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Abstract

While most modern machine learning methods offer speed and accuracy, few promise interpretability or explainability—
two key features necessary for highly sensitive industries, like medicine, finance, and engineering. Using eight datasets
representative of one especially sensitive industry, nuclear power, this work compares a traditional feedforward neural
network (FNN) to a Kolmogorov-Arnold Network (KAN). We consider not only model performance and accuracy, but
also interpretability through model architecture and explainability through a post-hoc SHAP analysis. In terms of accuracy,
we find KANs and FNNs comparable across all datasets, when output dimensionality is limited. KANs, which transform
into symbolic equations after training, yield perfectly interpretable models while FNNs remain black-boxes. Finally, using
the post-hoc explainability results from Kernel SHAP, we find that KANs learn real, physical relations from experimental
data, while FNNs simply produce statistically accurate results. Overall, this analysis finds KANs a promising alternative to
traditional machine learning methods, particularly in applications requiring both accuracy and comprehensibility.
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1. Introduction

The boom of artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning (ML) has peppered industries across the world
with opportunities for enhanced efficiency, improved safety, and increased production. Obtaining these features,
however, costs users the understanding of how they got from Point “A” to Point “B.” Engineers refer to this
condition as a “black-box,” but a layperson would not be far off to label it as magic. The harrowing difference
between AI and magic, though, is that AI/ML can be wrong. One can accept this kind of blind faith when the
stakes are low. But when public safety is on the line, as it often in sensitive industries including finance, medicine,
aerospace, or nuclear power, we must demand a more rigorous, transparent approach. Sensitive industries that
stand to benefit from AI require ML models that offer both explainability and interpretability.

The U.S. Office of Management and Budget outlined a broad demand for this in a March 2024 memorandum
stating that federal agencies should ensure sufficient oversight for operators to “interpret and act” on an Al’s
output and to monitor all Al systems for unlawful discrimination and bias, a near-impossible task for status quo
black-box algorithms [1]. As a particularly sensitive application, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
highlighted this need in their 2023-2027 Artificial Intelligence Strategic Plan (NUREG-2261) [2]. Further, the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) explicitly calls for research on “exploring the explainability of Al systems”
in its 2024 Roadmap for Artificial Intelligence Safety Assurance [3]. While regulation demands compliance, we
also must acknowledge a generally surging demand for transparent Al systems, because trusting a model precedes
trusting its output.

To meet this demand for model interpretability and explainability, we propose a Kolmogorov-Arnold Network

(KAN). Most modern machine learning methods rely on the Universal Approximation Theorem (UAT); KANs rely
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on their namesake, the Kolmogorov-Arnold Theorem (KAT). KAT states that any multivariate continuous function
can be represented as a superposition of univariate continuous functions [4]. Unlike a multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
network, which places activation functions on the nodes of its network, a KAN’s activation functions are on its
edges. MLP will be referred to as Feedforward Neural Network (FNN), which is the popular AT/ML regression
option in various engineering and energy applications [5, 6, 7, 8]. A KAN uses a combination of B-splines to
generate these activation functions, which can later transform into symbolic expressions. Though fairly nascent
compared to FNN, KANs have already demonstrated tremendous potential; Ji, Hou, and Zhang [9] and Somvanshi
et al. [10] describe a variety of KAN applications to date.

1.1. Literature Review and Research Gaps

Despite a growing demand and interest for KANs, the literature lacks applications of KANs for the sensitive
industries, including energy industries, that demand interpretable and explainable AI the most. In our review,
we found four key themes of overlap between our work and the existing literature: explainable Al, interpretable
Al applications of KANs compared to traditional FNNs, and comprehensible Al for sensitive applications. In this
section, we will discuss how our work aligns at the intersection of these themes, and why this gap must be filled.

Explainable AI, perhaps more than any other theme we researched, demonstrated the widest breadth across
industries, applications, and methods. Likewise, we found explainable AI (sometimes, XAI) one of the most
frequently muddled definitions, along with interpretable AI (sometimes, IAT). For this reason, we provide our own
definitions of each in Section 2. In terms of explainable A, most of the literature finds motivation from the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA)’s 2019 report outlining the need for explainable AI as “human-
understandable AI systems through the use of effective explanations” [11]. From the other side of the Atlantic,
some studies also note that the European Union’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) could mandate
providers to “provide users with explanations of the results of automated decision-making based on their personal
data” [12]. China, another global player, also published white papers and guidelines regarding explainability
and transparency that largely overlap with the prior definitions by other countries. This study [13] conducted
a comparative analysis of corporate and national Al ethics guidelines in Germany and China to uncover how
transparency and explainability are operationalized in practice. Both German and Chinese guidelines emphasize
transparency and explainability. German guidelines focus on informed self-advocacy and ensuring Al interactions
are clear but remain general. In contrast, Chinese guidelines provide more specific instructions on what to explain
and to whom, with less emphasis on individual rights.

Suffice it to say that the explainable AI community is still far from either DARPA’s, the EU’s, or the Chinese’s
goals, particularly when considering deep learning methods, but a couple of interesting patterns emerge when
evaluating the state-of-the-art. First, it becomes clear that SHAP and LIME are among the two most favored post-
hoc explainability methods across industries. Second, many papers indicate a trade-off between model explainability
and performance, a claim we find deserving of further investigation in this work.

To demonstrate some of these ideas, the authors of [14] perform a comparison of various AI methods for nuclear
power plant accident diagnoses. They evaluate two accident types as case studies for their analysis— a steam
generator tube rupture and an excess steam demand event, using deep neural networks to evaluate each, coupled
with SHAP’s integrated gradients method for post-hoc explainability. We find this paper particularly relevant to
our work because it also considers analysis in the field of nuclear energy a safety-critical scenario that demands
explainable AI. The authors of [14], like in many other explainable AI analyses, default to the notion that a “rough
trade-off exists between the explainability of AI models and their complexity or performance.” While this seems

reasonable at face value, this statement largely oversimplifies model performance across datasets (see [15]) and



neglects models with more accessible explainability analyses, like KANs. A related study without explainable Al
[16] also successfully predicted transient nuclear accidents with high accuracy using deep neural networks and long
short-term memory. However, this came at the expense of creating a black-box model for a safety-critical scenario.
The literature contains similar works on photovoltaic modeling [17], wastewater treatment plant modeling [18],
building energy management system modeling [19], LDL cholesterol prediction and classification [20], cybersecurity
modeling via intrusion detection systems [21], advanced oxidation system modeling [22], and credit card default
predication modeling [23]. Each of these analyses seek to extract underlying knowledge from their models, with
hopes to gain model trust and improve their understanding of the mechanisms driving their dataset. Instead,
they produce statistically-backed feature importances that put little more than a small crack into the black-box of
the algorithms they employ. It is worth mentioning that the physical truth of those feature importances cannot
be necessarily guaranteed. Instead, they represent the extent to which a given feature influences the model’s
predictions, with its importance fluctuating depending on the features included in the model, regardless of any
physical significance.

Upon switching our search focus to “interpretable AI,” we found another two major ideas: one, “interpretable”
is frequently misused as a synonym for “explainable” under our definitions (and those from authors who make
distinctions between the two, including [24], [12], [18], [25], [26], and [27]), and two, interpretable AI frequently
reduced authors to simplified models, like linear regression and decision trees (i.e., excluded them from neural
networks and their derivatives). As previously mentioned, we will present a full definition distinguishing explainable
and interpretable Al in Section 2, but roughly, ezplainable Al tells you why a model produced a certain output
and interpretable Al tells you how it produced that output ([28], [29]). Several papers (including [22] and [30])
we reviewed conducted SHAP analyses on black-box models and deemed them “interpretable.” This definition did
not necessarily align with our work that clearly distinguishes these two terms, so we categorized these works with
other explainability-focused papers.

As a second feature, many works in need of fully interpretable Al resorted to classical machine learning methods
at risk of sacrificing accuracy. For example, one work which sought to predict blood glucose level in patients with
type 1 diabetes exclusively tested inherently interpretable models, including decision trees and various regressions
[31]. This work demanded transparency to patients; neural networks were simply not feasible. Fortunately, the au-
thors found strong results using a decision tree, but this study highlights model limitations when true interpretability
becomes a requirement. Similar works were performed on modeling interpretable schizophrenia diagnoses [32], eval-
uating interpretable cancer risk modeling [24], evaluating the mechanical performance of sustainable concretes [33],
and novel methods for generating knowledge graphs [25]. Overall, truly interpretable works were rarer, and often
demanded in highly personal or otherwise sensitive scenarios.

Next, to specifically evaluate the state of the field considering the model we propose in this research, we shifted
our review towards works on KANs. Here, we found many papers highlighting the high performance of KANs
with little to no mention of their inherent interpretability capabilities. While this may initially seem like a simple
oversight, this fact alone offers promise for the effectiveness of KANs without tradeoffs for interpretability. One
very recent work of particular note by [34] compared KANs to multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs) for energy system
optimization, a topic well-aligned with the case studies presented in our work. While this paper did compare the
performance of KANs to MLPs and performed a post-hoc explainability analysis using SHAP on both models,
they did not highlight or evaluate the interpretability potential of the KANs via conversion to symbolic equation
and how much that conversion could affect KAN’s accuracy. Other papers performed similar analyses but failed to
evaluate explainability [35], [36], and [37]. Others simply studied KANs for their high performance in a variety of

industries, including epileptic seizure prediction [38], power system management [39], smart grid intrusion detection



[40], stock price forecasting [41], streamflow forecasting for Central European rivers [42], credit card fraud detection
[43], energy load forecasting [44], and simulating fish swimming behaviors [45].

