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Abstract

Industry 4.0 has revolutionized manufacturing by driving digitalization and shift-

ing the paradigm toward additive manufacturing (AM). Fused Deposition Modeling

(FDM), a key AM technology, enables the creation of highly customized, cost-effective

products with minimal material waste through layer-by-layer extrusion, posing a sig-

nificant challenge to traditional subtractive methods. However, the susceptibility of

material extrusion techniques to errors often requires expert intervention to detect and

mitigate defects that can severely compromise product quality. While automated error

detection and machine learning models exist, their generalizability across diverse 3D

printer setups, firmware, and sensors is limited, and deep learning methods require

extensive labeled datasets, hindering scalability and adaptability. To address these

challenges, we present a process monitoring and control framework that leverages pre-

trained Large Language Models (LLMs) alongside 3D printers to detect and address

printing defects. The LLM evaluates print quality by analyzing images captured af-

ter each layer or print segment, identifying failure modes and querying the printer
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for relevant parameters. It then generates and executes a corrective action plan. We

validated the effectiveness of the proposed framework in identifying defects by compar-

ing it against a control group of engineers with diverse AM expertise. Our evaluation

demonstrated that LLM-based agents not only accurately identify common 3D printing

errors, such as inconsistent extrusion, stringing, warping, and layer adhesion, but also

effectively determine the parameters causing these failures and autonomously correct

them without any need for human intervention.

Abstract Figure: LLMs in continuous improvement cycle LLM-based supervisor
agents can be employed at each step of the continuous improvement cycle. The cycle in-
volves evaluating print quality, identifying failure modes, gathering relevant information,
and planning and solving the issues by adjusting the print parameters, ensuring high-quality
defect-free parts.
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Introduction

Industry 4.0, also known as the Fourth Industrial Revolution, integrates the Internet of

Things (IoT), artificial intelligence, and big data analytics to assist in smart manufacturing

where machines and systems seamlessly communicate to optimize production processes.1–3

This technological integration enhances quality control and certification processes via in-situ

process monitoring utilizing automated data collection to ensure consistent adherence to

quality standards.4 Automated documentation facilitates comprehensive traceability, sim-

plifies certification, and provides verifiable records that help manufacturers achieve and

maintain industry certifications, boosting compliance and customer trust.5

Additive Manufacturing (AM) plays a key role in this industrial revolution, enabling rapid

prototyping from conceptual design to production level parts through an iterative design

process bypassing the constraints of conventional manufacturing processes.6 AM significantly

reduces production time, enhances design flexibility, lowers costs, minimizes post-processing,

and supports multi-material design through a layer-by-layer printing process.7 This gives

AM a substantial advantage over traditional subtractive manufacturing techniques, such as

CNC machining, by offering greater material efficiency and design versatility.8 Consequently,

AM has shown promising applications in various fields, including healthcare,9,10 medical

devices,11,12 and aerospace,13 among others.14–16

One of the most widely used additive manufacturing processes is Fused Deposition Mod-

eling (FDM). This technique involves extruding thermoplastic filaments through a heated

nozzle, which deposits material layer by layer to construct a part from the bottom up.17

The accessibility and versatility of FDM have fueled the growth of open-source projects like

RepRap,18,19 democratizing 3D printing technology and enabling individuals, small busi-

nesses,20 and research labs21,22 to develop and customize hardware, significantly expanding

the applications and accessibility of additive manufacturing.

Despite its advantages, FDM is highly susceptible to errors and failures, which limit its

consistency and material efficiency. Common issues include warpage, layer misalignment,
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under-extrusion, over-extrusion, and stringing, among others.23–27 These issues are further

compounded by the lack of standardized hardware, material variations,28 user errors,29 and

print process parameters that are not tailored to specific designs,30,31 all of which contribute

to significant variations in print quality. Studies indicate that 20% of PLA prints fail,32 ABS

prints have a material waste rate of 34%,33 and overall failure rates can reach 41.1%, with

human error accounting for 26.3% of these failures.29 These failures not only result in wasted

material, energy, and time but also limit the use of AM parts in end-use products, especially

in safety-critical applications like medical devices and aerospace components.

