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Abstract

Zeolites are an important class of porous crystalline materials with broad applica-
tions in gas storage, separations, and catalysis. Although hundreds of thousands of
experimentally realized and hypothetical zeolite structures are known, identifying
materials optimized for a target application remains challenging because property
labels are expensive to obtain and available only for limited structure-molecule
pairs. While prior work has demonstrated that 3D neural representations can pre-
dict zeolite properties effectively, it remains unclear which representation-learning
strategies are most effective in the low-data regime relevant to materials discovery.
We present ZeoBench, a benchmark for self-supervised learning on dense 3D rep-
resentations of all-silica zeolites, and evaluate the resulting features on six existing
downstream adsorption-property prediction tasks, across a range of training set
sizes. Our study compares self-supervised 3D pretraining on volumetric zeolite
data, adaptations of image-pretrained 2D ConvNets and vision transformers to 3D
via multiview and channel-inflation strategies, and 3D ConvNets pretrained on out-
of-domain volumetric datasets, alongside hand-crafted descriptors and supervised
baselines. Using our pretraining and evaluation framework, we find self-supervised
3D representations outperform existing methods and achieve state-of-the-art per-
formance across both in-domain label regimes and for the unseen domain of metal
organic frameworks. Learned representations consistently outperform hand-crafted
descriptors, and convolutional architectures are generally more effective than vi-
sion transformers in this setting. These results establish ZeoBench as a practical
benchmark for 3D representation learning in zeolites and provide guidance for
data-limited adsorption property prediction.

1 Introduction

Zeolites are nanoporous crystalline structures with wide uses in chemical industrial applications,
including catalysis and adsorption. In general, zeolites are periodic framework materials formed
from corner-sharing tetrahedral building blocks, and their composition can vary depending on
the framework atoms and extra-framework species. In this work, we focus on all-silica zeolites,
whose frameworks are composed of repeating SiO, tetrahedra arranged into different pore and
cage topologies (see Figure [I)). This fixed chemical composition makes them a natural setting for
studying geometric representation learning, as variation in adsorption behavior is driven completely
by differences in 3D pore geometry, framework topology, and the shape compatibility between the
zeolite and the target molecule [49]. Although over 300,000 hypothetical zeolite structures have been
proposed, only about 260 distinct framework topologies have been experimentally synthesized [3} 45].
An active area of research is determining zeolites with desirable properties for future synthesis [[7,137]].

The interactions of these structures with target molecules can be accurately predicted through
simulations, but at considerable computational cost for each pair evaluated [, (7, 16]]. Existing works
have found success in estimating these predictions through supervised learning with significantly
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Figure 1: ZeoBench pretraining and evaluation setup. The full set of theoretical and experimentally
synthesized zeolites are used for pretraining and evaluation. Translation, rotation, and scaling are
used as augmentations for self-supervised learning on a signed distance grid. The level set of zero is
plotted with color showing depth. After pretraining, the backbone is linearly probed (snowflake) or
fine-tuned (flame) on six different molecular adsorption tasks with varying subset sizes (100 to 10k).

faster evaluation [35]]. However, these models are typically task-specific: a separate model is trained
for each target molecule, and for some tasks many structures may be unsuitable or unavailable for
supervised training. As a result, prior supervised studies use only a task-specific labeled subset of the
available zeolites, leaving much of the unlabeled corpus unused [36].

Self-supervised learning (SSL) offers a natural way to exploit this unlabeled data for transferable,
task-agnostic representation learning. SSL methods define pretext objectives on unlabeled examples,
such as matching representations of different augmented views of the same input or reconstructing
masked or corrupted inputs [[29} 16} 14,28 30]. These methods have been highly successful in vision
and language, where large-scale pretraining produces task-agnostic backbones that transfer effectively
to downstream tasks [25163]]. In the zeolite setting, SSL could enable models to learn reusable 3D
structural features from the full corpus of unlabeled frameworks before adapting to specific tasks.

Although SSL has been studied for molecules and materials, most prior work has focused on graph,
coordinate, or string-based representations [34} 168} 51|19, 46]]. In contrast, all-silica zeolites provide
a particularly clean testbed for dense 3D representation learning, because the structures share the
same framework chemistry and differ only in geometry and topology. Recent supervised work has
shown that dense 3D grid representations are effective for predicting adsorption in this setting [35]].
However, it remains unclear which self-supervised objectives, augmentations, architectures, and
pretraining sources are most effective for dense 3D zeolite grids, especially in the low-label regimes
most relevant to materials discovery.

To bridge this gap, we present ZeoBench, a benchmark for SSL on zeolites. We define standardized
pretraining and evaluation protocol on six existing downstream adsorption-property prediction tasks
and perform a detailed analysis on four popular SSL methods. We make the following contributions:

1. We introduce ZeoBench, a benchmark for SSL on dense 3D grids of all-silica zeolites, built
from 331k real and hypothetical zeolite structures, with fixed train/validation/test splits.

2. We standardize six existing downstream adsorption-property prediction tasks with label-
budget splits, evaluation metrics, and linear-probe and fine-tuning protocols.

3. We benchmark four SSL objectives, out-of-domain 3D volumetric pretraining, ImageNet-
pretrained 2D backbones adapted to 3D, hand-crafted descriptors, and supervised baselines.

4. We show that in-domain SSL substantially improves low-label adsorption prediction, with
contrastive methods producing the strongest frozen representations and SSL initialization
improving fine-tuning performance.

5. We conduct transfer learning experiments on metal organic frameworks and find ZeoBench
pretraining improvements generalize to the out-of-domain task and outperform existing
methods and training from scratch.



6. We analyze augmentation and architecture choices, finding that scale augmentation is
critical for SSL and that convolutional neural networks (CNNs) currently outperform vision
transformers (ViTs) in this setting.

The benchmarking code, task-specific training splits, and pretraining configurations are available at
https://github.com/cvl-umass/ZeoBench,

2 Related Work

2.1 Self-supervised Representation Learning

Self-supervised learning (SSL) has become a standard approach for learning visual representa-
tions from large unlabeled datasets. We group the methods into three broad families: contrastive,
distillation-based, and reconstruction-based methods. Contrastive methods, such as SImCLR [16]
and MoCo [29,117,118]], learn by bringing together embeddings of augmented views of the same input
while separating embeddings of different inputs. Distillation-based methods, such as BYOL [28]
and DINO [14, 44, 48], avoid explicit negatives and instead train a student network to match the
representation of a momentum-updated teacher. Reconstruction-based methods, including masked
autoencoding objectives [30, 169, 2], learn by reconstructing masked or corrupted inputs and are often
studied with transformer-based architectures.

In this work, we focus primarily on contrastive and distillation-based methods. These methods are
broadly compatible with CNNs, which we find to be more effective than vision transformers for
dense 3D zeolite representations. Furthermore, reconstruction objectives do not always produce
representations that are optimal for linear probing or low-label transfer; e.g., both [40, [29] report
substantially lower performance with linear probing than with end-to-end fine-tuning.

2.2 Supervised Learning for Porous Materials and Zeolites

Machine learning has been widely used for molecular and materials property prediction, including
quantitative structure—activity relationship modeling in drug discovery [50} 132, 54], force-field
and interatomic potential prediction [47, 9, [10, [8], and adsorption-property prediction in porous
materials [27,|1]. These applications illustrate the promise of learned representations for connecting
atomic structure to target physical or chemical properties.

For porous materials, prior work has explored a range of structural representations. Descriptor-based
approaches use hand-crafted features such as density, pore diameter, pore volume, surface area,
bond lengths, and bond angles [27,[1,35]. Graph neural networks encode atoms, bonds, chemical
connectivity, and interatomic distances [15, 61, 47]. Coordinate-based and point-cloud models
operate directly on atomic positions [58,135]. Dense 3D volumetric representations, including energy
grids, atomic grids, and distance grids, provide an alternative view that represents the geometry and
chemistry of the material on a regular lattice [20} 31} 12, [33].

