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Figure 1: GaP system architecture. Given a “Variational Automation (VA)” task specification, GaP uses a multi-
agent harness for coding agents such as Claude [1] and Gemini [2] to automatically generate computation graphs
that include “skill” nodes from a Modular Open Robot Skill Library (MORSL), which includes model-based
procedures (e.g. ROS [3]) and model-free policies (e.g. GraspGen [4]). GaP then orchestrates self-learning using
simulation (e.g. Isaac Sim [5] and Newton [6]) to iteratively refine the graph, which can then be interpreted
without the agents on an edge device for persistent execution over time. Bottom: 8 Variational Automation
Benchmark Tasks (4 Sim and 4 Real).

Abstract: For robots to work reliably in commercial and industrial applications,
recent advances in agentic coding systems have potential to combine interpretable
robot programming with the open-world adaptability of model-free policies. We
focus on “Variational Automation” (VA), a class of tasks that have larger variations
in object geometry and pose than fixed automation. Model-free policies often strug-
gle to close the reliability gap for VA tasks, which must be executed persistently
and reliably in commercial and industrial applications. Motivated by prior work
on Task and Motion Planning (TAMP) and the Robot Operating System (ROS),
we introduce Graph-as-Policy (GaP), a multi-agent coding harness that generates
directed computation graphs with perception, planning, and control nodes from a
Modular Open Robot Skill Library (MORSL). GaP generates an internal simulation
environment to rehearse task instances with different graphs in parallel to iteratively
refine the graph structure and parameters to improve success rates and throughput.
Evaluation with 8 new open VA task benchmarks, 4 in simulation and 4 in real-
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world, suggests that GaP can achieve success rates that significantly outperform
baselines. Details, code, and data: https://graph-robots.github.io/gap
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1 Introduction

A majority of robot learning research focuses on generalist robotics, where a robot must perform a
broad variety of tasks. Most of this research has focused on model-free end-to-end Vision-Language-
Action (VLA) models [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. However, fully generalist robots struggle to achieve
commercial / industrial levels of reliability [13] and there is increasing interest in how robot learning
could be useful for more specialized task classes [14]. In this paper, we identify a class of “Variational
Automation (VA)” tasks that differ from “fixed automation” (which blindly repeats the same motions,
e.g., spot welding or spray painting). In VA tasks, a robot persistently performs varying instances of
a task with non-trivial variation in the geometry and pose of objects (e.g., to sort packages, make
coffee in a cafe, or build sandwiches in a commercial kitchen). Today, fixed automation in logistics,
service, agriculture, and manufacturing [15, 16, 17, 18] is set up and tuned by humans using rigorous,
classical engineering methods. This provides high reliability and throughput, and human effort can
be justified when amortized over years of repetitive performance. However, even more human effort
is required to set up and tune VA systems for reliable performance.

Recent advances in Large Language Models (LLM) [19, 20, 21] and Vision-Language Models
(VLM) [22, 23, 24, 25, 26] are rapidly improving agentic coding [27], semantic reasoning [28]
and zero-shot generalization [29]. Agentic coding for robotics has the potential to integrate model-
based and model-free paradigms to rapidly generate interpretable and reliable robot control systems.
Agentic coding is new and advancing rapidly, but remains prone to hallucinations and constraint
violations. Thus, a primary challenge is to develop effective methods for “steering” coding agents to
produce desired outputs. Coding agents are controlled with a “harness” — a body of text provided
as a prompt to the agents that describe available software resources, constraints, and performance
metrics [30]. The harness also provides interfaces that allow the LLM to compile, execute, and
manage generate-execute-observe-evaluate loops.

The use of LLM coding agents for robotics was explored as early as 2022 with a series of papers on
Code-as-Policy (CaP) [31, 32]. General coding agents have improved dramatically since then by
training on increasingly large coding datasets. The recent CaP-X paper provides an open suite of
CaP benchmarks, agents, and encouraging results using coding agents that were state-of-the-art as
of January 2026 [33]. These single-agent CaP approaches are somewhat unstructured, prompting
the coding agent to generate free-form python code. For more complex tasks, the context window
can grow sufficiently large so that it is difficult for the agent to obey constraints and converge on
reliable code. Individual agents are also prone to hallucinations and “cheating”, where they make up
nonexistent skills or create trivial success metrics to artificially ”solve” robot coding tasks. These
challenges are exacerbated with multi-agent coding systems, where multiple agents operate in parallel.

