
Building Trustworthy AI for Materials Discovery: From
Autonomous Laboratories to Z-scores

Benhour Amirian *1, Ashley S. Dale *†1, Sergei Kalinin 2, and Jason
Hattrick-Simpers ‡1, 3, 4, 5

1Department of Materials Science and Engineering, University of Toronto, 27 King’s College Cir, Toronto, ON, Canada
2Department of Materials Science and Engineering, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN 37996, USA

3Acceleration Consortium, University of Toronto, 27 King’s College Cir, Toronto, ON, Canada.
4Vector Institute for Artificial Intelligence, 661 University Ave, Toronto, ON, Canada.

5Schwartz Reisman Institute for Technology and Society, 101 College St, Toronto, ON, Canada.

ABSTRACT. Accelerated material discovery increasingly relies on artificial intelligence and machine learning,
collectively termed “AI/ML”. A key challenge in using AI is ensuring that human scientists trust the models are
valid and reliable. Accordingly, we define a trustworthy AI framework GIFTERS for materials science and dis-
covery to evaluate whether reported machine learning methods are generalizable, interpretable, fair, transparent,
explainable, robust, and stable. Through a critical literature review, we highlight that these are the trustworthi-
ness principles most valued by the materials discovery community. However, we also find that comprehensive
approaches to trustworthiness are rarely reported; this is quantified by a median GIFTERS score of 5/7. We ob-
serve that Bayesian studies frequently omit fair data practices, while non-Bayesian studies most frequently omit
interpretability. Finally, we identify approaches for improving trustworthiness methods in artificial intelligence
and machine learning for materials science by considering work accomplished in other scientific disciplines such
as healthcare, climate science, and natural language processing with an emphasis on methods that may transfer
to materials discovery experiments. By combining these observations, we highlight the necessity of human-in-
the-loop, and integrated approaches to bridge the gap between trustworthiness and uncertainty quantification for
future directions of materials science research. This ensures that AI/ML methods not only accelerate discovery,
but also meet ethical and scientific norms established by the materials discovery community. This work provides
a road map for developing trustworthy artificial intelligence systems that will accurately and confidently enable
material discovery.

1 Introduction

Artificial intelligence and machine learning (AI/ML) methods are moving materials discovery towards data-driven
approaches that yield more successes with fewer resources [30, 33, 71, 174]. AI/ML methods promise to accelerate
first principles computations [228], predict experimental process parameters [63], coordinate high-throughput
laboratory experiments [2], and more. However, sustaining rapid growth in these areas requires human scientists
to trust that AI/ML methods are valid, reliable, and correct.

Trustworthiness in artificial intelligence describes AI/ML models with properties that enable humans to trust
the model’s predictions and has been identified as an important component of human-machine interaction [203,
235]. Trustworthy artificial intelligence (TAI) frameworks help AI/ML practitioners address trustworthiness in ap-
plications such as healthcare [5], criminal justice [159], natural language processing [46], computer vision [73],
and economics [50]. In these cases, TAI frameworks guide the development and implementation of AI by connect-
ing discipline-based methodologies to principles such as fairness, robustness, and explainability. The purpose of
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this review is to contextualize current best practices within materials science and discovery using a proposed TAI
framework for AI/ML methods.

The journey toward TAI began with initiatives such as the European Commission’s High-Level Expert Group
on Artificial Intelligence (HLEG AI) [84], the “trust comparison index” proposed by Floridi et al. [49], and early
TAI frameworks [6]. In 2021, the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) formalized
principles on artificial intelligence [25]. These frameworks guide AI systems beyond technical proficiency and
towards ethical integrity, transparency, and reliability—qualities that support responsible AI/ML usage in technical
domains.

Proposed frameworks in disciplines beyond materials science vary which aspects of trustworthiness are em-
phasized. For example, a proposed TAI framework for computer vision identifies transparency, safety and se-
curity, privacy, fairness and justice, responsibility, freedom and autonomy, sustainability, and robustness as key
elements [73]. Important elements of TAI for natural language processing include machine ethics, toxicity, pri-
vacy, fairness and justice, stereotyping, robustness on adversarial demonstrations, and out-of-distribution robust-
ness [46]. TAI for healthcare includes explainable robotics, predictiveness, explainable decision support, trust-
worthy review of healthcare, data security, transparency, and trustworthy internet of medical things [5]. These
technologically-driven frameworks share an emphasis on transparency/explainability/interpretability, social re-
sponsibility and fairness, a robustness to attack, and data privacy while emphasizing universal challenges in their
respective disciplines. Importantly, these frameworks emphasize principles important to those affected by un-
trustworthy AI rather than performance metrics.

Trustworthy AI for materials science and engineering represents stakeholder interests in these algorithms and
models. Existing TAI frameworks may be adapted to materials science after acknowledging any unique challenges
in the domain and the values of the community surrounding the use of these models, including the alignment
of AI/ML models with fundamental scientific laws [158, 169] and the integration of data with varying levels of
fidelity [10, 31, 43, 225]. This review shows that many principles of TAI are already part of common practice in the
materials science field in the form of uncertainty quantification (UQ); a longer discussion of the distinction and
connection between TAI and UQ is presented in §2.

We explicitly clarify that the lack of methods to improve, verify, and explain trustworthiness is not unique to
materials science and is shared by other disciplines that leverage AI/ML methods. However, because materials dis-
covery intersects physical sciences, engineering, and data science, the materials discovery community possesses
a unique perspective on TAI methods that may contribute towards a unifying theory of trustworthiness within the
larger AI/ML community. Accordingly, we summarize the state-of-the-art for TAI practices in materials science by
contextualizing existing best practices in the materials discovery community with the first proposed trustworthy
AI framework for materials science.

The review is organized in the following manner: in section §2, we provide concrete definitions and examples of
the proposed framework principles: generalizability, interpretability, fairness, transparency, explainability, robust-
ness, and stability (GIFTERS). We next provide case studies for various AI/ML models and applications in materials
discovery in §3 that highlight the relationship between the TAI framework and UQ in an experimental context. In
§4, we summarize efforts towards TAI methods from outside the materials discovery community followed by a dis-
cussion in §5 of directions where TAI will be expected. We hope that this provides a path towards improved AI/ML
methodologies in general, and contributes new directions for AI/ML materials discovery research.

2 Components of a Trustworthy AI Framework for Materials Science

In this section, we propose a trustworthy AI framework GIFTERS, grounded in the values and needs of the mate-
rials science community based on trends observed in the literature. The proposed principles of the framework
are Generalizability, Interpretability, Fairness, Transparency, Explainability, Robustness, and Stability. In prac-
tice, these principles frequently overlap in their methodologies. For example, analysis examining a model’s in-
terpretability may also provide information about its explainability [87, 125, 139]. A dataset preparation approach
that addresses fairness will likely have implications for the model’s generalizability [79, 90, 121]. Accordingly, we
emphasize that as the vocabulary surrounding these topics continues to evolve and that depending on usage, there
may be overlap, ambiguity, and differences in the naming conventions proposed by various authors cited in this
work for their methods. In this work, principles of GIFTERS are quantified based on apparent author intent for the
purpose of emphasizing the methods applied to different principles of GIFTERS trustworthiness. We are grateful
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for the contributed work in this field, and hope that any re-framing or shift in terminology will not cause offense.
A completely trustworthy AI model may likely—depending on context and use case—require additional prin-

ciples (e.g., human alignment [82, 170], human accountability [136], environmental impact [12]). There is also
an overlap between TAI and the study of ethical AI [134]. The narrow scope of the GIFTERS framework omits
specific ethical concerns and instead connects common methodologies in the materials science community to
the proposed framework principles. Our assertion is that any model ignoring the GIFTERS principles will fail to
achieve trustworthiness and ethicality when trustworthiness and ethicality are defined in a broader sense than the
proposed framework. The above principles are therefore foundational without being comprehensive.

