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Abstract: Mobile Manipulation (MoMa) is a cornerstone of autonomous robotic
systems, yet real-world fine-tuning remains a formidable challenge because of
high-dimensional action spaces and intricate coupling between heterogeneous
modules. In this paper, we propose HiRe-MoMa (Hierarchical Residual Mobile
Manipulation), a systematic framework for stable and sample-efficient real-world
fine-tuning of complex MoMa systems. At its core, HiRe-MoMa adopts a Hi-
erarchical Residual Architecture that fine-tunes a frozen base policy. A Policy-
Agnostic Residual learns additive corrections atop the base policy, while Hierar-
chical Decoupling splits the residual into mobile-base and manipulator-arm heads
with unidirectional conditioning, mitigating gradient interference and aligning
corrections with the platform’s physical hierarchy. To improve sample efficiency
in data-expensive real-world settings, we propose Expert-Guided Value Align-
ment, which leverages sparse human interventions with under 20% training cover-
age to reshape the critic’s value landscape, effectively guiding autonomous explo-
ration through expert priors. Extensive real-world experiments on the TIAGo++
platform demonstrate that HiRe-MoMa consistently enhances task performance
with only around 30 minutes of online interaction, regardless of the base policy
architecture. To our knowledge, this is among the first frameworks to enable ef-
ficient on-robot fine-tuning for mobile manipulation in the real world, providing
a practical paradigm for deploying complex robotic systems in dynamic, human-
centric environments. Further details can be found on our project website.

Keywords: Real-world reinforcement learning, Human-robot interaction

1 Introduction

Mobile manipulation is a key step toward multi-purpose robotic systems that operate in human-
centric environments. Performing long-horizon and multi-object tasks, from domestic chores to in-
dustrial logistics, requires the coordinated operation of heterogeneous modules such as mobile bases,
robotic arms, and sensory heads. Despite its potential, autonomous mobile manipulation remains
challenging due to high-dimensional action spaces, tightly coupled inter-module dynamics, and the
non-stationarity of real-world deployment. Recent advancements have leveraged Vision-Language
Models (VLMs) for semantic reasoning [1, 2, 3, 4, 5], generative modeling for robust imitation
learning [6, 7], and simulation-to-real reinforcement learning for skill acquisition [8]. However, a
single-shot trained policy often fails to generalize to the stochasticity of diverse real-world deploy-
ment scenarios. Post-training or fine-tuning is thus essential to bridge the performance gap. While
fine-tuning has seen success in isolated manipulation or locomotion tasks [9, 10], its application to
the coupled, high-dimensional domain of mobile manipulation remains largely unexplored.
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(a) HiRe-MoMa Training Overview. (b) Pick Place Task Overview.

Figure 1: HiRe-MoMa System Overview. (a) Training Paradigm: A real-world dual-unit configuration
consisting of an onboard controller for real-time interaction and a computing unit for policy optimization and
action prediction. (b) Coordinated Execution: The red dashed lines illustrate the stringent spatiotemporal
precision required for base-arm synchronization. In mobile manipulation, marginal tracking deviations are
often magnified by kinematic coupling, causing even routine grasping maneuvers to fail.

Real-world fine-tuning, however, is shaped by a series of fundamental trade-offs. Imitation learn-
ing (IL), particularly DAgger-based approaches [11], offers a straightforward optimization objective
but is constrained by inherent expert data scarcity and a lack of autonomous exploration, which
often leads to limited generalization on out-of-distribution states and compounding errors at deploy-
ment. Reinforcement learning (RL) enables broader state-space exploration [12] but faces signifi-
cant obstacles when paired with modern generative base policies, whose intractable log-likelihoods
preclude standard policy gradient methods [13]. Residual RL offers a promising and practical mid-
dle ground by learning additive corrections atop frozen base policies for model-agnostic adapta-
tion [14, 15], yet extending it to mobile manipulation introduces a distinct challenge: inter-module
coupling. As shown in Fig. 1, a task as routine as grasping becomes difficult in the MoMa context: it
requires tight spatiotemporal coordination between the mobile base and the arm, and any misalign-
ment in the base’s approach rapidly propagates as a sizable pose error at the manipulator. Without
explicit structural priors, the high-dimensional action space and non-stationary inter-module dynam-
ics often hinder convergence and ultimately prevent the precision required for physical interaction.