To address these issues, we propose Graph-as-Policy (GaP), a harness structure that encapsulates
modular robot functions into independent “nodes” in a directed graph that can be managed by a
hierarchical multi-agent system where optimizing each node can be assigned to a specific agent.
This structure also helps limit the size of each agent’s context window and separates the graph
generation from the graph testing to reduce incentives for individual coding agents to “cheat” in order
to achieve requested objectives. GaP is inspired in part by the architecture of robot Task and Motion
Planning (TAMP) systems [34, 35, 36] which use graphical hierarchies to ensure safety and the Robot
Operating System (ROS)[3] which is based on a computation graph structure. Graphical models
support modularity, reuse, and composability of functions in non-robotic and robotic applications.
In GaP, a robot policy is a computation graph composed of atomic “skill” nodes, such as retrieving
a camera frame, running inference on a perception model, or planning and executing a motion
trajectory.
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Given a VA task description, GaP starts with an Orchestration Agent that partitions a VA task
into functional segments and instructs appropriate Skill Agents to synthesize localized, functional
subgraphs of atomic nodes for its assigned segment. The orchestrator then aggregates and wires
these subgraphs together into an executable computation graph. GaP then initiates a multi-agent
self-learning harness that coordinates LLM and VLM agents to autonomously generate, simulate,
evaluate, robot computation graphs in a loop with sampled task instances to increase a weighted
combination of success rate and throughput until the combination reaches a plateau. The resulting
computation graph is then sent to an edge-based graph interpreter for repeated execution on the robot.

To evaluate GaP, we present 8 new open VA benchmarks. The first 6 — based loosely on persistent
commercial applications — are (I-a,b) Fulfill Grocery Orders, (II-a,b) Pack Grocery Items, and (III-a,b)
Make Popcorn, where ‘a’ is in sim and ‘b’ is in real. These 6 ongoing tasks use common kitchen
items and one Franka robot arm from the LIBERO [37] benchmark. The other two VA benchmarks —
based loosely on datacenter and industrial applications — are (IV) Insert USB-C Cables, and (V) Wash
Crates. Results suggest that GaP can achieve success rates that significantly outperform baselines,
including 7o 5 [11] and MolmoAct2 [10].

This paper makes the following contributions: (1) the VA task class for robot learning with 8 open
VA benchmarks; (2) a computation graph structure for agentic robotics; (3) GaP, an implemented
multi-agent harness that autonomously decomposes natural language specifications to collabora-
tively generate robot computation graphs; (4) an open, evolving Modular Open Robot Skill Library
(MORSL) with 51 initial skills; (5) a self-learning approach to graph rehearsal and optimization using
the Newton physics simulator [6]; and (6) Experimental data comparing GaP with TAMP, model-free,
and other baselines and simulations on the first 6 VA benchmarks, and performance results from GaP
on the other 2 VA benchmarks.

2 Related Work

Variational Automation. The term “automation” is commonly used to describe robot systems that
persistently perform repetitive tasks over hours, weeks, months, or years for logistics, manufacturing,
healthcare, service, agriculture, and other applications. To be successful, commercial and industrial
automation must achieve desired throughput (units per hour: success rate divided by cycle time) at a
cost that will provide a desired return on investment. Accordingly, research in automation extends
research in robotics by focusing on reliability, cost, safety, ease of use, and other factors required for
successful production deployment.

In this paper, we propose “Variational Automation (VA)” as a class of tasks that differ from Generalist
Robotics (GR) and Fixed Automation (FA). In FA, a robot persistently performs identical instances of
a task. In box stacking, for example, FA would involve moving identical boxes from a common initial
pose on a conveyor belt into a fixed pallet arrangement. In VA, a robot persistently performs varying
instances of the task: the boxes have variable geometry (different SKUSs), arrive in a distribution of
varying initial poses, and must be densely packed into varying pallet arrangements. As most robot
learning research focuses on GR, and robot learning may not be required for FA, we focus on robot
learning for VA, aiming to reduce the human effort required to set up VA systems.

