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Abstract

As modern science becomes increasingly data-intensive, the
ability to analyze and visualize large-scale, complex datasets
is critical to accelerating discovery. However, many domain
scientists lack the programming expertise required to develop
custom data analysis workflows, creating barriers to timely
and effective insight. Large language models (LLMs) offer a
promising solution by generating executable code from nat-
ural language descriptions. In this paper, we investigate the
trustworthiness of open-source LLMs in autonomously pro-
ducing Python scripts for scientific data analysis and visual-
ization. We construct a benchmark suite of domain-inspired
prompts that reflect real-world research tasks and systemat-
ically evaluate the executability and correctness of the gen-
erated code. Our findings show that, without human inter-
vention, the reliability of LLM-generated code is limited,
with frequent failures caused by ambiguous prompts and the
models’ insufficient understanding of domain-specific con-
texts. To address these challenges, we design and assess three
complementary strategies: data-aware prompt disambigua-
tion, retrieval-augmented prompt enhancement, and iterative
error repair. While these methods significantly improve ex-
ecution success rates and output quality, further refinement
is needed. This work highlights both the promise and current
limitations of LLM-driven automation in scientific workflows
and introduces actionable techniques and a reusable bench-
mark for building more inclusive, accessible, and trustworthy
Al-assisted research tools.

Introduction

In modern science, the integration of advanced technolo-
gies and instruments has led to an unprecedented surge in
data generation across disciplines such as physics, chem-
istry, biology, and environmental science (Gray et al. 2005).
The ability to analyze and interpret this data is essential
for driving scientific discovery (Kehrer and Hauser 2012).
Traditionally, this analysis has relied on domain scientists
manually writing code to extract insights from complex
datasets. While effective, this manual approach is often
labor-intensive (Fuchs and Hauser 2009), error-prone, and
increasingly infeasible given the scale and complexity of to-
day’s data (Steed et al. 2013).

Large language models (LLMs) offer a promising alterna-
tive by automating the generation of code for scientific data
analysis and visualization (Nejjar et al. 2025). Models like

GPT-4 (Achiam et al. 2023) and Claude 3.5 (Bae, Kwon,
and Myeong 2024) exhibit impressive capabilities in natu-
ral language understanding and code generation. Trained on
large-scale text and code corpora, they can translate natu-
ral language queries into executable Python scripts (Ridnik,
Kredo, and Friedman 2024; Zhang et al. 2024), enabling a
new class of intelligent tools for scientific workflows. This
shift has the potential to accelerate research by lowering the
entry barrier to complex analysis tasks.

A major motivation for integrating LLMs into scientific
analysis is the technical barrier faced by domain experts.
Many researchers possess deep scientific knowledge but
lack proficiency in programming or experience with data
processing libraries and visualization frameworks (Spring-
meyer, Blattner, and Max 1992). This challenge is espe-
cially pronounced in disciplines where computational train-
ing is not standard, such as biology, medicine, or environ-
mental science. By automating code generation, LLMs al-
low scientists to focus on research questions rather than
implementation details. For example, a researcher studying
climate trends can generate visualization code for multidi-
mensional geospatial data without manually writing boiler-
plate scripts. This capability empowers broader participation
in data-driven science and facilitates rapid experimentation
with advanced analytical methods.

Despite these benefits, LLM-generated code is not with-
out limitations. A core challenge is reliability. While LLMs
are proficient at interpreting general instructions, they often
struggle with domain-specific nuances. The code they pro-
duce may include logical flaws, inappropriate library usage,
or incorrect assumptions about data structures (Fan et al.
2023). These issues are exacerbated when users provide
vague prompts or lack a clear understanding of the dataset.
As a result, generated scripts may fail to execute or produce
misleading results. Diagnosing such failures often requires
significant programming knowledge, undermining the ac-
cessibility LLMs aim to provide. This trial-and-error cycle
can slow scientific progress and, in some cases, compromise
the integrity of results. An obvious remedy might be to fine-
tune or retrain LLMs on domain-specific datasets. However,
retraining is resource-intensive, requiring extensive compu-
tational infrastructure and large volumes of curated train-
ing data. Moreover, domain-specialized models risk reduced
generalization, increased maintenance burdens, and poten-
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tial overfitting. Given these trade-offs, lightweight, model-
agnostic strategies are more preferable.