Each component of the framework is described in more detail in the following subsections, and informs case
studies in §3 Evaluating Models Using GIFTERS Framework. The descriptions are followed by a discussion of how
uncertainty quantification supports trustworthy AI by connecting uncertainty quantification methods to trustwor-
thy AI principles.

Generalizability

A key part of trustworthy AI is generalizability of model performance on unseen data, enabling trust in model
predictions when ground-truth values are unknown. Akrout et al. [4] decompose generalization into three proper-
ties: first, a model should maintain performance under distribution shifts, it should be able to learn continuously
from different scenarios, and it should adapt quickly to larger datasets and increasingly complex computational
environments.

Interpretability

A model is interpretable when its internal reasoning and behavior (i.e., parameters, architecture, and logical pro-
cess) can be expressed in human-understandable ways. Interpretability enables trust by providing insight into how
predictions are produced through a decision-making process that is meaningful to human practitioners [55, 139].
Interpretable AI is leverages model design methods such as surrogate modeling [29], selection of different basis
kernels [8], or decision trees [166]. Interpretable methods for non-linear models may leverage feature engineer-
ing [131, 176] or symbolic regression [104, 120]. However, most large, non-linear model architectures (including
neural networks, convolutional neural networks, and transformers) leverage explainability methods as discussed
vide infra, sacrificing interpretability for improved performance.

Fairness

A fairly trained model avoids introducing or amplifying data biases, whether those affect individuals [126], groups [80,
95], or, in materials science, classes of materials [78, 101, 124]. For a comprehensive overview of fairness strategies
see Barocas et al. [11]; proposed techniques for bias mitigation include addressing selection, sampling, and label-
ing biases, and fair training protocols discussed involve resampling, adversarial learning, and post hoc calibration.

Transparency

A transparent model provides open access to a model’s structure and parameters, training and testing data, and
the software for training, testing, and deploying the model. This enables future model users to understand and
repeat each step in the development process of the model. Transparency has been recognized as an important
issue [172, 197, 218], and efforts to standardize transparency are presented at length in §4.

Explainability

Explainability enables trust through model predictions that can be understood in the context of input data, typ-
ically by implementing a second model to explain the first model. Single instance explainability methods, such
as counterfactual explanations [212], are distinct from methods that explain global feature usage such as SHap-
ley Additive exPlanations (SHAP) analysis [118], Local Interpretable Model-agnostic Explanations (LIME) analy-
sis [157], and partial dependence plots [161]; the latter are ubiquitous within machine learning for materials sci-
ence [154, 187]. For a comprehensive overview of different explainability methods, we refer the reader to existing
reviews of this topic [139, 198, 234].
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Robustness

Robustness enables trust that the model has learned a meaningful representation of the problem that is not depen-
dent on noise in the data. Within materials science, robustness ensures meaningful predictions in the presence
of variations in data due to noise. Noise, the stochastic perturbations that obscure true material properties, is a
key aspect of data and well documented within materials science research. Measurement noise arises from experi-
mental imprecision such as shot noise in X-ray diffraction [178], and sampling noise may be introduced by limited
or biased dataset curation [48]. Table 1 lists the key methods for quantifying different types of noise in materials
ML.

Table 1: Methods and tools for quantifying different types of noise in machine learning for materials discovery.

Type of Noise Methods/Tools Description References

Measurement Noise
Gaussian process regression

(GPyTorch), Bayesian neural networks
(PyTorch)

Estimate noise in experimental data by modeling
it statistically, giving confidence levels for

predictions.
[56]

Sampling noise
Stratified sampling, Discrepancy

measures (Scikit-learn)
Ensure data represents all material types,

reducing bias in predictions.
[143]

Label noise
Confident learning (cleanlab), Robust

loss functions (PyTorch)
Identify and fix wrong labels by checking model

agreement or using error-tolerant math.
[57, 135]

Stability

Given small variations in model hyperparameters or model weights, a stable model will converge to an equiva-
lent final state after training. Stability enables trust that the model results are representative of the data, and not
due to selections in hyperparameters. The predictions of a stable model depend more on the input data than on
hyperparameters such as random seed, batch size, or learning rate used when training the model. This property
provides evidence that the data is featurized and the optimization problem is formulated in a way to promote ac-
curate outcomes [221]. Within materials science, the requirement for model predictions to be driven by data and
not by hyperparameters is motivated by the desire for physically-aligned modeling approaches.

Uncertainty Quantification and Trustworthy AI

Uncertainty quantification (UQ) for materials science is a well-developed and continually growing area of re-
search [97, 171]. To connect UQ to trustworthy AI, it is helpful to briefly review sources of uncertainty and the
two existing statistical approaches exist for uncertainty estimation. Bayesian uncertainty incorporates prior phys-
ical knowledge, such as crystal symmetries, into posterior distributions [60]. In contrast, non-Bayesian uncertainty
leverages frequentist methods such as ensemble-based variance decomposition that estimate uncertainty through
model diversity without relying on explicit priors [7], and can introduce flexibility at the cost of interpretability[70].
Finally, UQ estimates are commonly calibrated against an arbitrary statistical model [70, 141, 149].

Although UQ is a source of methodologies and metrics, its contribution to trustworthiness originates in how
UQ values are calculated, implemented and reported. Different methods of predicting uncertainty are known to
result in different uncertainty estimates as visualized in Figure 1 Tran et al. [195] where a combined modeling
approach, convolution-fed Gaussian process (CFGP), outperformed Bayesian neural networks [86] and Gaussian
process models [17]. When an ensemble model method is used to predict the uncertainty [151], the uncertainty
may speak to the stability of the modeling approach rather than uncertainty in the data.
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Figure 1: Overview of various machine learning-based UQ methods. The figure illustrates six different strategies for predicting DFT-calculated
adsorption energies (∆E) and their associated uncertainties, including a standard crystal graph convolutional neural network (CGCNN),
Bayesian neural network, in-series NN (NN∆NN), Gaussian process, dropout NN, and the CFGP. Each method differs in how it estimates predic-
tion mean (µ) and standard deviation (σ), with the CFGP achievig the best overall performance in terms of calibration, sharpness, and negative
log-likelihood. Reproduced with permission [195]. Copyright 2020 IOP Publishing.

Finally, there are aspects of TAI that are not connected to established UQ metrology. Specifically, transparency
specifies access to information about the model and not just access to the model itself. Metrics for software and hy-
perparameter accessibility exist [69, 175], but the social sciences grounding these metrics center human-alignment
and stakeholder interests rather than statistical models. Broader principles of TAI may not use any analytical model
for evaluating aspects of trust. For example, human accountability may be evaluated in the context of whether
model development has followed an established procedure [220], while environmental impact (e.g., as quantified
by energy consumption [64]) may be evaluated using experimental data. As a result, UQ informs and provides a
mathematical approach to some aspects of trustworthy AI, but cannot substitute for a trustworthy AI framework.