Modular Robot Control Methods. Early robotic systems programmed policies using classical
modular components. The Shakey robot [38] in the late 1960s decomposed its architecture into 3
functional components: sensing, planning, and execution [39]. System architectures like the Robot
Operating System (ROS) [3] utilize explicit directed graphs to route data, manage dependencies, and
ensure reliable execution. Concurrently, Task and Motion Planning (TAMP) [34, 35] approaches
jointly solve discrete task planning and continuous motion planning problems, enabling the satisfac-
tion of constraints involving both high-level action sequencing and low-level geometric feasibility.
Behavior Trees (BTs) [40] encode reactive task logic and failure recovery, and recent work shows
LLMs can generate BTs with high success rates [41]. GaP combines the typed dataflow topology
of the ROS computation graph with the reactive task logic and failure recovery of BTs, enabling (a)
static type checking and verification, (b) explicit failure recovery loops, and (c) simulation-guided
graph optimization.



Code-As-Policy for Robot Control. Code-as-Policy (CaP) uses agents to write robot control code,
suggesting an alternative to manual coding of model-based methods and pure end-to-end learning
of model-free policies [31]. Extensions such as ALGARA [42], CaP-X [33], CodeDiffuser [43],
GRAPPA [44], and Maestro [45] use more recent LLMs to generate robot code. Similarly, systems
like TiPToP [36] incorporate LLMs with classical robot TAMP [46, 47, 48, 49]; TAMP can achieve
general open-vocabulary manipulation and transfer to new tasks with minimal tuning, and TiPToP
integrates Gemini perception, M2T2 grasp planning, and cuTAMP. GaP explores an alternative
modular architecture that specializes a persistent graph to a VA task class. GaP tempers the flexibility
of CaP approaches by introducing a graph structure, allowing GaP to harness the open-world adaptivity
of pretrained LLM coding agents while maintaining a structured, interpretable graph structure to
support persistent Variational Automation.

3 Problem Formulation

Assumptions For Variational Automation tasks that will be repeated over extended periods, we
assume the workcell environment, robot, and sensors are known and fixed. Furthermore, we assume
the range of potential objects and the range of initial object poses are known. These assumptions
are part of the VA setting rather than oracle information: unlike generalist robotics, VA tasks are
defined by a known workcell and bounded operating envelope, allowing systems to use object models,
calibrated sensors, and reusable automation skills when available. Because object meshes and pose
ranges are part of the task input, the internal simulation is instantiated directly from them without
scene reconstruction, system identification, or domain randomization.

Variational Automation Task Class We formalize a Variational Automation (VA) Task using the
tuple 7 = (L,E, R, 0, X,B,T):

» £, Language Space: Natural language instructions and semantic descriptors that describe
desired task behavior, providing high-level context for decomposing the task into segments.

£ is a known stationary workspace environment (e.g., workcell) that establishes world frame
W and occupancy map M g, providing the support surfaces that constrain the feasible pose
space of all entities to the non-colliding subset of SE(3).

* R is the robot and sensor configuration, specifying the robot URDF, joint limits, gripper
configuration, camera spec, and camera placement.

* O, Object Set: The set of all possible objects in the task, comprising both rigid objects
{0;} with 3D models M and articulated entities {x; } (e.g., drawers, knobs) with defined
kinematic joint limits [@pmin, Omax]-

» X, State Space: The product space of the robot joint configurations, the SFE(3) poses of all
rigid objects, and the kinematic states of articulated entities: X = C,opot X SE(3)™ x R™.

B, Belief Space: Describes the distribution of objects and poses in instances of the task. A
specific instance is sampled x; ~ p(x | X), introducing variations such as: (i) Structured
Priors: Position sampled uniformly over a volume V (x; ~ Uniform())) and orientation
ranges, and (ii) Empirical Distributions: Multi-modal distributions estimated from real-
world demonstrations or perception (e.g., point cloud registration).