Zeolites provide a particularly important testbed for studying these representations. They are crys-
talline microporous materials with broad applications in adsorption, separation, and catalysis, but
their functional properties depend sensitively on pore geometry and chemical structure. Recent work
has shown that dense 3D grid representations are highly effective for zeolite property prediction,
including target-molecule adsorption and synthetic feasibility [35H37]]. These results motivate our
focus on 3D zeolite grids as the input representation for representation learning.

However, supervised learning for zeolite property prediction is limited by the cost of generating labels.
Adsorption labels often require computationally expensive Monte Carlo simulations, especially for
complex molecules, and many structures can also be inapplicable for supervised learning depending
on the task [4}[7]. As a result, prior supervised studies typically train on labeled subsets of zeolites,
while a much larger set of unlabeled structures remains unused. Moreover, effective training often
requires on the order of 5,000—10,000 labeled examples [35], which may not be available for a
specific task or may be challenging to obtain. This creates a natural opportunity for self-supervised
representation learning: pretrain on the full unlabeled zeolite corpus, then transfer the learned
representation to downstream property-prediction tasks with limited labels.
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2.3 Self-supervised Learning for Molecular and Porous Material Representations

Self-supervised and unsupervised representation learning have been studied extensively for molecules
and materials, but most prior work has focused on graphs, atom coordinates, strings, or generative
crystal representations rather than dense 3D grids. GraphM VP [34] learns molecular representations
by aligning embeddings from 2D molecular graphs and 3D coordinates. Uni-Mol [68] pretrains
molecular representations using masked atom prediction and coordinate denoising with 3D positional
encodings. LEGO [51] introduces local geometric perturbations of tetrahedral structures and trains
models to reconstruct the original structure. These methods show that pretraining on geometric and
chemical structure can improve molecular representation learning, but they do not directly study
dense volumetric representations of porous materials.

String-based molecular pretraining provides another successful direction by training directly on
molecular strings. ChemBERTa [19] and Molformer [46] adapt masked-language-modeling objectives
to SMILES strings, showing that NLP-style pretraining can learn useful molecular features from large
unlabeled corpora. Image-based approaches such as ImageMol [66] instead render molecules as 2D
skeletal images and train image encoders using multiple pretext tasks. These approaches demonstrate
the flexibility of SSL across molecular representations, but their input modalities differ substantially
from the 3D pore geometry and spatial fields used in zeolite-grid models.

For porous materials, several recent methods have studied representation learning and generative
modeling. MOFormer [[13]] combines string-based MOFid representations with structure-based crystal
graph embeddings, allowing a Transformer encoder to learn structural information without direct
dense 3D inputs. Uni-MOF [56]] uses atom embeddings and 3D spatial encodings in a Transformer
architecture, with pretraining objectives based on masked atom prediction and coordinate denoising.
Generative models such as MatterGen [67] learn distributions over atom types, coordinates, and
lattice structures using diffusion-based generation. Other porous-material generative approaches have
explored voxel and graph representations for reconstruction and design [42]]. These works highlight
growing interest in pretraining and generative modeling for porous materials, but they primarily
operate on atomistic, graph, string, or generative structure representations.

Dense volumetric SSL has been explored in other scientific domains, especially medical image
analysis, where 3D convolutional encoders are pretrained on large unlabeled image volumes [62, 153}
55]]. This suggests that volumetric SSL can be effective when spatial structure is central to the task.
However, comparatively little work has studied SSL on dense molecular grids, such as energy grids,
atomic grids, or distance grids, for porous materials, motivating this work. This gap is particularly
important for zeolites, where supervised studies have already shown that dense 3D grids can be strong
predictors of adsorption and synthesizability.

3 ZeoBench

ZeoBench is a benchmark on 3D self-supervised learning in the context of zeolites. ZeoBench consists
of 402 zeolite structures from the set of experimentally synthesized structures [3]] and 331,172 from the
set of theoretically feasible structures [45]]. This large set is divided into a pretraining, validation, and
test set. After pretraining, evaluation is performed on the downstream task of adsorption prediction
across six different target molecules in varying label regimes for linear probing and fine-tuning.
We release a standardized benchmarking framework and corresponding codebase for examining
additional SSL methods, architectures, and augmentations with clear standardization of pretraining,
training, and evaluation protocols. Additional details are provided below and in § [A.T]

Distance Grid Representations. In ZeoBench, zeolites are encoded using single-channel distance
grids, which have been shown to be highly effective representations for supervised learning [35]. In
a signed distance grid, each voxel is assigned the distance to the nearest solvent-accessible surface
formed by the framework, where negative distances lie inside the surface. As in Figure[T} the distance
grids of the unit cells are calculated with grid resolution 0.15 A, then are repeated and downsampled
to the desired resolution A4 using trilinear interpolation. The precalculated distance grids files are
provided in the ZeoNet [35] codebase, while ZeoBench includes dataset loading information and
code. The exact details for distance grid calculation and generation are outlined in §[A.T.3]



3.1 Training and Evaluation Protocol

Training. From the full set of 331k structures, 20k are reserved for validation and 10k are reserved for
testing. These splits are maintained for both pretraining and evaluation on the downstream tasks, so no
validation or testing data is utilized for training at any point. During pretraining, only the pretraining
set (301k structures) can be utilized for representation learning, with the goal of learning the best
representations for property prediction. The pretrained backbone is then evaluated on downstream
tasks in two settings: linear probing and fine-tuning. In linear probing, the backbone weights are
frozen and a linear head is trained on the fixed embeddings of the unaugmented distance grids. During
fine-tuning, the backbone weights can be trained in tandem with the linear head on the downstream
task, and training is done with augmentations. At evaluation time, the unaugmented distance grids
are inputted to the network and average performance is computed across the test set.

Downstream Tasks. To evaluate representation quality, we evaluate predictions of adsorption
behavior on long-chain hydrocarbon adsorption based on simulation [7,135]]. This value is quantified
by Henry’s constant, ky, which provides a physically meaningful metric for comparing adsorption
strength across different zeolite—molecule pairs. Specifically, a value of (ky = 1 mol kg=! MPa~1)
means that the zeolite is expected to adsorb approximately 1 mol of adsorbate per kilogram of zeolite
at a pressure of 1 MPa. Following [35]], we train and evaluate using mean-squared error (MSE) of
log(ky). The final performance is reported as MSE of the test set with bootstrapped error bars over
1000 trials. Furthermore, to test the robustness and quality of these features, this training is done
across varying training set sizes from 100 to 10,000 labeled structures for each molecule. These splits
are constructed independently for each molecule by sampling randomly from the set of valid targets
(kg > 0). Each training set is a subset of the next largest training set. Labels and subset splits are
provided across six different hydrocarbons: three linear alkanes, ranging from C18 to C30, as well as
three mono- and di-branched C18 isomers. For further details, see §[A.1.2]and §[A.1.4]

4 Methods

4.1 Self-supervised Learning

We perform pretraining on four self-supervised methods to learn a network f: BYOL [28], DI-
NOv1 [14], MoCov2+ [17], and SimCLR [16]. Each method utilizes different augmentations of the
same samples, which we will call z, z’. Both MoCo and SimCLR are contrastive methods utilizing
the InfoNCE loss [43]:

>ojexp(f(z) " f(z;)/7) (1)

where z, 2’ form a positive pair and the other samples are negatives. SImCLR uses all other samples
within the minibatch as the set of negatives while MoCo keeps a fixed-length queue of negatives
which are encoded by a momentum encoder. BYOL and DINO are distillation methods. They
train a student network f to match the output of a teacher network f;, whose weights update as an
exponential moving average of the student weights. As in contrastive learning, the student and the
teacher receive different views of the same sample, but no explicit negatives are used. In BYOL, the
student network has an additional prediction head ¢, and the objective minimizes the squared distance
between the student prediction and teacher embedding:

Lavor = |lg(fs(x)) = fe(2")]I3. )

DINO instead treats the teacher outputs as soft pseudo-labels and trains the student using cross-
entropy:

Linfonce = — log < exp(f(x)" f(2')/7) )

Lpino = H (softmax (c(f¢(2"))) , softmax(fs(x))), 3)

where c is a centering function, and H(p,q) = — ), pi log gi. denotes cross-entropy. To isolate
the effect of the self-supervised training objective, we use the same pretraining augmentations and
network architecture across methods. Specifically, all methods use the augmentations described
below and a 3D ResNet-18 backbone, which was found to be effective for dense zeolite grids in [35]].