In this paper, we propose HiRe-MoMa (Hierarchical Residual Mobile Manipulation), a framework
for real-world fine-tuning of mobile manipulation systems, built around three components. First, our
Policy-Agnostic Residual Learning paradigm adds a learnable residual atop a frozen base policy,
sidestepping the intractable log-likelihoods of generative architectures and allowing the same pro-
cedure to refine diverse pre-trained policies. Second, to address this base-arm coupling specific to
mobile manipulation, we introduce a Hierarchical Decoupling structure with unidirectional condi-
tioning: the manipulator’s residual head is conditioned on the base’s correction, reflecting the sys-
tem’s physical hierarchy. Third, an Expert-Guided Value Alignment loss leverages sparse human
interventions to reshape the critic’s value landscape toward expert-preferred behaviors, improving
sample efficiency without overriding RL exploration. HiRe-MoMa is realized as an asynchronous
actor-learner system on a single robot: an onboard rollout worker executes the policy while a central
learner optimizes the residual on a workstation, enabling on-robot fine-tuning in the real world.

Overall, our main contributions are as follows:
1) Systematic Fine-tuning Framework: We present an asynchronous, model-agnostic framework
for the real-world fine-tuning of mobile manipulation systems, enabling efficient adaptation in this
high-dimensional and coupled robotic domain with 25–40 minutes of online interaction. 2) Hier-
archical Residual Architecture: We introduce independent residual policies for distinct modules,
coupled with a unidirectional conditioning mechanism to ensure stable and logically coherent co-
ordinated control. 3) Expert-Guided Alignment: We develop an auxiliary human intervention
alignment loss that leverages sparse expert guidance (≤20% of collected data) to improve sample
efficiency and accelerate convergence. 4) Empirical Validation on Diverse MoMa Tasks: We
validate HiRe-MoMa on three real-world TIAGo++ tasks of increasing complexity, demonstrating
consistent improvements across two distinct base policy architectures (Diffusion Policy and ACT).
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Figure 2: HiRe-MoMa Framework enables policy-agnostic real-world fine-tuning of mobile manipulators
through an asynchronous residual reinforcement learning paradigm. (Right) Shared-Control Rollout: an on-
board rollout worker augments a frozen base policy with learnable residuals; sparse human interventions during
critical or hazardous phases are stored in an expert buffer. (Left) Asynchronous Central Learner: the resid-
ual policy is optimized along two pillars: a) a Hierarchical Residual Architecture (Sec. 4.1) that decouples the
residual into mobile and manipulator heads with unidirectional conditioning, embedding the platform’s physi-
cal hierarchy directly into the policy; and b) an Expert-Guided Value Alignment loss (Sec. 4.2) that fuses sparse
environment rewards with sparse human corrections to reshape the critic toward expert-preferred behaviors.

2 Related Work

Real-World Reinforcement Learning offers a principled path to bridging the sim-to-real gap [16],
with sample efficiency as the central challenge. The SERL framework [17] demonstrated the efficacy
of off-policy RL for robot fine-tuning, inspiring subsequent residual correction methods [18, 19].
Existing residual and HIL systems [20, 18, 14, 15, 19] fine-tune fixed-base arms, where base–arm
gradient interference does not arise; HiRe-MoMa instead targets policy-agnostic, on-robot fine-
tuning of a whole-body mobile manipulator, without simulation-pre-trained latent action spaces [21].

Policy Post-Training of base policies [22, 23] via RL is hampered by intractable log-likelihoods,
motivating surrogate objectives [13, 24, 25, 26] or policy-agnostic RL [27, 18]. Residual RL offers
a practical middle ground by learning additive corrections atop frozen policies [19, 28, 29, 30, 31],
with human-in-the-loop variants [32, 33, 34] further mitigating distributional drift. Yet simple resid-
uals cannot address the cross-module coupling inherent in MoMa: the spatiotemporal dependency
between base and arm demands structured decoupling that flat residual methods do not provide.

Mobile Manipulation poses unique challenges owing to its high-dimensional action space and tight
base-arm coupling [6, 35]. Most RL methods still rely on simulation-pre-trained priors [8, 36] or
expensive skill-discovery phases [21, 37] to bridge the sim-to-real gap. HiRe-MoMa instead oper-
ates directly in the raw action space of any pre-trained policy, modeling hierarchical inter-module
dependencies under a sparse success-only reward without manual reward shaping.