Some notable approaches to address these problems involve simulating the 3D printing

process and optimizing process parameters specific to each part.30,34 While this method can

effectively tailor parameters for individual parts, it is computationally expensive and imprac-

tical for manufacturing due to the diverse range of parts and the significant time required for

simulations. Another approach to solving failures in FDM focuses on its open-loop control

system, which lacks real-time feedback and prevents immediate detection and correction of

errors. By converting to a closed-loop system, failures can be detected, and print parameters

optimized in real-time, addressing issues related to machine variability, user settings, and

part-agnostic print parameters.35 This limitation has spurred innovative research into mon-

itoring and improving extrusion-based additive manufacturing methods.36–39 Researchers

have employed various sensors, including vibration sensors,40 acoustic sensors,41 accelerome-

ters,42 piezo sensors,43 and laser scanners44 to enhance the detection and correction of errors

in real-time. While these sensors can detect real-time anomalies and reduce print failures,

many errors remain undetectable, and their high cost and complexity limit their widespread

use in 3D printers.45

In contrast, camera-based monitoring systems offer a low-cost and easy-to-integrate al-

ternative for identifying surface defects and other visible issues in 3D printing.46–49 Infrared

or thermal cameras can detect anomalies not visible to standard visual cameras,50,51 and

multi-camera setups can reconstruct 3D models of printed parts to check dimensional and
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shape accuracy.52,53 Due to their cost-effectiveness and simplicity, standard camera systems

have seen more widespread adoption. A notable study developed an image-based closed-loop

quality control system for fused filament fabrication, implemented by a customized online

image acquisition system with a proposed image diagnosis-based feedback quality control

method.54 While computer vision approaches are promising for targeting specific errors,

they often require calibration for each part, printer, and material, making it difficult to cre-

ate feature extraction algorithms that generalize across different setups. Consequently, these

methods typically work with only a single combination of printer, part geometry, material,

and printing conditions. Integrating machine learning techniques offers a more flexible and

adaptable solution, enabling robust error detection and correction across diverse printing

environments.

Machine learning, particularly deep learning techniques, has achieved state-of-the-art

performance in various science and engineering applications. These techniques have been

successfully applied to surrogate modeling,55–58 generating 3D printable structures,59 and

predicting failures in 3D printing,60–62 among other areas.63,64 These advancements demon-

strate the significant potential of machine learning to enhance and innovate within the field

of additive manufacturing.

Recent research has leveraged machine learning for error detection in FDM, demonstrat-

ing promising results through camera-based monitoring and convolutional neural networks

to predict and correct issues such as extrusion rate,65 warpage,66 surface defects,67 and layer

defects.68 One notable approach aims to generalize the process across different parts, materi-

als, and printing systems by using convolutional neural networks to detect errors and adjust

parameters like flow rate, speed, z-offset, and extruder temperature.69

However, most methods are limited to addressing errors in a single modality by changing

only a few print parameters and have primarily demonstrated correction of the flow rate

parameter in a single geometry used for both training and testing. Additionally, some

machine learning models require a reference object for comparison, which restricts their
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effectiveness for custom parts.67 Furthermore, these methods are not capable of real-time

correction, meaning that if an error is detected, the part cannot be recovered. Although

Brion et al.69 addressed this by splitting the toolpath for a layer into smaller segments,

optimizing one segment does not necessarily ensure that subsequent segments will also be

optimized, especially if their shapes differ significantly.

Moreover, deep learning requires a large labeled dataset, necessitating many prints, which

complicates its implementation for error detection due to the high costs and effort needed

to generate sufficient training data. Additionally, deep learning models are usually tailored

for specific tasks and perform exceptionally well within those domains but often struggle to

adapt to different tasks or scenarios. This lack of flexibility, compared to human problem-

solving abilities, underscores the challenge of developing a framework that can adapt to

various printer setups, detect multiple print defects, and optimize parameters for different

parts. Leveraging pre-trained networks could be a potential solution to this problem.

Leveraging transformer architecture70,71 and massive datasets,72–77 Large Language Mod-

els (LLMs) have made significant strides in various natural language processing (NLP) tasks,

including text generation and following task-specific instructions.78,79 Additionally, LLMs

have demonstrated emergent reasoning capabilities by interpolating and utilizing their ex-

tensive training data, allowing them to make inferences, draw conclusions, and solve problems

beyond their explicit programming.80,81 Despite the substantial computational resources re-

quired for training and fine-tuning LLMs for specific applications, these models have shown

an exceptional ability to generalize to new tasks and domains. This remarkable capability

is primarily attributed to the in-context learning (ICL) paradigm.72 By using minimal nat-

ural language prompts and avoiding extensive fine-tuning, LLMs have emerged as effective

”few-shot learners”,82,83 demonstrating proficiency with limited training examples.