Data Augmentations. We primarily use geometric augmentations, since standard 2D image aug-
mentations such as color jittering and pixel noise do not apply to dense distance grids. During



SSL pretraining, we apply random 3D translations, rotations, and scale augmentations. While [35]]
used only translations and rotations during supervised training, we find that these augmentations
alone are insufficient for learning strong self-supervised representations; see § [5|for an ablation. We
implement the scale augmentation by independently varying the grid resolution along each axis:
A4 = max (0.45 + N(0,0?), 0.05) A, where o is a hyperparameter varied from 0 (no scaling) to
0.4. An example of these augmentations are shown in Figure[T] Scale augmentations are only used
during pre-training. During linear-probe training and evaluation, we use no augmentations and fix the
grid resolution to Ag = 0.45 A. During fine-tuning, we use random translations and rotations also
with the same fixed grid resolution, matching the setup of [335]].
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Figure 2: Adapting 2D networks for 3D inputs. We explore three methods to get ImageNet features
from volumetric inputs: 2D slices, channel inflation, and depth tokenization. 2D slices (left) involve
stacking three different slices to form an image. Channel inflation (center) repeats the weights of the
first convolutional layer. Depth tokenization (right) treats the volume as a stack of D /3 images.

4.2 Baselines

We compare to baselines in both the linear probe regime and fine-tuning regime. We focus on
volumetric representations because prior work [35} 36] found them to be much stronger than graph-
based and coordinate-based representations for these adsorption tasks. We present results using
other representations in Table[T|for completeness, but focus on handcrafted features and volumetric
networks for in-depth analysis. In terms of linear probe features, we evaluate the quality of handcrafted
aggregate descriptors, 3DINO [62]], and 2D networks ImageNet pretrained features. The handcrafted
features consist of pore-limiting diameter (PLD), largest-cavity diameter (LCD), surface area, pore
volume, and density of Si atoms, which are then inputted to a 2-layer MLP with hidden dimension 200
for fine-tuning. 3DINO [62] is a 3D-ViT pretrained with DINO on medical volumetric data which we
evaluate for compatibility with our adsorption tasks. In the fine-tuning regime, we compare different
pretrained backbone initializations with training ZeoNet, 3D ViT-S [26], and 3D Swin-S [38] from
scratch.

Adapting ImageNet to 3D. We seek to compare with the quality of pretrained features from networks
pretrained on ImageNet [24], but these networks are designed to take 2D images. We utilize three
methods to adapt them to 3D which we outline below and visualize in Figure 2] We use volumes of
shape 224 x 224 x D to be compatible with the ImageNet weights and appropriately normalize to
ImageNet statistics. Firstly, following [35] we simply select three slices from the volume to input to
the network where each slice is treated as a different channel for the same image. We experiment
with three different sampling schemes: sampling one slice at random from each spatial axis, sampling
three random slices from the same axis, and taking three slices spaced at a fixed distance along the
same axis. We also propose two additional methods which utilize the full 3D volume rather than
only three slices. In channel inflation, we duplicate the weights of the first convolutional layer to
match the depth of the volume D, effectively treating the 3D volume as a 2D image with D channels.
To prevent initial activations from exploding, the inflated weights are downscaled by a constant
hyperparameter, and in practice we found the best scale to be /3/D. In depth tokenization, we
leverage the sequential nature of vision transformers to tokenize and process the entire volume. We
tokenize each 224 x 224 x 3 chunk separately to get 16 x 16 x D /3 tokens. These tokens are inputted
sequentially to the network with only (z, y) positional embeddings. To prevent the embeddings from
being excessively dependent on channel offset and molecule orientation, for all adaptations we use



the average embedding of the molecule across 20 different translations and rotations. We also tune
the distance grid resolution between {0.15,0.45,0.9, 1.2} A. Exact hyperparameters are in §

4.3 Implementation Details and Hyperparameters

We build on the solo-learn [22] library to conduct pretraining, linear probing, and fine-tuning
experiments. All experiments are conducted on 3D ResNet-18 with 3D volumes of size 64 x 64 x 64,
other than for ImageNet networks which expect 224 x 224 and 3DINO which expects 1123, This
volume is smaller than used in ZeoNet [35], but we found comparable fine-tuning performance
(Table[T)) while enabling higher batch sizes which are necessary for some methods such as SimCLR.
For method-level hyperparameters, we match the best hyperparameters for each method reported
by solo-learn for ImageNet-100 which has a similar scale to ZeoBench. In pretraining, we use the
LARS [65] optimizer with batch size 1024 split between 2 NVIDIA A100 GPUs for 400 epochs,
which trains for approximately 3.5 days. In fine-tuning and linear probe, we train using AdamW [39]
instead of LARS on a single GPU and train for 50 and 100 epochs, respectively. For the exact training
details and configurations used in each trial, see §[A.2]
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Does in-domain SSL improve low-label adsorption prediction? Our results show fine-tuning
after pretraining leads to state-of-the-art performance, in both low and high data regimes. In the
high data regime, Table[I|shows the best pretraining method outperforms training from scratch on
C18 adsorption prediction by 16% on the full dataset. This trend only becomes stronger in low data
regimes. In Figure[3] we see that as training labels decrease, the gap between pretrained and from
scratch baselines becomes even wider. We observe that SimCLR, MoCo, and BYOL outperform the
state-of-the-art baselines in most subset sizes for both linear probing and fine-tuning. Initial results in
Appendix suggest increased network size can lead to even further performance improvements,
but the exact parameter-performance scaling laws have yet to be shown on ZeoBench.

Which SSL objectives learn the best frozen representations? In Figure [3|and Table 2] we observe
that the contrastive methods SimCLR and MoCo produce the strongest features for adsorption
probing, especially compared to their non-contrastive counterparts. We speculate this is due to the
more uniform distribution of embeddings learned by contrastive methods from explicit negatives [S7]].
This can be helpful for adsorption prediction, which is a continuous regression task, in contrast to
classification tasks which can benefit from clustered embeddings. These trends appear to shift after
fine-tuning; even though MoCo and SimCLR outperform BYOL by a fair margin in linear probing,
BYOL is comparable in a fine-tuning setting. Once again, this might indicate distillation methods
learn useful features during pretraining but are less well-suited for regression tasks without altering
the training objective.



Pretrain Arch | Cl18 C24 C30 2C17 4C17 22C16 | Average

Linear Probing

ImageNet ViT-2D | 41.7+09 570+13 821+19 384+0.8 382+08 351+08 |487+1.1
Hand MLP 447+18 606+14 984+21 435+17 481+14 462+19 | 569+1.7
3DINO [62] ViT 565+1.1 7194+15 932+20 489+1.0 485+09 455409 | 60.8+1.2
BYOL ResNet | 274 +0.7 3804+09 656+15 248+0.6 252+06 248+0.6 |343+0.8
DINO ResNet | 394+09 508+13 775+19 334408 327+£08 306+0.8 |44.1+1.1
MoCo ResNet | 21.5+0.6 29.7+09 587+1.6 184+0.5 186+0.6 17.3+£0.5 | 274+0.8
SimCLR ResNet | 22.24+0.6 30.74+09 595+15 198405 198+0.5 19.1+0.6 | 285408
Fine-Tuning
Scratch ResNet | 6.2+03 128+04 41.8+14 6.1+02 7.1+£03 72403 | 135+0.5
Scratch Swin 311+ 1.1 431+14 764+22 27.7+£09 266+09 2554+09 |384+1.2
Scratch ViT 3134+ 1.1 474+17 808+23 278+£09 270+1.0 2794+1.1 | 404+13
BYOL ResNet | 55+02 [11.6+04 387+14 57+02 6.7+ 0.3 65+02 | 1244+05
DINO ResNet | 6.3+£02 126+04 412+13 60+02 72403 71+£02 | 134+04
MoCo ResNet | 54+0.2 11.7+04 393+13 6.1+02 6.8+0.3 6.3+02 | 126+04
SimCLR ResNet | 49+0.2 105+04 37.7+14 52+0.2 63+03 6.0+02 | 11.8+04

