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Abstract
Agentic robotics places a large language model
(LLM) agent in the robot control loop, where
it composes perception, motion, and vision-
language-action (VLA) tools under the guid-
ance of a memory and thereby generalizes to
new tasks without retraining. This generality
comes at a steep price in efficiency. Every prim-
itive requires a round of LLM reasoning over
the full interaction history, so the cost of an
episode grows with the number of primitives.
We find this reasoning largely redundant: once
a sub-goal is chosen, its primitives follow a rou-
tine already prescribed by memory. We present
ChunkAct, which introduces action chunking to
agentic robotics. Online, a single call launches
a chunk of chained primitives, which executes
autonomously and returns control only upon
failure. Offline, ChunkAct compiles the mem-
ory into these chunks, so execution is memory-
free at test time and the planner is reserved for
decisions that require reasoning. LLM com-
putation therefore scales with the number of
decisions rather than the number of primitives.
On LIBERO-Pro, ChunkAct improves task suc-
cess by 5.0 points over the state of the art in
agentic robotics while requiring 2.9× fewer
LLM calls, 4.4× fewer input tokens, and 2.3×
fewer output tokens.

1 Introduction

Agentic robotics has emerged as a new paradigm
for robot manipulation (Liang et al., 2023; Kumar,
2026; Fu et al., 2026; Tsui et al., 2026; Zhang et al.,
2026c; Jia et al., 2026; Xu et al., 2026b,a). Rather
than training a policy that maps pixels and language
directly to motor commands (Brohan et al., 2023a;
Kim et al., 2024; Black et al., 2024), it places a
large language model (LLM) agent in the control
loop and equips it with perception, motion, and
vision-language-action (VLA) tools, together with
a memory of what has worked before. At each step,
the agent observes the scene, consults the mem-
ory, reasons, and issues a single tool call (Figure 1,

top). Because each task is composed by reasoning
rather than learned from demonstrations, the agent
handles new tasks without retraining and succeeds
where end-to-end policies break down. For exam-
ple, with no robot-specific training, GPT-6 Astra
driven through a generic agent harness completes a
real-arm pick-and-place task in 19 of 20 trials (Ope-
nAI, 2026; Menon et al., 2026) and ranks above
every public policy on the RoboDojo benchmark
(Zhang et al., 2026b), which illustrates the general-
ization this paradigm affords.

However, this generalization comes at a steep
price in efficiency. The planner acts through primi-
tives, i.e., robot skills invoked as tool calls, each of
which requires a dedicated round of LLM reason-
ing. Every such round reprocesses the full interac-
tion history, and reasoning models further consume
output tokens before responding (Sui et al., 2025).
Consequently, the number of calls and output to-
kens scales linearly with the number of primitives
in an episode, while input tokens scale quadrati-
cally (Kapoor et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2026a), as
illustrated in Fig.1 Top. For instance, a single pick-
and-place task requires 24.2 LLM calls and 2.2M
input tokens on average, costing about $22 per
episode with GPT-6 Astra and still $11 even with
the cheaper GPT-5.5.1 As tasks grow longer, this
overhead quickly dominates the cost of execution,
hindering the scalability of LLM-based agents.

To address this inefficiency, we analyze the
agent’s behavior and find that LLM reasoning is
frequently redundant. Once a sub-goal is selected
and its targets are localized, the subsequent prim-
itives follow a fixed routine already encoded in
memory, such that each additional call merely re-
produces a decision that has already been made.
Although a single read of memory suffices to cap-
ture this routine, the LLM tends to deliberate over
each step and constantly returns to memory for

1Estimated at OpenAI’s list API prices as of October 2026.
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Figure 1: ChunkAct introduces action chunking to agentic robotics, improving both task success and efficiency.
Top: prior methods invoke the LLM planner once per primitive, so the number of LLM calls and the context length
grow with every step. Bottom: ChunkAct invokes the planner once to launch an action chunk, which executes
autonomously and returns a typed error only upon failure. Right: ChunkAct gains both task success and efficiency.

guidance. Furthermore, the memory retrieval and
LLM reasoning become less reliable as the context
grows (Liu et al., 2024; Laban et al., 2026). This
overhead could therefore be eliminated by compil-
ing memory into generalizable action sequences
that execute without the planner’s step-by-step in-
volvement. This concept also echoes the action
chunk (Zhao et al., 2023) in robotics.