The adaptability of Large Language Models (LLMs) to new domains and their ability

to learn in context has been transformative across numerous scientific fields. In chemistry,

for example, LLMs have autonomously designed, planned, and executed complex experi-
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ments.84,85 In mathematics and computer science, these models have discovered novel solu-

tions to longstanding problems like the cap set problem and optimized algorithms for chal-

lenges such as the bin-packing problem.86 Furthermore, LLMs have significantly advanced

research in biomedical fields,87–89 materials science,90,91 and environmental science.92 Their

impact extends to other scientific domains as well, enhancing understanding and expanding

capabilities.93–97 Additionally, LLMs have proven to be effective optimizers for foundational

problems such as linear regression and the traveling salesman problem, often matching or ex-

ceeding the performance of specialized heuristics through straightforward prompting.98 This

versatility and efficacy underscore the potential of LLMs to drive innovation and efficiency

in a wide array of scientific and engineering applications.

In the field of mechanical engineering, fine-tuned Large Language Models (LLMs) have

demonstrated exceptional capabilities in advanced tasks such as knowledge retrieval, hypoth-

esis generation, and agent-based modeling. They have played a crucial role in integrating

diverse domains through the use of knowledge graphs.99,100 Additionally, LLMs excel in

various design-related tasks, including sketch similarity analysis, material selection, engi-

neering drawing analysis, CAD generation, and structural optimization.101,102 Their ability

to seamlessly connect and enhance these tasks highlights their transformative potential in

mechanical engineering.

In this study, we introduce a framework that leverages the multimodal capabilities and

emergent reasoning capabilities of LLMs to detect and resolve issues during 3D printing. This

framework employs specialized LLM agents assigned to specific tasks, coordinated by a su-

pervisory LLM to ensure efficient workflow and communication. By leveraging the strengths

of LLMs in reasoning and optimization, the system identifies errors, qualitatively assesses

print quality, gathers necessary information, and addresses these issues. This approach al-

lows for the correction of errors in subsequent layers without discarding the entire part,

thereby improving efficiency and reducing material waste.

The hierarchical machine-to-machine framework operates by capturing two images of the
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Figure 1: Schematic of the Proposed Framework. The process begins with a G-code
file (a) being uploaded to the 3D printer, which is equipped with two frame-mounted cameras
(b). After each layer is printed, the extruder moves to the home position, and two images
of the current print state are captured (c). These images are analyzed by the LLM, which
evaluates the print, makes observations, and identifies any failures. If failures are detected,
the LLM supervisor (d) invokes the information planner (e). The executor (f) then carries
out the information gathering plan, after which the solution planner (g) is activated by the
supervisor. The solution plan is executed by another executor (h), and finally, the supervisor
invokes the handoff module (j) to resume the print.

ongoing 3D print—one from the top and the other from the front once a layer is completed

and the print is paused. These images, along with the description of the part, are fed into an

LLM, which evaluates the print quality, identifies defects, and makes relevant observations.

Upon identifying an issue, the supervisory LLM invokes a planner to generate a detailed
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plan outlining the necessary information and queries for the printer to diagnose the problem.

Another LLM agent then executes tools to retrieve this information via the printer’s API.

Based on the gathered data, the LLM generates a solution plan, which is implemented by

another agent through direct communication with the printer’s API. After the solution is

executed, the supervisory LLM verifies the parameters and resumes the print. The key

advantage of this supervisory LLM is its ability to track the entire conversation among all

LLM agents and orchestrate their actions as needed. This comprehensive oversight ensures

system coordination and efficiency, with each agent being invoked precisely when necessary.

One of the significant benefits of this framework is its flexibility to work across various 3D

printers, optimizing print parameters specific to each part without requiring any pre-existing

dataset. This adaptability allows the system to fine-tune process parameters on-the-fly,

accommodating different materials, geometries, and printer settings. Additionally, the LLM

provides detailed process commentary, aiding in the certification of the part and enhancing

traceability. This increases trust in the final product by comprehensively documenting the

manufacturing process, reducing the need for destructive testing to validate part integrity.

Real-time, insightful commentary on the printing process supports quality assurance and

ensures compliance with industry standards and regulations.