Table 2: Adsorption Performance (log(k ) MSE, lower is better) across molecules (10k subset).
Best results are given in bold and second-best are given in italics. Overall, SimCLR and MoCo tend
to perform best in linear probe but BYOL becomes comparable after fine-tuning. Self-supervised
learning methods generally outperform baselines. Full results are given in §
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Figure 4: Ablation studies. Left: Comparison of linear probe baseline average performance on
ZeoBench tasks. Surprisingly, ImageNet pretraining with depth tokenization is the best-performing
baseline. Center: Effects of test-time augmentation on best ImageNet adaptation method, depth
tokenization. Adapting 2D networks to 3D inputs requires significant test-time augmentation to
achieve invariance to channel offsets and molecule rotation. Right: Linear probe performance on
C18 10k after pretraining with varying scale noise . While the presence of scaling in pretraining
is crucial for strong performance on adsorption, the degree of augmentation strength seems to have
little impact on performance.

How do in-domain 3D representations compare to ImageNet and medical-volume pretraining?
Surprisingly, Figure 4] shows that ImageNet features are the strongest baseline for linear probing,
even when having to adapt to 3D volumes. We observe that handcrafted features are competitive
with other baselines at the 10k subset but suffer in low-label regimes, likely because the limited
number of descriptors can easily overfit to a small number of training points. Despite being trained
on 2D images, we find adapting 3D volumes to ImageNet pretrained networks outperforms both
handcrafted features and medically pretrained features in most data regimes. This can be explained in
part by ImageNet pretraining learning generalizable features for a broad variety of tasks, sometimes
outperforming in-domain training [23]]. However, these features are inherently limited by how much
information each “view” captures from the 3D volume: they require many test-time augmentations to
mitigate sensitivity to channel offsets and volume orientations (Figure ).

Which augmentations matter for dense zeolite-grid SSL? In the right plot of Figure ] we see the
adsorption performance for C18 is much weaker without scaling (¢ = 0) compared to with scaling.
Although scaling augmentations are unnecessary for achieving strong performance when fine-tuning
from scratch, they are crucial for learning generalizable features during pretraining. We suspect
with only translation and rotation, the network can learn highly local characteristics to distinguish
structures rather than global ones which persist even when local shapes are warped. This result
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Figure 5: Rotational and translational invariance of trained networks for the C18 10k subset
(lower is better). * means the model is trained from scratch, while other models are pretrained
and linear probed. Invariance is calculated as the standard deviation in predicted log ky across 100
augmented views of a single structure, averaged across the test set. Although networks pretrained
without scale are more invariant, they perform worse on the adsorption prediction task (Figure [)).
Transformer architectures show far less translational invariance than ResNets even after training,
likely because of equivariant properties inherent to ResNets.

corroborates previous work which found that stronger augmentations are more important for self-
supervised learning than supervised learning [16]. Interestingly, in Figure[5| we see pretraining with
scaling leads to lower geometric invariance but higher performance, suggesting a tradeoff between
strict equivariance and more generalizable representations which transfer better to downstream tasks.

Do transformer architectures benefit from this benchmark, or do CNNs remain stronger? In
Figure [3] and Table [2} we see a clear gap in performance between training ResNet from scratch
compared to both ViT and Swin, corroborating prior work on this task [36]. One possible explanation
is that the translational equivariance priors of ResNets are particularly well-suited to distance-grid
prediction. Although prior work has suggested that trained 2D ViTs can exhibit similar or even
greater translational invariance than ResNets in image classification [[11], it is unclear whether this
behavior transfers to 3D geometric regression tasks. In fact, Figure 5| suggests the contrary, as Swin
and ViT architectures have far lower invariance after training compared to ResNets, possibly due
to a relatively small dataset size being insufficient for these architectures. This represents a clear
opportunity for improvement in ZeoBench, as pretraining vision transformers might offer strong
gains which make them comparable or even better than CNNs on zeolite data.

Train Size  Pretrain Arch \ CO3 0.05bar CO3 0.5bar CO52.5bar CH40.05bar CH40.5bar CHy 2.5 bar \ Average
1,000 Scratch ResNet-18 0.187 0.601 1.108 0.040 0.175 0.460 0.429
1,000 SimCLR ResNet-18 0.180 0.537 0.922 0.037 0.175 0.408 0.377
5,000 Scratch ResNet-18 0.159 0.520 0.932 0.035 0.170 0.435 0.375
5,000 SimCLR ResNet-18 0.155 0.348 0.588 0.034 0.116 0.211 0.242
96,356 Barlow Twins MOFormer|[13 0.110 0.330 0.645 0.022 0.099 0.239 0.241
96,356 Scratch ResNet-18 0.072 0.185 0.315 0.013 0.051 0.108 0.124
96,356 SimCLR ResNet-18 0.067 0.182 0.309 0.013 0.048 0.106 0.121

Table 3: Mean absolute error (mol kg ') of gas adsorption prediction for varying molecules
and training sizes on the hMOF dataset [60]. This table matches the results in Table 2 in the work
presenting MOFormer [13]], a MOF-specific architecture which pretrains on SMILES text strings. We
observe that a SImCLR pretrained model on ZeoBench outperforms existing baselines and training
from scratch even on a new task, indicating the features learned during pretraining generalize to a
new domain. This is most apparent at smaller training sets but persists even for the full training set.

Does ZeoBench pretraining generalize to other domains? To test generalization, we conducted a
transfer learning experiment on metal organic frameworks (MOFs). While the SSL encoder operates
on single-channel distance grids without reflecting chemical composition, MOFs have differing
properties depending on their transition-metal nodes (Cu, Zn, Zr, etc.) and organic linkers (C/N/O).
We conducted an initial exploration on an entirely out-of-domain transfer learning by fine-tuning
our ZeoBench SimCLR pretrained backbone on the hMOF dataset [[60]. We constructed distance
grids for hMOFs by assigning each atom its van der Waals radius. Despite this gap, in Table 3| we
find that ZeoBench pretraining consistently outperforms existing methods and training from scratch,
especially for low-data regimes, indicating the features learned in pretraining transfer effectively to
an unseen domain.



6 Limitations and Future Work

Despite the strong performance of the self-supervised methods investigated, we see clear room to
improve and expand both our analysis and the broader ZeoBench benchmark. Our current study
focuses primarily on a fixed 3D ResNet-18 backbone to isolate the effect of the pretraining objective.
Future work should evaluate a broader range of architectures and self-supervised methods, including
transformer-specific reconstruction objectives [30] and group-equivariant networks [21} 164} 152 that
incorporate rotation and translation symmetries. Group-equivariant models are particularly appealing
for 3D zeolite grids, but are challenging to scale because activation memory and compute typically
grow approximately linearly with the group size K and representing rotations well in 3D may require
many group elements. More broadly, we have not yet characterized scaling relationships with larger
backbones, longer pretraining, larger batch sizes, or more compute. Such studies would clarify
whether trends from 2D vision transfer to zeolite representation learning, and whether the current
advantage of CNNs over vision transformers persists at larger scale.

We also hope to expand the set of frameworks, target molecules, and downstream tasks included in
ZeoBench as simulated and experimental data become available. The current benchmark focuses
on adsorption prediction for long-chain hydrocarbons in all-silica zeolites, but the same framework
naturally extends to other separation and catalysis-relevant tasks. More broadly, future versions
of ZeoBench could support models that jointly encode porous structures and target molecules to
predict their interactions across zeolites, metal-organic frameworks, and other porous materials.
Further visualization and analysis of learned feature spaces could also help reveal which geometric or
topological properties are captured by self-supervised representations.