Human-in-the-Loop corrections serve as safety buffers [20, 9], imitation data sources [38], or aux-
iliary supervision signals [39, 40, 41] in robot RL. Beyond these roles, interventions implicitly
encode expert value preferences [9]; HiRe-MoMa exploits this by treating corrections as functional
constraints on the critic’s value surface, directly reshaping the value landscape to reflect expert pri-
orities. A broader discussion of related work on these four topics is provided in App. E.

3 Problem Formulation

We study the problem of fine-tuning pre-trained base policies πbase [42, 22, 43] for complex robotic
tasks in unstructured real-world environments. While Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) via imitation
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learning offers a stable convergence path, its efficacy is fundamentally bounded by the coverage
and quality of pre-collected demonstrations, which are typically scarce and sub-optimal in practice.
Conversely, Reinforcement Learning (RL) enables the agent to extend beyond the constraints of
static datasets through active exploration, fostering improved robustness and task proficiency. This
online refinement is especially important for high-dimensional systems such as mobile manipula-
tors, where conventional zero-shot transfer leaves a persistent deployment-time gap. We formalize
the fine-tuning process as a Partially Observable Markov Decision Process (POMDP), defined by the
tupleM = (S,A,O,P, R, γ). S represents the underlying hidden environment states, andA ⊂ Rd

denotes the high-dimensional continuous action space (e.g., joint velocities or Cartesian poses). The
observation spaceO comprises multi-modal sensory inputs, including RGB images and robot propri-
oception, while the transition dynamics P(s′|s, a) are governed by real-world physical interactions.
To minimize reward engineering and remain task-agnostic, we adopt a sparse binary reward function
R(s, a) ∈ {0, 1}, where 1 denotes task success and 0 otherwise. The objective is to refine the pol-
icy π to maximize the expected cumulative discounted return: J(π) = Eτ∼π [

∑∞
t=0 γ

tR(st, at)],
where γ ∈ (0, 1] is the discount factor. This formulation drives policy refinement toward higher task
success rates and improved temporal efficiency under real-world execution.

4 Method

To facilitate efficient fine-tuning for high-dimensional mobile manipulation, we propose HiRe-
MoMa (Hierarchical Residual Mobile Manipulation), a model-agnostic framework designed for
stable real-world adaptation via human-robot interaction (Fig. 2). The framework consists of three
components: (i) a policy-agnostic residual that learns additive corrections atop a frozen prior πbase

without structural assumptions on the base policy; (ii) a hierarchical decoupling mechanism that
mitigates optimization interference between heterogeneous modules (e.g., mobile base and manip-
ulator arm) by enforcing a unidirectional dependency aligned with the system’s physical hierarchy;
(iii) an expert-guided value alignment loss that leverages sparse human interventions to reshape the
critic’s value landscape, improving sample efficiency under safe real-world exploration. We detail
each component below; full implementation details are provided in App. D.

4.1 Hierarchical Residual Architecture

Policy-Agnostic Residual Learning. Fine-tuning pre-trained policies via reinforcement learning
often entails restrictive structural assumptions, particularly when involving intractable log-likelihood
estimations [13, 25]. To achieve structural agnosticism across arbitrary base policies πbase, we intro-
duce an auxiliary residual policy πres

θ that learns to predict additive corrections atop a frozen prior.
Given the high sample complexity of real-world interactions, we adopt an off-policy, value-based
paradigm [20] utilizing Temporal Difference (TD) learning [44]. To stabilize value estimation and
mitigate erratic exploration, Qϕ is optimized via a conservative target derived from the minimum of
a critic ensemble.

Qϕ(ot,at)← rt + γEot+1∼P
[
Qϕ′(ot+1,a

exe
t+1)

]
, where aexe

t+1 = abase
t+1 + πres

θ (ot+1,a
base
t+1).

(1)
The residual policy πres

θ is optimized to maximize the expected return while remaining localized
around the base policy’s trajectory via entropy regularizationH [45]:

Eπres
θ
[Qϕ(ot,a

exe
t )] + αH(πres

θ (·|ot)), where aexe
t = abase

t + πres
θ (ot,a

base
t ). (2)

where α is an adaptive temperature parameter. To stabilize exploration and prevent corrections
from exceeding the residual module’s capacity, we constrain ∥ares∥ ≤ ϵ with ϵ ∈ (0, 1]. The
resulting residual policy πres remains agnostic to πbase’s architecture, providing flexibility across
heterogeneous robotic platforms (Alg. 1, Rollout Worker and Critic Update blocks). This module
also serves as the building block for the hierarchical decoupling introduced next.