Methodology

Given the complexity of the task, our multi-agent LLM framework consists of seven key

modules, each designed to perform specific tasks independently as illustrated in Figure 1.

The framework includes an Image-Based Reasoning Module (Figure 1c) that identifies de-

fects and makes observations when the printer is paused. There are two planning modules,

one focusing on gathering necessary information (Figure 1e) and the other on developing

solutions to the identified issues (Figure 1g). Additionally, three execution modules interact

directly with the 3D printer to apply these solutions (Figure 1f, h, i). A Supervisor Module
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Figure 2: Schematic of the Proposed Framework. The process begins with a G-code
file (a) being uploaded to the 3D printer, which is equipped with two frame-mounted cameras
(b). After each layer is printed, the extruder moves to the home position, and two images
of the current print state are captured (c). These images are analyzed by the LLM, which
evaluates the print, makes observations, and identifies any failures. If failures are detected,
the LLM supervisor (d) invokes the information planner (e). The executor (f) then carries
out the information gathering plan, after which the solution planner (g) is activated by the
supervisor. The solution plan is executed by another executor (h), and finally, the supervisor
invokes the handoff module (j) to resume the print.

(Figure 1d) oversees the entire operation, maintaining a dynamic state dictionary that is

accessible to other modules, facilitating agent communications, and orchestrating the timely

activation of modules based on the current data and needs. By leveraging the specialized

abilities and collaborative dynamics among these agents, our multi-agent system not only

enhances efficiency in tackling complex tasks but also supports the integration of additional

functionalities, allowing for scalable and adaptable enhancements as needed.

Error Detection

Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) such as MiniGPT-4103 and LLaVA104 have demon-

strated significant capabilities in understanding and interpreting images, achieving remark-

able performance across various visual tasks.105–108 Owing to extensive pre-training on large
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datasets of image-text pairs, these models possess exceptional generalization abilities, en-

abling impressive zero-shot performance. They can effectively recognize and process both

familiar and unfamiliar objects without the need for additional training data. This capabil-

ity to generalize from diverse datasets makes them highly versatile and powerful tools for a

wide range of visual and multimodal applications.

In this work, we leverage GPT-4o’s77 image analysis capabilities to detect anomalies

in ongoing 3D prints, enhancing the accuracy and reliability of the printing process by

identifying and addressing issues in near real-time. After each layer is printed, the printer

pauses, and two frame-mounted cameras capture images—one from the top (extruder view)

and one from the front—after the extruder returns to its home position. These images along

with a description of the part are fed into the LLM for analysis. To prevent redundant error

identification, images from the last printed layer are also provided to the LLM, ensuring it

does not detect previously addressed issues.

Our methodology employs a finely tuned prompt (SI 1) that instructs the LLM to act

as a 3D printing expert agent. The LLM evaluates print quality, identifies visible failure

modes, and provides structured, focused, and actionable responses in specified format.

Supervisor Agent

The Supervisor Agent plays a crucial role in orchestrating the interactions and activities of all

modules within the system. It maintains a dynamic state dictionary (SI 4), where agents post

updates and outputs from their interactions with the printer. This ensures that each module

has access to the most current and relevant information before activation, optimizing the

use of LLM tokens for maximum efficiency. As modules complete their assigned tasks, they

update their status in the state dictionary. This allows the Supervisor Agent to effectively

manage the sequence of module activations, ensuring smooth and efficient transitions between

the various stages of the process.
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Planning Agent

While LLMs have demonstrated emergent reasoning capabilities, their performance can be

significantly enhanced when guided by a structured reasoning framework.109,110 Additionally,

because the output of an LLM is heavily influenced by the quality and specificity of the

prompts, it becomes essential to adapt these prompts based on the specific problems being

addressed. Providing a well-defined reasoning structure and carefully tailored prompts allows

the LLM to deliver more accurate and effective solutions, ensuring better outcomes for

complex tasks.111

To accomplish this, the planning agent (Fig 2) (b) is structured with two internal mod-

ules. The first module analyzes known information, observations and detected failures to

select, adapt, and refine standard reasoning prompts (SI 2). This ensures that the planner

works with the most optimized and relevant prompts when formulating a plan. The second

module then leverages these tailored prompts and reasoning frameworks to develop a specific,

actionable plan. This plan is carried out by the executor agents, which interact with the

3D printer via API to gather necessary data and implement the solution. This dual-module

design enables the planning agent to effectively and efficiently resolve any issues that arise

during

Executor Agent

The Agent Executor (Fig. 2c) , a crucial component of the framework, utilizes the ReAct

(Reasoning and Acting) method112 to execute the generated plans.