Building on this observation, we propose
ChunkAct (Action Chunking for Agentic Robotics),
which consists of two complementary components:
chunked execution at test time and memory inter-
nalization offline. At test time, ChunkAct intro-
duces action chunking to agentic robotics. It
composes the primitives that realize a sub-goal into
an executable chunk, which the planner invokes
with a single call and which then runs to comple-
tion autonomously. This design confines the LLM
to where reasoning is genuinely required: under-
standing the physical scene, diagnosing failures,
and redirecting the plan. To support this, a failed
chunk returns a typed exit that specifies the failed
primitive along with an error log, providing the
planner with structured feedback for recovery. In
this way, LLM computation scales with the number
of decisions rather than the number of primitives
(See Fig.1 Bottom). Offline, ChunkAct builds these
chunks as generalizable routines with memory com-
piled into them. The parameters and procedural
knowledge that govern each chunk are compiled
from memory before deployment, making its ac-
tions inherently memory-conditioned. As a result,
chunks run memory-free at test time, eliminating
frequent memory retrieval and further improving

the efficiency of the LLM.
Together, these two components improve both

efficiency and performance. By substantially re-
ducing the number of LLM calls and the length
of the context, ChunkAct lowers the overall cost
of each episode. Meanwhile, because the plan-
ner reasons over a concise context and memory is
internalized throughout execution, ChunkAct also
achieves higher task success rates (See Fig.1 Right).
To summarize, our contributions are threefold.
• To our knowledge, ChunkAct is the first LLM

agent for robot manipulation that commits to a
chunk of chained perception and control primi-
tives per call rather than to a single primitive.

• ChunkAct compiles memory offline into gener-
alizable action chunks, enabling memory-free
execution at test time and reserving the LLM for
decisions that genuinely require reasoning.

• Compared with the previous SOTA agentic
robotics approach, ChunkAct improves success
by 5.0 points on LIBERO-Pro, while requiring
2.9× fewer LLM calls, 4.4× fewer input tokens,
and 2.3× fewer output tokens. It also exhibits
strong zero-shot transfer capability.

2 Related Work

Agentic robotics. Language models entered ma-
nipulation as planners that sequence a fixed reper-
toire of skills, grounded in affordances and closed
by textual feedback (Brohan et al., 2023b; Huang
et al., 2022). Code as Policies turned the plan
into a program over perception and control inter-
faces (Liang et al., 2023), and later work widened
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what the program could express with structured
prompts, foundation perception, and value maps
(Singh et al., 2022; Huang et al., 2023a,b; Mu
et al., 2024). A parallel line places a reasoning
model above a learned policy rather than around
it (Belkhale et al., 2024; Shi et al., 2025; Physical
Intelligence et al., 2025). The two lines have con-
verged in agentic robotics, where an LLM agent
sits in the control loop, calls perception, motion,
and VLA tools, and keeps a memory of what has
worked (Fu et al., 2026; Tsui et al., 2026; Kumar,
2026; Jia et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026c; Xu et al.,
2026b,a). All of this work is measured by what the
agent can accomplish, and none of it addresses the
cost of consulting the planner before every primi-
tive, which has been approached only by caching
plans for tasks seen before (Zhang et al., 2026a;
Kim et al., 2026a). To our knowledge, we are the
first to improve efficiency in agentic robotics sys-
tems by consolidating recurring call sequences into
reusable action routines.

Action chunking in robotics. How many actions
a policy commits to per decision is a design choice
that trades reactivity against consistency and cost.
Policies that query the model once per control step
(Brohan et al., 2022, 2023a; Kim et al., 2024) tie
inference cost to control frequency and let errors
compound between queries. Action chunking, in-
troduced by ACT (Zhao et al., 2023) and adopted
by Diffusion Policy (Chi et al., 2025), predicts a
short sequence of actions per inference, and VLA
models have since built it into their action heads
and tokenizers (Black et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2025;
Pertsch et al., 2025). Subsequent work tunes the
trade-off by interleaving chunks for closed-loop
reactivity (Liu et al., 2025; Black et al., 2026),
and world-action models extend chunked predic-
tion from actions to future observations (Du et al.,
2023; Wu et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2026b). In all of
these, a chunk is a short sequence of motor com-
mands from a learned policy, and how much an
LLM agent should commit to per decision has been
asked only in text environments (Yang et al., 2026).
To our knowledge, we are the first to explore ac-
tion chunking in agentic robotics, where a chunk
spans perception, control primitives, and internal-
ized memory rather than motor commands.