In this work, we evaluate the trustworthiness of open-
source LL.Ms in autonomously generating code for scien-
tific data analysis and visualization, with the goal of min-
imizing the need for manual coding in routine research
workflows. We simulate natural language prompts that re-
flect how domain experts typically describe tasks involv-
ing diverse datasets, domain-specific analytical methods,
and complex visualizations. These prompts are submitted to
LLMs, which generate Python scripts that we evaluate by
executing and assessing for correctness. Our results show
that the success rate of LLM-generated code without hu-
man intervention remains low. We then implement and asses
three model-agnostic strategies aimed at improving the reli-
ability of generated code and aligning it more closely with
user intent and dataset structure: (1) Data-Aware Prompt
Disambiguation enriches prompts with schema-level meta-
data and sample statistics to reduce ambiguity and guide the
model toward more accurate code generation. (2) Retrieval-
Augmented Prompt Enhancement supplements prompts
with relevant examples from domain-specific code reposi-
tories to ground the model’s output in realistic and contex-
tually appropriate workflows. (3) Iterative Error Repair
enables the model to revise its own code based on runtime
or compilation errors, mimicking a lightweight debugging
loop. While our results show that these techniques signifi-
cantly increase the likelihood that the generated code exe-
cutes successfully and produces meaningful visualizations,
further improvement is still needed.

The contributions of this paper are as follows:

* We conduct a systematic evaluation of state-of-the-art
open-source LLMs in the context of scientific data anal-
ysis and visualization, focusing on their ability to au-
tonomously generate executable Python code from nat-
ural language prompts reflective of domain expert intent.

* We design a benchmark suite of synthetic prompts mod-
eled after real-world use cases in diverse scientific do-
mains, enabling a controlled and reproducible assess-
ment of LLM-generated code reliability and correctness.

* We implement and evaluate three strategies to improve
code reliability. Our results demonstrate that while these
strategies substantially increase the success rate of LLM-
generated code, challenges remain.

Background
Scientific Data Analysis and Visualization

Scientific data analysis and visualization are essential across
domains such as physics, biology, climate science, and en-
gineering, enabling researchers to extract insights from vast
amounts of data generated by experiments, simulations, and
observations (Springmeyer, Blattner, and Max 1992). Un-
like general-purpose datasets, scientific data is often high-
dimensional, structured, and stored in specialized formats
such as HDF5 (Folk et al. 2011), NetCDF (Rew and Davis
1990), and FITS (Pence et al. 2010). These formats sup-
port hierarchical organization and rich metadata, but also

increase complexity when parsing, interpreting, and visual-
izing data programmatically.

Scientific datasets typically require specialized prepro-
cessing steps—such as coordinate transformations, anomaly
detection, or unit conversions—tailored to the specific do-
main. Visualization techniques must also be domain-aware,
varying from volumetric rendering in medical imaging to
contour plots in fluid dynamics. As a result, domain scien-
tists often rely on tools like NumPy, SciPy, Matplotlib, and
VTK (Schroeder, Martin, and Lorensen 2006). However, de-
veloping and debugging such code can be time-consuming
and error-prone, particularly for those without strong pro-
gramming backgrounds.

LLM-Based Code Generation

Large language models (LLMs) have emerged as powerful
tools for automated code generation (Jiang et al. 2024), ca-
pable of producing executable scripts from natural language
prompts (Ridnik, Kredo, and Friedman 2024). These mod-
els support a wide range of programming tasks—including
code completion (Husein, Aburajouh, and Catal 2024), de-
bugging (Tian et al. 2024), optimization (Gao et al. 2024),
and documentation (Sun et al. 2024)—and are increasingly
integrated into modern development workflows.

In scientific computing, LLMs offer an opportunity to ac-
celerate research and lower barriers for non-programmers
by translating high-level analytical goals into executable
code (Hong et al. 2024). This is especially impactful in
fields like genomics and climate science, where datasets are
massive, complex, and stored in structured formats. How-
ever, existing models face key limitations. LLMs lack true
contextual awareness of data and execution environments,
making them prone to errors when handling multidimen-
sional arrays or hierarchical file structures (Tony et al. 2025).
Ambiguous prompts often lead to code that is inefficient,
incorrect, or fails to execute. Moreover, debugging LLM-
generated code remains difficult for non-expert users, who
may not be equipped to interpret runtime errors or identify
logical flaws (Sarker et al. 2024). These challenges highlight
the need for strategies that bridge the gap between user in-
tent, data context, and reliable code generation—especially
in high-stakes domains like scientific research.