Various domains in the nuclear industry have adopted FNNs, many of which the datasets in this study are
derived from. Their applications include nuclear reactor siting analysis [46], integration with generative AT through
generative adversarial networks (GANs) [47], digital twins [48], reinforcement learning policies for nuclear fuel
optimization [49], surrogate modeling to support reinforcement learning in reactor control [50], fault prognosis
[51, 52], surrogate models to optimize proton target systems for particle accelerators [53], nuclear fuel transmutation
[54], and spent fuel modeling [55], among many others. Other potential applications for KAN, where traditional
FNN or machine learning have not been extensively utilized, include natural language processing for detecting
public sentiment, as demonstrated with large language models in [56], as well as criticality safety [57], shielding
analysis [58], accident analysis [59, 60], and dosimetry [61]. KAN holds the potential to enhance (or even replace)
these applications by providing a more interpretable alternative to the black-box limitations of FNNs.

Finally, the fourth and most idealistic theme of the papers we reviewed appeared as more of an objective than
an achievement: comprehensible AL This term, articulated by the authors of [25], describes a sort of combination
of explainable and interpretable Al i.e., a demand for knowing both why and how. As an industry-specific demand,
the authors of [62] state, “Medical AI should be analyzed as a sociotechnical system, the performance of which is
as much a function of how people respond to Al as it is of the outputs of the AL” Because patient and doctor
trust of an Al system is weighed as highly as its accuracy, this industry requires comprehensible Al; it is the only
way to establish such trust. Throughout this review, we observe plenty of highly sensitive industries (financial,
medical, nuclear, etc.) either making sacrifices in accuracy for interpretability or deeming post-hoc explanations
“good enough.” Simultaneously, we see massive progress in the development of a new machine learning method,
the KAN, to outperform even transformers with attention mechanisms [42], a highly advanced machine learning
method. Still, there exists a gap in connecting our most sensitive industries to such machine learning methods,
particularly when combining interpretable, high-performing models with post-hoc explainability analysis to compile
the most complete, most accurate, and most comprehensible modeling framework the state-of-the-art has to offer.
This work seeks to fill that gap.

1.2. Nowelty
Building on the previously identified research gaps, the need for a ML model that ensures both interpretability

and explainability remains a top priority for sensitive industries. In this study, we specifically consider KANs and
benchmark their performance against FNNs. The focus on FNNs stems from their widespread use and, more impor-
tantly, their robustness across all problems examined in this work, where other classical ML methods (e.g., support
vector machines, random forests, and decision trees) did not achieve comparable accuracy. We then conducted
a post-hoc explainability analysis on the KAN and FNN for each dataset to compare their feature importance
rankings. The objective of this work is to assess whether KANs can rival traditional FNNs in terms of accuracy
for these datasets and whether the trade-offs—or potential advantages—of KANs justify further exploration for
additional problems. Driven largely by the authors’ background, this paper highlights KAN performance in a set
of problems relevant to nuclear power, a highly sensitive energy sector. However, the datasets analyzed in this
work were validated and extensively used in previous research and encompass a multidisciplinary scope, captur-
ing a broad range of physical phenomena, including radiation transport, fluid flow, thermal-hydraulics, materials

degradation, system safety, and nuclear physics. The main contributions of this work can be summarized as follows:

e We explore the potential of KANSs to achieve comprehensible AT (offering both explainability and interpretabil-

ity) when benchmarked across a set of engineering and energy-related problems.



e We evaluate the potential of symbolic KANs to compete with traditional FNN regressors by comparing their
accuracy and explainability (via feature importance ranking). The authors then seek to establish a connection
between the symbolic equations generated by KAN and the mathematical models traditionally used to derive

the same outputs from a physics-based perspective.

e For completeness, we evaluate KAN’s performance across a diverse set of regression problems derived from
nuclear power. The datasets present a range of challenges, varying in dataset size, linearity and nonlinearity,
input and output dimensionality, underlying physical phenomena, and data sources, including analytical,
simulated, and experimental data. These diverse combinations enable a comprehensive assessment of KAN’s

capabilities.

e The work presents compelling findings, showing that a well-tuned KAN achieves strong regression performance
in its symbolic form, outperforming FNN in terms of interpretability and generally matching its conclusions in
terms of explainability, with the exception of some feature exclusion. Although we observed minor accuracy
degradation by KAN in certain cases, KAN outperformed FNN in others. More importantly, the KANs
generated algebraic equations of varying lengths for all benchmark problems analyzed in this work—a feature
precluded by the structure of the FINNs.

This paper will begin with Section 2 describing the key theoretical differences between KANs and FNNs, as well
as a full definition of interpretability and explainability and how we can measure these characteristics of machine
learning models. In Section 3, we will describe each of the eight problems considered in this analysis and their
associated datasets. Section 4 will walk through the KAN model development procedure, including pre-processing,
hyperparameter tuning, spline to symbolic conversion, and explainability analysis. Following this, Section 5 will
show the model metrics of all eight KAN models and their corresponding FNNs, as well as their explainability
analyses. Finally, in Sections 6 and 7, we will discuss our findings and conclude with some ideas for future work

and the opportunities for KANSs in sensitive industries.

2. Theory

2.1. Kolmogorov Arnold Networks

In 1989, George Cybenko proved that, given enough data to reasonably train a network, any continuous function
could be approximated arbitrarily well by a neural network with at least one hidden layer and a finite number of
weights [63]. The feedforward neural network (FNN) and all of its derivatives rely on Cybenko’s proof, which we
know at the Universal Approximation Theorem (UAT). That comprises almost every single AI algorithm based
on neural networks known today. The exception being the Kolmogorov Arnold Network (KAN), which instead
relies on the 1957 Kolmogorov-Arnold Representation Theorem (KART). The KART states that a multivariate
continuous function can be written as a finite sum of continuous univariate functions [4]. Mathematically, we can

observe this statement as:
F(@) = F(E1, s ) = S205 @0 ( S0 0 p(3p)) (1)

where ), € [0,1], ¢g»(Zp) : [0,1] > R, and &, : R - R.

A major barrier to realizing the potential of Eq.(1) is that the KART does not mandate smoothness from its
one-dimensional functions, thus blocking learning using any kind of gradient descent algorithm. This, coupled with
limits in computational power left the KART to sit on the mathematical shelf for about 60 years [64], [9]. In
2024, realizing that the majority of functions are smooth, Liu et al. [65] implemented the KART into its namesake



Kolmogorov Arnold Network (KAN). While outliers and edge cases surely exist, Liu et al. [65] treats them as such—
edge case non-smooth functions that will never be perfectly captured by a KAN. Though an inherent limitation,
Liu et. al. [65] found it a rare enough problem to proceed in spite of.

In an effort to achieve more flexible, accurate learning, Liu et al. [65] implement the KAN by going “wider and
deeper,” i.e., more than 2n+ 1 edges and more than n layers. Structurally, while the edges and nodes framework of
a KAN sounds like an FNN, they have dramatic differences. One is that the learnable activation functions reside
on the edges of a KAN, unlike on the fixed activation functions that reside on the nodes of an FNN. Expanding
the KART into a KAN with L layers mathematically becomes:

KAN(z) = (Pp_10Pp o001 0Dg)(x) (2)

where @7, is a matrix of trainable activation functions ¢;; where j =1,---,np4; and i = 1,---,nr, o is the composition
of functions, meaning applying one function to the result of another function. Alternatively, we can express an
FNN as:

FNN(z) = (Wp_1000Wp 900 0-0WjoooWy)(x) (3)

where W, represents the transformation matrix for the L, layer (linear weights and biases) and o is the (non-
linear) activation function. A visually obvious difference between Eq.(2) and Eq.(3) is that the FNN separates its
linear transformations (weights and biases) from its nonlinear transformations (activation functions), whereas the
KAN combines all transformations in a single function, ®.

The authors of the “KAN: Kolmogorov-Arnold Networks” [65] include further details on the mathematical
theory behind KANs. This work will implement KANs using the Python package containing KAN architecture
created by Liu et. al. [65] and aptly named pykan.

2.2. FExplainability vs. Interpretability

The literature considering “explainable” and “interpretable” AI can leave readers believing that those two
qualifications are synonyms. While some may disagree on the nuances of either one, for the purposes of this work,
we must distinguish them so each term is distinct and useful.

“Explainability,” in the context of this work, refers to one’s ability to ezplain (i.e., reason) why a model came to
a given conclusion. For example, performing feature attribution, which gives input parameters a “score” for their
overall contribution to an output value, is one way of measuring explainability. If feature attribution analysis is
possible, then the model contains some level of explainability, even if in post. Another level of explainability, for
the case of a feedforward neural network, would be node and layer attribution scores. This allows a developer to
extract information about why the model predicted the outcomes it did on a more granular level.

“Interpretability,” in the context of this work, refers to one’s ability to interpret (i.e., reproduce) how a model
came to a given conclusion. A perfectly interpretable model means that a human could reproduce the results, from
input data to output data, seeing every step of the way. L.e., they know how the model works. Some diluted form
of interpretability might allow a human to perform a series of transformations on the input data identical to the
model of interest, but at some point the human can no longer follow the model’s calculations and thus cannot
reproduce the final result. A hopefully obvious form of a perfectly interpretable model is an equation— given values
for a set of variables, a human could reproduce the calculation of a computer using that same equation, every time.
Similarly, linear regressions and decision trees also exhibit complete interpretability. Part of the objective of this
work is to determine if a perfectly interpretable model, an equation, generated from a KAN can compete with an
FNN.