3 Evaluation Using GIFTERS Framework

Trustworthy AI/ML for materials discovery is particularly beneficial when experiments are expensive with uncer-
tainty outcomes. Bayesian methods for scientific research minimize uncertainty by combining prior knowledge
with new data, then generate predictions with confidence estimates. Non-Bayesian approaches typically empha-
size performance, and may consider uncertainty through a separate process such as quantile or heteroscedastic
regression for aleatoric noise and deep ensembles or bootstrap resampling for epistemic variance [180]. In the
following section, we evaluate Bayesian and non-Bayesian studies with the GIFTERS framework.
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Selection and Scoring Approach

To examine GIFTERS principles in state-of-the-art research, we examined 63 papers selected for their use of experi-
mental data in model validation, diverse model architectures and algorithms, and the inclusion of both Bayesian [1,
13, 34, 35, 37, 44, 59, 62, 66, 88, 92, 96, 102, 114, 119, 140, 142, 155, 162, 173, 181, 183, 184, 190, 192, 199, 202, 208,
223, 231, 233] and frequentist approaches to statistics [29, 36, 39, 61, 72, 85, 97, 99, 100, 107–109, 124, 127, 130, 132,
138, 156, 163, 168, 177, 179, 189, 204, 205, 207, 214, 219, 229, 232, 234, 237]. The purpose is to capture a broad pic-
ture of how the materials science community uses AI/ML by creating a benchmark analysis of commonly included
trustworthiness aspects. Each study was scored (i.e., 0 or 1) against the seven core attributes of trustworthy AI in
the GIFTERS framework: generalizability, interpretability, fairness, transparency, explainability, robustness, and
stability, as shown in Figure 2. The evaluation results are presented in Table 2.

Figure 2: GIFTERS-based categorization of trustworthiness attributes for Bayesian and non-Bayesian AI/ML papers: generalizability, inter-
pretability, fairness, transparency, robustness, explainability, and stability.

The most commonly discussed attribute in all studies was generalizability where the method for demonstrating
generalizability typically relied on selecting a test set with specific properties (e.g. an omitted material group)
or preserved performance of a model trained using theoretical data when evaluating experimental data as in
[107, 124, 204]. Transparency is typically demonstrated in these works through open, interpretable workflows in-
cluding model design, training code, and UQ logic; unless a unique method was implemented we omit discussing
methods for transparency in the following case studies. Fairness appears least often in Bayesian approaches, with
five papers discussing it directly. For non-Bayesian approaches, stability was most often overlooked. In the follow-
ing section, we present case studies from materials science to explain how each of these attributes is addressed in
greater detail.

Materials Discovery Case Studies

We begin with a study that emphasizes trustworthiness through a structured approach to uncertainty-aware pre-
diction in catalysis using Bayesian neural networks [62]. This work benchmarks three UQ methods—k-fold ensem-
bling [14], Monte Carlo dropout [52], and evidential regression [145]—within a crystal graph convolutional neural
network architecture [222] to predict adsorption energies in the OC20 dataset. The outputs are scored using a set
of five diagnostic metrics: accuracy, sharpness, dispersion, calibration, and tightness, as shown in Figure 3.
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Table 2: GIFTERS scores for every paper reviewed, sorted alphabetically by first author. Items scored “1” are shaded for visibility.

Reference G I F T E R S Score

Adams et al. [1] 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 5

Battalgazy et al. [13] 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 4

Chatterjee and Ray [29] 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 6

Chitturi et al. [34] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

De Backer et al. [35] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Deng et al. [36] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7

Diwale et al. [37] 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 4

Drakoulas et al. [39] 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 5

Feng et al. [44] 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 4

Gongora et al. [59] 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 4

Griffin et al. [61] 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 5

Gruich et al. [62] 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 5

Hart et al. [66] 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 3

Hong et al. [72] 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 5

Jones et al. [85] 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 5

Kailkhura et al. [88] 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5

Khatamsaz et al. [92] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Kondo et al. [99] 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 6

Kobayashi et al. [96] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Koizumi et al. [97] 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2

Kovacs et al. [100] 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 4

Kusne et al. [102] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Li et al. [109] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7

Li et al. [108] 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4

Li et al. [107] 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 5

Liang et al. [114] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Mäkinen et al. [119] 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 5

Merchant et al. [124] 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 5

Moon et al. [127] 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 5

Mousavi et al. [130] 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 4

Muroga et al. [132] 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3

...

...

Owen et al. [140] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Oviedo et al. [138] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7

Ray et al. [155] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Reinbold et al. [156] 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 4

Sabanza-Gil et al. [162] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Sarma et al. [163] 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 5

Sharma et al. [168] 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Shields et al. [173] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Singh et al. [177] 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 4

Sodaei et al. [179] 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5

Startt et al. [181] 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 4

Talapatra et al. [184] 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 4

Tagade et al. [183] 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 4

Tian et al. [189] 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 5

Tian et al. [190] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Todorović et al. [192] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Vandermause et al. [199] 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 5

Wakabayashi et al. [202] 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 5

Wang et al. [208] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7

Wang et al. [205] 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 6

Wang et al. [207] 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 4

Wang et al. [204] 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 5

Wieczorek et al. [214] 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 5

Wu et al. [219] 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4

Xu et al. [223] 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 5

Zhang et al. [229] 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 4

Zhao et al. [231] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Zheng et al. [232] 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 4

Zhong et al. [234] 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 6

Zhong et al. [233] 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6

Zou and Tiwary [237] 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 4

Average 0.8709 0.7258 0.4677 0.7742 0.7903 0.6935 0.6451 4.967

Figure 3: Three-step uncertainty-aware workflow. Step 1 applies one of three UQ modules, k-fold ensemble, Monte Carlo dropout, or evidential
regression, to generate predictions with error bars. Step 2 scores those outputs with accuracy, sharpness, dispersion, calibration, and tightness
metrics. Step 3 charts high versus low trust cases, giving users an assessment of model reliability. Reproduced with permission [62]. Copyright
2023 IOP Publishing.

This figure captures how UQ methods are commonly implemented in materials science studies [173], and how
stability (via convergence sensitivity tests with respect to loss hyperparameter λ and ensemble size) and inter-
pretability (with CGCNN as an accurate and interpretable architecture) are incorporated into a clear approach for
building trust in the study outcomes.

While handling uncertainty is key, interpretability and explainability also shape how predictions guide real-
world materials design. Startt et al. [181] explore this through a multi-objective Bayesian optimization framework
for finding optimal high-entropy alloy compositions (Figure 4). The goal is simple: search composition space
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efficiently, make the trade-offs visible, and check the best picks with an independent physics model.

Figure 4: Workflow for multi-objective Bayesian optimization of high-entropy alloys using TS-EMO, illustrating interpretable surrogate mod-
eling, explainable decision acquisition, and generalizability across compositional space. Reproduced with permission [181]. Copyright 2024
Nature Publishing Group UK London.

TS-EMO supports TAI interpretability through Gaussian process surrogates that make model behavior legible. Ex-
plainability comes from the acquisition logic and Pareto visualization, which show why a composition is selected
and what is gained along the front. The workflow also shows stability: repeated optimizations converge to similar
Pareto fronts and hypervolume values. Robustness is suggested by consistent trends across MD and DFT, even
without explicit noise tests.

In chemical synthesis, experimental design via Bayesian optimization (EDBO) framework explored large reac-
tion spaces with over 100,000 configurations [173]. Synthesis planning improved when combining model-based
optimization, automated experiments, and mechanistic insight (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Summary of the EDBO framework: (a) reaction space and synthetic complexity for a multistep inhibitor target; (b) mechanistic input,
experimental design, and surface modeling; and (c) visualization of optimization trajectory within a high-dimensional design space, balancing
exploration and exploitation. Reproduced with permission [173]. Copyright 2021 Nature Publishing Group UK London.

Mechanistic variables and reaction-specific features improve interpretability. Using t-distributed stochastic neigh-
bor embedding (t-SNE) projections to visualize model decisions across the design space and differentiate between
exploration and exploitation behavior improves explainability. The paper also speaks to robustness and stability.
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Repeated runs and alternative encodings show low variance and low worst-case loss, and similar outcomes from
different starts.

While the previous example focused on chemical synthesis, Kailkhura et al. [88] build a reliable and explainable
pipeline for materials data that emphasizes fairness. It tackles skewed datasets, makes decisions traceable, and
checks confidence. Figure 6 puts the pieces together.