* 7, Reward function: A multi-objective reward function used to evaluate success and
efficiency, defined as: J = w; - [(success) + wy - ® where I(+) is the success indicator, P is
the throughput (success rate / cycle time), and ws, w; are weighting factors.

Given a task T, a task instance 7; = (0;, ;) is drawn from O and B respectively. Policy Represen-
tation via Directed Execution Graphs Graph-as-policy (GaP) represents a robot policy 7(a | x,T)
as a directed computation graph G = (V, E) to complete all task instances V7; € 7. The graph G
consists of modular, atomic functional units called nodes, connected by edges that dictate both data
flow and execution logic. Nodes can be grouped into skills, a natural-language specification that
instructs an LLM agent how to configure and compose a set of atomic nodes on the execution graph
for a defined sub-task.

Problem Definition Given a task class T = (£,E, R, O, X, B, J), GaP must synthesize a robust
execution graph G* that generalizes across the entire belief space 3. Formally, for any task instance
7; € T and given a real-time scene observation Z (comprising multi-view image sets from static and



wrist cameras), the graph executor interprets the computation graph G* by invoking its skill nodes and
following its data and control edges. This execution induces a closed-loop robot policy 7 (a | ),
which maps observations and graph state to robot actions in order to achieve the goal state specified
by L. We define the optimized graph G* as one that maximizes performance across all instances in
the variational class: G* = argmaxg E,,~5 [J (7(a | Z,G))]. The optimized graph is then sent to
an edge-based interpreter for repeated execution on the robot.

4 Graph-as-Policy

The GaP architecture is illustrated in Figure 1. As an example, consider the Make Popcorn VA task.
Given a natural language specification and geometric object models, the multi-agent GaP harness
first partitions the high-level objective into semantic segments such as ‘turn on the knob’, ‘pick
up the popcorn pan’, etc. Next, drawing from the Modular Open Robot Skill Library (MORSL),
GaP maps these segments into atomic robotic skills to synthesize an initial computation graph G.
During self-learning, the computation graph is evaluated using an internal simulation to iteratively
refine the execution graph topology and node parameters prior to deployment. The optimized robot
computation graph is then sent to an external interpreter for repeated execution on the physical robot.

4.1 Modular Open Robot Skill Library (MORSL)

The MORSL library uses agentic tool-use conventions (e.g., Anthropic’s Skill.md [50]) with
extensions for graph declarations. Each skill declares its inputs, outputs, semantic parameters, and
pre-conditions, so the agent can decide both when to invoke it and how to wire it into the graph.
Examples of the 51 initial MORSL skills include perception, grasp planning, motion planning, 2D/3D
vision utilities, and verification and control primitives [51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 24, 56, 57, 4, 58, 59, 60],
including (*) Cartesian Linear Motion Planning with CuRobo; (*) Robot Operating System (ROS)
Translator ; (*) Visuomotor Interactive Perception Policies.

4.2 Self-Learning through Internal Simulation Rehearsal

To iteratively learn to improve a graph using task instances, we execute the computation graph, provide
feedback, update the graph, and iterate. GaP uses Newton simulator [6] as an internal simulation
to render the visualization for the perception nodes, simulate physics, and compute contacts. To
generate feedback, GaP registers the robot and object state before and after each rehearsing node,
together with contact queries between the robot and objects, to compute differences and infer the
motion outcome. The optimization process begins with task instance sampling, where the system
generates N parallel task instances {7;}¥ ;. These task instances are instantiated by sampling from
the belief space B, which represents the probability distribution over potential object poses, initial
states, and kinematic configurations within the workspace £. GaP generates the initial graph Gy
through multi-agent harness. Then, a parallel rehearsal starts across these /N scenes to evaluate graph
performance. In instances where the rollout fails to meet success criteria, GaP analyzes the physical
execution data to isolate geometric root causes within the occupancy or articulated entities. The
graph is updated by the agents with Graph Update using a typed action set: (1) set a node’s declared
inputs, such as perception prompts; (2) rewire node inputs and outputs; (3) rewrite an inline Python
script, such as format transformations and arithmetic; (4) swap skill nodes; and (5) implement a node.
Proposed updates that degrade success rate or cycle time on 100 fresh task instances are rejected, and
the loop iterates until performance reaches a plateau or terminates with failure reasons.