Hierarchical Decoupling. Mobile manipulation requires high-dimensional coordination across
heterogeneous modules (mobile base, manipulator arm, torso). Treating the joint action space as
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a monolithic output couples the gradients of these modules, which leads to interference and un-
stable optimization. Mobile manipulation tasks naturally exhibit a unidirectional inter-module de-
pendency: the manipulator’s reaching motion is conditioned on the base’s positioning rather than
the reverse. Such structural priors have been shown to align fine-tuned corrections with the sys-
tem’s physical hierarchy [6, 35]. Leveraging our modular residual design, we first decouple the
action space into independent components, denoted as ares = [ares

mo,a
res
ma] for the mobile base and

manipulator, respectively. This decomposition mitigates the gradient interference inherent in high-
dimensional RL by reducing the cross-module optimization conflict, which is critical for training
stability. We then encode this dependency through unidirectional conditioning at each timestep t:

ares
t,mo = πres

θmo
(ot,a

base
t,mo)→ ares

t,ma = πres
θma

(ares
t,mo,ot,a

base
t,ma). (3)

By treating the mobile correction ares
t,mo as an upstream conditioning context for the manipulator

policy πres
θma

and its corresponding critic Qϕma , we enforce a unidirectional structural constraint that
mirrors the physical coupling of the system. This design mitigates the non-stationarity of joint
MoMa training by aligning arm refinements with the platform’s evolving coordinate frame, yielding
more coherent coordination and stable convergence (Alg. 2, highlighted in light blue; full pseu-
docode in App. B). The conditioning chain naturally extends to deeper hierarchies, accommodating
additional degrees of freedom (DoF) or specialized modules as task complexity grows.

4.2 Expert-Guided Value Alignment

The high dimensionality and exploration cost of real-world mobile manipulation pose significant
challenges for vanilla RL, even with constrained residual spaces. To accelerate convergence and
enhance safety, we integrate human interaction into the training loop via a shared-control paradigm.
Human experts can intervene during critical or high-risk task stages to provide corrective guid-
ance, which is stored in a dedicated intervention buffer. During training, we perform balanced sam-
pling [20] from both the autonomous exploration buffer and the human intervention buffer to align
the agent’s learning with expert priors. Rather than direct action imitation (e.g., Behavior Cloning),
which is sensitive to teleoperation noise, we use human corrections to reshape the value landscape.
This corresponds to the Expert-Guided Critic Alignment block in Alg. 1 (lines 28–29, highlighted in
light blue): an auxiliary supervised objective on Qϕ that provides a stable, conservative target [39].
The objective minimizes the following preference loss:

λimiEot,ares
t ,ah

t

[
log

(
1 + exp

(
Qϕ(ot,a

res
t )−Qϕ(ot,a

h
t)
))]

, (4)

where ah
t represents the expert correction from the human-intervened policy πres,h, and λimi scales

the auxiliary supervision. This formulation encourages the critic to be optimistic toward human
actions while remaining pessimistic toward the agent’s autonomous exploration. By embedding
human preferences directly into the proxy value function, the agent aligns with expert priors more
efficiently, leading to faster and more stable convergence in complex environments.

5 Experiments

We evaluate HiRe-MoMa through real-world experiments on the TIAGo++ mobile manipulator,
designed to isolate the contribution of each method component and to test adaptability across base-
policy architectures and long-horizon tasks. Our study addresses the following Research Questions:
[RQ1] Performance & Generality: Does HiRe-MoMa outperform existing residual refinement
baselines across diverse architectures in a model-agnostic manner?
[RQ2] Hierarchical Architecture: Does Hierarchical Decoupling (splitting base/arm heads with
unidirectional conditioning) improve success rate and reduce episode length on MoMa tasks?
[RQ3] Value Alignment: Does the Expert-Guided Value Alignment loss further improve sample
efficiency and final performance on top of Hierarchical Decoupling?
[RQ4] Interpretability: Can the predicted residual corrections be qualitatively validated through
visualization to ensure they provide physically meaningful refinements?
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Table 1: Comparison with Fine-Tuning Baselines. All methods use a frozen DP as the base policy. +HG-
DAgger [32] overfits to sparse human corrections, and +Flat Residual (equivalent to HIL-SERL [20] Residual)
is limited by inter-module gradient interference in its monolithic action space. The full HiRe-MoMa consis-
tently outperforms both in success rate and execution efficiency. Metrics are averaged over 20 trials per task.