Figure 6: Workflow and results from the reliable and explainable machine-learning pipeline for accelerated materials discovery: (a) end-to-end
process showing class partitioning, balanced training, per-class modeling, and rationale generation; (b) histograms of property distributions,
highlighting data imbalance; (c) class-specific performance metrics for a baseline gradient-boosted regressor, revealing weaker predictions for
minority classes; and (d) performance gains from the proposed method with transfer learning, showing the largest improvements in minority
classes. Reproduced with permission [88]. Copyright 2019 Nature Publishing Group UK London.

This study touches on many parts of trustworthy AI. In addition to fairness, interpretability comes from using
separate models for each class instead of one large, opaque model. The rationale generator and clear routing
steps make the decision process easier to follow, improving explainability. Robustness is strengthened by adding
uncertainty estimates and a trust score that flags predictions in risky regions. Finally, stability shows up in the
consistent results seen under different thresholds and cross-validation folds.

Bayesian methods can also support faster discovery by improving how experiments are planned across differ-
ent levels of accuracy and cost. Sabanza et al. [162] explored this in a multi-fidelity optimization framework for
materials and molecular discovery. The method balances high-fidelity (costly and accurate) with low-fidelity (in-
expensive and approximate) experiments under resource constraints. Figure 7 illustrates the rule-based decision
chart, principled kernel design, and an iterative selection mechanism to decide when multi-fidelity approaches
are advantageous.
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Figure 7: Overview of multi-fidelity Bayesian optimization (MFBO) strategy: (a) the iterative selection process between low-fidelity (LF) and
high-fidelity (HF) experiments, followed by model retraining; (b) simple regret curves showing MFBO outperforming single-fidelity and random
strategies across budget; (c) ratio of LF to HF queries used across three chemistry tasks; and (d) a decision guide recommending MFBO when
the LF source is inexpensive and sufficiently predictive. Reproduced with permission [162]. Copyright 2025 Nature Publishing Group US New
York.

This study addresses several core TAI attributes. Stability comes from careful hyperparameter choices, including
kernel scaling factors l0 = 2

3 and l1 = 1
3 , which preserve meaningful cross-fidelity correlations. Robustness is evi-

dent in consistent performance across different LF cost and quality settings. Interpretability relies on simple regret
metrics, structured decision rules, and clear kernel formulations. Explainability benefits from visual summaries
that link performance to cost and fidelity use.

An example of TAI principles implemented in high-throughput screening study with non-Bayesian modeling
was reported by Li et al. [107] and visualized in Figure 8. The dataset was de-biased by resampling, introducing
fairness. Two independently-trained ensembles demonstrated stability. The feed-forward neural network (FNN)
models in this work are not interpretable according to the definition of §2, SHAP [118] analysis was introduced for
explainability.
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Figure 8: Machine learning-guided screening and experimental validation of heat-resistant polysulfates for electrostatic energy storage: (a)
three-dimensional design space of predicted Tg , Eg , and dielectric constant k used to select candidates P4, P5, and P6; (b) comparison of these
candidates against commercial and lab-customized dielectric polymers; and (c) illustration of the FNN model architecture and input features,
including Morgan fingerprint and Morgan fingerprint with frequency to explore the transition temperature, Tg versus electronic bandgaps, Eg ,
for various dielectric constants, k, across the full polymer library. Reproduced with permission [107]. Copyright 2025 Nature Publishing Group.

A unique approach to non-Bayesian TAI was used when identifying a polarization switching mechanism for
ferroelectric thin films [61]. Explainable methods such as k-means clustering were combined with fair data ap-
proaches to remove outlier and noisy data that would otherwise bias the model. The dimensionality reduction
technique implemented an interpretable model with two hyperparameters, and a model stability study found that
the predicted switching mechanism depended on the hyperparameter selection.

Another example of comprehensive TAI is demonstrated by Merchant et al. [124], where graph-based models
were tasked with predicting new compounds (Figure 9).

11



Figure 9: A summary of the GNoME-driven discovery process illustrates how model-based filtering and DFT validation form: (a) data flywheel
that continuously enhances prediction accuracy; (b) the exploration powered by GNoME has resulted in the identification of 381,000 new stable
materials—nearly an order of magnitude more than previously reported efforts; and (c) the framework demonstrates emergent generalization
capabilities when evaluated on out-of-domain structures generated via random structure search, highlighting GNoME’s potential as a universal
energy prediction model. Reproduced with permission [124]. Copyright 2023 Nature Publishing Group.

Deep ensembles indicated stability, and uncertainty quantification used the median rather than the mean statistic.
Fairness was addressed through an unique encoding scheme that prevented identical samples from accidentally
appearing in both training and testing data splits. Robustness was evaluated by training the model on data sampled
at T = 400K , then evaluating the model on data sampled at both T = 400K and T = 1000K .

Summary of GIFTERS Analysis

These studies show that both Bayesian and non-Bayesian approaches contribute to TAI in materials science by in-
tegrating data-driven models with physics-based insights, offering scalable alternatives to probabilistic methods.
However, some common trends were found in the works reviewed using the GIFTERS framework.

First, most works prioritized a few aspects of TAI and omitted others; this is captured by an average GIFTERS
score of 4.96/7 and a median score of 5 as shown in Table 2. In some cases, omitting an aspect of TAI (i.e., in-
terpretability for large neural network models) was justifiable, and indicates a need for new and better methods.
However, an average of 4.96 indicates that most works omitted at least two of the seven principles included in
the GIFTERS framework. In addition to four materials science studies that included all GIFTERS principles [36,
109, 138, 208], the following section presents a study from climate research that demonstrates a comprehensive
approach to TAI in other scientific domains as an example of how other domains are addressing this challenge.

A second trend observed concerns transparency. In this review, if authors fully or partially released open source
software to support their published results, their work received a “1” for transparency to emphasize that the authors
viewed transparency as important. However, software quality and associated metrics were not reported in any
study, and standard software engineering methods such as unit testing for correctness were rarely implemented.
This omission speaks directly to the reproducibility crisis in scientific results [150, 167]. Expecting materials data-
scientists to test and document their software is reasonable, in the same way that implementing calibration stan-
dards and reporting calibration results for experimental equipment is standard practice. Metrics for quantifying
and reporting AI/ML software quality are leveraged in other domains, and we discuss these methods in the follow-
ing section.
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Like transparency, generalizability of machine learning models and methods was emphasized in the works
reviewed. However, there was less clarity when reporting the difference between generalization for interpola-
tion tasks versus extrapolation tasks. This distinction is important to scientific AI/ML; physical models that cap-
ture fundamental characteristics and mechanisms are expected to generalize from one dataset to the next [211].
Metrics to evaluate differences in data distributions exist (e.g., earth mover distance [21], Jensen-Shannon diver-
gence [41]), and in the following section we present studies where these metrics are leveraged to add trustworthi-
ness to statements regarding generalizability.

Differences appear between how trustworthiness is reported for Bayesian and non-Bayesian methods in ma-
terials science; we first discuss work using Bayesian methods. Bayesian work rightfully focuses on correctly quan-
tifying uncertainty and estimating the posterior. The main risk is learning the wrong posterior. For example, data
augmentation can change the effective likelihood, priors and likelihoods can be misspecified, and approximate
inference can introduce bias [123]. These risks are supported by data from full batch Hamiltonian Monte Carlo
(HMC) studies [77]. This connects directly to fairness. An imbalanced materials science dataset will still yield a
confident posterior that reflects the imbalance [101]. Reporting uncertainty, physics-informed modeling, or im-
plementing priors does not remove data bias. Instead, active strategies like stratified sampling, rebalancing, or
fairness constraints during training are necessary to address fairness.