Methodology
Data Collection and Preparation

To evaluate LLM-based code generation in scientific data
analysis, we curated a benchmark composed of diverse hier-
archical datasets from three primary sources: the MatPlot-
Bench dataset (Yang et al. 2024), datasets from NASA’s
Earth Observing System (EOS) (Tools and Center 2021),
and medical imaging datasets from NYU Langone Health’s
fastMRI repository (Zbontar et al. 2019). These datasets
were selected for their structured formats and relevance to
real-world scientific workflows.

We first prepared 12 datasets from MatPlotBench, origi-
nally in CSV format and accompanied by natural language
descriptions of expected visualizations. To enable consistent
evaluation across data types, we converted these CSV files



to HDFS5 format, preserving column names as dataset iden-
tifiers. While these datasets lack deep hierarchies, they rep-
resent common scientific tabular data used in visualization
tasks. Next, we collected 61 HDF5 datasets from NASA’s
EOS repositories via the HDF-EOS Tools and Information
Center (Ullman 1999). These files contain multi-level hier-
archies and embedded metadata, typical of remote sensing
and environmental monitoring data. We also gathered asso-
ciated Python scripts to guide the construction of prompts
grounded in domain-relevant processing and visualization
logic. Finally, we curated 11 MRI datasets from NYU’s
fastMRI repository, originally stored in HDF5 and DICOM
formats. To standardize the format, we converted DICOM
files to HDFS, preserving key metadata and ensuring com-
patibility with our benchmark. Accompanying visualization
scripts were used to develop prompts that capture domain-
specific imaging tasks.

This benchmark spans a range of structural complexities,
from flat tabular data to deeply nested hierarchies, allowing
us to systematically assess LLMs’ code generation capabil-
ity across different scientific data modalities.

Prompt Generation

To evaluate the ability of LLMs to generate scientific anal-
ysis and visualization code, we manually constructed two
types of natural language prompts for each dataset: detailed
and simplified. These prompts were derived from existing
Python scripts (Newman 2020) and designed to reflect how
users with varying levels of technical specificity might re-
quest code generation in real-world scenarios.

We began by analyzing the original scripts to identify
key operations such as data loading, preprocessing, trans-
formation, and visualization. Based on this understanding,
we created detailed prompts that included explicit instruc-
tions, such as paths of HDF5 datasets, library usage (e.g.,
h5py, NumPy, Matplotlib), and the desired visualization for-
mat. In contrast, simplified prompts provided a more gen-
eral description of the task, omitting technical specifics and
simulating how a non-expert or high-level user might formu-
late the same request. For example, a detailed prompt might
state: “Generate Python code that loads an HDFS5 file using
hS5py, accesses the dataset at /temperature/data, converts it
to a NumPy array, and plots it as a time-series line graph us-
ing Matplotlib.” The corresponding simplified prompt would
be: “Generate a Python script to extract and visualize tem-
perature data from an HDFS5 file.”

This two-tiered prompting strategy enabled us to assess
LLM performance under different levels of prompt speci-
ficity and better understand their robustness and adaptability
to realistic scientific computing queries.

Data-Aware Prompt Disambiguation

Scientific datasets stored in HDF5 format are typi-
cally organized in hierarchical structures, where each
dataset or attribute is accessed via a full path (e.g.,
/groupl/subgroup2/temperature). However, users, espe-
cially those unfamiliar with the dataset’s structure, often ref-
erence variables using vague or abbreviated terms. For in-
stance, a user might request to “visualize the temperature

data” without specifying whether the dataset resides at /mea-
surements/temperature, or another location. Such ambigu-
ity frequently causes LLMs to generate incorrect or non-
functional code, as they depend solely on the prompt text
and lack direct access to the data hierarchy.

To address this challenge, we evaluate a data-aware
prompt disambiguation approach that augments user queries
with accurate structural references extracted directly from
the HDFS file. Rather than modifying the user’s intent, our
method enriches the prompt with minimal, contextually rel-
evant metadata, such as precise dataset paths and attribute
names, allowing LLMs to generate semantically correct and
executable Python code. This strategy preserves the natu-
ral language character of the prompt while grounding it in
the actual data structure, helping the LLM resolve ambigu-
ity and avoid hallucinated references.