When comparing explainability to interpretability, our distinction boils down to this:

1. If the feature helps answer why, it increases explainability.

2. If the features answers how, it increases interpretability.

2.8. SHapley Additive exPlanations (SHAP)

Due to the amorphous nature of explainability, a variety of methods and metrics exist to quantify this feature
of ML algorithms. SHapley Additive exPlanations (SHAP) are one commonly used in the explainable AT space, as
mentioned in Section 1. SHAP represents a cooperative game-theory-based performance metric for a given feature’s
(player’s) importance to determining a model’s outcome (payoff) [66]. We can calculate a “Shapley value” ¢; for

feature i as:

|SI'(d = |5] = 1!
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where d is the number of features in the model, W

is the weight for each subset S, which accounts for the
permutations of the feature set, f(.5) represents the model’s prediction using only the features in the subset S,
and f(Su{i})- f(S) represents the marginal contribution of player i to the team S, i.e., it measures how much
additional value feature 7 brings to the model prediction.

Calculating standard Shapley values rises in cost proportionally to O(dx2%) where d is the number of features in
a problem. This can quickly escalate beyond a reasonable computational budget for problems with high-dimensional
features, thus, we employ an approximate algorithm known as Kernel SHAP.

Kernel SHAP uses a weighted kernel as well as local linear approximations to modify and streamline Eq.(4) [67].
The local linear approximation portion of this modification exists in and of itself as an explainability metric, known
as LIME (Local Interpretable Model-agnostic Explanations) [68]. LIME alone, however, often proves insufficient.
Kernel SHAP corrects LIME approximations using its namesake weighting kernel that morphs the linear least
squares regression of LIME into a function more emulative of classic SHAP. As described in [67], Kernel SHAP
values can be calculated with some modifications to minimizing LIME’s objective function. The objective function

LIME employs to calculate its ¢ values is:
{=arg rélinL (f9,7a) +Q(g)- ()
ge

where L is the loss function and €2 is a complexity penalty for g, where g is the explanation model. For Kernel
SHAP, we can determine L, 7, and Q:
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where |2’| is the number of non-zero elements in z’ and M is the simplified number of input features, according to
[67]. Further details on the derivation of Kernel SHAP from Classical SHAP and LIME are provided by [67].

3. Data

All of the example problems demonstrated in this work employ datasets analyzed extensively with ML methods

in [69]. These datasets feature problems ubiquitous to but not exclusive to nuclear engineering, a sensitive industry



highlighted throughout this work as demanding of more comprehensible AI. The type of data (analytical, simulated,
or experimental) varies between the examples. The complicated nature of nuclear engineering problems often
requires computational models in lieu of traditional experiments; ensuring that KANs perform well for both is thus
a pertinent feature of this work. All of these benchmark datasets have been validated and utilized in prior research,

and will therefore be described only briefly here. We present a summary of all datasets in Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of datasets used in this work.

Dataset Name Field of Interest Inputs | Outputs | Type Reference
Critical Heat Flux (CHF) Thermal Hydraulics | 6 1 Experimental | [70]
Materials & Fuel Performance (FP) | Materials Science 13 4 Simulated [71]
Light Water Reactor (LWR) Nuclear Energy 9 5 Simulated [69]
Heat Conduction (HEAT) Heat Transfer 7 1 Analytical [69]
Microreactor Nuclear Energy 8 4 Simulated [72]
Power Control (PC) Nuclear Energy 6 22 Simulated [73]
Nuclear Safety (NS) System Safety 4 4 Simulated [74]
Nuclear Cross-Section (NXS) Nuclear Physics 8 Exp. & Sim. | [75]

3.1. Critical Heat Flux Dataset

Critical heat flux (CHF), the condition where heat transfer plummets due to an impenetrable vapor layer
between a boiling liquid and heated surface, poses a serious safety concern to light water nuclear reactors (LWRs).
The CHF dataset comprises over 60 years of experimental data on vertical flow boiling apparatuses collected by
the NRC [70]. Underpinned by uniformly heated channels meant to simulate flow boiling conditions in a nuclear
reactor (light water), these experiments vary pressure (P), channel diameter (D), heated length (L), mass flux (G),
inlet temperature (T_in), and outlet equilibrium quality (Xe) as inputs/features to predict a single output, CHF.

Therefore, this problem features six inputs and one output.

3.2. Materials and Fuel Performance Dataset

Transient scenarios, such as during reactor start-up or shut-down, can cause problematic pellet-cladding mechan-
ical interactions (PCMIs) for oxide fuels in nuclear reactors. Based on BISON simulations, a structural mechanics
computer code to simulate nuclear materials performance, Radaideh and Kozlowski [71] generated 400 data points of
PCMIs for a 10-pellet PWR fuel rod subject to an average linear heat rate of 40 %V (a ramp-up transient scenario).
The dataset features 13 inputs based on fuel geometry and physical properties and four outputs. The inputs in-
clude: fuel density (fuel_dens), porosity (porosity), cladding thickness (clad_thick), pellet outer diameter
(pellet_0D), pellet height (pellet_h), gap thickness (gap_thick), inlet temperature (inlet_T), uranium-235
enrichment (enrich), fuel roughness (rough_fuel), cladding roughness (rough_clad), axial power (ax_pow),
cladding surface temperature (clad_T), and pressure (pressure). The outputs include: fission gas production
(fission_gas), maximum fuel surface temperature (max_fuel_surface_T), maximum cladding temperature

(max_fuel_cl_T), and radial cladding diameter displacement (radial_clad_T).

3.3. Light Water Reactor Dataset

This simulated dataset, originally presented by Myers et al. [69], demonstrates neutronics fluctuations and
corresponding power level changes in a boiling water reactor (BWR) micro core. Myers et al. [69] generated

this dataset using radial cross section information from CASMO-4, which they processed through CMSLINK, and



interpreted through SIMULATE-3. The study [69] implemented and modeled the core geometry and physics using
SIMULATE-3 as well to generate core attributes related to the performance and safety of the system. The dataset
contains nine inputs, including: power shaping zone region (PSz), dominant zone region (DOM), vanishing zone A
region (vana), vanishing zone B region (vanB), core inlet subcooling (subcool), control rod group position (CRD),
coolant mass flux (flow_rate), power density (power_density), and narrow water gap width ratio (VENGAP).
The dataset also contains five outputs that include: effective neutron multiplication factor (K—eff), maximum
planar-averaged pin power peaking factor (Max3Pin), maximum global pin-power peaking factor (Max4Pin),

enthalpy rise hot channel factor (F-delta—H), and the maximum radial pin-power peaking factor (MaxFxy).

8.4. Heat Conduction Dataset

This dataset, presented by Myers et al. [69], differs in that its data come from an simple numerical solution
to a heat conduction problem using 1.5D conduction methods to predicting nuclear fuel centerline temperature.
The inputs to this dataset include seven physical parameters: linear heat generation rate (gprime), mass flow
rate (mdot), temperature of the fuel boundary (Tin), fuel radius (R), fuel length (L), heat capacity (Cp), and
thermal conductivity (k). This dataset only contains a single output— fuel centerline temperature (T). We show a

streamlined series of steps used to generate this dataset in Section 5 for comparison with our KAN model.

3.5. Microreactor Dataset

The high-temperature gas-cooled reactor (HTGR) dataset models the Holos-Quad HTGR microreactor using
Serpent [72]. The reactor features helium gas cooling and graphite moderation. By design, the reactor operates
at a maximum of 22 MWth and is controlled via eight cylindrical, materially asymmetrical control drums [72]. As
these drums rotate, their boron carbide portions reach a shifting fraction of the core, thus adjusting the power
distribution within the reactor as a function of the angles of all eight drums. Accordingly, this dataset contains
eight inputs (drum angles denoted thetaN, where N ranges from 1-8) and four outputs (the flux in each quadrant,
denoted £1uxQN where N ranges from 1-4). Each input drum angle ranges from —180° to 180°. Though the original
dataset only simulated 751 data points, this work leverages reactor symmetry in the four quadrants to expand this

number to 3,004 data points.

3.6. Power Control Dataset

This dataset, originally presented by Radaideh et al. [73], uses MCNP simulation results based on the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) Reactor. It seeks to predict the power in each of its 22 fuel elements
(thus containing 22 outputs) using the positions of its six control rods (thus containing six inputs). The inputs
(control blades labeled CBN where N ranges from 1-6) and outputs (power in each fuel element) are denoted based

on Figure 1.

3.7. Nuclear Safety Dataset

This dataset, originally presented by Bauer et al. [74], seeks to predict time series data for a PWR un-
dergoing a rod ejection accident using PARCS. The data contain four input features: reactivity worth of the
ejected rod (rod_worth), delayed neutron fraction (beta), gap conductance (h_gap), and direct heating fraction
(gamma_frac), and four output features: maximum power (max_power), burst width (burst_width), maxi-
mum fuel centerline temperature (max_TF), and average outlet coolant temperature (avg_Tcool). This dataset
serves as the NEACRP C1 PWR rod ejection accident benchmark, as described in [74].



3.8. Nuclear Cross-Section Dataset

This dataset, presented by Radaideh et al. [75] and extended later to more advanced nuclear data modeling
with deep neural networks [76], seeks to predict a single output: the multiplication factor (kw) of a pressurized
water reactor (PWR) fuel assembly. It contains eight input features, all of which are macroscopic cross-sections

homogenized over two neutron energy groups— fast (1) and thermal (2). These features include the following:

vXy fission for Group 1 (FissionFast) and 2 (FissionThermal),

Y, absorption for Group 1 (CaptureFast) and 2 (CaptureThermal),

979 in-scattering for Group 1 (Scatterll) and 2 (Scatter22),

172 down-scattering from Group 1 to Group 2 (Scatter12), and

271 up-scattering from Group 2 to Group 1 (Scatter21).

Radaideh et al. [75] generated this simulated dataset using SCALE/TRITON, which builds on fundamental nuclear

data libraries that are experimentally determined.