S Experiments

5.1 Simulation and Real-World Variational Automation Benchmarks

We present 8 VA benchmark tasks, including 4 in simulation and 4 in real-world. Six of these
are inspired by LIBERO [37], the de facto standard for evaluating VLA policies in simulation.
Benchmark (I-a,b): Fulfill Grocery Orders (Sim and Real) Each instance of this task involves
locating a designated target item and placing it into the basket. The original LIBERO [37] benchmark
did not vary the position of the (objects) which allows for overfitting to the demonstration examples.
To address this, the LIBERO-Pro [61] evaluation suite swaps target and basket object positions at



test time (object_swap). We introduce four extensions for our VA Benchmarks: 1) X-Y 20x20 cm?,
where the position of each object varies uniformly within a 20x20 c¢m? zone centered around the
original LIBERO object pose; 2) basket_swap, which swaps the target item and basket location; 3)
permutation, which swaps target item and distractor item positions; and mixed_all including all three
variation types. The physical benchmark directly mirrors this setup. To avoid object collisions during
task instance generation, we utilize Minkowski sum [62] operations to ensure item singulation. The
real version of this benchmarks uses a Franka arm with wrist camera and real items from a grocery
store. Benchmark (II-a,b): Pack Grocery Items (Sim and Real) We modify Benchmark I-a,b to
create multi-object pick-and-place tasks, as in a grocery checkout line, where the robot is assigned to
pack 6 objects into a container without needing to identify or select any specific items. We quantify
the success rate as the number of items (out of 6) placed into the basket after 6 grasping attempts.
Benchmark (III-a,b): Make Popcorn (Sim and Real) We use the LIBERO frypan, stove, and knob
assets to create a manipulation task that requires the robot to sequentially turn on a stove, pick up
the pan handle, place it on the stove, remove the pan, and turn off the stove. For the real version of
this benchmark, we use the Franka Robot arm with wrist-camera, a portable stove from Amazon and
Jiffy-Pop popcorn. Benchmark (IV): Insert USB-C Cables (Real) This benchmark task requires a
URS robot arm with the ZED Mini wrist camera to execute a series of USB-C cable insertions and
extractions in a bank of 7 sockets. The robot uses internal force torque feedback to probe the insertion
when the target port goes beyond the camera’s field of view. The benchmark includes two varying
conditions. First, we vary the pose of the cable ports, testing three distances in 5 ¢m increments
and three angles in 15° increments. Second, we vary the text prompt to specify five distinct goals:
targeting individual ports, inserting in ascending order, descending order, odd-indexed ports, and
even-indexed ports. Benchmark (V): Wash Crates (Sim) This simulation benchmark simulates
a real industrial crate-washing use case where two Franka robot arms must cooperatively grasp a
crate by narrow slits on its sides, lift it off a stack, flip it, and place it onto a washing machine table.
Each instance varies the initial pose of the crate, varying yaw rotations of up to £15° and horizontal
displacements of up to £2.5 ¢m. Each benchmark provides a language instruction.

5.2 Baselines

Each cell in Table 1 represents the outcome from trials with 100 task instances of Benchmarks I-a and
II-a (in simulation) for a total of over 5000 simulation trials. We run CaP-X [33] which uses a single
agent and is given only an image of the initial task instance and natural language instructions. We note
that this is not a fair comparison as GaP is designed for Variational Automation where environment
geometry is known (but object location is unknown), so the performance of CaP-X serves as an
ablation of GaP with a single agent and without self-learning. We evaluate VLA models 7o 5 [11]
and MolmoAct2 [10] with official checkpoints finetuned on the LIBERO training dataset. We also
evaluate TipTop [36], a modular open-vocabulary planning system for robotic manipulation based
on TAMP. We configure this from the github code with the default configuration of 128 particles for
cuTAMP [63] with a 60-second planning timeout. We warm up the cuTAMP cache before measuring
the execution time. Rows 5 and 6 represent combinations of GaP with VLA models, where GaP
generates an initial robot motion to center the wrist camera over the target object (bringing the VLA
into distribution). For GaP and CaP-X, we use Gemini-3.1-Flash-Lite for LLM agents and VLM with
a temperature of 0.1. For Benchmarks I and II, GaP does not perform self-learning because the first
graph generated achieves high performance.

