® — 54.6442 - L - F -In(O + 1)
Performance Metrics (Refined):

+30570.3912 - L* - VE +1 — 27.8094 Validation MSE:  1625.7470

~exp(—0.1-0) - (L + E) - cos(L) Validation R2:  0.9885

+25.4484 - VL-E -In(O + 1) - sin(E) Test MSE: 152719.4531
Test R? : —0.0770

~04224-L-0-VE-(0O+1)
—730.0891 - In(L + 2) - sin(L) - E

Figure A10: Analytical functions along with performance metrics for Printing Time without RAG
generated using the proposed framework for two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).

Without RAG:

Performance Metrics (Initial):

UTSpredicted (nitial) = 58.6287 — 155.5587 - I+ 1.0634 - E Validation MSE: 11797
) Validation R?:  0.9631

—0.0439- 0 Test MSE: 18.7122
Test R? : 0.4839

Performance Metrics (Refined):

UTSpredicted (Refined) = — 481.6610 — 773.5148 - In(L + 1) + 5.2239 - VE Validation MSE: 0.5849

—0.00096 - O? +1.7079 - (L - E) Validation R? :  0.9817
Test MSE: 8.3445

+535.1203 - L)+ 0.7365 - (L - VO
exp(L) ( ) Test R? : 0.7698
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Figure A2: Analytical functions along with performance metrics for Ultimate Tensile Strength (UTS)
without RAG generated using the proposed framework for two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).

Without RAG:

Performance Metrics (Initial):
Validation MSE: 0.0002371
Validation R? : 0.9542
Test MSE: 0.0016042
Test R? : 0.7850

Roughnessp,cdicted (mitial) = 1.0273 — 0.0298 - B — 0.0000794 - R
+0.0000385 - 12 — 0.2999 - In(N + 1)

Roughnesspcgicted (Refined) = 2-8180 — 0.5716 - VB — 0.1556 - In(R+1)
—0.0070 - I? — 0.0352 - N2
+0.0000134 - (B - R) — 0.01197 - (I - sin(N))
+0.0020- (B-I-In(R+1))

Performance Metrics (Refined):
Validation MSE: 0.0000616
Validation R :  0.9881
Test MSE: 0.0003800
Test R? : 0.9491

Figure A12: Analytical functions along with performance metrics for Roughness without RAG generated
using the proposed framework for two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).

Without RAG:

Performance Metrics (Initial):
Validation MSE: 3.0911
Validation R%2:  0.9725
Test MSE: 23.6349
Test R? : 0.9045

Surface HardneSSp1.(.,(“(1“.’(1 (Initial) = 210.1967 + 4.9672 - B 4 0.0665 - R
—2.8727- 1 +2.1852 - N°

Performance Metrics (Refined):
Validation MSE: 2.0315
Validation R%:  0.9819
Test MSE: 9.7301
Test R? : 0.9607

Surface Hardnesspciicted (Refined) = 186.8704 + 14.7598 - In(B + 1) + 0.4331 - VR
—0.2474 - I* +18.3193 - NO°
+0.0075- (B - R)

Figure A3: Analytical functions along with performance metrics for Surface Hardness without RAG
generated using the proposed framework for two scenarios (ctx and Eq+ctx).

Table A2: Comparison of Performance Metrics (R? score) for Analytical Models Generated With and
Without RAG Across Three Manufacturing Processes

FLIPMM Process

Process
Output

Model

Validation R? score

Without With
RAG RAG

Process
Output

Model

Validation R? score

Without With
RAG RAG
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Initial 0.936 0.923 Initial 0.849 0.949
Width Depth
Refined 0.981 0.983 Refined 0.985 0.986
Heat .. Material ..
Affected Initial 0.784 0.784 Removal Initial 0.937 0.966
Zone Rate
(HAZ) Refined 0.982 0.980 (MRR) Refined 0.987 0.985
SLA Process
Validation R? score Validation R? score
Poro;:es: Model Poro;:es: Model
utpu Without With utpu Without With
RAG RAG RAG RAG
Ultimate Tnitial 0.963 0.971 L Tnitial 0.899 0923
Tensile Printing
Strength Time
(UTS) Refined 0.981 0.983 Refined 0.988 0.993
TADCR Process
Validation R? score Validation R? score
Poro;:es: Model Poro;:es: Model
utpu Without With utpu Without With
RAG RAG RAG RAG
Initial 0.972 0.970 Initial 0.954 0.959
Surface
Hardness Roughness
Refined 0.981 0.983 Refined 0.988 0.991
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A.4 Comparison With PySR

Table A3: Comparison of Performance Metrics (R? score) for Analytical Models from Scenario ctx-
refined using proposed framwork and PySR Across Three Manufacturing Processes

Process Output

Test R? score

Process Output

Test R? score

PySR ctx-Refined PySR ctx-Refined
Width 0.844 0.958 Depth 0.751 0.728
Material
Heat Affected Zone 0.439 0.928 Removal Rate |  0.668 0.901
(HAZ) (MRR)

Process Output

Test R? score

Process Output

Test R? score

PySR ctx-Refined PySR ctx-Refined
Ultimate Tensile
Strength 0.624 0.692 Printing Time 0.411 0.835
(UTS)

Process Output

Test R? score

PySR ctx-Refined

Process Output

Test R? score

PySR ctx-Refined

Surface Hardness

0.933 0.948

Roughness

0.749 0.949
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