The disambiguation process begins by parsing the HDF5
file to enumerate all dataset paths and their associated at-
tributes. The original user prompt is then tokenized into
monograms and bigrams by stripping special characters and
splitting on whitespace, punctuation, and slashes. These to-
kens are matched against the dataset paths using a multi-
stage process. Initially, the system attempts exact and par-
tial string matches, ignoring formatting differences such as
punctuation. If no matches are found, fuzzy matching is ap-
plied using the Levenshtein distance via the RapidFuzz li-
brary. Two thresholds are used: a strict threshold (87%) fol-
lowed by a relaxed threshold (80%) to tolerate greater varia-
tion. Tokenization is extended by splitting long terms using
slashes to improve matching for nested dataset paths. The
prompt is also reprocessed to regenerate bigrams, helping
identify compound dataset names that may not be captured
by single-token comparisons.

Using the cleaned and expanded tokens, the system per-
forms a second round of dataset matching based on four
criteria: exact full-path match, subgroup-level match, par-
tial name match, and fuzzy similarity. All matching results
are collected and ranked, prioritizing full-path and subgroup
matches over less precise alternatives. For each matched
dataset, relevant attribute names are also retrieved. These
matched elements are then appended to the original prompt
in a concise and non-intrusive format. The resulting prompt
remains intelligible to the user while supplying the LLM
with structurally grounded context, significantly improving
its ability to generate valid and relevant code.

This method is model-agnostic and requires no changes
to the LLM architecture. It improves code generation quality
by aligning prompt content with the underlying data struc-
ture, thereby reducing the risk of hallucinated references or
invalid access paths.

Retrieval-Augmented Prompt Enhancement

While LLMs show impressive proficiency in generating
Python code from natural language prompts, their relia-
bility often degrades in domain-specific scientific work-
flows that require precise, context-aware decisions. Scien-
tific tasks such as accessing hierarchical datasets, prepro-
cessing structured data, and selecting appropriate visualiza-
tion techniques frequently involve implicit assumptions and



domain knowledge that are difficult to express fully in natu-
ral language. As a result, LLM-generated scripts can be in-
complete, incorrect, or overly generic.

To address these limitations, we adopt and evaluate a
retrieval-augmented prompt enhancement strategy, inspired
by the contextual programming paradigm introduced in
REDCODER (Parvez et al. 2021). In that setting, program-
mers curate notes and code snippets while learning a new
language to support future problem-solving. Analogously,
our approach augments user prompts with relevant task-
specific examples drawn from a curated repository of scien-
tific code snippets. This process does not represent a novel
technique, but rather an adaptation of prior work to the do-
main of scientific data analysis and visualization, allowing
us to empirically assess its effectiveness.

We constructed a lightweight, domain-specific knowl-
edge base to support retrieval-augmented prompting, orga-
nized into three targeted indexes: (1) dataset and attribute
access, (2) data preprocessing, and (3) scientific visualiza-
tion. For embedding generation, we used the pretrained all-
MiniLM-L6-v2 model from the Sentence-Transformers li-
brary (Reimers and Gurevych 2019), and built the corre-
sponding vector indexes using the Faiss library (Douze et al.
2024). Each indexed entry consists of a concise title, a brief
natural language description, and an illustrative Python code
snippet. The access index captures common usage patterns
for loading structured data from HDFS5 files with h5py; the
preprocessing index includes examples such as masking in-
valid values, performing unit conversions, and detecting out-
liers; and the visualization index provides templates for gen-
erating time-series plots, heatmaps, and 3D renderings using
tools like Matplotlib and VTK.

When given a user prompt, we first use an LLM to de-
compose the query into three components corresponding to
the index categories: data access intent, preprocessing re-
quirements, and visualization goals. We then retrieve the
most semantically relevant entry from each index using
similarity-based matching. These examples—comprising
both explanatory text and code—are appended to the orig-
inal prompt, resulting in a retrieval-augmented version that
offers clearer context to the LLM.

This technique improves LLM output by grounding it in
domain-relevant usage patterns, especially when the original
prompt is vague or underspecified. By exposing the model
to established idioms and best practices from scientific com-
puting, we help guide code generation toward more syntac-
tically valid and semantically meaningful solutions.