In non-Bayesian ML for materials science, model stability studies may be de-prioritized in favor of reporting
high accuracy or novel discoveries. Testing stability often means repeating the training process for a model with
different hyperparameters [47], increasing required compute resources. Without this additional evaluation, what
looks solid may in fact be fragile and the true strength of the model remains unknown [45, 133]. The complexity of
machine learning optimization means small changes lead to different results, so that hyperparameter optimization
is de-emphasized. Only when it is evident that results are not dependent on a single selection of hyperparameters
can one have confidence in these models.

4 Trustworthy AI Methods in the Broader Community

Trustworthy AI is no longer optional, especially in areas where decisions have real-world impact. Earlier in this
review, we explored how methods contribute to building trustworthy AI/ML systems for materials discovery. We
also identified key gaps in how some attributes are handled; broadly speaking, there is a strong (but inconsis-
tent) reliance on statistical methods for evaluating models, a deficiency when considering methods that quantify
transparency, and a tendency to consider reporting a few principles of trustworthiness sufficient. Because the ma-
terials science community has already indicated it considers TAI important, there is a need for methodologies and
best-practices that support trustworthiness.

Importantly, these challenges are not unique to materials science. Other domains such as healthcare, environ-
mental science, and public safety are confronting similar issues and have reported practical approaches to address
them. Their experiences offer valuable insights that can be adapted and extended to the needs of materials discov-
ery. In the following sections, we identify works with methods that may transfer well to materials science problems
and illustrate how trustworthiness is discussed in a broader context.

Comprehensive Trustworthiness

A strong example of comprehensive trustworthiness from outside materials science comes from climate research.
A recent review showed how AI is used to detect, predict, and explain extreme events (e.g., floods, heatwaves, wild-
fires, and droughts) (Figure 10). The work addresses core TAI principles through methods familiar to materials
science such as SHAP values and gradient maps, but also leveraged potentially-valuable techniques. For example
adapting prototype layers in neural networks [112] that use real-world examples which closely match a predic-
tion could help material scientists trace specific outcomes back to microstructural features or chemical compo-
sitions. Another technique, counterfactual reasoning [200], explored what might have happened under different
conditions such as what outcome results if a heatwave had not been driven by greenhouse gases. Counterfac-
tual approaches for materials science are being developed [188] but not widely implemented; this could enable
researchers to test ideas before running expensive experiments or simulations, e.g., whether material behavior
might alter under different conditions.
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Figure 10: Overview of AI methods applied to extreme climate events with emphasis on trust elements: (a) drought analysis integrates ex-
plainable AI with multimodal data and feature attribution; (b) heatwave prediction uses interpretable feature engineering and dimensionality
reduction; (c) wildfire and PyroCb forecasting combines explainable models with causal inference; and (d) flood modeling illustrates risk
communication and AI-driven report generation for preparedness and response. Reproduced with permission [24]. Copyright 2025 Nature
Publishing Group UK London.

The review also highlighted the role of communication in building trust, relating aspects of transparency, explain-
ability, and generalizability to broader TAI ideas of human alignment and accountability. Interfaces such as warn-
ing dashboards, simplified summaries generated by language models, and standard report formats help public
safety officials understand predictions and uncertainties quickly. In materials science, making results easier to
understand could support human-in-the-loop analysis, leading to better human accountability and checks for
human alignment.

Fair Data Practices

Building on the climate science example, we now turn to another domain where trust in AI/ML is not optional:
healthcare. A recent paper by [105] introduces a multimodal artificial intelligence for ventricular arrhythmia risk
stratification (MAARS), a multimodal model designed to predict sudden arrhythmic death in patients with hyper-
trophic cardiomyopathy. What makes MAARS stand out is not just its performance, but how it actively addresses
key elements of TAI including fair data practices.
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Figure 11: Subgroup performance analysis of the MAARS model versus clinical risk guidelines in predicting sudden cardiac death among
hypertrophic cardiomyopathy patients. Panels (a) and (b) show AUROC and balanced accuracy across sex, while (c) and (d) present the same
metrics across three age categories. Reproduced with permission [105]. Copyright 2025 Nature Publishing Group UK London.

In this work, the authors reported balanced accuracy within 0.05 and stable area under the receiver operating char-
acteristic curve (AUROC) across age and sex groups. In addition to methods already discussed such as SHAP and
attention maps [160], a key method used in this work was the mid-fusion transformer, which let different data
types (e.g., images, reports, and clinical records) interact within the model by creating a separate model branch for
each kind of data; this addressed dataset fairness by reducing dataset bias while preventing overfitting due to re-
duced variance. Materials research often combines microscopy, diffraction, and composition data, so multimodal
data fusion could be useful.

The criminal justice field provides another example of the need for fair data practices. A recent study intro-
duced the recidivism clustering network (RCN), a framework that reduces bias and improves trust in risk predic-
tions [28]. The approach combines multiple methods: class balancing (SMOTE), clustering methods (k-means,
principal component analysis, t-SNE), deep learning, and SHAP explanations to assess recidivism. High accuracy
was emphasized, along with decisions that can be explained, reviewed, and aligned with legal standards. Fair-
ness in this study addressed data and features. For example, class imbalance was corrected with SMOTE so that
minority cases were not lost during training. Class proportions were maintained constant in training and valida-
tion using a stratified 80/20 split. The model’s feature usage was evaluated using SHAP to ensure predictions were
not influenced by proxy variables. Complementing this, clustering with k-means, PCA, and t-SNE helped check
whether particular groups were over- or under-represented. These methods can be turned into practical steps for
fair data use in materials science. For instance, rare phases or underrepresented processing routes can be balanced
by using oversampling or augmentation. Instead of sampling artifacts, stratified splits guarantee that reported per-
formance accurately represents the distribution of materials. Once bias is found, the fairness issue can be resolved
by adjusting the feature, reweighting the data, and repeating the process. Fairness is incorporated into the model’s
interpretation of the data to minimize imbalance and proxy effects at their origin.
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Figure 12: Overview of the RCN framework for criminal justice applications. The pipeline integrates case data, data rebalancing (synthetic
minority over-sampling technique), clustering, deep neural modeling, and SHAP-based explainability to support fair and interpretable court
decision predictions. Visualizations at left and right show input feature distributions and learned offender clusters. Reproduced with permis-
sion [28]. Copyright 2025 Elsevier.

Educational AI is another high-stakes setting for data fairness because model decisions can shape access,
achievement, and long-term opportunities for students. Pham et al. [146] strengthen trustworthiness by mov-
ing fairness upstream into the data itself. Their method offers a practical way to create more equitable educational
analytics by reducing group disparities without compromising accuracy on both public and institutional datasets.
(Figure 13).

Figure 13: Fairness evaluation of machine learning models in educational applications: (a) key fairness metrics; (b) fairness results showing
how each model handles bias for attributes like gender, race, age, disability, health, debtor status, and birthplace; (c) SPD values across sensitive
features when using the baseline, LTDD, and the new FAIREDU method; and (d) SPD results across datasets, showing that FAIREDU improves
fairness compared with baseline and LTDD while preserving accuracy. Reproduced with permission [146]. Copyright 2025 Elsevier.
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Fairness in this study is addressed at the data stage, before any model is trained. The authors present FAIREDU,
a pre-processing technique that eliminates statistical connections between sensitive (e.g., age, gender, or race)
and non-sensitive (e.g., math score) variables in order to improve feature representation. This is achieved through
multivariate regression on the training set applied to the test set, preventing downstream models from learning
proxy signals. The repaired data is evaluated with standard fairness metrics (Figure 13a). Because the method is
model-agnostic, it can be compared fairly against a wide set of baselines, including fair-SMOTE, reweighing (RW),
disparate impact remover (DIR), and linear-regression-based training data debugging (LTDD).