Memory in agentic robotics. Memory lets an
LLM agent improve without weight updates, and
its forms differ in what is stored rather than in
how it is used. Reflective memory stores trajecto-

ries or the lessons drawn from them and returns
relevant entries to the prompt (Park et al., 2023;
Shinn et al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2024; Packer et al.,
2023). Procedural memory stores what worked as
code, from skill libraries (Wang et al., 2023) to
induced workflows (Wang et al., 2024) and robot
programs adapted to new contexts (Kagaya et al.,
2025; Woods and Seifi, 2026). Robot harnesses
keep rule cards and task records written by the
planner itself (Zhang et al., 2026c), transition con-
ditions between subtasks (Xu et al., 2026b), or a
demonstration video navigated at a chosen gran-
ularity (Anonymous, 2026). In every form, the
planner decides what to retrieve and when, reads it
into context, and interprets it before acting, so the
memory is consumed at test time and its value is
bounded by the planner’s ability to use it (Zhang
et al., 2025). Li et al. (2025) comes closest to break-
ing this pattern by distilling recurring spans into
a datastore that is emitted rather than read, yet its
chunks remain text. We are the first work to ex-
plore compiling agentic memory offline into physi-
cal action, producing executable action chunks that
require no memory access at deployment.

3 Action Chunking for Agentic Robotics

3.1 Preliminaries
We begin by formalizing agentic robotics, the set-
ting in which ChunkAct operates.

The agentic loop. An agentic system solves a
manipulation task with an LLM planner G that se-
quentially composes primitives from a library P ,

at = (pt, θt) = G(ct), yt = pt(θt),

ct+1 = ct ⊕ (at, yt).
(1)

Here ct denotes the context window of the planner
at step t, initialized with the task instruction as
c0 = ℓ. At each step, the planner reasons over
ct and outputs at, which specifies the primitive
to execute, pt ∈ P , and its arguments θt. The
primitive runs to completion and returns a result
yt, which is appended to the context with at. The
process repeats until the task is completed at T .

Notably, not every planner output is a robot ac-
tion. Action primitives alter the physical state of
the robot, whereas informational primitives leave
the scene intact and only return content, either from
perception or from a memory M (Section B). Since
every result is appended to ct, an informational call
is paid for not only once, but again as input at every
subsequent step.
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Figure 2: Distribution of LLM planner’s tool calls on
LIBERO. Memory reads and perception dominate.

As the planner re-reads its entire context at every
call, a T -step episode costs T planner calls and

Nin =
T−1∑
t=0

|ct| = T |c0|+
T−2∑
s=0

(T−1−s)
∣∣(as, ys)∣∣

(2)
input tokens, where | · | counts tokens. Each call
reasons before it answers, so calls and output to-
kens grow linearly in T , while input tokens grow
quadratically. Equation (2) identifies two quantities
that govern the cost: the number of steps T , and
the length of each appended pair (as, ys), which is
paid again at every later step. For instance, Harness
VLA takes on average 24.2 planner calls and 2.2M
input tokens per episode (see Table 2).

We analyze the planner’s tool calls and reveal
two sources of inefficiency. ❶ The planner con-
flates deciding with executing. Every primitive in-
curs a full round of reasoning, even though, once
a sub-goal is fixed, the primitives that realize it
are largely determined by the memory; the plan-
ner is thus invoked far more often than the task
demands decisions. ❷ The planner spends most
of its calls gathering information rather than act-
ing. Only 20.5% of calls invoke an action primitive,
while memory reads and perception account for
31.7% and 44.3%, respectively (See Fig.2). Since
M is static across episodes, these reads retrieve the
same knowledge again and again, inflating the con-
text without informing new decisions. These two
findings motivate ChunkAct, which brings action
chunking to agentic robotics through offline ac-
tion chunk building (Section 3.2) and online action
chunk triggering (Section 3.3).

3.2 Offline action chunk building

Targeting the ❶ issue, ChunkAct outputs action
chunks rather than single primitives. The planner
is reengaged only when the chunk fails, reserving
LLM reasoning for the decisions that require it.

The memory of an LLM agent already records
the general, reusable success rules and and pro-
cedural context for tasks. ChunkAct compiles all
memory once into executable chunk form rather

than letting the planner re-derive it at every step
(Figure 3(a)). Memory construction begins with
a partition over task categories. A manipulation
instruction decomposes into an ordered sequence
of typed sub-goals, and the space of such types
remains small even as the task set grows. For ex-
ample, two types suffice to cover a broad range of
tabletop manipulation: transport, which relocates
an object onto or into a receptacle, and fixture,
which actuates an articulated element of the scene.
All memory entries pertaining to a given type, from
general execution rules to task-specific records, are
therefore consolidated into a single source and com-
piled into a unified chunk, parameterized by the
object classes on which it operates.