Iterative Error Repair

While LLMs have shown substantial potential in automat-
ing code generation, their outputs—especially in scientific
computing contexts—often contain syntax errors, incorrect
logic, or misused APIs that prevent successful execution.
Prior work has suggested using iterative refinement strate-
gies, where models revise their outputs based on execution
feedback, as a practical way to improve code correctness.
In this study, we adopt and evaluate such an iterative error
repair approach to assess its effectiveness in improving the

reliability of LLM-generated scientific analysis and visual-
ization scripts.

In our evaluation framework, each generated Python
script is executed in a controlled runtime environment,
where we capture both the standard output and any error
messages. We classify the outcome of each script into three
categories: (1) runnable and correct (simplified as “cor-
rect”), where the script runs successfully and produces the
expected output; (2) runnable but incorrect (simplified as
“runnable” ), where it executes without errors but generates
invalid or incomplete results; and (3) failed to run (simpli-
fied as “failed”), where execution is halted due to syntax or
runtime errors.

For scripts that fail to execute, we extract the associated
error messages and append them to the original prompt.
This augmented prompt is then resubmitted to the LLM,
which attempts to generate a revised version of the code.
The new script is evaluated again, and if it still fails, the
process repeats—feeding updated error traces back into the
model—until a correct script is produced or a predefined
maximum number of repair attempts is reached. This pro-
cess emulates a lightweight debugging loop and allows the
model to adjust its output in response to concrete runtime
signals.

Our evaluation focuses on how effectively this iterative
strategy helps LLMs recover from failure and produce func-
tional, accurate scripts for complex scientific tasks. We ob-
serve that even a few rounds of error-informed refinement
can substantially improve execution success rates, especially
for tasks involving unfamiliar APIs, hierarchical data access,
or incomplete initial prompts. While this technique does
not eliminate all failure cases, it provides a low-overhead,
model-agnostic mechanism for improving code reliability
without requiring retraining or fine-tuning.

Evaluation
Evaluation Testbed

All experiments were performed on a GPU server. The sys-
tem is equipped with two NVIDIA RTX A4500 GPUs,
each featuring 20GB of GDDR6 memory, enabling high-
throughput, parallel processing for low-latency prompt han-
dling and efficient model inference. Complementing the
GPU setup, the server is powered by dual Intel Xeon Sil-
ver 4210R processors (10 cores and 20 threads per CPU,
base clock 2.40GHz, turbo boost up to 3.20 GHz), of-
fering strong multi-threaded performance typical of data
center-grade workloads. The machine also includes 64GB
of ECC DDR4 memory (8x8GB, 2933MHz), providing re-
liable, high-capacity memory for managing large prompt
contexts, intermediate outputs, and memory-intensive tasks
such as iterative error repair.

To manage and run the LLMs, we utilized Ollama (Ol-
lama Developers 2023), a lightweight and efficient frame-
work for serving and interacting with open-source large lan-
guage models locally. Ollama provides an optimized run-
time environment that minimizes overhead and enhances
performance when running large models on local hardware.
It allows seamless interaction with different LLMs, facilitat-



ing rapid testing and evaluation of various models without
requiring access to cloud-based APIs. For our experiments,
we selected DeepSeek-R1-70B (Guo et al. 2025), Gemma3-
27B (Team et al. 2025), Llama3-70B (Siriwardhana et al.
2024), Devstral-24B (Mistral Al and All Hands AI 2025)
and Magicoder-7B (Wei et al. 2024) as our test models.

Impact of Prompt Quality

Prompt quality plays a critical role in determining the accu-
racy, reliability, and executability of LLM-generated code.
Well-structured prompts that explicitly specify dataset paths,
attribute names, function usage, and intended analysis or
visualization goals provide essential context for guiding
LLMs toward generating valid and semantically meaning-
ful scripts. In contrast, ambiguous or underspecified prompts
often result in code that is incorrect, incomplete, or fails to
execute, particularly in domains that involve complex data
structures like hierarchical HDFS files.