The Agent Executor uses a predefined Python function to communicate with the printer

via its API. The process starts with the executor receiving a detailed plan from the plan-

ning agent, outlining specific actions and corresponding API endpoints. The executor then

translates the plan into operational steps by calling these endpoints to run G-code scripts

and available macros.

The ReAct method ensures that the executor is not simply issuing commands but actively

12



monitors printer responses and reasons through each step. After executing a command, the

executor evaluates the 3D printer’s output. If the response is insufficient or indicates an

incomplete action, the executor reassesses and adjusts by selecting an alternative endpoint

or modifying the G-code script. This iterative approach continues until the desired outcome

is achieved, ensuring accurate and efficient execution.

By continuously evaluating API outputs and adapting its actions based on real-time

feedback, the Agent Executor effectively handles unforeseen issues and dynamically adjusts

its approach.

Printer Setup

The printer setup consists of a consumer grade 3D printer modified to stream in-situ images

and system information while also exposing an Application Program Interface (API) to

accept commands to dynamically adjust printing parameters under the direction of an LLM

agent. This is achieved with Klipper, an open source firmware project that delegates the

task of parsing G-code and process monitoring away from the controller board to an external

computer. Klipper in conjunction with ancillary plugins such as Crowsnest, Moonraker, and

Mainsail provide a cohesive interface which allows for monitoring and control over various

aspects of the printing process.

A stock Creality Ender 5 Plus 3D printer was reflashed with Klipper and configured

alongside a standard desktop computer used as the host machine to deliver commands to

the printer’s motor control unit. Two SVPRO1080P cameras with a 2.8 mm to 12 mm range

of manual focus were placed to provide top and front views of the print (Fig. 1b). These

cameras are configured with the Crowsnext plugin to stream images of the printing process

from the host computer. Of the two cameras, the top one captures in-situ images of the

printing process and these images are then provided as input to the multimodal LLM to

identify and evaluate any defects in the ongoing print. An input image is captured using
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with this camera at the specified end of a sequence of GCode commands. During the capture

process the print is paused and toolhead is parked at home positions to avoid toolhead

interference over the printed segment. These process parameter changes are made using the

Moonraker API which exposes access to configurations such as the toolhead temperature,

print speed, extrusion rate, or fan speed to name a few.

Result

We assessed the effectiveness of our framework on both multi-layer and single-layer 3D prints.

For the multi-layer prints, we conducted two primary experiments: one involving the

printing of a spanner and the other featuring raised text, designed to simulate the com-

plexities of multi-part prints. In these experiments, the optimization was done after the

completion of each layer, allowing us to continuously monitor and optimize the printing

process throughout the entire build.

To assess the effectiveness of the proposed framework at different sampling rates and

its ability to identify and correct issues within a single layer, we conducted single-layer

tests. These single-layer prints are particularly challenging yet crucial, as they establish the

foundation for the entire print. For this analysis, we printed a 100mm x 100mm square with

a height of 0.5mm, consisting of a single layer.

The single-layer print was divided into four distinct segments, each representing a different

phase of the printing process. After completing each segment, an image was captured and

analyzed by the LLM to identify potential failure modes. This analysis focused on detecting

inconsistencies and errors through visual observations, providing insights into print quality

at each stage. The objective was to determine how well the framework could maintain print

integrity and correct issues within the foundational layer, which is critical for the success of

the overall print.

Additionally, to evaluate the framework’s adaptability to different materials and its ability
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to optimize parameters, we conducted tests using two different materials: PLA and TPU.

Both prints were performed at a temperature of 190 °C, with the only variation being the

print speed, which was set to 120 mm/s, and a layer height of 0.35mm. These tests aimed to

verify the framework’s capability to work effectively across different materials and optimize

parameters accordingly.