Compilation retains only the procedural knowl-
edge that defines how a task type is executed: the
ordering of stages, the primitive assigned to each
stage, the stage-level parameters conditioned on
object class, the fallback strategies to attempt when
a stage fails, and the criteria used to verify each
stage. The primitive assignment, for instance, pre-
serves the division of labor recorded in memory,
delegating contact-rich stages such as grasping or
fixture actuation to the VLA policy and the remain-
ing stages to analytic primitives. Conversely, any
quantity unobservable at deployment time is ex-
cluded. Recorded coordinates and privileged sim-
ulator state are discarded, and all geometric quan-
tities are re-estimated from live perception of the
current scene. This decoupling allows a chunk to
transfer to scenes whose layouts differ from those
encountered during memory construction.

The resulting chunk is an executable routine that
captures the recurring procedure of its task type.
A single chunk covers every task of its type, with
class-dependent content resolved by lookup within
the chunk. The planner is thus relieved of both
memory retrieval and step-by-step primitive selec-
tion at run time. During execution, each stage is
verified before the next begins, and the library is
compiled once and kept frozen.

3.3 Online action chunk triggering
To sovle the ❷ problem, ChunkAct internalizes
the memory M into executable chunks, allowing
memory-free execution at run time.

At test time the planner invokes chunks in place
of primitives, through a single tool call (Figure 3(b)
labels ChunkAct). The instruction is parsed into
its ordered sequence of typed sub-goals, each sub-
goal selects the chunk of its kind, and the planner’s
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(a) Offline: memory → executable chunk

tasks
sort
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put A on / in B

bowl, mug, box, plate …

Fixture
open / close

drawer, microwave, stove

memory

skill rules task recipes
read memory read memory

Compile Memory into Executable Chunk

Action chunk · one per task type perception VLA scripted

locate A hover VLA grasp check carry locate B descend release

locate handle pull / push verify Fixture flow

SAM3 + point cloud sub-goal parsing parameters VLA, grasp only

(b) Online: memory-free rollout

image instruction no memory

LLM planner

ChunkAct typed error code → re-plan

Action chunk · built in (a)

locate A need_pixels

hover

VLA grasp grasp_failed

check

carry lost_in_carry

locate B bad_target

descend

release

check

done

LLM planner tools

move_to grasp release view_image … ChunkAct

not_placed

Figure 3: The two stages of ChunkAct. Left: offline, ChunkAct internalizes memory by compiling it into executable
action chunks. Right: online, the LLM planner invokes ChunkAct via a single function call, which executes an
entire action chunk autonomously and returns a typed error code to the planner only upon failure.

interface to execution narrows to two operations,
grounding a target in the current observation and
launching the chunks. An episode therefore begins
with the planner interpreting the task and the scene,
grounding the first target, and issuing one call, af-
ter which the chunks run the sub-goals until the
task is complete without any further request to the
planner. No memory is read along the way, since
everything the planner would have retrieved has
been compiled into the chunks, and the planner’s
context holds only the instruction, the observations
it has requested, and the exits it has received.

Chaining the stages under one call, rather than
exposing each stage as a separate call, follows from
where reasoning is actually needed. Compiling
memory and perception into chunks removes the
cost of retrieval and repeated observation, but a
per-stage interface would still return control to the
planner after every action, turning each step of
execution into a round of deliberation. Most of
these rounds involve no decision.

Once its target is grounded, the stages of a sub-
goal follow a fixed order, so a successful stage
already determines the next one and requires no
reasoning to select it. A chunk therefore chains the
stages directly and returns control to the planner
only when a stage fails.

Control returns to the planner only when a chunk
fails, and it does so through a typed exit. Every
stage of a chunk raises its own error code, so the
exit names the stage that failed and the reason it
failed, such as a perception call that cannot locate
its target, a policy call that loses the object, or a

verification that cannot confirm the sub-goal, and
it carries the error log with the robot state and
fresh observations (Section A). The planner then re-
perceives the scene from its true state, and chooses
among three responses, namely grounding the tar-
get again and re-invoking the chunk, redoing a
sub-goal whose verification failed, or falling back
to the primitives for a situation the library does not
cover. Each response is a decision that requires
understanding the task and the scene, and none is
a step of execution, so the planner is consulted at
decision points and nowhere else.