These steps map directly to fair-data practices in materials science. In this case, sensitive attributes could be
the instrument type, synthesis route, or lab or site of origin. To eliminate hidden proxies, regression-based cor-
rection may be applied to compositional features or microstructural descriptors. To make sure that evaluations
represent actual distributions rather than sampling bias, stratified k-fold splits across phases, composition ranges,
or processing routes are used. Reporting fairness metrics across significant subgroups and comparing them to re-
sampling or reweighting techniques can convey trustworthiness. Collectively, the main takeaway is fix the features
first, then use metrics to confirm.

Quantifying Generalizability

Generalization can be achieved by using various methods during training the model, including data manipulation,
representation learning, and learning paradigms [75, 83, 185, 194, 201, 206]. Generalization is ideally evaluated by
quantifying model performance on out-of-distribution (OOD) test datasets [110, 113]. Different measures such as
the Wasserstein distance and Mahalanobis distance can be used to measure the difference between the data distri-
bution used during training and the OOD data distribution used during testing [103, 147]. Additional methods for
quantifying OOD-ness include embedding trajectory for generative language models [209], and considering which
features are used to generate a prediction [182].

Researchers have begun to tackle generalization errors due to domain shift, continual learning, and scaling by
developing ways to test and track generalization (Figure 14).

Figure 14: Quantify generalizability across AI systems: (a) summarizes an evaluation taxonomy that links desired properties (e.g., few-shot
learning, robustness to shifts/OOD data, compositionality, explainability) to appropriate testing protocols [76]; (b) continual-learning perfor-
mance traces (AUC vs. training epochs) across sequential tasks, illustrating forgetting and recovery under shifts in class, time, modality, and
institution [94]; (c) a compositional-generalization setup: data flow and procedure (exposure, guessing, production, memorization, generaliza-
tion) alongside a model with shared encoders and contrastive/generative components used to measure production similarity, generalization
score, and convergence on unseen combinations [53]; and (d) Wasserstein-based OOD detection (WOOD), where an augmented classifier uses
a Wasserstein score to separate in-distribution from OOD samples, enabling thresholded decisions and standard OOD metrics [210]. Repro-
duced with permission [76]. Copyright 2025 Nature Publishing Group. Reproduced with permission [94]. Copyright 2021 Nature Publishing
Group. Reproduced with permission [53]. Copyright 2024 Nature Publishing Group. Reproduced with permission [210]. Copyright 2023 IEEE.

One study shows that Wasserstein-based detection can be used to guide training so that in-distribution sam-
ples collapse toward one-hot outputs while out-of-distribution samples spread toward uniform predictions [210].
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This setup makes it easier to produce reliable AUROC scores for classification tasks. Another study in continual
learning with cardiac signals introduces metrics like backward transfer, its time-dependent variants, and forward
transfer [94]. These measures capture both how much knowledge is forgotten and how quickly models adapt and
demonstrate that task curricula based on similarity improve both accuracy and retention. Using convergence mea-
sures, generalization scores, and production similarity, another study on compositional generalization demon-
strates when models recombine known elements to handle unseen cases [53]. A broader perspective suggests
that real progress will come only when evaluation methods move beyond numbers and begin to capture human
expectations [76]. In order to identify out-of-distribution data, facilitate incremental learning, and strike a bal-
ance between systematic reasoning and scalable training, Ilievski et al. [76] suggest compositional stress testing,
instance-based retrieval, and neurosymbolic techniques.

These developments provide useful strategies for materials science to quantify generalizability. Out-of-distribution
scoring can be modified for use with diffraction, spectroscopy, or microscopy data. When new chemistries, phases,
or processing routes appear, continual-learning metrics provide a check if models retain what they have learned.
Structure-aware checks can be used on compositional and microstructural descriptors to see if models are recom-
bining known elements in a systematic way when predicting the properties of new materials. These approaches
can move the field away from ad hoc performance reports toward the more rigorous measure of generalizability
essential for TAI in accelerated materials discovery.

Advancing Transparency in AI/ML Methods

Transparency in model structure, parameters, data, and software has been proposed as a partial solution to the
reproducibility crisis [150, 167] in scientific machine learning, and is therefore a central part of TAI. In the works
reviewed, materials science researchers addressed transparency by releasing model weights and an accompany-
ing code repository. However, reproducibility as discussed by reproducibility researchers [150] also encompasses
repeatability, replicability, adaptability, model selection, data quality, incentive for scientific rigor, and maintain-
ability. Full transparency requires effort beyond open source code.

This broader understanding of transparency is evident in the literature, where expectations for transparent
AI/ML vary among disciplines. In a pure AI/ML context, Semmelrock et al. [167] identify seven artifacts which
must be shared for an experiment to be “complete”: hypothesis, prediction method, source code, hardware spec-
ifications, software dependencies, experiment setup, and experiment source code. In healthcare, checklists have
been proposed to evaluate whether the use of AI/ML in a published work is suitable and transparent [22, 40,
165], with the International Journal of Medical Informatics now requiring submissions to self-evaluate against
the checklist [22] before submission.

On a more granular level, software engineering metrics may be used to quantify the readability of the source
code [148, 152]; readability aids in transparency by making the code easier to understand. In the earth sciences
and social sciences, transparency in data processing is addressed by standardizing how data labeling is docu-
mented [217]; this is distinct from fair data processes because it examines how the methods are reported and not
just which methods are implemented.

A transparency-oriented framework FAIR [215, 216] has been proposed to standardize data science steward-
ship. Importantly, the FAIR framework has been connected to evaluation metrics [216], introducing a quantitative
approach to transparency that is useful for the scientific community. Finally, the Foundation Model Transparency
Index [20] evaluates each model across thirteen aspects of transparency. This granularity ensures repeatable results
and post-hoc analysis, and empowers materials science researchers that their work is both correct and reusable.

Reporting Stability Studies

Reporting model stability goes beyond transparency because it includes an analysis of how hyperparameters af-
fect model performance. As shown in Figure 16, the best method of hyperparameter selection to promote stable
modeling is an active area of research [89, 91, 122, 128]. For example, Bischl et al. [18] present six different algo-
rithms for selecting hyperparameters and report that the impact of the hyperparameter on the model performance
is “subtle”. Bayesian strategies for hyperparameters optimization include Gaussian process and ensemble meth-
ods [15], evolutionary methods such as covariance matrix adaptation (CMA) [65], and bandit-style pruning such as
Hyperband [111] or asynchronous successive halving (ASHA) [81]. An evolutionary algorithm tuned hyperparam-
eters encoded as a chromosome [191]. An alternative to hyperparameter analysis involves perturbing the model
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Figure 15: The FAIR-AI framework for accelerating high-energy diffraction microscopy through AI model development and deployment. The
workflow integrates FAIR and AI-ready datasets from the Materials Data Facility with PyTorch, TensorRT, and SambaNova models, which are
trained and containerized using ThetaGPU and ALCF resources. Models are published in DLHub with DOIs, tutorials, sample test sets, uncer-
tainty quantification metrics, and rich metadata to ensure findability, accessibility, interoperability, and reusability. Reproduced with permis-
sion [153]. Copyright 2022 Nature Publishing Group UK London.

parameters directly to see how this affects model performance [93, 213]. Frameworks like Optuna [3], Vizier [58],
SMAC [74], Hyperopt [16], Katib [236], and Tune [115] combine methods for ease of use.

Figure 16: Advancing stability reporting in AI/ML methods: (a) evaluation flow for the MedSegX generalist medical-image segmenter, outlining
in-distribution tests, two OOD regimes (cross-site and cross-task), and a real-world track, with both zero-shot and data-efficient (few-label fine-
tuning) assessments [230]; (b) VTAB’s hyperparameter-sweep summary heatmap, which visualizes, per downstream dataset, the best setting
(red dot) and the full set of near-optimal settings (green background) [227]; and (c) Flexynesis violin plots showing how modest fine-tuning
shifts performance distributions under matched versus shifted domains, with means and 95% bootstrap CIs overlaid for deep-learning and
classical baselines [196]. Reproduced with permission [230]. Copyright 2025 Nature Publishing Group. Reproduced with permission [227].
Copyright 2019 arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.04867. Reproduced with permission [196]. Copyright 2025 Nature Publishing Group.