Multi Layer Prints

Figure 3: Comparison of LLM-Optimized Print with Baseline: (a) The LLM-
optimized print exhibits cleaner, well-defined edges, while the baseline print shows (b) rough,
uneven edges. (c) The LLM-optimized print maintains a consistently smooth surface finish,
whereas the baseline print (d) displays rough surfaces with visible material deposition skips.
(e) The LLM-optimized print demonstrates consistent extrusion and material deposition,
in contrast to the baseline print (f), which suffers from uneven layer adhesion and under-
extrusion. (g) The LLM-optimized prints show continuous improvements across layers, with
better layer adhesion and more precise infill patterns, while the baseline prints display a
steady deterioration in print quality.
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To evaluate our framework’s ability to detect defects, correct printing errors, and optimize

parameters, we used a 3D model of a wrench and raised text, sliced with a rectilinear infill

pattern at 100% infill. Given that the framework requires pausing the print for error analysis

and correction—a process that takes time—we added a 20mm diameter cylinder, matching

the height of the wrench model, near the extruder’s homing position. This cylinder serves

to purge oozed material during pauses and prime the nozzle when printing resumes. The

toolpath was designed so that, after resuming, the printer first completes the corresponding

layer of the cylinder before continuing with the main 3D model, ensuring smooth transitions

and consistent print quality.

We selected PLA as the printing material, with the extruder temperature set to 200°C.

Recognizing the critical importance of the first layer, default parameters were applied to

ensure a solid foundation. For subsequent layers, the extrusion rate was reduced by 25%,

and the print speed was set to 170 mm/s. These settings were chosen to fall within the

standard range for PLA, providing a reliable baseline for successful printing while allowing

the framework to effectively correct errors and optimize the printing process.

Additionally, for the print of the wrench model, a manual perturbation was introduced

at Layer 10 to disrupt the correct Z-axis movement of the extruder, causing it to shift

randomly. This was done to evaluate whether the LLM could accurately detect and respond

to sudden, unexpected changes in the printing process. This disruption was not implemented

programmatically through the printer’s API, as the LLM might have simply traced the

last issued commands and recognized any intentional modifications to the Z-offset. By

introducing a manual obstruction, the test aimed to challenge the LLM’s ability to identify

and correct unplanned anomalies.

Figure 3 illustrates a comparison between 3D prints produced using a baseline approach

and those optimized by the LLM, highlighting the substantial quality improvements achieved

with LLM optimization. In Figure 3(a and b), the LLM-optimized print exhibits cleaner,

well-defined edges, in contrast to the rough, uneven edges seen in the baseline print Figure
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3(b and f). The surface finish also shows marked differences, with the LLM-optimized print

maintaining a smooth, consistent texture, while the baseline print suffers from rough surfaces

and skips in material deposition. Additionally, extrusion consistency is notably improved in

the LLM-optimized print, which achieves uniform layer adhesion, whereas the baseline print

is plagued by under-extrusion and poor layer bonding.

Additionally, layer-wise analysis in Figures 3(c and g) reveals continuous improvement

in layer quality and infill patterns in the LLM-optimized prints, whereas the baseline prints

(Figures 3(d and h)) deteriorate as the print progresses. The LLM-optimized approach not

only addresses issues such as rough edges, inconsistent surfaces, and poor layer adhesion but

also significantly enhances overall print quality, resulting in superior final products.

The stringing issue emerged as a result of the extruder pausing and moving to the home

position during the print. The LLM worked to optimize the retraction settings to address

this problem. However, despite these efforts, stringing remained unavoidable due to the

combination of high flow rate, low print speed, and elevated temperature, which collectively

exacerbate the issue. Although the LLM’s adjustments provided some improvement, these

factors inherently make it challenging to completely eliminate stringing under the given

conditions.

Parameter Optimization

To quantify the error/defect in single-layer prints, we define occupancy for each layer as:

occupancy =
occupiedpixels
totalpixels

This metric provides a measure of how well the printed layer covers the intended area. For

single-layer prints, the LLM identified several key parameters to adjust, including print speed,

flow rate, pressure advance, and retraction flow for PLA prints, and nozzle temperature for

TPU prints. Fig 4 illustrate the changes made by the LLM for single layer, with Figure 4a

PLA print and Figure 4b TPU print. For print speed, the LLM suggested reducing it to 75%
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Figure 4: LLM print parameter optimization For single layer prints using (a) PLA, (b)
TPU and for multi-layer prints of (c) text and (d) wrench.

to improve filament adhesion and minimize gaps. This change led to smoother deposition

and more consistent layers. An adjustment to the flow rate, increasing it slightly above 100%,

addressed the under-extrusion issues observed in the initial segments, resulting in a more

uniform filament flow. A minor increase in pressure advance (up to 0.1) helped in managing

the flow of filament, especially in corners and intricate details, reducing stringing and blobs.