3.4 Role of LLM planner in agentic robotics

We examine how this design changes the role of
the planner, from stepwise executor to sub-goal
selector and failure handler.

Taken together, the two stages redefine the role
of the planner. In the per-primitive loop of Equa-
tion (1), the planner serves as both reasoner and
executor, treating every step alike regardless of
whether it requires judgment. ChunkAct separates
the two: execution is delegated to the chunks, while
the planner retains only what cannot be compiled,
namely understanding the task and scene and re-
sponding to failure. This separation reshapes both
sides of the loop.

On the input side, the dominant sources of con-
text are removed. Memory is internalized in the
chunks rather than retrieved online, and percep-
tion is performed within each chunk rather than
requested before every primitive. The context thus
stays compact across an episode, containing only
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Table 1: Task success on LIBERO-Pro. Task success rate (%) under instruction redirection (T) and position swap
(S) for each suite. Harness VLA and ChunkAct both use GPT-5.6-sol with high thinking. Best entry is in bold.

Method Spat-T Spat-S Obj-T Obj-S Goal-T Goal-S L10-T L10-S Overall

V
L

A

OpenVLA (Kim et al., 2024) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
π0 (Black et al., 2024) 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3
π0.5 (Physical Intelligence et al., 2025) 1.0 20.0 1.0 17.0 2.0 38.0 1.0 8.0 11.0
MolmoAct (Lee et al., 2026) 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 1.5
NORA (Hung et al., 2025) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
X-VLA (Zheng et al., 2026) 0.0 0.0 8.0 2.0 9.0 1.0 10.0 0.0 3.8
AtomVLA (Sun et al., 2026) 1.0 16.0 0.0 10.0 11.0 2.0 9.0 1.0 6.3
πRLinf (Yu et al., 2026) 42.0 59.0 71.0 78.0 45.0 42.0 49.0 14.0 50.0

CaP-X (Fu et al., 2026) 14.0 12.0 18.0 22.0 17.0 26.0 / / 18.2
Harness VLA (Zhang et al., 2026c) 100.0 80.0 80.0 100.0 70.0 80.0 60.0 60.0 78.8

A
ge

nt

+ ChunkAct (ours) 94.0 82.0 98.0 100.0 80.0 86.0 60.0 70.0 83.8

Table 2: Efficiency analysis and LLM role ablation on
LIBERO-Pro. Average TSR (%), planner calls, input
tokens (M), and output tokens (k) with GPT-5.6-sol in
two reasoning settings. Green rows show the gain over
Harness VLA. Last row runs chunks with no LLM call.

Method Reasoning TSR Calls In (M) Out (k)

Harness VLA High 78.8 24.2 2.2 8.5
+ChunkAct High 83.8 8.3 0.5 3.7

+5.0 2.9× 4.4× 2.3×

Harness VLA None 56.0 24.9 2.4 6.4
+ChunkAct None 80.0 6.6 0.4 1.3

+24.0 3.8× 6.0× 4.9×

+ChunkAct No planner 57.5 / / /

the instruction, decision-time observations, and ex-
its. On the output side, the unit of action shifts
from a single primitive to a chained chunk. Each
step at is either a chunk launch or a response to an
exit, so the planner is invoked per decision rather
than per action, and reasoning is spent only where
it is required. Episode cost therefore scales with the
number of decisions rather than procedure length.

4 Experiments

4.1 Setup
Benchmarks. We evaluate on two benchmarks
from the LIBERO family. Our main experiments
use LIBERO-Pro (Zhou et al., 2025), which per-
turbs the four LIBERO suites (Liu et al., 2023),
Spatial, Object, Goal, and LIBERO-10, along ob-
jects, initial states, instructions, and environments.
Following Zhang et al. (2026c), we evaluate the
instruction and initial-state perturbations, denoted
instruction redirection (T) and position swap (S).
Each of the resulting eight suite and perturbation
combinations contains 10 tasks. As in that proto-
col, we run 10 seeds per task, so that each com-
bination aggregates 800 episodes. We further use
LIBERO-Plus (Fei et al., 2025) benchmark, which

varies the LIBERO tasks along seven axes: object
layout, camera viewpoint, robot initial state, lan-
guage, lighting, background, and sensor noise. As
its 10,030 variants are too many to evaluate exhaus-
tively, we run a single seed on every task under
each of the seven perturbation axes, which covers
the full range of perturbations at a tractable cost.