Reports highlight different aspects of model stability. The effect of compute budget on identifying optimal
hyperparameters is addressed by the visual task adaptation benchmark (VTAB) [227]. Another study standard-
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izes training and evaluation, then eliminates important components to explain performance gains [230]. One
study compares hyperparameter tuning methods, then maps out Pareto fronts, runs extensive statistical tests, and
reports efficiency [226]. Flexynesis performs hyperparameter tuning, then summarizes outcomes across model
families with paired statistical tests and an auditable dashboard [196]. Finally, a Taylor diagram [137, 186] con-
denses hyperparameter effects to three statistical measures: the Pearson correlation coefficient R, the standard
deviation of the set of target values σz , the standard deviation of the predicted values σ2

ẑ and the standard devi-
ation of the error (SDE) so that SDE2 = σ2

z +σ2
ẑ −2σzσẑ R. These practices clarify whether results come from the

data, the architecture, or the tuning, and ensure that the method used to obtain the reported model is stable with
respect to the search space, budget, selection rule, validation protocol, number of seeds, and statistical tests.

5 Future Directions and Recommendations

Progress in TAI depends on filling the gaps that benchmarking, case studies, and cross-domain research have only
hinted at. Examples from multiple disciplines indicate that trust in AI is being built by researchers striving for
more transparent, reliable, and explainable methods. This is important for materials science because we can now
adapt proven methods to our own challenges and build trust into our models from the start. We can also go further,
drawing inspiration from other fields to develop new AI/ML methods that simultaneously accelerate discovery and
improve trustworthiness. We next focus on four fronts that will inspire the next wave of TAI experimental materials
science and engineering research.

• Physics-informed and knowledge-guided learning when no closed-form model exists: Much of today’s
physics-informed work assumes some governing equations are known; this is largely untrue in experimental
settings. Directly encoding weak physics [42], domain regularities [67], and physics-inspired constraints [98,
117, 144] into learning systems without the need for a closed-form model is a feasible next step. Lab pro-
tocols and instrument transfer functions may be treated as AI/ML model priors, with ablation studies indi-
cating how each prior changes calibration and error under shifting conditions. The next step is to test these
ideas at the bench by planning measurements to deliberately stress physics-inspired constraints. This could
lead to new trustworthiness metrics, such as the frequency with which a system violates a physical principle,
or the degree of violation, and demonstrate when trust is improved through soft physics.

• Trust for robotics AI/ML in self-driving labs: Sophisticated closed-loop platforms exist to automate experi-
ments; these systems may benefit from proposed requirements for trust in robotics [27, 68]. A lab autonomy
readiness scale has been proposed to provide a structured path for robotic experimentation. Each stage
in the scale was defined by clear criteria. These requirements include the use of verified interlocks [106],
exploration guided by uncertainty [224], automatic delay when calibration drifts [38], and reproducibility
across various instruments [26]. To complement this structure, task level scorecards were expected to be
created [193]. These comprehensive approaches satisify a need for auditability, and connects uncertainty
with explanation in a practical approach. As a result, repeatable and verifiable processes strengthen confi-
dence in robotic experimentation.

• Using NLP models with explicit trust metrics: Trustworthiness metrics used in natural language processing
can be leveraged for materials discovery. Confidence metrics indicate when model outputs are insufficient
for guiding experimental action and when suggestions should instead be withheld pending stronger evi-
dence [51]. Errors should be analyzed to ensure the model meets reliability standards [32]. Human scientists
use documented logical processes and contextual awareness when progressing from literature to hypothe-
ses; model alignment with expert human methods should be examined [23] so that scientists can extend
their expertise without compromising baseline reliability [54]. Moreover, text mined candidates should be
paired with physics-based descriptors and other interpretable rules, so that outputs can be cross-checked
against established scientific principles prior to experimental validation [9]. The result is a pathway for trust-
ing, reproducing, and adopting NLP model predictions with confidence that accelerates materials discovery.

• Human-in-the-loop and domain expertise as first-class safeguards: Human-in-the-loop methods and do-
main expertise can be brought together in a trust framework for materials discovery that integrates confi-
dence gating, error auditing, expert-guided control, domain-preserving adaptation, and physically mean-
ingful interpretability into one workflow. Progress proceeds from deep domain knowledge, so uncertainty-
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aware metrics enable human supervision that reduces bias and improves uncertainty estimates while still
maintaining reliability [164]. In Bayesian optimization, for example, Gaussian process surrogates can of-
fer calibrated uncertainty for acquisition decisions [19]. Next, human experts who can identify unexpected
outcomes and fix malfunctions in sophisticated software systems ensure that errors missed by current AI or
robotic systems are still addressed quickly [116]. From a systems design perspective, domain-adaptation is
performed by data-informed scientists who adapt workflows and design spaces while preserving the trust
signals that foundation models already provide; this can be achieved by combining evidence from multi-
ple sources and levels of fidelity, including negative results. Guidelines for interpretable AI also recommend
that human-alignment be planned in advance [129], and this entails establishing precise roles, plans, and
deadlines that align with the expert audience’s cognitive capabilities.

6 Conclusion

To make reliable discoveries using AI/ML, the materials science community currently emphasizes elements of
trustworthiness summarized by the principles of the GIFTERS framework. These approaches are already helping
scientists predict material behavior with greater accuracy and confidence. However, most materials science work
leveraging AI/ML methods falls short of comprehensive trustworthiness, and may benefit from AI/ML trustwor-
thiness methods used in other disciplines such as healthcare and climate science. Finally, an analysis of future
directions in materials science research demonstrates the need to design systems that actively involve human ex-
perts, follow physical laws, adapt to new data, and explain their reasoning. This is not just about making better
predictions, it is about building AI that scientists can trust to help solve real-world problems.
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[159] Sunčana Roksandić, Nikola Protrka, and Marc Engelhart. Trustworthy Artificial Intelligence and its use by Law Enforce-
ment Authorities: where do we stand? In 2022 45th jubilee international convention on information, communication and
electronic technology (MIPRO), pages 1225–1232. IEEE, 2022.

[160] Swalpa Kumar Roy, Suvojit Manna, Tiecheng Song, and Lorenzo Bruzzone. Attention-based adaptive spectral–spatial
kernel ResNet for hyperspectral image classification. IEEE Transactions on Geoscience and Remote Sensing, 59(9):7831–
7843, 2020.

[161] Tonmoy Roy, Pobithra Das, Ravi Jagirdar, Mousa Shhabat, Md Shahriar Abdullah, Abul Kashem, and Raiyan Rahman.
Prediction of mechanical properties of eco-friendly concrete using machine learning algorithms and partial dependence
plot analysis. Smart Construction and Sustainable Cities, 3(1):2, 2025.

[162] Víctor Sabanza-Gil, Riccardo Barbano, Daniel Pacheco Gutiérrez, Jeremy S Luterbacher, José Miguel Hernández-Lobato,
Philippe Schwaller, and Loïc Roch. Best practices for multi-fidelity Bayesian optimization in materials and molecular
research. Nature Computational Science, pages 1–10, 2025.

[163] Shrutidhara Sarma, Akarshit Kumar Verma, Saket Sanjay Phadkule, and Manabendra Saharia. Towards an interpretable
machine learning model for electrospun polyvinylidene fluoride (PVDF) fiber properties. Computational Materials Sci-
ence, 213:111661, 2022.

[164] Christoph Scheurer and Karsten Reuter. Role of the human-in-the-loop in emerging self-driving laboratories for hetero-
geneous catalysis. Nature Catalysis, 8(1):13–19, 2025.