Training
Time

(mins)

Success Rate (%) Episode length (steps)

Task Base
(DP)

+HG-DAgger
[32]

+Flat Residual
[20]

HiRe-MoMa
(Full)

Base
(DP)

+HG-DAgger
[32]

+Flat Residual
[20]

HiRe-MoMa
(Full)

Place Only 25 50.0 10.0 (-80%) 60.0 (+20%) 95.0 (+90%) 342 420 (0.81x) 329 (1.03x) 235 (1.46x)
Sweep Litter 30 45.0 5.0 (-89%) 40.0 (-11%) 90.0 (+100%) 359 478 (0.75x) 394 (0.91x) 271 (1.32x)

Pick Place 40 22.5 5.0 (-78%) 27.5 (+22%) 40.0 (+78%) 664 742 (0.89x) 649 (1.02x) 552 (1.20x)
Average 31.7 39.2 6.7 (-83%) 42.5 (+8%) 75.0 (+91%) 455.0 546.7 (0.82x) 457.3 (0.99x) 352.7 (1.29x)

Table 2: Build-Up Ablation of HiRe-MoMa Components. Each column adds one method component on
top of the previous: +Flat Residual is a single residual head over the joint action space (equivalent to HIL-
SERL [20] Residual); +Hierarchical Decoupling splits the residual into base/arm heads with unidirectional
conditioning (Sec. 4.1); +Alignment is the full HiRe-MoMa with Expert-Guided Value Alignment (Sec. 4.2).
Results show base policy → fine-tuned performance on tasks Place Only and Sweep Litter.

Training
Time

(mins)

Success Rate (%) Episode length (steps)

Task +Flat
Residual

+Hierarchical
Decoupling

+Alignment
(Full)

+Flat
Residual

+Hierarchical
Decoupling

+Alignment
(Full)

Place Only 25 50→60 50→85 50→95 342→329 342→283 342→235
Sweep Litter 30 45→40 45→85 45→90 359→394 359→304 359→271

Average 27.5 47.5→50.0 47.5→85.0 47.5→92.5 350.5→361.5 350.5→293.5 350.5→253.0
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Figure 3: Real-World Experimental Tasks. Our evaluation encompasses three tasks, Place Only, Sweep
Litter, and Pick Place, that demand varying levels of inter-module coordination. These tasks are particularly
challenging for mobile manipulators as they require the simultaneous optimization of base positioning and arm
reaching, where minor misalignments in the platform’s pose propagate as significant errors at the end-effector.

5.1 Experimental Setup

Platform. We evaluate HiRe-MoMa on the TIAGo++ mobile manipulator with the torso and head
fixed, leaving a 17-D action space (3-D base velocity; per arm, a 6-D end-effector delta pose and a
1-D gripper), of which each task uses a subset. Human interventions are delivered through a Meta
Quest 3 teleoperation interface [46] with absolute priority over the residual policy; for every method,
interventions are collected online by the same operator under an identical, method-blind protocol.
Following HIL-SERL [20], rollout and learning run asynchronously (Fig. 1; more details in App. C).

Baselines and Ablation Build-Up. We compare against two baselines that share the same residual
learning paradigm but differ in supervision: +HG-DAgger [32] learns a residual via MSE on hu-
man corrections, and +Flat Residual (equivalent to HIL-SERL Residual [20]) is an off-policy RL
baseline operating on a monolithic residual vector. To isolate the contribution of each HiRe-MoMa
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(a)
Success Rate 

over Training Process

(b)
Intervention Steps

over Training Process

+HG-DAgger

+Flat Residual

+Hierarchical Decoupling

HiRe-MoMa (Full)

Figure 4: Training Dynamics. Comparison across methods over training time, where we construct the fig-
ure along the actual training time. (a) Success rate: HiRe-MoMa(full) attains a consistently higher success
rate throughout training, validating the effectiveness of our design combining hierarchical residual architecture
and alignment. (b) Human intervention steps: HiRe-MoMa requires fewer human interventions and converges
faster than the baselines, and the comparison with and without alignment (+Hierarchical Decoupling) demon-
strates the effectiveness of the extra alignment loss.

component, we evaluate the following build-up chain atop a frozen base policy: (i) +Flat Resid-
ual: single residual head over the joint action space (no hierarchy); (ii) +Hierarchical Decoupling:
splits the residual into independent base/arm heads with unidirectional conditioning (Sec. 4.1); (iii)
+Alignment (Full HiRe-MoMa): adds the Expert-Guided Value Alignment loss atop hierarchical
decoupling (Sec. 4.2). We use Diffusion Policy (DP) [22] as the default base policy and additionally
evaluate ACT [47] to verify policy-agnostic generalization, as shown in Tab. 3.