Metrics. We measure performance by the task
success rate (TSR), as determined by the environ-
ment’s termination signal. We measure efficiency
by the number of planner calls and the numbers of
input and output tokens per episode.

Baselines. For the main experiment, we com-
pare with eight end-to-end VLA models, Open-
VLA (Kim et al., 2024), π0 (Black et al., 2024),
π0.5 (Physical Intelligence et al., 2025), MolmoAct
(Lee et al., 2026), NORA (Hung et al., 2025), X-
VLA (Zheng et al., 2026), AtomVLA (Sun et al.,
2026), and the RLinf-fine-tuned π0.5 checkpoint
that serves as our VLA primitive, which we denote
πRLinf (Yu et al., 2026), and with CaP-X (Fu et al.,
2026), an agent that writes code over perception
and motion primitives without a VLA. Their re-
sults are those reported by Zhang et al. (2026c).
Harness VLA and ChunkAct are run by us. For
LIBERO-Plus experiment results, the VLA models’
performance are as reported by Fei et al. (2025).

Implementation. The planner is GPT-5.6-sol at
high reasoning effort running in Codex (OpenAI,
2025), with a budget of 100 LLM calls per episode.
The VLA primitive is πRLinf , and SAM 3 (Car-
ion et al., 2026) provides segmentation. ChunkAct
and Harness VLA (Zhang et al., 2026c) share the
same set-up and the same task-specific and global
memory. They differ only in how the memory is
used: Harness VLA reads it at test time, whereas
ChunkAct internalizes it offline into executable
chunks and reads no explicit memory at test time.
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Table 3: Task success on LIBERO-Plus. Task success rate (%) under all seven perturbation setting. ChunkAct runs
GPT-5.6-sol at the high reasoning setting with seed 0. The best entry in each column is in bold.

Method Camera Robot Language Light Background Noise Layout Overall

OpenVLA (Kim et al., 2024) 1.1 4.1 26.8 4.4 25.3 19.3 31.6 16.1
OpenVLA-OFT (Kim et al., 2025) 59.7 37.2 81.5 85.8 92.4 76.7 77.1 72.9
OpenVLA-OFTw (Kim et al., 2025) 16.8 43.7 73.2 68.2 92.5 51.4 72.3 59.7
OpenVLA-OFTm (Kim et al., 2025) 57.9 30.6 83.6 91.6 83.6 76.3 73.2 71.0
π0 (Black et al., 2024) 15.8 6.6 61.0 79.6 78.5 79.4 70.4 55.9
π0-FAST (Pertsch et al., 2025) 66.4 24.8 63.3 73.0 67.7 75.8 70.3 63.0
NORA (Hung et al., 2025) 4.0 41.1 67.0 31.0 50.5 17.6 63.9 39.3
WorldVLA (Cen et al., 2025) 0.3 30.2 44.2 29.4 14.5 12.2 39.4 24.3
UniVLA (Bu et al., 2025) 4.3 50.3 71.8 59.1 80.0 25.3 34.3 46.4
RIPT-VLA (Tan et al., 2025) 58.3 36.7 80.1 87.9 90.4 73.8 76.5 72.0

+ ChunkAct (ours) 77.5 75.0 87.5 95.0 82.5 87.5 82.5 83.9

4.2 Main results

Task success performance. As shown in Ta-
ble 1, ChunkAct achieves the highest task suc-
cess rate on LIBERO-Pro, outperforming both end-
to-end VLAs and agentic robotic systems. It at-
tains an overall success rate of 83.8%, exceeding
the strongest prior method, Harness VLA, by 5.0
points. The perturbations in LIBERO-Pro, instruc-
tion redirection and position swap, require a policy
to act on instructions and object layouts that differ
from those seen in training, and end-to-end VLAs
largely fail under them. This failure extends to
πRLinf , the checkpoint that ChunkAct invokes as
its contact primitive, which trails ChunkAct by 43.8
points. Since the primitive alone does not gener-
alize to these perturbations, whatever success an
agent recovers must come from how it grounds the
task in the current scene before the primitive is
called. Placing an LLM planner above the VLA re-
covers much loss, as the agentic baselines show, yet
Harness VLA stops at 78.8% despite sharing the
same planner, primitive, perception, and memory
with ChunkAct. The two systems differ only in how
memory is used. Harness VLA retrieves memory
at test time and relies on the planner to reinterpret
past experience at every call, whereas ChunkAct
compiles it offline into executable chunks that en-
code how each task succeeds. The gap therefore
isolates the benefit of memory internalization.
Efficiency analysis. As shown in Table 2,
ChunkAct attains its higher success rate at a frac-
tion of the LLM cost. The first two rows corre-
spond to the Harness VLA and ChunkAct entries
in Table 1. Relative to Harness VLA, ChunkAct
issues 2.9× fewer LLM calls and consumes 4.4×
fewer input tokens and 2.3× fewer output tokens,
while improving success by 5.0 points. The third
and fourth rows repeat this comparison with rea-