[165] Ian Scott, Stacy Carter, and Enrico Coiera. Clinician checklist for assessing suitability of machine learning applications
in healthcare. BMJ Health & Care Informatics, 28(1):e100251, 2021.

[166] Balaranjan Selvaratnam, Anton O Oliynyk, and Arthur Mar. Interpretable machine learning in solid-state chemistry, with
applications to perovskites, spinels, and rare-earth intermetallics: Finding descriptors using decision trees. Inorganic
Chemistry, 62(28):10865–10875, 2023.

[167] Harald Semmelrock, Tony Ross-Hellauer, Simone Kopeinik, Dieter Theiler, Armin Haberl, Stefan Thalmann, and Dominik
Kowald. Reproducibility in machine-learning-based research: Overview, barriers, and drivers. AI Magazine, 46(2):e70002,
2025.

30



[168] Poonam Sharma, Mitesh B Solanki, Sanketsinh Thakor, Prince Jain, Ajay Zapadiya, Dimple V Shah, and Chandan Vaja.
Comprehensive study of spinel nanoparticles using experimental, theoretical and machine learning methods. Physica B:
Condensed Matter, 699:416820, 2025.

[169] Chen Shen. The synergy of machine learning and calphad: Revitalizing traditional approaches. Computational Materials
Science, 258:113970, 2025.

[170] Hua Shen, Tiffany Knearem, Reshmi Ghosh, Kenan Alkiek, Kundan Krishna, Yachuan Liu, Ziqiao Ma, Savvas Petridis,
Yi-Hao Peng, Qiwei Li, Sushrita Rakshit, Chenglei Si, Yutong Xie, Jeffrey P. Bigham, Frank Bentley, Joyce Chai, Zachary
Lipton, Qiaozhu Mei, Rada Mihalcea, Michael Terry, Diyi Yang, Meredith Ringel Morris, and David Jurgens. Towards bidi-
rectional human-AI alignment: A systematic review for clarifications, framework, and future directions. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2406.09264, 2024.

[171] Yan Shi, Pengfei Wei, Ke Feng, De-Cheng Feng, and Michael Beer. A survey on machine learning approaches for un-
certainty quantification of engineering systems. Machine Learning for Computational Science and Engineering, 1(1):11,
2025.

[172] Aubrey A Shick, Christina M Webber, Nooshin Kiarashi, Jessica P Weinberg, Aneesh Deoras, Nicholas Petrick, Anindita
Saha, and Matthew C Diamond. Transparency of artificial intelligence/machine learning-enabled medical devices. npj
Digital Medicine, 7(1):21, 2024.

[173] Benjamin J Shields, Jason Stevens, Jun Li, Marvin Parasram, Farhan Damani, Jesus I Martinez Alvarado, Jacob M Janey,
Ryan P Adams, and Abigail G Doyle. Bayesian reaction optimization as a tool for chemical synthesis. Nature, 590(7844):
89–96, 2021.

[174] Snehi Shrestha, Kieran James Barvenik, Tianle Chen, Haochen Yang, Yang Li, Meera Muthachi Kesavan, Joshua M. Little,
Hayden C. Whitley, Zi Teng, Yaguang Luo, Eleonora Tubaldi, and Po-Yen Chen. Machine intelligence accelerated design
of conductive mxene aerogels with programmable properties. Nature Communications, 15(1):4685, 2024.

[175] Samira Silva, Adiel Tuyishime, Tiziano Santilli, Patrizio Pelliccione, and Ludovico Iovino. Quality metrics in software
architecture. In 2023 IEEE 20th International Conference on Software Architecture (ICSA), pages 58–69. IEEE, 2023.

[176] Chandan Singh, Armin Askari, Rich Caruana, and Jianfeng Gao. Augmenting interpretable models with large language
models during training. Nature Communications, 14(1):7913, 2023.

[177] Swati Singh, Nirmal Kumar Katiyar, Saurav Goel, and Shrikrishna N Joshi. Phase prediction and experimental realisation
of a new high entropy alloy using machine learning. Scientific Reports, 13(1):4811, 2023.

[178] Boris N Slautin, Yu Liu, Jan Dec, Vladimir V Shvartsman, Doru C Lupascu, Maxim A Ziatdinov, and Sergei V Kalinin. Mea-
surements with noise: Bayesian optimization for co-optimizing noise and property discovery in automated experiments.
Digital Discovery, 4(4):1066–1074, 2025.

[179] Zeinab Sodaei, Saeid Ekrami, and Seyed Majid Hashemianzadeh. Machine learning analysis of molecular dynamics
properties influencing drug solubility. Scientific Reports, 15(1):26955, 2025.

[180] Martim Sousa, Ana Maria Tome, and Jose Moreira. Improving conformalized quantile regression through cluster-based
feature relevance. Expert Systems with Applications, 238:122322, 2024.

[181] Jacob Startt, Megan J McCarthy, Mitchell A Wood, Sean Donegan, and Rémi Dingreville. Bayesian blacksmithing: discov-
ering thermomechanical properties and deformation mechanisms in high-entropy refractory alloys. npj Computational
Materials, 10(1):164, 2024.

[182] Yiyou Sun and Yixuan Li. Dice: Leveraging sparsification for out-of-distribution detection. In European Conference on
Computer Vision, pages 691–708. Springer, 2022.

[183] Piyush M Tagade, Shashishekar P Adiga, Shanthi Pandian, Min Sik Park, Krishnan S Hariharan, and Subramanya Mayya
Kolake. Attribute driven inverse materials design using deep learning bayesian framework. npj Computational Materials,
5(1):127, 2019.

[184] Anjana Talapatra, Shahin Boluki, Thien Duong, Xiaoning Qian, Edward Dougherty, and Raymundo Arróyave. Au-
tonomous efficient experiment design for materials discovery with Bayesian model averaging. Physical Review Materials,
2(11):113803, 2018.

31



[185] Zeyu Tang and Kun Zhang. Attainability and optimality: The equalized odds fairness revisited. In Conference on Causal
Learning and Reasoning, pages 754–786. PMLR, 2022.

[186] Karl E Taylor. Summarizing multiple aspects of model performance in a single diagram. Journal of Geophysical Research:
Atmospheres, 106(D7):7183–7192, 2001.

[187] Kensei Terashima, Pedro Baptista de Castro, Akiko Takahashi Saito, Takafumi D Yamamoto, Ryo Matsumoto, Hiroyuki
Takeya, and Yoshihiko Takano. Experimental exploration of Erb2 and SHAP analysis on a machine-learned model of
magnetocaloric materials for materials design. Science and Technology of Advanced Materials: Methods, 3(1):2217474,
2023.

[188] Jonas Teufel, Luca Torresi, Patrick Reiser, and Pascal Friederich. MEGAN: multi-explanation graph attention network. In
World Conference on Explainable Artificial Intelligence, pages 338–360. Springer, 2023.

[189] Shun Tian, Ke Zhou, Wanjian Yin, and Yilun Liu. Machine learning enables the discovery of 2D Invar and anti-Invar
monolayers. Nature Communications, 15(1):6977, 2024.

[190] Yuan Tian, Tongtong Li, Jianbo Pang, Yumei Zhou, Dezhen Xue, Xiangdong Ding, and Turab Lookman. Materials design
with target-oriented Bayesian optimization. npj Computational Materials, 11(1):209, 2025.

[191] Liana Toderean, Mihai Daian, Tudor Cioara, Ionut Anghel, Vasilis Michalakopoulos, Efstathios Sarantinopoulos, and Elis-
saios Sarmas. Heuristic based federated learning with adaptive hyperparameter tuning for households energy prediction.
Scientific Reports, 15(1):12564, 2025.
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