5.3 Benchmarks I and II: Fulfill Grocery Orders and Pack Grocery Items
5.3.1 Simulation Results

GaP achieves significantly better positional robustness compared to baselines. As shown in
Table 1, while baseline VLA models (7 5, MolmoAct2) achieve high success rates on LIBERO-
object without pose variation, their performance drops as low as 0.20 for LIBERO-PRO with
positional variance. In contrast, GaP maintains robust success rates across all variations. We find



Table 1: Success Rates for 5500 trials, 100 task instances per table cell. Results on Benchmarks I-a and II-a: Fulfill Grocery Orders
and Pack Grocery Items. The first two columns are the original LIBERO [37] with negligible pose variation, and LIBERO-PRO with slightly
larger pose variation [61] . We introduce the VA Grocery Order Fulfillment benchmark that includes larger object positional variance (X-Y
2020 cm?), swapping target and basket positions (basket_swap), permuting all item locations, and everything combined (mixed-all). We also
introduce the Grocery Packing benchmark that requires picking all objects and placing them in the basket. In rows 5 and 6, GaP navigates the
robot wrist camera above the target object and then switches to MolmoAct2 and .5 VLA policies.

LIBERO LIBERO-Pro Fulfill Grocery Orders Pack Grocery Items
Method object object.swap  X-Y 20x20 cm?  basket swap  permutation mixed_all fixed varied
CaP-X - 0.22 0.07 0.05 0.11 0.10 0.01 0.01
0.5 0.96 0.24 0.78 0.15 0.20 0.20 0.17 0.18
MolmoAct2 0.97 0.43 0.90 0.26 0.10 0.20 0.18 0.18
TipTop 0.22 0.22 0.29 0.24 0.31 0.24 0.34 0.46
mo.5 W/GaP 0.85 0.60 0.79 0.32 0.50 0.39 0.67 0.66
MolmoAct2 w/GaP 0.70 0.62 0.84 0.58 0.39 0.66 0.59 0.59
GaP 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.97 0.93 0.97 0.99 0.98

that TipTop [36] cannot generate motion plans for many of these benchmark task instances because
M2T2 [58], cuRobo [59], and cuTAMP [63] cannot plan feasible solutions.

VLA policies can benefit from GaP. Performance for 7y 5 w/GaP and MolmoAct2 w/GaP suggest
that GaP can enhance robustness of existing VLA models as shown in rows 5 and 6 of Table 1. As
VLA policies struggle with positional perturbation of target objects, GaP uses the wrist camera and
interactive perception skills to reliably identify the target object and uses linear cartesian motion
skills to navigate the arm and wrist camera to a pre-grasp pose above the target object. The GaP
computation graph then hands over execution to the VLA policy, staging it from a more favorable
observation and producing more than a twofold improvement in success rates.

5.3.2 Real Physical Experiment Results

GaP transfers well from Sim to Real. Table 2 For the Fulfill Table 2: physical Benchmark on Bench-
Grocery Orders benchmark, GaP achieves a perfect success rate of ;'Il?l;)k 1{}\; ) Beﬂclhmf“k H'bt a"ddBe"d‘I“:*}fk
25/25 (100%), while TipTop succeeds in only 8/25 trials. Both GaP i, Sub-tatke (5 are reported per bench.
and TipTop accurately identify the objects. However, TipTop [36] “}afk; (lzﬂ average, ﬂ;e CTomgleﬁ?n;‘;me of S(i]ﬂ-
fails because M2T2 [58], cuRobo [59], and CUTAMP [63] COM-  onq Gap o 67 sovands. 0 oome

bined cannot find feasible motion plans for cubic-shaped objects,

tall baskets, or varied object orientations. In terms of execution Success Rate TipTop ~ GaP
time, GaP perceives the item and basket in parallel using 14.1  Fuifill Grocery Orders 825 25025
seconds to generate oriented bounding boxes, and 36.4 seconds — object 3/5 5/5
. . . . 20x2! 2/5 5/5

for descending, grasping, and transporting the items. 20020 ! ’
— basket swap 1/5 5/5