soning disabled, and the efficiency advantage of
ChunkAct grows further. Both observations stem
from memory internalization. Harness VLA spends
most LLM calls on perception queries and mem-
ory reads, and each result is appended to the con-
text, so the context keeps growing over the episode.
ChunkAct folds these steps into the executable
chunks, so they run at test time without invoking
the LLM and their results never enter the context
window. The planner is called only at the decision
points that the chunks leave open. Fewer calls over
a shorter context reduce the input tokens, and fewer
planning decisions reduce the output tokens.

4.3 Analysis of LLM planner role in ChunkAct

Analyzing the LLM planner reasoning impact.
As shown in Table 2, ChunkAct remains robust
when the reasoning of LLM planner is disabled,
whereas Harness VLA does not. The task success
rate of ChunkAct stays stable across reasoning set-
tings, while Harness VLA degrades sharply once
reasoning is turned off. This contrast reflects how
heavily each system relies on the planner. Harness
VLA depends on the LLM at every step: each call
must interpret the retrieved memory, decide what
to perceive, and issue the correct next action, so
the errors of a weaker planner accumulate over
the episode. ChunkAct instead decouples the LLM
from the execution it does not need to perform.
With memory already internalized into the chunks,
the planner is consulted only for the remaining de-
cisions, which leaves a weaker planner far fewer
opportunities to fail.
Quantifying the LLM agent’s contribution. To
measure how much the planner contributes within
ChunkAct, the last row of Table 2 executes the
chunks under a scripted driver that makes no LLM
call. The chunks alone reach 57.5%, which cor-
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LLM planner

1 · view

2 · ChunkAct
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Action chunk
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into the basket · 8 · auto-finish
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Figure 4: Demo of a successful rollout on LIBERO-Pro with ChunkAct. Given the task “pick up the can and
place it in the basket,” the LLM planner first perceives the scene and invokes ChunkAct to execute a chained action
sequence. The can is grasped successfully but slips during transport, so ChunkAct returns the error code. The
planner interprets this feedback, re-localizes the can, and invokes ChunkAct again, which completes the task.

responds to episodes in which the compiled rou-
tines succeed without intervention. The LLM in
ChunkAct without reasoning therefore accounts for
the remaining 22.5 points. This contribution comes
from recovery: when a chunk fails, the planner is
invoked to interpret the current scene and direct the
next step, which a scripted driver cannot. The LLM
thus serves not as a step-by-step executor but as a
recovery mechanism invoked where the compiled
routine falls short, which is why it adds substantial
success at a small cost in calls and tokens.

4.4 Generalization to unseen perturbations

Out-of-distribution test. The memory of
ChunkAct is compiled on LIBERO-Pro and in-
cludes task-specific memory, which prior work
found necessary on that benchmark (Zhang et al.,
2026c). To test whether ChunkAct overfits to these
tasks, we apply it unchanged to LIBERO-Plus (Fei
et al., 2025), which perturbs the LIBERO tasks
along seven dimensions that the memory doesn’t
cover. The chunk library and planner prompt are
those of Section 4.2, so the evaluation is fully zero-
shot, whereas the VLA baselines, whose numbers
are taken from Fei et al. (2025), are fine-tuned on
the benchmark data.
Zero-shot transfer. ChunkAct achieves the best
overall success rate in Table 3, exceeding the
strongest prior method by 11.0 points and lead-
ing in six of the seven dimensions. The margin is
widest under camera and robot initial-state pertur-
bations, where ChunkAct stays above three quar-
ters while the best VLA falls to two thirds and one
half, respectively. Because a chunk recomputes
its targets from perception in every episode, such
changes alter the measured geometry but not the
procedure. These results show zero-shot transfer of
internalized memory to unseen perturbations rather
than overfitting to the tasks it was compiled from.