7 Conclusion

Despite the rigorous studies conducted on zeolite structures in the context of supervised learning,
a large majority of these structures remain unutilized due to expensive or lack of applicable labels.
To address this gap, we present ZeoBench, a benchmark for self-supervised representation learning
in the context of volumetric computer vision evaluated on six downstream adsorption prediction
tasks for different training and label regimes. We find that self-supervised pretraining not only
leads to state-of-the-art performance in fine-tuning and excels in low-label regimes, but extends to
out-of-domain improvements on metal organic frameworks. Our analysis also reveals that contrastive
pretraining outperforms distillation-based methods for adsorption prediction and suggests transformer
architectures require additional pretraining to match CNN performance. We see clear room for im-
provement on ZeoBench, particularly in terms of expanding pretraining methodologies, architectures,
and downstream tasks. We hope that ZeoBench can aid in the future discovery of synthesizable
zeolites for furthering the efficiency of chemical industrial applications.
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A Appendix

A.1 ZeoBench

ZeoBench consists of a codebase and standardized framework for evaluating and analyzing self-
supervised learning methods for zeolite adsorption prediction. We build upon the solo-learn [22]]
codebase for modularity of architectures, pretraining methodology, and evaluation. We release
ZeoBench under the CC BY-NC-SA 4.0 license.

A.1.1 Motivation and Background

ZeoBench is a benchmarking dataset on zeolites, a class of nanoporous molecules consisting solely of
corner-sharing SiOy tetrahedra. These tetrahedra can combine into different repeating structures called
unit cells to create stable crystal structures. Despite always sharing the same chemical composition,
the shape selectivity of these structures vary greatly depending solely on the spatial arrangement of
these frameworks [49]. For instance, for the same target molecule two zeolites can vary in adsorption
by orders of magnitude depending on specific pore structures. Hence, the problem of framework-
solvent adsorption is an excellent application of computer vision, since it is fundamentally a problem
of 3D geometry as opposed to specific chemical interactions. In fact, existing works have found that
in supervised settings, 3D CNNs can predict this property with very similar accuracy and substantially
lower runtime compared to simulations [35].

Thus far, supervised learning has only been performed on a small subset of the zeolites. Although
experimental results have shown adsorption labels can be accurately predicted through Monte Carlo
simulations [3 7, 6], the computational demands of these simulations are significant, taking about
one hour per structure-molecule pair, and a large portion of structures can be inapplicable for a
given task [35]]. Furthermore, these simulations must be run entirely from scratch when considering
a new target molecule. Ideally, we want to utilize the full training data to produce generalizable
representations which are applicable to different downstream tasks with limited labeled data. To
evaluate this, we present ZeoBench, a benchmark focused on 3D self-supervised learning in the
context of zeolites. By utilizing the full range of 331,574 structures, we evaluate the representations
learned through various pretraining methods on six different adsorption prediction tasks with varying
numbers of labeled structures. We release a benchmarking framework and corresponding codebase
for experimenting with additional SSL methods, architectures, and analyses with clear standardization
of pretraining, training, and evaluation protocols.

A.1.2 Dataset Split Information

Split Subset Size
Pretrain 301470
Validation 20104
Test 10000

Downstream Train | 100, 200, 400, 500, 750, 1000, 10000

Table Al: Pretraining, training, validation, and test splits for ZeoBench. Validation and test sets
match ZeoNet [35]. Downstream training sets are subsets of the pretraining set and each set is a
subset of the next largest set.

ZeoBench provides a total of 8 different subset sizes across 6 different molecular downstream tasks.
The validation set and test set match those of ZeoNet [35] and the remaining structures make up the
pretraining set. Subsets of varying sizes are utilized for downstream training evaluation: 100, 200,
400, 500, 750, 1000, 5000, 10000. Each smaller set is a subset of the next largest set. For example,
the structures in the size 100 subset are all in the size 200 subset, and so on. These subsets are selected
independently at random for each target molecule from the set of valid structures for adsorption. This
creates 48 different training splits for downstream evaluation. We also perform evaluations on the
full training set from ZeoNet in Table[l| The exact split sizes are given in Table
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A.1.3 Distance Grid Data

For each structure, we calculate the distance grids of the unit cell using Zeo++ version 0.3 [59]] with
probe radius 1.2 A and grid resolution 0.15 A, where Si and O atoms have radii of 2.1A and 1.52A,
respectively. To generate the volumes used in training, the unit cell is repeated, then downsampled
at the desired resolution A, using trilinear interpolation. This process is shown in Figure [} The
precalculated distance grids files are provided in the ZeoNet [35] codebase, while ZeoBench includes
dataset loading information and code.

A.1.4 Downstream Adsorption Property Prediction

The primary downstream task examined in ZeoBench is structure-target adsorption behavior for
six long-chain hydrocarbons. More concretely, for a given hydrocarbon structure, the goal is to
predict Henry’s constant, ky, which describes the low-pressure adsorption affinity for a given zeolite-
molecule pair. This value quantifies the rate of adsorption for this pair: a value of (kg = 1 mol kg—!
MPa~—!) means that the zeolite is expected to adsorb approximately 1 mol of adsorbate per kilogram
of zeolite at a pressure of 1 MPa. Labels are provided for six hydrocarbon molecules: C18, C24, C30,
2C17,4C17, 22C16.

A.2 Training Information

A.2.1 Hyperparameter Sweep

We use a cosine decay learning rate schedule after a 10 epoch warmup. We tune the learning rate
between {10, 1,0.1,0.01} but in practice we found 1 to be the best learning rate for all pretraining.
Weight decay is set as 1076, In fine-tuning and linear probe, we train using AdamW [39] instead
of LARS on a single GPU. Fine-tuning is run for 50 epochs with 5 warmup epochs while linear
probing is run for 100 epochs with 10 warmup epochs with batch size 128 in both cases. For each
linear-probe trial, we tune the learning rate and weight decay on the validation set using grid search
over {1071,1072,103} and {1072,1073,10~*}, respectively. For fine-tuning, hyperparameters
are tuned on the 10k subset C18 adsorption validation performance and fixed for the other subsets
and tasks. We utilize a smaller batch size of 16 for ViT and Swin training due to higher memory
requirements. The best Swin hyperparameters were patch size 4 and window size 9, while the
best ViT hyperparameters found were using sincos positional embeddings and patch size 8. In all
experiments, the precision used is 16-mixed.

In pretraining, we use the LARS [65] optimizer with batch size 1024 split between 2 NVIDIA A100
GPUs for 400 epochs, which trains for approximately 3.5 days. In fine-tuning and linear probe,
we train using AdamW [39]] instead of LARS on a single GPU and train for 50 and 100 epochs,
respectively. This takes about 10 minutes for the linear probe and 12 hours for the fine-tuning.

A.2.2 Pretraining Hyperparameters

BYOL [28]] was run with a projection dimension of 4096, prediction dimension of 8192, and output
dimension of 256. DINO [14] was run with a hidden dimension of 2048 and output dimension of
256. The number of prototypes used is 4096. Finally, the training was also done with 50 warmup
epochs for the teacher temperature and gradients were clipped to be 3.0 or less based on stability
issues in training. MoCoV2+ [17] was run with a hidden dimension of 2048 and output dimension
256, a queue size of 65536 and temperature 0.2. SimCLR was run with a hidden dimension of 4096,
output dimension 256, and temperature 0.2.