4. Methodology

Unlike FNNs, KANs lack a standardized methodology for preprocessing, hyperparameter tuning, and post-
processing. The KAN demonstrations shown by Liu et al. [65] provide insight on model architecture, but show
primarily “toy problems”. Liu et al. transfer this to a more generalized science approach in their paper [77],
but this work is still largely theory-based. As such, this work scales up and puts previous work into practice by
proposing a standardizable methodology for KANs. The KAN models generated in this work rely on pykan, an
open-source Python package, introduced by Liu et al. [65]. While the pykan package offers a wide variety of & la
carte options to polish a KAN, in the name of simplicity and reproducibility, this work focuses on major structural

development and leaves accessory features to future work.

4.1. Preprocessing

Preprocessing for any dataset necessarily depends on the structure of that dataset. Thus, we cannot entirely
standardize this portion of the modeling process. To prepare the datasets used in this work, we applied some
general steps, with slight variations to accommodate each dataset’s unique structure.

Preprocessing for the KANs in this work begins by loading the datasets and splitting them into input and output
columns, followed by a train-test split of 70%-30% for training and testing, respectively. We then perform a min-
max scaling on both the input (x) and output (y) data. Following this, the arrays undergo another transformation
into PyTorch tensors to achieve compatability with the pykan package, which is based on PyTorch. Finally, in
an effort to keep each dataset and its associated information modular and organized, we return a dictionary of the
following items for each dataset, packaging it neatly for training: (1) training input data, (2) training output data,
(3) testing input data, (4) testing output data, (5) feature (input) labels, (6) output labels, and (7) the y scaler
object to un-scale the outputs.

For the Power Control (PC) dataset based on the MIT research reactor, preprocessing also includes splitting
the dataset into three sub-regions (A, B, and C) for improved performance. We include further details about

this in Section 5. For the microreactor dataset, we perform a reflection across reactor quadrants as performed
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and suggested in previous research [69, 72]. We also apply a normalization of the fluxes in each quadrant for the

microreactor dataset as:

bn
i1 i

where ¢ is the flux in quadrant n. This reflected and normalized dataset, as well as the original, are available in

¢n:

(7)

the project repository as described in the Data Availability section.

4.2. Hyperparameter Tuning

After we complete data preprocessing, we move to hyperparameter tuning. For this process, we found nine
key hyperparameters to yield promising results following an in-depth analysis done by the authors on the effect of
different parameters. We show these hyperparameters, their descriptions, and the corresponding ranges we tested
in Table 2.

To conduct our hyperparameter tuning, we employed the Python package, hyperopt, which requires an ob-
jective function, a space, a number of evaluations, and a tuning algorithm [78]. We defined the space according to
Table 2, allowing hyperopt to choose each hyperparameter value at random from the list of options given with
the exception of A and Acpiropy, Which we varied continuously and uniformly over their respective ranges. To define
the objective function, we simply built a KAN with the architecture prescribed by the hyperparameters given, and
evaluated the model using the average R? score of its outputs. Since KANs start with their activation functions
as splines and then irreversibly convert these splines to symbolic equations, we found average R? scores for both
the spline and symbolic versions of the model, then weighted these results 20-80 for spline and symbolic scores,
respectively. Mathematically:

objective = 0.2R2 ;. + 0.8R2,, horic (8)

2

symbolic) because we want to optimize for

We chose to place significantly higher weight on the symbolic factor (R
interpretability not just accuracy.

We leveraged hyperopt’s built-in tuning algorithm, tpe. suggest, or plainly, Tree of Parzen Estimators, a
type of Bayesian optimization method. We allowed a maximum of 200 evaluations for each dataset, though due to
some rare nonfunctional hyperparameter combinations where the model yielded a very poor performance or even

failed to train, such combinations are skipped.

4.8. Symbolic Equation Conversion

As previously discussed, KANs employ splines as activation functions by default. To enhance interpretability,
these splines can be transformed into symbolic equations using available symbolic regression tools. In this work,
interpretability and accuracy are both key priorities, and we made specific design choices during the conversion
process that may vary in future implementations depending on application needs.

First, we opted to keep the symbolic function library (supported in pykan) unrestricted, allowing the conversion
process to consider the widest possible range of functions (sin, cos, arcsin, gaussian, 2, 2, etc.). We also specify
a “simplicity weight” parameter during symbolic conversion to control the tradeoff between interpretability and
accuracy—where a value of 0 prioritizes accuracy and a value of 1 favors simpler, more interpretable functions.
Given the importance of precision in our applications, we selected the lowest simplicity weight, accepting more
complex symbolic expressions to preserve model accuracy. Despite their length, these expressions still offer greater
transparency compared to the complete black-box nature of traditional machine learning models. To further
improve readability, we round all numerical coefficients in the final symbolic equations to four decimal places.
Further details about the hyperparameter tuning scheme used in this work can be found in the hypertuning.py

script in our repository described in the Data Awvailability section.
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Table 2: Hyperparameter descriptions and ranges for KAN tuning.

Hyperparameter Description Range
Depth The number of hidden layers (excluding 1, 2]
the input and output) in the model.
Grid Interval range (space) over which the [3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10]
model is allowed to build splines.
k The polynomial order of the splines used [2,3,4,5,6,7, 8]
as KAN activation functions.
Steps The number of training steps taken by [25, 50, 75, 100, 125,
pykan. 150, 200, 250]
A Overall penalty strength used to sparsify 0-0.001, uniformly distributed
a KAN. Ensures activation functions are
not duplicated.
Aentropy Entropy penalty strength which is 0-10, uniformly distributed
ultimately multiplied by $\lambda$.
LR, Learning rate used by LFBGS optimizer [0.5, 0.75, 1, 1.25, 1.5, 1.75, 2]
before pruning (on first fit).
LR, Learning rate used by LFBGS optimizer [0.5, 0.75, 1, 1.25, 1.5, 1.75, 2]
after pruning (on second fit).
Reg. Metric Regularization type used to sparsify KAN. | [“edge_forward_splinen”,
“edge_forward_sum”
“edge_forward_spline_u”,
“edge_backward”,
“node_backward”]

4.4. KAN Training

Once we have identified the optimal hyperparameters for a given dataset, we reconstruct the KAN found during
hyperparameter tuning. This process consists of initializing a model, fitting it using the limited-memory BFGS
(L-BFGS) optimization algorithm [79] with the optimal hyperparameter set for the given dataset (using a learning
rate of LRy), pruning the model based on default thresholds, and then performing a final refitting using the same
hyperparameters but with an updated learning rate of LRy. After the second fitting, we collect metrics from the
spline-based model, convert spline activation functions to symbolic functions, then collect a second set of metrics
for the symbolic model. At this point, our symbolic equation is ready for explainability analysis. Those seeking
to reproduce the results shown in this work can follow instructions in the README available in our repository

described in the Data Availability section.

4.5. Feedforward Neural Networks

For comparison against a common black-box algorithm, we also generated feedforward neural networks (FNNs)
and associated metrics for each dataset in this study. To obtain the best hyperparameters for each FNN, we
used those reported by a previous study [69] that extensively searched for optimal FNN hyperparameters for
these datasets using Bayesian optimization. We show these hyperparameters in Table 3. We then applied these
hyperparameters to a FNN model architecture and calculated a variety of model metrics for comparison with each
dataset’s associated KAN. Further details about the FNN model generation used in this work can be found in the

fnn.py script available in our repository described in the Data Availability section.
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Table 3: Hyperparameters used for FNN architecture and training as reported by Myers et al. [69].

Parameter CHF LWR FP HEAT MICROREACTOR PC* NS NXS
Hidden Nodes (231, 138, 267]  [511, 367, 563, 441, 162]  [66, 400] [251, 184, 47] [199, 400] (309] [326, 127 [95]
Num. of Epochs 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200
Batch Size 64 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Learning Rate 0.000931 0.000966 0.001000 0.000882 0.000114 0.000832  0.000944  0.000342
Dropout Layers True False False False True False False False
Dropout Rate 0.499590 0 0 0 0.322572 0 0 0

*Same hyperparameters were used for the Power Control (PC) problem when training the FNN with the A, B, and C portions of the
core.

4.6. Ezxplainability Metrics

Finally, this work would not offer full comprehensibility as described in Section 1 without an explainability
analysis. Since neither a KAN nor FNN is “explainable” in its own right, we require supplementary analysis to
demonstrate the causational relationships ingrained in each of these models. For this purpose, we employ SHAP,
the theory behind which we describe in Section 2.3. To implement SHAP for the KANs, we converted the equation
generated for each output into a function (“model”) where SHAP evaluates feature permutations through the
symbolic model. As an approximator for the exact SHAP algorithm, Kernel SHAP requires a set of background
samples. To determine these background samples, we use a K-means [80] approximation with k clusters/values on
the training data according to 0.5% of the training data multiplied by the number of features in the dataset. If
this value for k exceeds 100, we default to k = 100 to optimize Kernel SHAP runtime. Though Kernel SHAP seems
relatively insensitive to sample size and selection method, we chose the K-means approximator in lieu of strict
background samples for improved performance, as suggested by the SHAP documentation [67]. After defining the
explainer, we use it to generate SHAP values for all samples contained in the test set and take the mean of the
absolute value of those values to determine the average importance of a feature to the overall outcome of the model.

We repeat this process for the FNN, including the definition of the K-means samples, except that instead of a
symbolic equation as the “model,” we use the actual FNN model to make predictions on the test set.

We described previously that classical SHAP is not feasible for magnitude of data points in this model, but we
also find it worth noting that Kernel SHAP is not necessarily the best approximation method. Kernel SHAP offers
compatibililty with symbolic KAN results because it does not require access to model activation functions (i.e.,
it offers flexibility to non-neural network models). Future work should attempt to implement more robust SHAP
methods to a KAN-FNN comparison analysis.

To summarize, in this study, we conducted SHAP analyses on both the FNN and symbolic KAN models to
consistently evaluate their feature importance rankings, despite the models relying on fundamentally different

approaches to generate their predictions.