To systematically assess how prompt quality affects code
generation performance, we evaluated each LLM using two
prompt variants: detailed and simple. For the MatPlotBench
dataset, both prompt types were directly obtained from
the benchmark suite. For the NASA’s EOS and fastMRI
datasets, we manually authored detailed prompts that closely
mirrored real-world scientific computing scenarios. These
prompts included precise information about file structure,
data access paths, required preprocessing operations, and ex-
pected visualization outputs. To create simple prompts, we
used Llama3-70B to summarize the detailed versions into
more concise, natural-language queries. These simplified
prompts omitted many technical details, mimicking how a
domain scientist with limited programming expertise might
describe their analysis intent.
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Figure 1: Execution results of data analysis/visualization
codes generated by different LLMs using simple and de-
tailed prompts (M1: Devstral-24B, M2: Magicoder-7B, M3:
Llama3-70B, M4: Gemma3-27B, MS5: DeepSeek-R1-70B).

We then used both prompt types to generate Python
scripts with several open-source LLMs and executed the out-
puts in a controlled environment. The results were catego-
rized into three classes: successful execution with correct
output (“correct”), execution with incorrect or partial results
(“runnable”), and execution failure (“failed”), and we com-
puted the percentage distribution across these categories. As
shown in Figure 1, while most LLMs struggled even with
detailed prompts, their performance dropped further when
provided with simpler ones. For example, with NASA’s EOS
datasets, approximately 30% of the scripts generated by
Devstral-24B using detailed prompts executed correctly and

produced valid visualizations or analyses. However, this suc-
cess rate dropped to 21% with simple prompts. Other mod-
els performed worse, with success rates declining across the
board when key contextual information was omitted.

These findings underscore the sensitivity of LLMs to
prompt quality in scientific computing tasks. Although de-
tailed prompts can improve performance, they often re-
quire technical knowledge that end users may not pos-
sess. This highlights the importance of automated tech-
niques—such as data-aware disambiguation and retrieval-
based augmentation—for enriching user prompts with ac-
curate, task-relevant information, thereby reducing ambigu-
ity and improving the overall reliability of LLM-generated
code.

Impact of Data-Aware Prompt Disambiguation

To evaluate the effectiveness of data-aware prompt disam-
biguation, we conducted experiments using simple prompts
and five different open-source LLMs. For each LLM, we
compared the quality of the generated Python scripts un-
der two conditions: with and without prompt disambigua-
tion. This technique modifies the input prompt by automati-
cally identifying and replacing ambiguous or loosely speci-
fied dataset and attribute references with accurate paths ex-
tracted from the underlying HDFS file. The goal is to clarify
how data should be accessed without altering the user’s orig-
inal intent or analysis objective.
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Figure 2: Execution results of data analysis/visualization
codes generated by different LLMs using simple prompts
without and with data-aware prompt disambiguation en-
abled (M1: Devstral-24B, M2: Magicoder-7B, M3: Llama3-
70B, M4: Gemma3-27B, M5: DeepSeek-R1-70B).

As shown in Figure 2, incorporating data-aware prompt
disambiguation led to a noticeable increase in the number of
scripts that executed without runtime errors across all mod-
els. This improvement is especially evident in cases where
the original prompt failed to specify exact dataset names
or paths, leading LLMs to hallucinate or incorrectly infer
data locations. By grounding these references in the ac-
tual dataset structure, our method reduced such failures and
made the generated code more robust to prompt underspec-
ification.

However, while script executability improved, the propor-
tion of outputs that produced correct analytical or visualiza-
tion results showed only marginal gains. This is expected,
as disambiguation primarily addresses issues related to data
access (e.g., locating and loading the correct variables from
an HDF5 file), but does not improve the specification of the
broader analytical task. In other words, if the original prompt



lacked clarity about preprocessing steps, visualization goals,
or the appropriate use of analytical functions, those defi-
ciencies persisted even after disambiguation. Consequently,
scripts may still execute but fail to produce meaningful or
accurate outputs. Nevertheless, this shift is a valuable in-
termediate improvement. Although incorrect outputs are not
ideal, they are generally easier for users to debug and fix
compared to runtime failures.

These findings underscore the importance of separating
two key challenges in LLM-assisted scientific computing:
(1) resolving structural ambiguities that hinder execution
and (2) ensuring semantic clarity that guides correct anal-
ysis and visualization. While data-aware prompt disam-
biguation significantly enhances the former, achieving high-
quality end-to-end outcomes requires complementary strate-
gies, such as retrieval-augmented prompt enhancement or it-
erative refinement, to improve task specification. Together,
these techniques can serve as modular components in a
robust pipeline for trustworthy LLM-based scientific code
generation.