— tall basket 0/5 5/5

5.4 Ablation Studies — permutation 2/5 5/5
Pack Grocery Items 10/30 28/30

For Fulfilling Grocery Orders and Packing Grocery Items, the

Make Popcorn 0/20 18/20

full GaP system achieves robust success rates (0.93-0.99). We
ablate as follows: (1) Graphless generation forces the LLM to
perfectly inline low-level service interfaces, such as method names and request schemas, from
memory. Consequently, even when the high-level logic is correct, minor syntax or interface mismatch
errors inevitably terminate the trial. So replacing the structured graph output with a single LLM that
generates raw Python scripts collapses the success rate to zero. (2) Condensing GaP’s specialized
authoring agents into a single LLM also drops success rates to zero, with all trials failing static
structural verification prior to execution, because a single LLM agent struggles to simultaneously
manage global data flow, local logic, and verification, frequently introducing dangling references
or node collisions. Furthermore, even with iterative feedback, a single LLM tends to oscillate
between mistake classes without converging. (3) Graph validation improves performance. For
each configuration in Fulfill Grocery Orders, some task segmentation agents emit a first-attempt
subgraph that fails static type/edge checks and would crash at runtime, for example, some graphs
wire the input and output of the transport phase in drop-pose computation to the release phase and
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Table 3: Success rate and throughput before and after self-learning on Benchmarks I-III (simulation). TiPToP w/ MORSL replaces
TiPToP’s perception and grasp planning with MORSL skills.

Success Rate 1 ‘ Throughput (cycles/hr) 1
. TiPToP GaP GaP GaP GaP
Benchmark TiPToP  \/MORSL  (Initial) ~ (Learned) ‘ (nitial)  (Learned)
1. Fulfill Grocery Orders 0.24 0.53 0.97 0.97 49.7 124.1
1L Pack Grocery Items 0.34 0.60 0.97 0.97 73 16.2
TII. Make Popcorn 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.94 30.5 76.6

other is in checkpoint verification. GaP’s graph validation verifies the wiring and effectively ensures
the graph edge connectivity.

5.5 Self-Learning Can Increase Success Rate

The Make Popcorn task requires the robot to grasps ¥
the stove knob and rotate it to turn on the burner, then
the robot must find and pick up the handle of the @ a

JifftyPop popcorn pan, place it on the stove burner, > ‘
wait, and then turn off the stove. GaP generates a
graph using GraspGen [4]’ knob turning skills and Figure 2: Self-Learning for Making Popcorn Benchmark.
other object localization and grasping skills from Pan pose variations (left) drive a 10-iteration sequence of graph
Benchmark 1 and 2. The initial graph is able to turn updates; (blue, left axis) iteration phases shaded by class of edit.
on and off the knob but unable to pick and place the pan properly with only a 33% success rate.

As shown in the Fig. 2, self-learning proceeds through three stages: (1) from iteration 1 to 3, the
majority of failures come from pan grasping failure, where the simulator feedback reports that the
Franka gripper is not in contact with the object pan, so GaP replaces the GraspGen grasp skill with
a skill that mixes GraspGen with an oriented bounding box grasp planner. (2) In iteration 4, GaP
recognizes that the pan should be grasped by the handle, thereby adjusting the perception algorithm
prompts to localize the pan handle. (3) In iterations 4-8, GaP finetunes the offset of pan placement
due to the changed grasping strategy to align the pan with the stove surface. The resulting policy
achieves 94% in simulation with variations in pan position and orientation, and achieves a 90%
(18/20) success rate in real physical trials as shown in Table 2. The two physical failures resulted
from one inverse kinematics (IK) error during linear Cartesian motion, and one misgrasp caused by
accumulated kinematic error.