4.7. Computational Setup and Resources

This study employed the following major libraries: pykan-0.2.8, torch-2.6.0, shap-0.46.0, and hyperopt-0.2.7.
More details about the package dependencies can be found in our repository described in the Data Availability
section.

We conducted the training and hyperparameter tuning on an internal GPU server at the University of Michigan,
which is equipped with two AMD EPYC 9654 processors, each providing 96 cores operating at 2.4-3.7 GHz, resulting
in a total of 192 cores and 384 threads. Additionally, the server features four NVIDIA RTX 6000 Ada Generation
GPUs and 1536 GB of DDR5 RAM.
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Figure 1: Top-view schematic of the MIT research reactor core used in the Power Control (PC) dataset as shown in [73]

5. Results

Due to the large number of datasets modeled in this work, this section necessarily lacks the entirety of the results
we generated. Instead, it focuses on some of the more representative (and interesting) cases, discusses noteworthy

findings for all datasets, and leaves the remaining to the Appendices and/or Supplementary Materials.

5.1. Hyperparameter Tuning

Table 4 shows the best hyperparameters we found using the search algorithm described in Section 4.2 for each
dataset, with the exception of the power control (PC) dataset. During training, we found that the power control
dataset consistently underperformed the rest of the datasets. This feature is highlighted by the R? score for PC in
Table 4 of 0.735. Since this metric diverged from our other datasets’ results, we hypothesized that this difference
could stem from the larger output space demanded by the power control dataset (22 outputs) which could shed light
on KAN performance with high-dimensional output spaces. Accordingly, we split it by physical region of power
prediction as shown in Figure 1. This accounts for the datasets abbreviated PC-A, PC-B, and PC-C throughout
this work.

Some abbreviations referenced in hyperparameter tuning results are as follows:
e Reg. — L1 regularization metric used to increase model sparsity,

e Spline R? — average R? of all outputs based on model using spline activation functions (before symbolic

conversion),
e Sym. R? — average R? of all outputs based on model using symbolic activation functions (after symbolic
conversion),

output std)
input std

e EFS — edge_forward_sum (spline and symbolic, norm of the edge using
e EFSU - edge_forward_spline_u (only spline, norm of the edge using output standard deviation),

output std )

e EFSN - edge_forward_spline_n (only spline, norm of the edge using put sid
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e EB - edge_backward (edge attribution score), and
e NB — node_backward (node attribution score).

Due to the extensive volume of hyperparameter tuning results, we were unable to include the majority of them in
this work. However, the tuning process can be replicated using the instructions available in our GitHub repository,
as detailed in the Data Availability section. Table 4 gives some insight on the overall KAN performances with the
best hyperparameter configuration found from the search based on the final symbolic and spline-based R? results
for each dataset. As previously mentioned, the full power control dataset (PC) core performs the worst, followed
by the light water reactor (LWR) dataset, with a symbolic R? of 0.90596. The rest of the datasets approximately
range between 0.97 to 0.99, with most residing on the upper end of that spectrum. We will discuss potential causes
for weaker performance in Section 6. Overall, the symbolic R? closely matches the spline R? across all problems,

regardless of the R? value. This indicates that the interpretable version of KAN maintains its predictive accuracy.

Table 4: Best KAN hyperparameter tuning results for all datasets.

Dataset Depth  Grid &k A Aentropy LR1 LRy Reg. Metric Steps Spline R?  Symbolic R?
FP 1 8 7 2.043e-05 5.03464 1.5 1.75 EFS 75 0.99144 0.99098
LWR 1 7 2 8.912e-04 7.48809 1.75 1.25 EFS 125 0.96004 0.90596
HEAT 1 7 3 1.899e-04 8.20921 1.5 2 EFSU 150 0.99308 0.99823
MICROREACTOR 1 8 3 1.217e-05 7.66581 0.75 1.25 EFS 25 0.99183 0.98926
PC-A 1 4 7  4.284e-05 0.02540 1.5 1.25 EFS 25 0.99859 0.99843
PC-B 1 3 2 1.112e-06 0.96268 0.75 1 EFS 250 0.99766 0.99745
PC-C 1 3 3 9.739¢-06  7.04743 1 1.5 EFSN 150 0.97215 0.97204
PC - Full Core 1 7 6 3.370e-04 5.77322 1.75 0.5 EFSU 150 0.74729 0.73557
CHF 1 9 2 5.123e-06 7.71662 2 1.75 EFSU 100 0.99675 0.99118
NS 1 6 8 3.795e-05 0.00650 2 0.5 EFS 25 0.99681 0.99555
NXS 2 9 4 3.903e-04 0.42861 1.25 1.25 EFSU 100 0.99988 0.99993
5.2. Metrics

The three models our analysis will focus on from here includes the light water water reactor dataset (LWR), the
heat conduction dataset (HEAT), and the critical heat flux dataset (CHF). Tables 5, 6, and 7 present a variety of
model metrics for both the best KANs and FNNs for the CHF, HEAT, and LWR datasets, respectively. For clarity,
at this point in the analysis, we will refer to the symbolic KAN as plainly, the KAN, which is the interpretable KAN
version of interest.

After hyperparameter tuning, we convert all KAN model activation functions from splines to symbolic equations
to analyze the most interpretable form of the model. The metrics included in Tables 5, 6, and 7 include: the mean
absolute error (MAE), the mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), the mean squared error (MSE), the root mean
squared error (RMSE), the root mean squared percentage error (RMSPE), and the symbolic R? (denoted as strictly
R?). All these metrics are reported for the withheld test dataset.

Table 5: Performance metrics based on the test set of the CHF dataset as modeled by both a symbolic KAN and FNN.

Output  Model MAE MAPE (%) MSE RMSE RMSPE (%) R?
CHF  KAN  87.85040 7.09290 17150.37790  130.95950 12.87050  0.99010
CHF  FNN  22.19988 1.49471  1196.16250  34.58558 2.11510  0.99931

Table 5 shows all model metrics for the best KAN and FNN for the CHF dataset. As shown in Table 5, the
FNN outperforms the KAN just slightly by 0.009 in R?, with both models performing extremely well in terms of
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other metrics. As a reference to a common correlation used to predict CHF, Eq.(9) shows the W-3 (Westinghouse
3) correlation used to predict CHF for the departure from nuclear boiling (DNB) condition [81]. For comparison,
Eq.(10) shows the symbolic equation generated from the KAN for CHF.

CH Fyy_3 = {(2.022 - 0.06238P) + (0.1722 — 0.01427P) exp [ (18.177 - 0.5987P) X ]}
[(0.1484 - 1.596 X, +0.1729X, | X,)-2.326G + 3271] - [1.157 — 0.869.X.. ]
[0.2664 + 0.8357 exp (~124.1D3,)] - [0.8258 +0.0003413 ( s — hin )], (9)

where h, the only variable not considered in our CHF dataset, represents enthalpy and Dj specifies a heated
diameter. Note that in KAN, we used the inlet temperature T;, instead of the enthalpy as reported in the CHF
dataset, where both are redundant (e.g., inlet enthalpy can be inferred by the temperature). The following is the
KAN’s CHF symbolic equation:

CHFkan =0.0358 (—tan (1.4154 T}, + 2.5774) + 0.9336 tanh (4.4497 Xe — 1.6801) + 0.8381 asin (1.764P — 0.999) — 0.4316)5

4
1

-0.4537]0.0235 tanh (9.6 G — 2.052) + 0.018 atan (9.7986 Xe — 6.34) + 0.0061| + 0.0145, (10)
where:

aq =0.1789 atan (3.7926 Xe — 1.9798) ,
az = 0.0969 atanh (1.956 P — 0.9857) + 0.8565.

Note that the coefficients a; and aie were defined to allow the equation to fit within the space. Clearly, the KAN-generated
equation, Eq.(10), is longer and more complicated than the W-3 correlation in Eq.(9), but the KAN-generated equation also
relies on more complex functions as artifacts of the B-splines used to fit the KAN. This makes the KAN-generated equation
more difficult to understand at first glance, i.e., rendering it less interpretable than the correlation. Worth note, however,
is the fact that the W-3 correlation is only reliable under certain parameter ranges [81]. While we could also argue the
KAN-equation may only be valid under the range of the training set, we could expand the training data to quickly adapt a
KAN to fit a given application, which is the case for this CHF dataset that is more diverse and comprehensive than the W-3
correlation. Thus, the KAN offers more flexibility than existing correlations. Though a thorough comparison between these
two equations resides outside the scope of this paper, relating a KAN-generated equation to known correlations for CHF or
other applications could present an interesting future work.

Table 6: Performance metrics based on the test set of the heat conduction (HEAT) dataset as modeled by both a symbolic KAN and
FNN.