Tasks and Protocol. We design three real-world tasks of increasing complexity (Fig. 3): Place
Only (single-arm placement), Sweep Litter (dual-arm coordination), and Pick Place (long-horizon
base–arm synchronization), with maximum episode lengths of 500, 500, and 800 steps at 10 Hz,
beyond which a trial counts as a failure. Pick Place uses a phased success metric (0.5 for grasp, 1.0
for placement); the others use binary success. Each task is evaluated over 20 trials with randomized
initialization (identical in training and evaluation), and we report both success rate and episode
length. The residual policy and critic are MLPs (hidden 256) trained with off-policy SAC [20]; the
residual is constrained by ∥ares∥ ≤ ϵ = 0.3, and the alignment-loss weight is λimi = 10−3. Per-task
action dimensions, demo counts, and remaining hyperparameters are listed in App. C–D.

5.2 Comparative Evaluation: Performance and Generality

As shown in Tab. 1, the full HiRe-MoMa reaches 95% success on Place Only and 90%
on Sweep Litter within 25–40 minutes of real-world fine-tuning, and lifts the long-horizon
Pick Place from 22.5% (frozen base) to 40% (failure modes in App. C.4). In contrast,
+HG-DAgger suffers from overfitting and erratic corrections under purely imitation-based su-
pervision, while +Flat Residual (HIL-SERL Residual [20]) shows only marginal improve-
ment: its monolithic action space cannot resolve the coupled base-arm dynamics. HiRe-
MoMa also consistently reduces episode length, indicating improved execution efficiency.

Table 3: Policy-Agnostic Generalization. Our HiRe-MoMa
yields consistent gains when applied to ACT [47], demonstrating
architecture-independent efficacy. While the performance ceil-
ing is inherently tied to the base policy’s quality, the results con-
firm HiRe-MoMa’s capacity to fine-tune diverse base policies.

Training
Time

(mins)

Success Rate (%) Episode length (steps)

Task Base
(ACT)

HiRe-MoMa
(Full)

Base
(ACT)

HiRe-MoMa
(Full)

Place Only 25 40 80 (+100%) 381 303 (1.26x)
Sweep Litter 30 40 75 (+88%) 362 297 (1.22x)

Average 27.5 40.0 77.5 (+94%) 371.5 300.0 (1.24x)

To further verify the framework’s ver-
satility, we evaluate HiRe-MoMa using
ACT [47] (a Transformer-based policy)
as the prior. Results in Tab. 3 show
a 94% relative improvement in success
rate. While the absolute performance
is slightly bounded by the base pol-
icy’s initial coverage, consistent with
recent findings [15, 28], the consis-
tent gains across disparate architectures
(ACT and DP) support RQ1.
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5.3 Build-Up Ablation: Hierarchical Decoupling and Value Alignment

Tab. 2 reports each component’s contribution along the build-up chain, and Fig. 4(a) visualizes
the corresponding training-time success-rate curves on Place Only and Sweep Litter, where the
gain from +Hierarchical Decoupling is clearly visible (line). Effect of Hierarchical Decou-
pling (RQ2). Moving from +Flat Residual to +Hierarchical Decoupling raises the average suc-
cess rate from 50.0% to 85.0% and shortens episode length from 361.5 to 293.5 steps. Split-
ting the residual into base/arm heads with unidirectional conditioning mitigates the gradient in-
terference of a monolithic action space, allowing each sub-policy to converge more effectively,
which is a finding consistent with recent studies on modular visuomotor learning [43]. The
arm head, conditioned on the base correction, generates refinements that are reactive to the plat-
form’s displacement, mirroring the system’s physical hierarchy and stabilizing coordinated behavior.

Figure 5: Disentangling Decomposition
and Conditioning. Training-time success-rate
curves for +Flat Residual, +Decomposition-
Only, and +Hierarchical Decoupling on Place
Only and Sweep Litter; see App. A.1.