For ImageNet baselines, the three different 2D slice sampling schemes were done but the best
performing one was equidistant sampling with distance 3 and resolution 0.45. The channel inflation
method was swept across 30, 60, and 90 channels but 30 channels performed the best with a resolution
of 0.15. The best depth tokenization settings found were with depth 30 and resolution 0.45.
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Pretrain ~ Arch | C18 C24 (C30 2C17 4Cl17 22Cl16 | Average
Linear Probing

SimCLR ResNet-18 | 22.3 314 614 199 199 19.5 29.1
SimCLR ResNet-50 | 199 265 533 17.1 17.2 16.8 25.1

Fine-Tuning

SimCLR ResNet-18 | 52 103 398 5.0 6.7 6.2 12.2
SimCLR ResNet-50 | 3.1 9.2 281 4.8 6.0 6.0 9.5

Table A2: Effects of parameter scaling on SSL. downstream performance for SimCLR (10k
subset). Table format and results match Table[2| Running identical pretraining followed by linear
probing and fine-tuning on ResNet-50 yields improved results compared to ResNet-18.

A.3 Additional Results

A.3.1 ResNet-50 Results

As an extension, we tested the parameter scaling properties of our best-performing setup, SImCLR, by
running identical pretraining followed by linear probing and fine-tuning experiments on ResNet-50.
The results are shown in Table We find that the larger network (ResNet-50, 57M parameters)
outperforms the smaller network (ResNet-18, 33M parameters) across all settings. We suggest that
these trends could be explored more thoroughly in future work as to how these scale further with
larger networks and whether these trends hold across different methods.

A.3.2 1ZSAC Subset Results

ZeoBench Subset | C18 C24 (€30 2C17 4C17 22C16 | Average
Linear Probing
Full Test Set 222 307 595 198 198 19.1 28.5 Zeolite Subset | C18 MSE ({)
IZSAC Test (20) 305 214 799 221 31.4 232 34.8
IZSAC Val+Test (76) | 27.7 322 668 178 225 208 | 313 Full Test 33
Fine-Tuning IZSAC Test (20) 4.3
Full Test Set 49 106 377 52 63 60 11.8 IZSAC Val + Test (76) 5.7
IZSAC Test (20) 60 107 384 76 3.7 7.4 12.3
1ZSAC Val+Test (76) | 7.3 103 209 45 52 5.9 9.0 Table A4: Adsorption performance

of SimCLR pretrained model on
Table A3: Adsorption Performance (log(%k;) MSE, lower C18 full training set (70k) for full
is better) of SimCLR pretrained model with 10k subset test set and IZSAC molecules only.
pretraining on experimentally-verified (IZSAC) struc-
tures.

We also present results for our best-performing model on the IZSAC subset alone. Since PCOD and
IZSAC molecules were split uniformly between training, validation, and testing, the test set only
contains 20 structures. In Tables[A3]and [A4] we compare the average performance on the full test set,
the IZSAC subset of the test set, and the IZSAC subset of the validation and test sets combined. We
see that the overall trends follow the full test set although the fewer data points mean the results are
noisier.

A.3.3 Feature Visualizations

For our best performing model (SimCLR pretrained on ¢ = 0.2), we tried visualizing the UMAP [41]]
embedding projections alongside the handcrafted features which signify important molecular proper-
ties. These are shown in Figure We also visualized synthesizability, or the difference in IZSAC
zeolites compared to PCOD zeolites, but we found minimal correlation given the low amount of
IZSAC zeolites in the visualization.
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Synthesizability (IZA vs PCOD)

SimCLR UMAP Projections by Property
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Figure Al: UMAP visualizations for our best performing pretrained features alongside hand-
crafted features and synthesizability. We see the pretrained features are fairly strong predictors
of most handcrafted features like pore volume and framework density. Synthesizability prediction

(IZSAC vs PCOD), on the other hand, does not seem to be predicted by the UMAP projections.

Pretrain ~ Arch C18 C24 C30 2C17 4C17 22C16 \ Average

Scratch  ResNet-18 | 3.7+02 7.8£03 306+12 38+02 49+02 48+£02 | 93+04
Scratch ~ Swin 182+0.7 291+£11 615+19 17706 164+£06 172+0.6 | 26.7=+0.9
Scratch ~ ViT 185+0.7 265+1.1 567+18 166407 180+08 17.7+0.8 | 257+1.0
BYOL ResNet-18 | 3.64+0.2 78+03 303+12 37+02 49+02 48+02 | 92+04
DINO ResNet-18 | 3.24+02 73+03 304+13 3.6+01 47+02 48+02 | 90+£04
MoCo ResNet-18 | 3.1+02 7.1£03 294+12 35+02 47£02 47+£02 | 88+04
SimCLR ResNet-18 | 3.3+02 7.1£03 293+13 354+02 48£02 45+£02 | 88+04

Table AS: Adsorption performance on full training sets for all molecules. Extending the results in
Table[T] we show the fine-tuning results on all six molecules rather than just C18. We find similar
improvements from pretraining compared to fine-tuning across all molecule adsorption prediction
tasks.

A.3.4 Full Results Tables

In addition to the fine-tuning on the full C18 training set in Table[I] we present results in Table [A3]
on fine-tuning our best self-supervised model along on the full training sets available for the other
molecules. We observe similar performance improvements from pretraining across all six downstream

tasks. The full downstream task performance results are given in Tables [A6] [A7] [A8] [A9] [ATO} [ATT]
with the average performance given in Table [AT2]
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Pretrain ~ Arch | 10k 5k 1k 750 500 400 200 100
Linear Probing
ImageNet VIiT-2D | 487 £ 1.1 527411 632+£13 654+13 69714 727+14 797415 87.1%£17
Hand MLP [ 569417 103.04+19 1323423 1466+26 1542428 150.7+28 166.7+£28 171.3+29
3DINO  ViT 608+12 634+13 788+15 825+1.6 874+16 925+17 1100+£20 111.8+20
BYOL ResNet | 343408 354408 418409 4414+10 519410 585+12 746414 944417
DINO ResNet | 441+ 1.1 450+11 505+12 51.6+12 542+13 555+13 621+14 73816
MoCo ResNet | 27.4+0.8 283+08 324+09 334+09 367209 381+10 43.6+10 51.5+12
SimCLR  ResNet | 28.5+0.8 297408 357+09 37009 418+10 415+10 488+11 600+13
Fine-Tuning
Scratch  ResNet | 135405 171405 284+08 326+£09 37.0+£09 6l1+£14 625+£13 84.6+20
Scratch ~ Swin | 311411 345411 1282422 758+18 1649£25 1053+£20 141.0£19 161.1£29
Scratch  ViT 404413 508416 781+19 782420 851420 87.9+20 957420 101.0+£22
BYOL ResNet | 124405 165405 226407 259408 298+08 47.8+11 557+13 869+20
DINO ResNet | 134+04 193406 313+09 316409 393+10 542+12 642+15 851+138
MoCo ResNet | 12604 177405 230407 288+08 362+10 500+12 538414 100823
SimCLR  ResNet | 1.8+ 04 149+05 19.6+0.6 204+06 244+07 37.1+10 39.6+11 618+16
Table A6: Adsorption Performance (log(ky ) MSE, lower is better) across subsets for C18. Best

results are given in bold and second-best are given in italics.

Pretrain ~ Arch | 10k 5k 1k 750 500 400 200 100
Linear Probing
ImageNet VIiT-2D | 487 £ 1.1 527+1.1 632+13 654+13 697+14 727+14 797415 87.1+17
Hand MLP | 569+17 103.0+19 1323423 1466+26 1542428 150.7+£28 1667+£28 1713+£29
3DINO  ViT 608+12 634+13 788+15 825+1.6 874+16 925+17 1100+£20 111.8+20
BYOL ResNet | 343408 354408 418409 441410 519410 585+12 746+14 944+17
DINO ResNet | 441411 450411 505+12 516412 542+13 555+13 621+14 73816
MoCo ResNet | 27.4+0.8 283+08 324+09 334+09 36709 381+10 43.6+10 51.5+1.2
SimCLR  ResNet | 28.5+0.8 297408 357+09 37009 418+10 415+10 488+11 600+13
Fine-Tuning
Scratch  ResNet | 135405 17.14£05 284+£08 326+£09 37.0+£09 6l1+£14 625+£13 84.6+20
Scratch  Swin | 43.1+14 500+17 1622428 1750+£27 1962+3.1 1266+26 178.1+£32 188.0+28
Scratch  ViT 404+13 508+16 781+19 782+20 851+20 87.9+20 957+20 101.0+22
BYOL ResNet | 124405 165405 226407 259408 298+08 47.8+11 557413 869+20
DINO ResNet | 134+04 1934+06 313+09 316409 393+10 542+12 642+15 851+18
MoCo ResNet | 126 +04 177405 23.0+£07 288+08 362410 50012 538+14 100.8+23
SimCLR  ResNet | 1.8+ 04 149+05 19.6+:0.6 204+06 244+07 37.1+10 396+11 618+16
Table A7: Adsorption Performance (log(k ) MSE, lower is better) across subsets for C24. Best

results are given in bold and second-best are given in italics.