Optimizing retraction flow to around 25% mitigated the issues related to oozing and stringing

between travel moves, enhancing the print’s clean lines and precision. For TPU, the LLM

suggested raising the nozzle temperature to 220°C, which improved filament melting and

flow, leading to better layer adhesion and reduced stringing. The continuous increase in

occupancy throughout the single-layer print, as shown, demonstrates the effectiveness of the

LLM’s optimization strategies in improving print quality.

The ability of the LLM to analyze and adjust parameters for different materials showcases

its versatility. The images demonstrate that, following the LLM’s recommendations, the

quality of the prints improved significantly for both PLA and TPU. For PLA, the adjustments
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led to smoother layers, better adhesion, and minimized gaps. For TPU, the optimized nozzle

temperature and other parameter tweaks resulted in improved layer consistency and reduced

stringing, common issues with flexible filaments.

For multi-layer print of wrench as illustrated in Figure 4 c, the LLM accurately identifies

that the print speed and extrusion rate are off-nominal and actively seeks to optimize these

parameters throughout the printing process. Additionally, despite the printer bed being

correctly calibrated, the LLM continuously monitors the Z-axis position. Based on the

provided layer height and the current layer number, the LLM adjusts the Z-offset of the

printer to ensure a smooth surface finish. Notably, at Layer 10, the LLM detected that

the Z position was misaligned and persistently attempted to correct it, demonstrating its

capability to adapt and fine-tune the printing parameters.

For the print of raised text Figure 4d, the LLM initially identifies signs of under-extrusion

and responds by increasing the flow rate, adjusting extruder acceleration, and reducing the

print speed. These initial adjustments aim to stabilize the print quality and address the

immediate under-extrusion issue. After these corrections, the LLM enters an optimization

phase, where it systematically fine-tunes the print speed and flow rate to find the optimal

settings for the specific print conditions.

This optimization process proves to be particularly effective in addressing stringing issues,

as evidenced by the absence of stringing between the letters in the final print. The LLM’s

ability to dynamically adjust and optimize key parameters not only enhances the print

quality but also demonstrates its capability to mitigate common issues like stringing, which

are typically challenging to eliminate in complex prints like raised text.

Error Detection

Error detection is a vital element of the proposed framework. While LLMs are highly effective

at analyzing textual data and sensor logs due to their advanced natural language processing

capabilities, identifying subtle errors in a 3D print is challenging, especially when the model
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Figure 5: Failures detected (a) Observations and failures detected by the LLM in
single-layer print during print optimization and for (b) Multi-Layer print of wrench. (b)(1)
Comparison of collected human response and LLM response to multilayer print for each layer
and (b)(2) the agreement score.
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has not been specifically trained or fine-tuned on 3D printing data. To address this, we

analyze the observations and errors detected by the LLM during the printing of a single

layer.

The LLM accurately identified several key issues (Fig 5 a )at each segment of the print. It

detected under-extrusion, nozzle clogs, inconsistent printing speeds, and bed leveling prob-

lems. These identifications were made by analyzing the visual characteristics of each seg-

ment’s print, such as gaps, stringing, and uneven filament deposition. From these observa-

tions, the LLM drew inferences about potential causes and provided recommendations for

addressing the detected issues.

To demonstrate the effectiveness and error detection capability of the LLM (GPT-4o)

in multi-layer prints, we conducted a comprehensive survey involving a diverse group of

engineers, including graduate students with varying levels of experience in Additive Manu-

facturing (AM). The participants in this survey ranged from individuals with basic exposure

to AM to those with advanced expertise in the field. Each participant was tasked with eval-

uating multi-layer 3D prints, specifically focusing on the prints that the LLM had analyzed

and optimized during the printing process.

The participants were asked to identify major issues in the ongoing prints, such as layer

adhesion, surface quality, and defects like under-extrusion, stringing, or warping. Their

evaluations were then compared to the LLM’s automated detection and optimization process

to determine how effectively the LLM identified and addressed these issues in real-time. This

comparison allowed us to gauge not only the LLM’s accuracy in detecting and mitigating

errors but also how its performance measured up against human expertise at various levels

of experience.