To further disentangle the contributions of decom-
position and unidirectional conditioning within Hi-
erarchical Decoupling, we additionally evaluate a
+Decomposition-Only variant; Fig. 5 indicates that de-
composition contributes the majority of the gain, with
conditioning adding a smaller, task-dependent improve-
ment (full breakdown in App. A.1). Effect of Expert-
Guided Value Alignment (RQ3). Adding the align-
ment loss on top of hierarchical decoupling (+Align-
ment, Full HiRe-MoMa) further improves the average
success rate to 92.5% and reduces episode length to
253.0 steps, while the human-intervention ratio de-
creases monotonically over training when the alignment
loss is added (Fig. 4(b), line; see also App. D.4). By pe-
nalizing the critic for deviating from expert preferences,
the value landscape is reshaped to favor concise corrections over redundant RL exploration, enabling
the robot to complete tasks with fewer steps and less human supervision.

5.4 Qualitative Analysis: Interpretability and Visualization

To probe what the residual policy actually learns, we visualize per-dimension corrections on the
Place Only task (Fig. 6), focusing on the base’s forward velocity and the arm’s downward placement
motion. The corrections concentrate at critical decision boundaries: even bounded by ∥ares∥ ≤ ϵ,
they compensate for the base’s inertial drift and the arm’s kinematic inaccuracies, refining the base
policy’s coarse trajectory into more precise control signals. The pattern indicates that the learned
correction policy is physically interpretable and consistent with the platform’s hierarchy (RQ4).

Accelerate to
Move Forward

Accelerate to
Lay Down

Action A: Mobile Base Move Forward Action B: Right Arm Lay Down

va
lu
e

va
lu
e

stepstep

At Step 40 At Step 60 At Step 100 At Step 100 At Step 115 At Step 130

Figure 6: Residual Correction Visualization. Base longitudinal velocity and manipulator vertical position
throughout the Place Only task. HiRe-MoMa applies coherent corrections at critical trajectory phases, most
notably during base acceleration and the manipulator’s lay-down motion.
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6 Limitations and Future Work

Our evaluation covers a single platform (TIAGo++) with 20 trials per condition and no seed sweeps,
and Pick Place remains bounded by platform hardware. The two residual heads share one sparse
reward without explicit hierarchical credit assignment [48, 49], so arm failures and human-assisted
successes may bias the base critic; training also needs a small warm-up buffer of successful on-robot
rollouts. Finally, each run requires a supervising operator, and the policies are not yet reliable for
unsupervised deployment around people. Future work includes contact-rich tasks with multimodal
sensing, richer inter-module structures, and validation on more platforms. See App. F for details.

7 Conclusion

We presented HiRe-MoMa, a real-world residual fine-tuning framework for mobile manipulation
that combines a policy-agnostic residual, hierarchical decoupling with unidirectional conditioning,
and an expert-guided value-alignment loss. Across three TIAGo++ tasks, HiRe-MoMa raises av-
erage success from 39.2% to 75% within 25–40min of online interaction, shortens execution by
1.29×, and remains effective across base architectures with less than 20% human intervention.
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Appendix

A Additional Experiments

A.1 Disentangling Decomposition and Conditioning

The +Hierarchical Decoupling column in Tab. 2 combines two sub-operations introduced in
Sec. 4.1. (i) decomposition: splitting the residual into independent base/arm heads (ares =
[ares

mo,a
res
ma]); and (ii) unidirectional conditioning: feeding the base correction into the arm head

(Eq. (3)). To isolate their individual contributions, we additionally evaluate a +Decomposition-Only
variant in which the base and arm heads are trained independently without inter-module information
flow. Tab. 4 reports the results.

Table 4: Decomposition vs. Conditioning within Hierarchical Decoupling. Decomposition alone provides
the dominant gain by mitigating gradient interference (+30 pt average success rate). Conditioning adds a
targeted improvement (+5 pt on average) that manifests on the coupled dual-arm task (Sweep Litter).

Success Rate (%) Episode Length (steps)

Task +Flat
Residual

+Decomposition
Only

+Hierarchical
Decoupling

+Flat
Residual

+Decomposition
Only

+Hierarchical
Decoupling

Place Only 50→60 50→85 50→85 342→329 342→291 342→283
Sweep Litter 45→40 45→75 45→85 359→394 359→322 359→304

Average 47.5→50.0 47.5→80.0 47.5→85.0 350.5→361.5 350.5→306.5 350.5→293.5

Decomposition raises the average success rate from 50.0% to 80.0% (+30 pt) and reduces average
episode length from 361.5 to 306.5 steps, confirming that the primary benefit stems from eliminat-
ing gradient interference between heterogeneous modules, in line with prior observations in modular
visuomotor learning [43]. Adding unidirectional conditioning yields a further gain to 85.0% (+5 pt)
with 13 fewer steps on average. Notably, the conditioning gain is task-dependent: negligible on
Place Only (single-arm, 85% → 85%) but pronounced on Sweep Litter (dual-arm, 75% → 85%),
where base displacement simultaneously affects both arms’ reachability. This indicates that condi-
tioning provides targeted improvements that scale with inter-module coupling complexity, comple-
mentary to the broader stabilization achieved by decomposition alone. We therefore view condition-
ing as a coupling-dependent refinement on top of decomposition rather than the sole source of the
gain; both are components of Hierarchical Decoupling.