Impact of Retrieval-Augmented Prompt
Enhancement

To evaluate the effectiveness of retrieval-augmented prompt
enhancement, we conducted a comparative study using the
same set of simple prompts as in previous experiments, with
data-aware prompt disambiguation enabled by default. This
setup isolates the additional impact of retrieval-based aug-
mentation. For each user query, our system extracts sub-
intents—such as data access, preprocessing, and visualiza-
tion—and retrieves relevant code examples and explanations
from curated repositories, which are then appended to the
prompt. These augmented prompts aim to provide the LLM
with more task-specific context without requiring the user to
supply detailed instructions.
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Figure 3: Execution results of data analysis/visualization
codes generated by different LLMs using simple prompts
(data-aware prompt disambiguation is enabled by default)
without and with retrieval-augmented prompt enhance-
ment enabled (M1: Devstral-24B, M2: Magicoder-7B, M3:
Llama3-70B, M4: Gemma3-27B, M5: DeepSeek-R1-70B).

As illustrated in Figure 3, the improvements enabled by
retrieval augmentation vary across models and datasets. For
example, on the NASA EOS dataset, enabling retrieval aug-
mentation led to a surprising decline in performance for
Magicoder-7B, indicating potential issues with the model’s
ability to incorporate retrieved context effectively or a mis-
match between the retrieved examples and the dataset’s
structural complexity. Conversely, Devstral-24B showed no

significant improvement on the same dataset, suggesting that
for LLMs already capable of handling metadata-enriched
prompts, retrieval augmentation may yield diminishing re-
turns when the task is dominated by structural challenges
rather than logic or procedural knowledge.

In contrast, the benefit of retrieval-based augmentation
becomes more apparent in domains requiring domain-
specific visualizations or preprocessing logic. For instance,
on the fastMRI dataset, Devstral-24B exhibited a substan-
tial improvement in the number of correct outputs when re-
trieval examples were included. This suggests that retrieval
augmentation is particularly helpful when the model must
learn domain-specific operations—such as masking invalid
pixels in MRI scans or adjusting visualization parameters
for 3D medical volumes—that are not easily inferred from
generic prompts or metadata alone.

These findings reveal that retrieval augmentation is most
effective when the retrieved examples closely match the pro-
cedural and semantic intent of the user’s query. When align-
ment is weak, or when models are overwhelmed by addi-
tional context, performance can stagnate or even regress.
Therefore, the success of this method hinges on both the
quality of the retrieved examples and the LLM’s capacity
to integrate them meaningfully.

Impact of Iterative Error Repair

To assess the effectiveness of iterative error repair, we con-
ducted experiments using simple prompts with the Devstral-
24B model. Both data-aware prompt disambiguation and
retrieval-augmented prompt enhancement were enabled to
isolate the impact of error feedback-driven refinement. The
evaluation focused on whether integrating runtime error
messages into the prompt could improve the executability
and correctness of LLM-generated scripts without any hu-
man intervention.

The process began with generating a Python script from
a simple prompt. If the script executed successfully, it was
deemed complete. However, if a runtime error occurred,
the corresponding error message was automatically captured
and appended to the original prompt. This updated prompt
was then fed back into the same LLM, which was instructed
to revise the code based on the reported issues. Each new
script was re-executed in a controlled environment, and the
process repeated iteratively until either the script ran without
errors or a maximum of six iterations was reached.

As shown in Figure 4, the effectiveness of iterative er-
ror repair varied significantly across datasets. For the NASA
EOS datasets, code quality steadily improved with each it-
eration. Many initial errors stemmed from incorrect dataset
path usage or incompatible operations on hierarchical data
structures. As these errors were surfaced and incorporated
into subsequent prompts, the model was able to correct them
in a stepwise manner, leading to a noticeable increase in the
number of scripts that both executed successfully and pro-
duced valid outputs.

In contrast, for the MatPlotBench datasets, improvements
were largely front-loaded: the majority of gains occurred
within the first iteration, with diminishing returns in subse-
quent cycles. This behavior suggests that the types of errors
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Figure 4: Execution results of data analysis/visualization
codes generated by Devstral-24B using simple prompts
(both data-aware prompt disambiguation and retrieval-
augmented prompt enhancement are enabled by default)
with different number of iterations.

encountered in these simpler, tabular datasets were relatively
easy to resolve, requiring only one round of correction in
most cases. On the other hand, for the fastMRI datasets, the
repair mechanism yielded little to no improvement. Many of
the scripts that failed in this domain encountered deeply em-
bedded logic or domain-specific processing issues that were
not easily resolved through surface-level error message in-
terpretation, even over multiple refinement rounds.