Pretrain Arch ‘ 10k 5k 1k 750 500 400 200 100
Linear Probing
ImageNet ViT-2D | 487+ 1.1 527411 632+13 654+13 697+14 727+14 797+15 87.1+17
Hand MLP [ 569417 103.0+19 1323423 1466426 1542428 1507428 1667428 171.3+29
3DINO  ViT 608+12 634+13 788+15 825+16 874+16 925+17 1100+£20 111.8+20
BYOL ResNet | 34.3+08 354+08 418+09 441+10 519+10 585+12 746+14 944+17
DINO ResNet | 4414+1.1 450411 505+12 516412 542+13 555+13 621+14 73816
MoCo ResNet | 27.4+08 283+08 324+09 334+09 367209 381+10 43.6+10 51.5+1.2
SimCLR  ResNet | 28.5+£0.8 297408 357+£09 37.0+£09 41.8+10 415+10 488+11 600+13
Fine-Tuning
Scratch  ResNet | 135+£05 17.14£05 284408 326+09 370+09 6l.1+14 625+13 846+20
Scratch ~ Swin | 764+£22 894424 1263+£29 1218428 1243+£27 1320£27 1634+£28 173.1+£29
Scratch  ViT 404+13 508+16 781+19 782+20 851+20 87.9+20 957+20 101.0+22
BYOL ResNet | 124405 165405 226+07 2594+08 298+08 47.8+11 557413 869£20
DINO ResNet | 1344+04 193406 313+09 316409 393+10 542+12 642+15 851+18
MoCo ResNet | 126 +04 177405 23.0+0.7 288+08 362+10 500+1.2 538+74 100.8+23
SimCLR  ResNet | 1.8+ 04 149+05 19.6+:0.6 204+06 244+07 37.1+10 396+11 618+16
Table A8: Adsorption Performance (log(k ) MSE, lower is better) across subsets for C30. Best

results are given in bold and second-best are given in italics.
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Pretrain ~ Arch | 10k 5k 1k 750 500 400 200 100
Linear Probing
ImageNet VIiT-2D | 487 £ 1.1 527411 632+£13 654+13 69714 727+14 797415 87.1%£17
Hand MLP [ 569417 103.04+19 1323423 1466+26 1542428 150.7+28 166.7+£28 171.3+29
3DINO  ViT 608+12 634+13 788+15 825+1.6 874+16 925+17 1100+£20 111.8+20
BYOL ResNet | 343408 354408 418409 4414+10 519410 585+12 746414 944417
DINO ResNet | 441+ 1.1 450+11 505+12 51.6+12 542+13 555+13 621+14 73816
MoCo ResNet | 27.4+0.8 283+08 324+09 334+09 367209 381+10 43.6+10 51.5+12
SimCLR  ResNet | 28.5+0.8 297408 357+09 37009 418+10 415+10 488+11 600+13
Fine-Tuning
Scratch  ResNet | 135405 171405 284+08 326+£09 37.0+£09 6l1+£14 625+£13 84.6+20
Scratch  Swin | 27.7+09 344411 60.1+15 1554424 894+18 851+18 983+£18 1253+21
Scratch  ViT 404413 508416 781+19 782420 851+20 87.9+20 957420 101022
BYOL ResNet | 124405 165405 226407 259408 298+08 47.8+11 557+13 869+20
DINO ResNet | 134+04 193406 313+09 316409 393+10 542+12 642+15 851+138
MoCo ResNet | 12604 177405 230407 288+08 362+10 500+12 538414 100823
SimCLR  ResNet | 1.8+ 04 149+05 19.6+0.6 204+06 244+07 37.1+10 39.6+11 618+16
Table A9: Adsorption Performance (log(kr ) MSE, lower is better) across subsets for 2C17. Best

results are given in bold and second-best are given in italics.

Pretrain Arch ‘ 10k Sk 1k 750 500 400 200 100
Linear Probing
ImageNet ViT-2D | 48.7 £ 1.1 527+ 1.1 632+13 654+13 69714 727+14 797+15 87.1+1.7
Hand MLP 569+1.7 103.0+£19 1323+23 1466+26 1542+28 150.7+28 166.7+28 171.3+29
3DINO ViT 60.8+12 634+13 788+15 825+16 874+16 925+1.7 1100+£2.0 111.8+2.0
BYOL ResNet | 343 +08 354+08 41.8+09 441+£10 519+1.0 585+12 746+14 944417
DINO ResNet | 441+ 1.1 450+1.1 505+12 S516+12 S542+13 555+13 621+14 738+1.6
MoCo ResNet | 274 +0.8 283+08 324+09 334+09 367+09 381+1.0 43.6+10 515+1.2
SimCLR  ResNet | 28.5+08 29.7+08 3574+09 37.0+£09 418+10 415+10 488+1.1 60.0 £ 1.3
Fine-Tuning

Scratch ResNet | 13.5+0.5 17.1+05 284+0.8 326+09 37.0+£09 61.1£14 625+13 84.6+2.0
Scratch Swin 266 +£09 36.8+1.1 60.7+15 858+16 614+14 1282+1.8 1143+£20 945+18
Scratch ViT 404+13 508+16 7814+19 782+20 851420 879+£20 957+£20 101.0+2.2
BYOL ResNet | 124 +0.5 16.5+05 226+0.7 259+08 298+08 478+1.1 557+13 869420
DINO ResNet | 134+04 193+06 313+£09 31.6+£09 393+£10 542+12 642+15 851418
MoCo ResNet | 12.6 £04 17.7+0.5 23.0+0.7 288+08 362+1.0 500+12 538+1714 1008=£23
SimCLR  ResNet | 11.8 £ 04 149+05 19.6+06 204+06 244+07 371+10 396+11 61.8+1.6

Table A10: Adsorption Performance (log(ky) MSE, lower is better) across subsets for 4C17.
Best results are given in bold and second-best are given in italics.

Pretrain Arch ‘ 10k 5k 1k 750 500 400 200 100
Linear Probing
ImageNet ViT-2D | 487+ 1.1 527+1.1 632+13 654+13 69714 72714 79715 87.1+1.7
Hand MLP 569+1.7 103.0+19 1323+23 1466+26 1542+28 150.7+28 166.7+28 171.3+29
3DINO ViT 608+12 634+13 788+15 825+16 874+16 925+1.7 1100+2.0 111.8+2.0
BYOL ResNet | 343 +08 354+08 41.8+09 441+10 519+1.0 585+12 746+14 944417
DINO ResNet | 441+ 1.1 450+1.1 505+12 S516+12 542+13 555+13 621+14 738+1.6
MoCo ResNet | 274 +0.8 283+08 324+09 334+09 367+09 381+1.0 43.6+10 515+1.2
SimCLR  ResNet | 285+ 08 29.7+08 3574+09 37.0+£09 418+10 415+10 488+1.1 60.0 £ 1.3
Fine-Tuning