Output Model ~ MAE MAPE (%) MSE  RMSE RMSPE (%) R?
T KAN  7.18120 0.56590  77.89160  8.82560 0.70590  0.99630
T FNN  9.07959 0.70132  1004.82886  31.69904 2.44894  0.95280

As shown by Table 6, the KAN model of the heat conduction dataset outperforms the FNN for all performance metrics,
specifically scoring about 0.044 higher on R?. This dataset boasted the advantage of only predicting a single output compared

with many other datasets in this section, but was of particular interest to this analysis because the dataset itself is based
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on a numerical model for solving the heat condition based on a quasi-two-dimensional analysis (a.k.a 1.5D conduction) [82].
While the steps to generate this dataset do not boil down to a single algebraic equation, the process illuminates some known
dependencies and relationships between the input features. We show the steps used to generate the heat conduction data

as follows: Given a temperature-dependent thermal conductivity modeled as a polynomial
k(T)=AT® + BT* + CT + D (11)

The integral of k(7") with respect to temperature is:

f k(T)dT = %T‘* + §T3 + %TQ DT (12)

At a given axial location z, the reference temperature at the outer radius r = R is computed as:

7

Tref(z) = ch z +,I'in (13)

P

A constant is then defined at each radial position r and axial location z as:

r

const(r, z) = % (1 - (E)Q) + f k(Tret(2)) dT (14)

To determine the temperature at radius r, the following nonlinear equation is solved:

A B C
S+ 7% + 2T + DT - const(r, z) = 0 (15)
4 3 2
This equation is solved numerically, with the temperature at the next outer radial node used as the initial guess. Then we
aim to solve for T'(r,z) for every value of r and z using root finding algorithms (e.g., Levenberg-Marquardt method) such

that the temperature T satisfies the following:
A

B
Sty 2
1073

74 S pro 4 1—(1)2 +/l~c(T (2))dT =0 (16)
2 4 R et -

Based on the equations shown for this process, one would expect ¢’ and k at least, to strongly influence the final output,

as these variables serve as coefficients in Eq.(16). Similarly, we might also expect some smaller contributions from 1, Cp,

and Ty, as shown in Eq.(13). In contrast, we show the equation generated by KAN in Eq.(17) as

T = -4.0045 (0.0051 (-0.1461L - 1)° - 0.0122 tan (2.3733¢" + 8.217)
+0.0021 tan (2.2917h — 1.2526) — 0.0231 atan (1.521% — 0.6516)
-1)* +0.1707 sign (-1.3229 sign (4.904 - 9.0¢")
~0.0077 + 0.1071¢ " 100-0(0-38-1)° ) -3.6878 (17)

While a detailed comparison between these two solutions is hardly obvious to the naked eye, one feature— the complexity—
is. Contrary to simpler correlations used to predict CHF, Eq.(17), coupled with impressive performance metrics highlights
the interpretability yielded by this ML method. As verification, we can also see several of the variables we expected from
the numerical calculation featured in Eq.(17).

As shown by Table 7, based on the R?, the FNN outperforms the KAN for the light water reactor dataset for all outputs
except for Max-Fxy, which performs worst among all outputs between both models. KAN scores 0.77960 for this output,
while FNN only scores 0.47181, the largest difference between the two models. The next highest performance gap for this
dataset is only about 0.06. The average R> for FNN for this dataset is 0.87798, coming in slightly under the R? symbolic

average for KAN, which was 0.90596. Overall, this was the worst performing dataset for both models without alterations
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(the power control “full core” dataset underperformed significantly for KAN before being subdivided by core region). It is
worth noting that other metrics provided for both KAN and FNN results for Max-Fxy predictions on this dataset indicate
that the difference in poor performance between the KAN and the FNN is magnified by R?, while MAE and MAPE, in
particular, show more comparable metrics, implying both KAN and FNN are comparable.

Table 7: Performance metrics for the light water reactor (LWR) dataset as modeled by both a symbolic KAN and FNN based on the
test set.

Output ~ Model ~ MAE MAPE (%) MSE RMSE RMSPE (%) R?
F-delta-H KAN  0.03290 2.11260 0.00210  0.04600 2.90030  0.95020
F-delta-H FNN  0.01753 1.10367  0.00077  0.02776 1.65984  0.98188
K-eff KAN  0.00920 1.07560  0.00020  0.01380 1.76650  0.97580
K-eff FNN  0.00384 0.44452  0.00005 0.00733 0.90591  0.99317
Max-Fxy KAN  0.01460 0.80130  0.00050  0.02240 1.26480  0.77960
Max-Fxy FNN  0.01342 0.74877 0.00120 0.03471 2.05290 0.47181
Max3Pin  KAN  0.31330 7.79620 0.22630  0.47580 11.44530  0.91190
Max3Pin FNN  0.11275 2.58399  0.07184  0.26803 6.68874 0.97204
Max4Pin  KAN  0.33070 7.92020  0.26010 0.51000 11.60500  0.91230
Max4Pin  FNN  0.11693 2.59271  0.08609  0.29340 6.98493  0.97099

Eq.(18) represents the symbolic expression generated by the KAN for the light water reactor (LWR) dataset, specifically
for the output F-delta-H, which is chosen for demonstration. At first glance, this expression reveals that KAN can also
produce highly complex formulas, making interpretation challenging, as it requires defining seven C terms just to fit within
the page margins. However, despite its complexity, the KAN expression remains more manageable compared to the stacked

arrays of weights and biases used in FNNs.

F-delta-H = ~0.095 atan (34.6246 (0.5079 — FlowRate)® + 6.1256 (0.52 — subcool)® — C1 +1.27 + 0.1551e“* - 3.2746C)
+0.1085 + 0.1906¢7? + 0.4772¢ 211 76(C4+C0)*  (1g)

where:

Cy = 1.3814 atan (4.652vanA — 3.4542) — 1.8174 atan (2.9934vanB — 2.1584)

C = -100.0 (0.64 — PowerDensity)”

Cs = ~2.7504 (-0.2044 tanh (5.69vanB — 3.6418) + tanh (1.38 CRD - 1.3628) — 0.234 asin (1.3781DOM - 0.7163) - C)>
Cy = ~0.2481sin (1.1506 DOM — 6.7567) — 0.6109 acos (~0.4426 PSZ — 0.156)

s = 0.1458 atan (9.906vanA — 7.216) + 0.5282 + 0.4733¢06815(-F87-0.4916)°

Cs = 0.0393 atan (5.4866vanA — 3.9469) + 0.0573 atan (2.4404vanB — 1.346) + atan (1.6189CRD + 0.1474) + 0.7047

-23.04(0.3192-CRD)?
Cr=e ( )

Note that the variable C5 is used in C4 calculations and does not appear in the main Eq.(18). The key question now is
whether F-delta-H can be estimated more simply using mathematical formulas. F-delta-H accounts for axial power peaking
effects, ensuring that hot nuclear channels remain within safe limits. It is defined as the ratio of the maximum enthalpy rise

in all channels to the average, expressed as:
L
max( 0 4 (2) dz)

R (19)
1 L ,
N El Jo 4i(z)dz

Fapg =
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where ¢'(z) is the linear heat generation rate at axial position z with unit (W/cm), L is the active fuel length (cm), and N
is the total number of fuel channels in the core (in our case, for a mini-core, there are 4 channels).

At first glance, this may seem like a simple ratio compared to the complex KAN formula in Eq. (18). However, a closer
examination reveals that estimating the power distribution through the function ¢'(z) across all channels in the reactor core
is a highly intricate task. It requires solving the neutron transport equation, which implicitly depends on various operating
parameters and boundary conditions such as subcooling, CRD position, flow rate, power density, and VFNGAP. The axial
height of different fuel zones—PSZ, DOM, vanA, and vanB—is implicitly embedded in the integration limit L, representing
the total fuel height. Determining the power distribution is the heart of nuclear reactor analysis and typically relies on
legacy computational codes that, despite being based on numerical methods for solving partial differential equation systems,
are often considered ”black-box” solutions due to their complexity. In this study, we used SIMULATES, a widely popular
nuclear simulation code, to estimate ¢'(2) and then F-delta-H based on the perturbation of the nine inputs provided to KAN
in Eq.(18). Thus, the key takeaway is that the KAN-derived equation, despite its complexity, remains significantly more
interpretable and manageable compared to the “black-box” nuclear code estimation of F-delta-H.

At this point, the attentive reader might notice that the symbolic R? metrics presented in Tables 5, 6, and 7 vary
slightly from those presented in Table 4. These small differences are caused by the stochastic nature of fitting the KANs
and converting their splines to symbolic equations. Even with the same hyperparameters and seed (defaulted to 42 for all
models in this work), we still observe some minor variations between the models generated during hyperparameter tuning

and those recreated during the full analysis.

5.3. Ezxplainability

We show the results of the Kernel SHAP explainability analysis we conducted on the light water reactor (LWR) dataset
for both the KAN in Figure 2a and the FNN in Figure 2b. Overall, both models largely agreed with the general importance
rankings for each of the input features, but they varied on an individual output basis. For example, the KAN ranked the
importance of PSZ highest for the F-delta-H output between other outputs, but the FNN ranked that feature second lowest
between other outputs and the PSZ’s feature attribution to them. Yet, both the KAN and FNN found CRD to be the most
important feature for predicting all outputs. This is expected since CRD represents the control rod insertion which affects
the power distribution significantly in the reactor. These individual variations give us insight as to how much the FNN and
the KAN are each using the given features in their prediction method. We can glean even more intuition for the KAN by
studying its output equation, but unfortunately, these explainability metrics approach the upper limit of our insight into
the FNN.

We show the feature importance ranking for the given heat conduction (HEAT) dataset input features for both the
KAN and the FNN in Figure 3. Figure 3 is particularly interesting because it shows that the KAN only used four of seven
input features to make its predictions, even though we know that those input features were used to generate the dataset.
Further, even though the FNN used all input features to make its predictions, it still performs worse than the KAN. The
KAN and the FNN do both agree on the two most important features for predicting temperature: gprime (¢’) and thermal
conductivity (k) as indicated before in Eq.(16)-(17).

Finally, we show the Kernel SHAP explainability metrics for the CHF dataset for the KAN and FNN in Figure 4. In a
result somewhat flipped from the heat conduction dataset, the KAN actually weighs more inputs as “important” compared
to the FNN. We especially see this impact on pressure (P) and outlet quality (Xe), where both have a mean absolute SHAP
value of nearly 0.06 for the KAN, while Xe and P have a mean absolute SHAP values of about 0.0275 and 0.01 for the
FNN, respectively. Since we know that pressure and outlet quality are thermodynamically linked quantities, it appears that
the KAN gives them both importance, while the FNN uses one over the other, with both models yielding reliable prediction
results. We also observe that the most important feature for the KAN CHF model is inlet temperature (7-in) whereas it
is mass flux (G) for the FNN model. Additionally, the FNN places significantly less importance on T_in and slightly more

emphasis on the channel diameter (D).
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Figure 2: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for both models of the light water reactor (LWR) dataset.
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Figure 3: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for both symbolic KAN and FNN models of the heat conduction
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Figure 4: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for both symbolic KAN and FNN models of the critical heat flux (CHF)
dataset.