4.5 Qualitative analysis
Figure 4 follows a single LIBERO-Pro episode and
shows how the planner’s eight calls are distributed
over 22 seconds of execution. The planner is en-
gaged at two points only. At the start it views the
scene and launches a chunk, which grasps and lifts
the can without further LLM request. During the
move, however, the can slips out of the gripper, and
the chunk terminates with a typed exit. It returns a
hand-off block, a structured error report that adds
context to the error code. The planner resumes
from the true state of the scene rather than from
its expectation of it, spends four calls re-pointing
the can, and triggers ChunkAct again, which car-
ries the can to the basket, places it, and finishes
on its own once the environment reports success.
The episode makes visible the division of labor that
Table 2 quantifies. The planner is reserved for un-
derstanding, while the chunks handle execution. It
plans the next action chunk from the scene, and
re-plans when a chunk fails.

5 Conclusion
Agentic robotics generalizes to novel tasks with-
out retraining, but at a steep cost in efficiency. We
identify two bottlenecks: the LLM planner reasons
before every primitive, although the primitives of a
sub-goal follow a recurring pattern, and most of its
calls are spent on perception and memory retrieval
rather than action. ChunkAct is the first work to in-
troduce action chunking to agentic robotics, and it
internalizes memory into executable chunks offline.
The LLM is thereby decoupled from routine execu-
tion and engaged only where reasoning is genuinely
required, which improves LLM efficiency signifi-
cantly. On LIBERO-Pro, ChunkAct improves task
success by 5.0 points over the SOTA method with
2.9× fewer LLM calls, 4.4× fewer input tokens,
and 2.3× fewer output tokens, and it transfers zero-
shot to unseen tasks on LIBERO-Plus.
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Table 4: The complete taxonomy of typed exits. Each exit names the reason a chunk stopped and the reaction
expected from the planner.

Group Exit Meaning and expected planner reaction

Success terminated The environment reported success inside the chunk; the finish is recorded
and the planner session interrupted.

placed_subgoal A non-final sub-goal was placed and verified; the chunk continues with the
next sub-goal (internal).

done_covered Every covered sub-goal was executed but the task did not terminate;
re-perceive and continue.

Hand-off need_pixels The next object was not found by name, or the pixels back-projected off
the workspace; call approach with pixels on it.

need_receptacle_pixels The target region cannot be derived (push or beside, or the receptacle point
is implausibly high); pass receptacle_pixels.

receptacle_rejected The receptacle was not found by name, lies at an implausible height, or the
fixture geometry was not located; pass receptacle_pixels or use primitives.

wrong_object_under_gripper The wrist camera sees the nearest object more than 5 cm from the pointed
spot; confirm or re-point.

subgoal_unverified The object was released but perception could not confirm the predicate;
check the image, then redo or continue.

Manipulation grasp_failed Up to four grasp attempts, nothing held.
lost_at_lift The object slipped during the lift, twice.
lost_in_carry The object slipped during the carry, leveling, pitched reach, or hover

re-centering.
lost_in_descent The object left the gripper while lowering.
carry_stalled The arm stopped short of the point above the receptacle (reach limit).
delivered_unverified The VLA carried the object away and released it; the gripper is clear.
placed_not_terminated The object was carried and released at the receptacle, but the task did not

terminate.

Fixture open_unverified The drawer handle did not move after the contact skill.
not_terminated The close, turn-on, or door-sweep skill ran but the task did not terminate.

Scope not_covered The sub-goal or placement is not covered by any chunk; continue with
primitives.

error Internal error, for instance no pixel can be back-projects; continue with
primitives.

A Typed Exit Taxonomy

Table 4 lists all exit codes that a chunk may return
upon failure, with its meaning and expected planner
reaction.

B Primitive Library

Table 5 lists all the primitives that constitute the
library P introduced in Section 3.1, which are em-
ployed in all experiments of Section 4. ChunkAct
retains this library without modification and adds
one call, shown in the last row.

Table 5: The primitive library P . Primitives of Har-
ness VLA (Zhang et al., 2026c). The last row lists the
single call that ChunkAct adds to this library.

Type Primitives

Perception view_env_state, segment, back_project,
view_camera_meta. Return the current images
and robot state, segment by text or point prompt,
and back-project pixels to 3D points.

Motion move_to, move_pose, set_gripper, release,
rotate_pitch, rotate_wrist. These
primitives are executed in closed loop by an
analytic controller until the target pose or
gripper state is reached.

VLA pi0_pick, pi0_doubled. Drive the frozen π0.5

policy under a language command until a lift or
stop condition is met.

Memory read_text_file, list_dir,
write_text_file. Read memory cards and
guides from M and write audit notes.

Control finish. Declares the task complete.

ChunkAct approach, which runs an action chunk.
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