Scratch ResNet | 13.5+0.5 17.1+05 284+0.8 326+09 37.0+£09 6l.1+t14 625+13 84.6+2.0
Scratch Swin 255+09 302+£10 1547+27 1248+26 653+1.6 1563+30 87.0+18 93.6+1.8
Scratch ViT 404+13 508+1.6 781+19 782+20 851420 879+£20 957+£20 101.0+2.2
BYOL ResNet | 124 +0.5 16.5+05 226+0.7 259+08 298+08 478+1.1 557+13 869420
DINO ResNet | 134+04 193+06 313+£09 31.6+09 393+10 542+12 642+15 851+18
MoCo ResNet | 12.6 £04 17.7+0.5 23.0+0.7 288+08 362+1.0 500+12 538+1714 1008+£23
SimCLR  ResNet | 11.8 £ 04 149+05 19.6+06 204+06 244+07 371+10 396+11 61.8+1.6

Table A11: Adsorption Performance (log(k ) MSE, lower is better) across subsets for 22C16.
Best results are given in bold and second-best are given in italics.
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Pretrain Arch ‘ 10k Sk 1k 750 500 400 200 100
Linear Probing
ImageNet ViT-2D | 48.7 £ 1.1 527+ 1.1 632+13 654+13 69714 727+14 797+15 87.1+1.7
Hand MLP 569+1.7 103.0+£19 1323+23 1466+26 1542+28 150.7+28 166.7+28 171.3+29
3DINO ViT 60.8+12 634+13 788+15 825+16 874+16 925+1.7 1100+£2.0 111.8+2.0
BYOL ResNet | 343 +08 354+08 41.8+09 441+£10 519+1.0 585+12 746+14 944417
DINO ResNet | 441+ 1.1 450+1.1 505+12 S516+12 S542+13 555+13 621+14 738+1.6
MoCo ResNet | 274 +0.8 283+08 324+09 334+09 367+09 381+1.0 43.6+10 515+1.2
SimCLR  ResNet | 28.5+08 29.7+08 3574+09 37.0+£09 418+10 415+10 488+1.1 60.0 £ 1.3
Fine-Tuning

Scratch ResNet | 13.5+0.5 17.1+05 284+0.8 326+09 37.0+£09 61.1£14 625+13 84.6+2.0
Scratch Swin 384+12 459+14 1154+23 123.1+23 11694+22 1223+23 1303+22 1393+24
Scratch ViT 404+13 508+16 7814+19 782+20 851420 879+£20 957+£20 101.0+2.2
BYOL ResNet | 124 +0.5 16.5+05 226+0.7 259+08 298+08 478+1.1 557+13 869420
DINO ResNet | 134+04 193+06 313+£09 31.6+£09 393+£10 542+12 642+15 851418
MoCo ResNet | 12.6 £04 17.7+0.5 23.0+0.7 288+08 362+1.0 500+12 538+1714 1008=£23
SimCLR  ResNet | 11.8 £ 04 149+05 19.6+06 204+06 244+07 371+10 396+11 61.8+1.6

Table A12: Adsorption Performance (log(kx) MSE, lower is better) across subsets averaged

over all molecules. Best results are given in bold and second-best are given in italics.
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NeurlIPS Paper Checklist

1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We outline a list of contributions in the abstract and introduction. ZeoBench
is outlined in Sections [3]and [A.T] We include results which are presented in Sections [3]
and and justify our conclusions using these results.

Guidelines:

e The answer [N/A] means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

* The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A or
[N/A] answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

* It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: In Section [0l we include a discussion of limitations and future work.
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper has no limitation while the answer means
that the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

 The authors are encouraged to create a separate “Limitations” section in their paper.

* The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to
violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

* The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

* The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

* The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

* If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory assumptions and proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?
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Answer: [N/A]
Justification: The paper does not include theoretical results.
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

* All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-
referenced.

* All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.

* The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if
they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

* Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

* Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
4. Experimental result reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The code and hyperparameter configurations are provided and the dataset is
publicly available.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.

* If the paper includes experiments, a answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

* If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

* Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

* While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example
(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how

to reproduce that algorithm.

(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe
the architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should
either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
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Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The data is publicly accessible and the code is provided. The code also includes
all of the configurations which were used to generate the results.

Guidelines:

» The answer [N/A] means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.

* Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://neurips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not

be possible, so is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//neurips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

* The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

* Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLSs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental setting/details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyperpa-
rameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer) necessary to understand the results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The dataset split information is given in Section[A.T.2]and the hyperparameters
are in Section[A.2.2] The code also includes the configurations used to generate each of the
results.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail
that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

* The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental
material.

7. Experiment statistical significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We report error bars through bootstrapping on the test set as described in
Section[3.11

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The authors should answer [ Yes] if the results are accompanied by error bars, confidence
intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support the
main claims of the paper.
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8.

10.

* The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).

* It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
of the mean.

It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should
preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

* For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g., negative
error rates).

* If error bars are reported in tables or plots, the authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

Experiments compute resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We describe the computational resources used to generate the results in
Sections 4.3l and [A.2.2]

Guidelines:

» The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.

 The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,
or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

. Code of ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines]?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We do not use human subjects or participants in this work. The dataset is
already publicly available and still in use. We do not anticipate any harmful consequences
from our work, given we focus on benchmarking SSL methods for zeolites. Zeolites promote
efficiency in chemical industrial processes and can lower carbon emissions.

Guidelines:
e The answer [N/A] means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of
Ethics.
e If the authors answer , they should explain the special circumstances that require a

deviation from the Code of Ethics.

* The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

Broader impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [Yes]
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Justification: We briefly discuss the potential effects of improvements on ZeoBench in
Sections [6]and[7] Gaining a better understanding of zeolites can potentially improve the
efficiency of chemical industrial processes and lower carbon emissions.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

o If the authors answer [N/A] or , they should explain why their work has no societal
impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.

» Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses
(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

» The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate Deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

* The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

* If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pre-trained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [N/A]
Justification: We are not releasing data or models with high risk of misuse.
Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

* Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We explicitly cite works which we utilize and discuss in this paper. We credit
the data processing and representation strategy to ZeoNet [35] and appropriately cite models
which we utilize.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not use existing assets.
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14.

15.

* The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.

* The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a
URL.

* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

* For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of
service of that source should be provided.

 If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the
package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.
New assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We release code which includes documentation in the README with informa-
tion on how to replicate and extend our experimentation on ZeoBench.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not release new assets.

* Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their
submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

* The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

* At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

Crowdsourcing and research with human subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [N/A]
Justification: There are no crowdsourcing or human subjects in this work.
Guidelines:
* The answer [N/A| means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

Institutional review board (IRB) approvals or equivalent for research with human
subjects

Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?

Answer: [N/A]

Justification: There are no crowdsourcing or human subjects in this work.
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Guidelines:
* The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.

* Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

* We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

* For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.

16. Declaration of LLM usage

Question: Does the paper describe the usage of LLMs if it is an important, original, or
non-standard component of the core methods in this research? Note that if the LLM is used
only for writing, editing, or formatting purposes and does not impact the core methodology,
scientific rigor, or originality of the research, declaration is not required.

Answer: [N/A]

Justification: The core method development does not involve LLMs as an important, original,
or non-standard component.

Guidelines:

* The answer [N/A] means that the core method development in this research does not
involve LLMs as any important, original, or non-standard components.

¢ Please refer to our LLM policy in the NeurIPS handbook for what should or should not
be described.

28



	Introduction
	Related Work
	Self-supervised Representation Learning
	Supervised Learning for Porous Materials and Zeolites
	Self-supervised Learning for Molecular and Porous Material Representations

	ZeoBench
	Training and Evaluation Protocol

	Methods
	Self-supervised Learning
	Baselines
	Implementation Details and Hyperparameters

	Results
	Limitations and Future Work
	Conclusion
	Appendix
	ZeoBench
	Motivation and Background
	Dataset Split Information
	Distance Grid Data
	Downstream Adsorption Property Prediction

	Training Information
	Hyperparameter Sweep
	Pretraining Hyperparameters

	Additional Results
	ResNet-50 Results
	IZSAC Subset Results
	Feature Visualizations
	Full Results Tables