5.6 Self-Learning Can Reduce Cycle Time

Since GaP saturates the success rate on Benchmarks I-III, we additionally run self-learning with
the throughput term of 7 to reduce cycle time. As shown in Fig. 3 and Table 3, the LLM agent
reduces cycle time by up to 57% with no success rate trade-off. It adjusts perception algorithms
(e.g., using a faster detector for the basket), tunes motion parameters (e.g., control settling steps),
and modifies graph topology (e.g., reusing perception results across nodes); proposals that degrade
success rate or cycle time on 100 fresh task instances are rejected by the internal simulation. Table 3
also reports TiPToP equipped with MORSL perception and grasp planning skills: TAMP benefits
from the higher-quality MORSL skills, while GaP further improves performance with flexible motion
primitives and self-learning. In terms of practical cost, graph generation takes fewer than 30 LLM



calls to Gemini (about $0.01 and 1 s latency); self-learning wall-clock time is dominated by simulation
(about 15 minutes per iteration and up to 150 minutes in total for Make Popcorn); and no agent is
needed once the graph is deployed.

5.7 Benchmark IV: Insert USB-C Cables (Real)

Table 4: Benchmark IV USB-C Ca-
ble insertion results over 130 total in-
stances. Success rates (SR) and execu-
tion time in seconds (ET).

Variation SR (Per trial) SR (All) ET (All)

Insertion Goal Condition

Individual port™ 5/5 - 26.0
Ascending order 32/35 215 247.0
Descending order 32/35 415 2232
Odd index port 20/20 515 136.8
Even index port 1415 4/5 104.6

Figure 4: Benchmark IV: Positon/Orienation
Seven-ports cable insertion -1 45 - 240 . . .

P v 515 - Figure 5: Industrial crate-washing setup.
setup. Sem 515 - 204

5em” 415 - 28.0

For cable insertion benchmark evaluation, we utilize the computation graph generated by GaP, which
operates via four modular ROS execution nodes: align to port, touch port, insert, extract. The robot
first aligns to establish contact, generating a 1 x 1 cm? grid of insertion candidates. The insert node
then evaluates these positions, requiring >3 mm of progress at <10.0 N of force, and confirms
successful insertion when the depth exceeds 6 mm at 30.0 N. Finally, the extract node safely pulls
the cable using a 2.0 Hz wiggling motion while maintaining lateral forces below 20.0 N. This entire
policy requires approximately 30 seconds per insertion. We discuss the result in the Appendix.

5.8 Benchmark V: Wash Crates (Simulation)

We compare GaP with a hand-engineered execution graph authored by an expert, representing the
conventional manual engineering effort required in such settings. We run both policies over 150 trials
sampled from the pose distribution, and additionally measure sustained throughput over a 3-hour
continuous execution window.

GaP closely matches an expert hand-engineered solution. GaP achieves a 0.953 (143/150) success
rate against the hand-engineered graph’s 0.987 (148/150), with similar average cycle times (179.13 s
vs. 176.47 s). Over the 3-hour throughput run both policies attempted 59 trials, of which GaP
completed 55 and the hand-engineered graph 58, corresponding to 18.33 and 19.33 successes per
hour, respectively. These results suggest that GaP can autonomously produce coordinated bimanual
policies whose reliability and throughput approach those of a manually hand-tuned baseline.

6 Conclusion

Agentic robotics has potential to build on rapidly-advancing LLM models to provide a bridge
between Good Old Fashioned Engineering (GOFE) and model-free VLA policies. GaP’s graph-
structured agentic robotics facilitates modularity, multi-agent integration, and self-learning. As robot
applications become more complex and skill libraries grow, more sophisticated agent harnessing will
be required.

Limitations. Although in experiments, GaP improves success rates significantly over baselines,
execution reliability is not yet at industry levels and additional self-learning and parameter tuning is
required. Similarly, GaP execution times are still well below industry standards of 500 units per hour
(7 seconds per instance); more work is required to reduce VLM inference requests and IK motion
planning time during execution. Also, the 8 VA benchmarks focus on quasi-static pick-and-place
operations — only Cable Insertion (IV) requires force sensing. More work is required to apply GaP to
tasks with deformable objects, dynamic forces, and moving targets.
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