To quantify the effectiveness of the LLM’s error detection relative to human evaluations,

we introduce the metrics of agreement rate and disagreement rate. These metrics are defined

as follows:
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AgreementRate =
N∑
i

DP

TotalP
∗DLLM

DisagreementRate = −
N∑
i

DP

TotalP
∗ D̂LLM

Here, N represents the total number of layers in the print, DP denotes the number of

participants who identified a particular defect, and TotalP is the total number of participants.

DLLM indicates whether the LLM detected the defect (initialized to 0 and set to 1 if the

LLM identifies a defect), while D̂LLM represents defects not detected by the LLM (initialized

to 1 and set to 0 if the LLM identifies the defect).

The agreement rate measures the alignment between the defects identified by the LLM

and those recognized by the participants, reflecting the LLM’s accuracy in matching human

observations. Conversely, the disagreement rate captures instances where the LLM failed to

detect defects noted by participants, highlighting areas where the LLM’s performance may

need improvement. These metrics provide a comprehensive assessment of the LLM’s ability

to identify and correct printing defects compared to human evaluations.

Figure 5 b presents a comparison between participant responses and the LLM’s detection

results. The analysis shows that both the LLM and the majority of participants consistently

identified stringing (77%) and under-extrusion (55%) as significant issues across most print

layers. Additionally, the LLM accurately detected more critical defects such as bed adhesion

problems, warping, and layer separation.

The LLM did not detect some of the more subtle defects, such as print cracks, ghosting,

ringing, and elephant foot, which were noted by approximately 1% of the participants. This

discrepancy could be due to the resolution limitations of the camera used for image capture,

which may not have been sufficient to detect these finer details. Another possibility is that

these minor issues were misidentified by the participant evaluators, resulting in a difference

between human and LLM detection.

Interestingly, the LLM successfully identified blobs and zits in layers 10 and 15, but it
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attributed these issues to stringing and oozing defects in other layers. This suggests that

while the LLM is effective at detecting and categorizing certain types of defects, it may

occasionally generalize or misclassify closely related issues, particularly when dealing with

subtle variations in print quality. This highlights both the LLM’s strengths in detecting

major defects and areas where further refinement is needed to improve its sensitivity to

minor or less common issues.

Based on the agreement-disagreement scores, it can be observed that the LLM and human

evaluators show a 77% agreement on identifying stringing/oozing defects, a 20% agreement

on under-extrusion, and a 7% agreement on over-extrusion. Additionally, there is a maximum

of 20% disagreement between the LLM and humans for blobs and zits defect. These figures

indicate that the LLM demonstrates strong alignment with human assessments for key visual

defects like stringing/oozing and inconsistent extrusion. The close agreement on critical

defects shows the LLM’s potential, with room for growth in more nuanced areas.

Conclusion

We developed and tested a framework using GPT-4o to detect and address 3D printing de-

fects in near real-time. The LLM effectively identifies major defects like stringing, oozing,

layer separation, and inconsistent extrusion, closely matching human evaluations. By dy-

namically adjusting print parameters based on real-time analysis, the framework significantly

enhances print quality and reduces material waste.

A key strength of the LLM framework is its ability to not only detect defects but also to

identify the underlying parameters causing these issues. Upon recognizing a defect, the LLM

analyzes related print parameters, such as print speed, flow rate, temperature, and retraction

settings, to determine their contribution to the problem. It then initiates an optimization

process, adjusting these parameters to correct the detected issues in subsequent layers. This

proactive approach allows for continuous improvement of the print quality, minimizing the
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likelihood of defects recurring and enhancing the overall efficiency of the printing process.

The agreement-disagreement analysis between the LLM and human evaluators highlights

both the strengths and opportunities for further development. The high agreement rates on

key defects underscore the LLM’s effectiveness.

An important aspect of this framework is its ability to generate detailed manufacturing

commentary and defect detection reports, which significantly enhance part defect traceability

and automated documentation. By providing a comprehensive log of the issues encountered

and the adjustments made during the printing process, the LLM facilitates better tracking of

part quality from start to finish. This automated documentation not only aids in identifying

the root causes of defects but also streamlines quality control processes, making it easier to

certify parts for use in critical applications and ensuring compliance with industry standards.

Overall, the integration of LLMs into the 3D printing process represents a promising

advancement in additive manufacturing. As these models continue to evolve, their ability

to detect and correct a broader range of defects will likely improve, making them invaluable

tools in achieving higher precision and reliability in AM.
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