These findings indicate that iterative error repair can be a
valuable technique for improving LLM-generated code, es-
pecially for tasks involving structured datasets where execu-
tion failures stem from syntactic or API-level issues. How-
ever, its effectiveness is closely tied to the nature of the
dataset and the complexity of the errors.

Related Work

Improving the reliability of LLM-generated code has been
the focus of several recent studies, employing techniques
such as iterative refinement, retrieval augmentation, ambi-
guity resolution, and syntax correction. PlotGen (Goswami
et al. 2025) refines scientific visualizations using multi-
modal feedback in a multi-agent framework but is limited
to graphical outputs and does not address broader computa-
tional workflows involving complex hierarchical data. Sim-
ilarly, (Wang et al. 2023) introduces an interactive LLM-
based debugging loop effective for syntax and compilation
errors but overlooks structural issues like multi-dimensional
indexing or incorrect dataset access—challenges central to
scientific data analysis.

Retrieval-augmented generation methods such as RED-
CODER (Parvez et al. 2021) and CodeRAG (Li et al. 2025)
improve output quality by incorporating relevant code snip-
pets or graph-structured representations. These approaches
depend on curated external repositories or training-time inte-
gration. Our use of retrieval augmentation differs in that we
dynamically append relevant examples based on parsed user
intent, enabling prompt enhancement that adapts to data-
specific analysis tasks without requiring external corpora.

Addressing ambiguity in user intent has also been ex-

plored through interactive clarification (Mu et al. 2024) and
structured prompting strategies (Tony et al. 2025). While
effective, such approaches often rely on user interaction
or general-purpose heuristics. In contrast, our data-aware
prompt disambiguation automatically aligns user queries
with dataset metadata, reducing ambiguity without human
involvement and tailoring refinement to the structure of sci-
entific data files.

Other work focuses on syntax correction and iterative
repair. SynCode (Ugare et al. 2024) enforces grammat-
ical constraints but lacks semantic validation, while Al-
phaCode (Ridnik, Kredo, and Friedman 2024) uses Al-
generated test cases to iteratively improve competitive pro-
gramming submissions. Our study adopts a similar iterative
philosophy, applying execution-driven feedback to improve
code correctness in scientific contexts where logical errors
often stem from misunderstanding data structure rather than
algorithmic flaws.

Broader evaluations of LLMs in scientific applica-
tions (Jiang et al. 2024; Nejjar et al. 2025; Hong et al.
2024) highlight both potential and limitations but tend to
focus on narrow tasks. For example, MatPlotAgent (Yang
et al. 2024) benchmarks LLMs for visualization, without
addressing data preprocessing or access. Our work extends
this line of inquiry by evaluating how LLMs perform across
the full analysis pipeline, including data access, transforma-
tion, and visualization, on complex structured formats like
HDF5. While frameworks such as CodeAgent (Zhang et al.
2024) and WikiLLaVA (Caffagni et al. 2024) leverage exter-
nal knowledge for improved generation, our approach em-
phasizes self-contained refinement through metadata extrac-
tion and example-guided prompting.

In summary, while prior work has introduced promising
techniques for improving LLLM-based code generation, our
study focuses on evaluating their application to scientific
data analysis and visualization workflows. By systematically
integrating data-aware disambiguation, retrieval-based en-
hancement, and execution-guided refinement, we assess how
these methods perform in addressing structural and semantic
challenges unique to scientific data analysis.

Conclusion

This study systematically evaluates the trustworthiness of
LLM-generated code for scientific data analysis and visual-
ization, focusing on challenges posed by structured, hierar-
chical datasets common in scientific domains. We show that
prompt quality significantly affects code correctness and that
open-source LLMs often struggle to produce reliable scripts
without added guidance. To address these issues, we explore
three complementary strategies—data-aware prompt disam-
biguation, retrieval-augmented prompt enhancement, and it-
erative error repair—each improving different aspects of
code generation. Our findings highlight both the promise and
limits of current LLMs in automating scientific computing
tasks and suggest a path forward through better prompt engi-
neering and context integration. We release our benchmark
and evaluation framework to support future work in build-
ing more robust, accessible, and trustworthy LLM-assisted
research tools.
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