5.4. Other Models

Due to space limitations, we will summarize the key takeaways of the remaining datasets tested in this work here.
We show all dataset metrics in Appendix A, all explainability plots in Appendix B, while Appendix C provides more
instructions on how to access all symbolic equations in the Supplementary Materials, which are tedious to type and
fit in this paper. In general, the KAN and the FNN were comparable in performance for all datasets. KAN marginally
outperformed FNN for the fuel performance and microreactor datasets, while FNN outperformed KAN significantly for the
power control full core dataset. Once we spatially divided the power control dataset, KAN and FNN performance became
much more comparable across all metrics. We found KAN and FNN performance comparable across the nuclear cross section
and the nuclear safety datasets.

Further, we generally saw agreement between the SHAP feature importance rankings across all datasets, with some
small exceptions. In general, we found KANs more likely to have mean absolute SHAP scores of 0, meaning KANs are more
likely to “eliminate” a variable (and thereby reduce the complexity of their problem space) than a KAN. We observe this
phenomenon particularly well for the nuclear cross section dataset shown in Figures B.10a and B.10b, respectively. Both
of these models produced R? scores of greater than 0.999, but the KAN predicts with this accuracy using three less input
features than the FNN. These three features (scatter_11, scatter_21, scatter_22) are known from the physics of this problem

to have a minimal impact on the multiplication factor (i.e., output). This is due to the low likelihood of upscattering or
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in-group scattering, which KAN appears to fully capture and represent.

Finally, the modeling results provided in this work are reproducible by setting the KAN hyperparameter seed=42.
While the seed can impact model results, we tested a variety of seed values during our analysis and found no major changes
to our results, even using the hyperparameters optimized for seed=42. Those looking to use a different seed for the datasets

used in this work, though, should repeat hyperparameter tuning to ensure optimal model performance.

6. Discussion

Throughout this work, we place emphasis on the following three features of our models: accuracy, interpretability, and
explainability. In this section, we will discuss our results through these three lenses and consider the successes, as well as
shortcomings, of KANs for the diverse datasets used in this work. We will then discuss some of the practical implications
of this work on using KAN for regression problems. We will also dive into the three datasets highlighted in Section 5 and

some insights we gleaned from these models.

6.1. Accuracy

In Section 5, we describe the model metrics and explainability analysis results for the light water reactor (LWR) dataset.
We chose this dataset to highlight due to its poor performance between both the KAN and the FNN, particularly when
predicting the output Max-Fxy. From R? alone, it appears that the KAN outperforms FNN substantially in this area, but
as previously described, the other metrics provide more comparable statistics. Of all the datasets evaluated in this work,
only the light water reactor and power control cases showed large differences in accuracy.

For the power control case, we found subdividing the outputs by region (to lower the output dimensionality of an
otherwise 22 output problem) largely corrected the gap in performance between KAN and FNN for this dataset, suggesting
that KANs may be weaker for problems with relatively few inputs compared to outputs or perhaps just for very high output
problems. We show the specifics of these results in Appendix A. Future work should seek to clarify the cause and specific
nature of this shortcoming and whether there are any rules of thumb that KAN follows for input and output dimensionality
to achieve optimal performance.

For the case of the light water reactor, the size of the dataset may have inhibited both the FNN and the KAN to
learn accurate prediction mechanisms for the Max-Fxy output. This combined with comparable (high) performance across
remaining datasets for all outputs supports the claim that KANs are comparable in their prediction accuracy to FNNs, with

a notable exception to problems with many outputs.

6.2. Interpretability

In Section 5, we describe the model metrics and explainability analysis for the KAN and the FNN models of the heat
conduction dataset, as well as the numerical analysis method used to derive the heat conduction dataset values and the
equation created by the KAN. Though we found it difficult to see a direct link between the equations for the numerical
analysis and the equation derived by KAN, the KAN method of determining 7', the temperature in the nuclear fuel rod, was
obviously more straightforward. The SHAP explainability analysis for the heat conduction dataset highlights this simplicity,
especially compared to the FNN method of prediction. The KAN actually eliminated three of the seven variables used
to generate the dataset, and then predicted the values with an R? score of 0.996, surpassing the FNN. This reduction in
dimension and ability to plainly yield an equation that so accurately predicts an output exemplifies the interpretability of
the KAN. A human could read and reproduce the results of the KAN model in this work by plugging in values into Eq.17.
No other machine learning method offers this level of insight into the inner-workings of the model while still offering high
accuracy. Yet, this level of insight precisely enables regulatory agencies, engineers, doctors, and scientists alike to truly
understand, manage, and trust such a model. As a caveat, future work should inquire how to make equations like Eq.(17)
more interpretable for specific audiences. Flashing a lengthy equation at a patient does not meet the comprehensibility

requirements we described in Section 1, but it does provide a good place to start.
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A quick look into Appendix C makes it clear that not all KAN equations are created equal. Despite pruning and
regularization, operations that sparsify (i.e., simplify) a KAN network, many of these equations still extend many lines,
as we saw in Eq.(18) for the light water reactor dataset. This naturally raises the question: is a long equation still an
interpretable equation? Based on the definition we outline in Section 2, technically, yes. However, as an equation grows in
length, it loses value in computational feasibility. Further, an upper limit to interpretability surely exists as equation length
tends to infinity, the point where a human can no longer reproduce the result in a reasonable time constraint. Fortunately,
we can print all the equations in this work on a finite amount of paper, but future work should be aware that deeper KANs
produce lengthier equations. Those seeking to favor simplicity over accuracy have options in both KAN hyperparameter

tuning and architecture development to achieve such objectives.

6.3. Explainability

In Section 5, we describe the model metrics and explainability analysis for the KAN and the FNN models of the CHF
dataset. Both models perform extremely well for CHF, with some larger absolute errors from the KAN. As the only
experimentally gathered dataset in this work, the CHF results provide a unique opportunity to evaluate the physicality
of both KAN and FNN models, particularly since no known closed form solution exists for the prediction of CHF, but
correlations, such as the W-3 correlation presented in Section 5 do. Figure 4 shows the SHAP analysis of the KAN and
FNN, respectively. Myers et al. [69] performed a similar analysis of an FNN trained with the same hyperparameters on this
dataset, but varied the set of input features to exclude either T-in or Xe, as shown in Figures 7 and 8 of that work [69].
They found that, for an FNN, eliminating 7" _in increased the importance of both Xe and P and eliminating Xe had almost
no effect on the importance of Tin and P when compared to the rankings of the full set of input variables. In Figure 4,
which represents the full dataset, we observe for the FNN results that T'_in ranks higher than Xe, which ranks higher than
P. However, from both the variational study performed by Myers et al. [69] and thermodynamic knowledge, we know that
inlet temperature, outlet quality, and pressure are correlated values. Yet, the FNN fails to emphasize the importance of
pressure in predicting CHF. Taken at face value, the FNN’s explainability metrics would suggest an insignificant distinction
between the safety calculation of a pressurized water reactor and a boiling water reactor, an obviously false assumption.

While on one hand this highlights a known limitation of post-hoc explainability analysis for FNNs, the KAN results
shown in Figure 4 tell a different story, demonstrating heightened importance for five of the six input features, even when
they are correlated. By using SHAP as an explainability tool for both the FNN and the KAN, we simultaneously use it
as an over-engineered sensitivity tool for the equation produced by KAN, an equation that encompasses physical relations.
Though it still produces impressive results, the FNN merely yields statistical accuracy. Liu et al. [65] demonstrate KAN’s
ability to re-derive known physical relationships; this work extends that feature beyond a toy problem into a real one with
no known solution.

As mentioned previously, future work should consider alternative explainability methods that more accurately reflect

classical SHAP values and/or methods that capture deeper explainability metrics, like node and edge attribution scores.

6.4. Practical Implications

What advantages do KAN’s symbolic equations offer to practical applications that traditional black-box ML models,
including FNNs, do not? One key benefit is the ability to compute derivatives directly, thanks to the closed-form nature of
symbolic equations. This is particularly valuable for real-time applications requiring exact gradients, which are often difficult
to obtain from other black-box models. While this advantage is somewhat constrained by the length and complexity of the
equations, most functions used in KAN’s equations are well-known with readily available derivatives.

The notable aspect of KAN’s explainability is its reproducibility—even without methods like SHAP, which we applied
here for consistency with FNN, it remains straightforward to isolate the contribution of each feature or input. Unlike
traditional black-box models that require advanced post-hoc methods, KAN allows direct identification of feature impacts
by isolating terms in its equations. More importantly, since KAN equations are not dependent on random seeding, users

can expect consistent results, leading to deterministic feature importance assessments.
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Perhaps the most valuable application of KAN’s symbolic features in the energy sector lies in developing more advanced
correlation techniques that can uncover hidden patterns in data more effectively than traditional least squares or polynomial
fitting. Eq.(10) for CHF still resembles a semi-empirical formula, similar to the W-3 correlation, except that KAN is expected
to provide better interpolation and capture non-linearity more effectively. Therefore, it is fair to say that KAN does not
replace the underlying physics, mathematical models, or computational codes but rather transforms how correlations are
constructed.

The light water reactor dataset and the complex KAN equation in Eq.(18) demonstrate that KAN equations can become
quite intricate and computationally expensive to evaluate. However, this complexity is not surprising given the underlying
physics being modeled. As previously discussed, estimating F-delta-H might appear to be a straightforward ratio in Eq.(19),
but the physics behind it is inherently complex and computationally demanding. Consequently, it is unrealistic to expect
KAN to produce a significantly simpler representation. Typically, using nuclear codes for this estimation can take 20-30
minutes (excluding modeling time) to generate an accurate result. In this context, KAN remains a faster alternative for
computation.

A potential criticism of this work is its focus on nuclear-related datasets. While we have argued that these datasets are
multidisciplinary, non-redundant, and present a diverse set of challenges typical of machine learning problems, this justifica-
tion may need further elaboration. The primary reason for this focus is that the authors prioritized establishing meaningful
physical connections with KAN results—an area where our team has confidence due to our nuclear expertise—rather than
simply demonstrating KAN’s performance on randomly selected but diverse datasets. While we could have taken that
approach, we believe it would offer less value. We encourage researchers in other sensitive industries and renewable energy
sectors to extend this work to their domains, where they can confidently interpret and justify the results. Potential renewable
energy applications may include solar systems [83], wind energy [84], hydrogen energy [85], and hybrid energy systems [86].

Another limitation to note is that we did not observe either KAN or FNN extracting more information beyond inter-
polating between the provided dataset points. This means we cannot guarantee extrapolation performance—a fundamental
limitation of all machine learning models. While developing Bayesian methods to support KAN’s uncertainty quantification
and assess interpolation error, similar to Gaussian Processes [87, 88], could provide valuable insights, it would not neces-
sarily eliminate the extrapolation weakness. Moreover, such an approach would likely increase computational costs, data

requirements, and the complexity of KAN’s formulation, much like what occurs with Bayesian neural networks [89].

7. Conclusion

Sensitive industries, like medicine, finance, energy, and engineering demand machine learning models that allow them
to keep up with industry without sacrificing their integrity. This work proposes a KAN to meet that demand for its
interpretability and explainability when coupled with post-hoc methods, like SHAP. After testing a KAN against an FNN
on eight nuclear engineering datasets as sensitive case studies that also offer multidisciplinary aspects, we found both models
comparable in terms of accuracy when some adjustments are made for limiting the output space size. We also found
KANSs better at capturing known physical relationships than FNNs, which instead feature mere statistical accuracy. We
unexpectedly observed that KANs may also enhance interpretability of problems with known solutions by generating models
with reduced dimensions, via the elimination of features in equation generation.

In addition to the direct calls for future work throughout this paper, future studies should consider testing KANs against
additional models and additional datasets. Additional models should include physics-informed neural networks, which may
better handle physical relationships than a simple FNN, and additional datasets should consider more experimental datasets,
not only from engineering, but from medical and financial applications as well. Further, though cautioned by the literature,
this analysis found no issues with time complexity or excessive computational resource demand. However, this could be due
to sufficiently small datasets. Future work might test this with larger datasets to more completely assess these impacts.

Overall, we find KANs a promising, interpretable alternative to traditional machine learning methods for sensitive

applications of a multidisciplinary nature.
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Appendix A. Performance Metrics for Other Datasets

Table A.8: Performance metrics for the Materials and Fuel Performance dataset as modeled by both a symbolic KAN and FNN.

Output Model MAE MAPE MSE RMSE RMSPE R?
fission_gas KAN 5.33434e-08  0.17391 6.63868e-15  8.14781e-08  0.26956  0.99729
fission_gas FNN 8.76018e-08  0.28551  1.43874e-14 1.19947e-07  0.39009  0.99413
max_fuel_cl.T KAN 1.89257  0.11954 7.55531 2.74869  0.17633  0.99377
max_fuel_cl.T FNN 1.90921 0.11984 6.17674 2.48530  0.15621  0.99491
max_fuel surf T KAN 0.89289  0.12679 1.59051 1.26115  0.17867 0.97612
max_fuel surf T FNN 1.48399 0.21102 3.86673 1.96640  0.27942  0.94195

radial_clad-T KAN 4.97319e-08  0.26086  5.46257e-15  7.39092e-08  0.40105 0.99061
radial_clad-T FNN 3.73859¢-08  0.19566  2.17464e-15 4.66329¢-08  0.24597  0.99626

Table A.9: Performance metrics for the Microreactor dataset as modeled by both a symbolic KAN and FNN.

Output Model MAE MAPE MSE RMSE RMSPE R?

fluxQ1l  KAN  0.000337 0.134820 1.76464e-07 0.000420 0.167857  0.989950
fluxQl  FNN 0.000510  0.203661  4.29808e-07  0.000656  0.261368  0.975521

fluxQ2 KAN  0.000360 0.143924 2.04094e-07 0.000452 0.180149 0.988376
fluxQ2  FNN 0.000505 0.201829  4.17823e-07 0.000646 0.257740 0.976204

fluxQ3 KAN  0.000352 0.140688 1.99838e-07 0.000447 0.178268 0.988619
fluxQ3  FNN 0.000495 0.197698  3.97459e-07  0.000630  0.251424  0.977364

fluxQ4 KAN  0.000348 0.139110 1.99082e-07 0.000446 0.177860 0.988662
fluxQ4  FNN 0.000524  0.209305  4.49469e-07 0.000670 0.267523  0.974401

Table A.10: Performance metrics for the Power Control dataset (Region A) in Figure 1 as modeled by both a symbolic KAN
and FNN.

Output Model MAE MAPE MSE RMSE RMSPE R?
A-2 KAN 3.42780 0.01330 21.59370 4.64690  0.01800  0.99800
A-2 FNN 3.32124 0.01285 18.30655 4.27862  0.01657  0.99829

Table A.11: Performance metrics for the Power Control dataset (Region B) in Figure 1 as modeled by both a symbolic KAN
and FNN. Four selected outputs are reported for brevity.

Output Model MAE MAPE MSE RMSE RMSPE R?
B-1 KAN 5.21890 0.02300 54.29580 7.36860  0.03250  0.99710
B-1 FNN 5.67038 0.02491 49.71682 7.05102  0.03097  0.99738
B-2 KAN 4.64950 0.02160 37.90760 6.15690  0.02860  0.99820
B-2 FNN 5.26452  0.02441 43.51394 6.59651  0.03060 0.99794

Continued on next page
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Output Model MAE MAPE MSE RMSE RMSPE R?

B-4 KAN  4.79840 0.02100 39.52180 6.28660  0.02760 0.99730
B-4 FNN 5.09374 0.02233 40.32098 6.34988  0.02786  0.99723
B-5 KAN  4.17800 0.01910 32.83440 5.73010 0.02620 0.99810
B-5 FNN 3.99387  0.01828  26.70497 5.16769  0.02363 0.99846

Table A.12: Performance metrics for the Power Control dataset (Region C) in Figure 1 as modeled by both a symbolic KAN
and FNN. Four selected outputs are reported for brevity.

Output Model MAE MAPE MSE RMSE RMSPE R?
C-1 KAN  45.15530 0.25130 3107.75010 55.74720  0.31100 0.96510
C-1 FNN 6.90512  0.03844 87.83895 9.37224  0.05242  0.99901
C-2 KAN  26.25600 0.14500 1063.05380 32.60450  0.17980 0.99160
C-2 FNN 8.23736  0.04563 114.61896  10.70602  0.05948  0.99909
C-3 KAN  26.46490 0.14170 1106.63130 33.26610  0.17810 0.99140
C-3 FNN 11.71499  0.06292 208.80959  14.45024  0.07788  0.99838
C4 KAN  26.53280 0.14190 1068.77430 32.69210  0.17450 0.99030
C-4 FNN 12.73486  0.06816 232.57355 15.25036  0.08151  0.99789

Table A.13: Performance metrics for the Nuclear Safety dataset as modeled by both a symbolic KAN and FNN.
Output Model MAE MAPE MSE RMSE RMSPE R?

avg_Tcool KAN 0.00890  0.00160 0.00020 0.01450  0.00260  0.99960
avg_Tcool FNN 0.01308  0.00233 0.00027 0.01647  0.00293 0.99951

burst_.width KAN  0.01420 4.20730 0.00040 0.01930  5.34890  0.98090
burst_width ~FNN 0.00620 1.46186 0.00053 0.02303  2.41617 0.97265

max_TF KAN 1.57100  0.16800 4.74660 2.17870  0.22960 0.99630
max_TF FNN 0.50154  0.05626 2.54761 1.59612  0.20006  0.99803

max_power KAN 6.02500 3.40670 82.42740 9.07900  6.67210 0.99810
max_power  FNN 2.86917 2.02932 15.80721 3.97583  4.24141 0.99963

Table A.14: Performance metrics for the Nuclear Cross-section dataset as modeled by both a symbolic KAN and FNN.

Output Model MAE MAPE MSE RMSE RMSPE R?
k KAN  0.000056 0.004481 6.40897e-09 0.000080 0.006380 0.999889
k FNN 0.000036  0.002894  1.26624e-08 0.000113  0.009037  0.999781
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Appendix B. SHAP Plots for Other Datasets
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Figure B.5: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for both models of the Microreactor dataset.
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Figure B.6: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for both models of Power Control dataset (Region A).
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Figure B.7: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for both models of the Power Control dataset (Region B).
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Figure B.8: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for both models of the Power Control dataset (Region C).
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Figure B.9: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for the both models of the Nuclear Safety dataset.
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Figure B.10: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for both models of the Nuclear Cross-section dataset.
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Figure B.11: Feature importance ranking via SHAP for all outputs for the both models of the Materials and Fuel Performance
dataset.

Appendix C. Symbolic Equations for Other Datasets

This appendix refers the reader to the Supplementary Material text file, ”’KAN_Equations.txt”, which contains addi-
tional examples of symbolic equations derived for other datasets that were not included in this work due to their extensive
length. In addition to the supplementary text file, the complete set of equations generated in this research can be accessed

through our GitHub repository, as detailed in the Data Availability section.
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