A.2 Training Steps vs. Wall-Clock Time

To enable a fair comparison of training efficiency, we align all methods on a common wall-clock bud-
get and report the corresponding training-step progression in Fig. 7. HG-DAgger advances through
training steps faster owing to its supervised objective, but this does not translate into higher success
rates (Fig. 4(a)), reflecting overfitting to sparse human corrections. Among the RL-based meth-
ods, HiRe-MoMa incurs only a modest overhead relative to +Flat Residual [20], roughly 1–2× the
per-step compute, since the residual is split into separate base and arm policies, an acceptable cost
given the consistent gains in success rate and episode length reported in Tab. 1. The wall-clock gap
in Fig. 7 thus has two additive sources: each SAC update back-propagates through a critic ensemble
with min-ensemble TD targets and separate actor and temperature updates, making +Flat Resid-
ual roughly an order of magnitude slower per step than HG-DAgger’s single regression step, and
HiRe-MoMa’s extra 1–2× comes from evaluating its base and arm heads sequentially.

B Pseudo Code

We provide pseudocode for the full system: Alg. 1 details the SAC-style training loop with the
Expert-Guided Value Alignment loss, and Alg. 2 specifies the Hierarchical Decoupling design. The
corresponding method derivation appears in Sec. 4.
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Algorithm 1 HiRe-MoMa: SAC-Style Residual Policy w/ HIL

1: Input: Pre-trained base policy πbase, warm-up buffer Dwarm of successful on-robot rollouts,
human expert πres,h.

2: Initialize: Residual policy πres
θ , Ensemble critics Qϕ1...N

, Temperature α, Target entropy H̄. ▷
See Alg. 2 for the module-level expansion.

3: Initialize: Replay buffer Dreplay ← ∅, and expert buffer Dexpert ← Dwarm. ▷ Not πbase’s training
data; see App. D.3.

4: Initialize: Target networks ϕ′
i ← ϕi.

# — Rollout Worker —
5: Reset environment and receive initial observation ot.
6: for each step t do
7: Compute base action abase

t ∼ πbase(ot).
8: if Human intervenes then
9: Obtain residual ares

t = πres,h(ot,a
base
t ).

10: Flag Ih = 1.
11: else
12: Sample residual ares

t ∼ πres
θ (ot,a

base
t ).

13: Flag Ih = 0.
14: end if
15: Execute aexe

t = abase
t + ares

t , observe (rt,ot+1, dt).
16: Store (ot,a

base
t ,aexe

t , rt, dt,ot+1,a
base
t+1) in Dreplay.

17: if Ih = 1 then add to Dexpert.
18: end for

# — Central Learner —
19: for each update step do
20: Evenly sample Breplay ∼ Dreplay and Bexpert ∼ Dexpert.
21: # — Actor Update (using B = Breplay ∪ Bexpert) —
22: Optimize θ through [ 1N

∑N
i Qϕi

(ot, π
res
θ (ot,a

base
t ) + abase

t )− α log πres
θ (ares

t |ot)].
23: Optimize α through [−α(log πres

θ (ares
t |ot) + H̄)]

24: # — Critic Update (using B) —
25: aexe

t+1 ← abase
t+1 + ares

t+1 = abase
t+1 + πres

θ (ot+1,a
base
t+1)

26: Compute y = rt + γ(1− dt)[mini Qϕ′
i
(ot+1,a

exe
t+1)].

27: Update ϕi by minimizing
∑N

i ∥Qϕi(ot,a
exe
t )− y∥2.

28: # — Expert-Guided Critic Alignment (applied to Bexpert only) —
29: Additionally optimize ϕi through

∑
i log(1 + exp(Qϕi (ot, π

res
θ (ot,a

base
t ) + abase

t ) −
Qϕi(ot,a

exe
t ))). ▷ See Sec. 4.2 for details.

30: Update target critic networks: ϕ′
i ← ρϕ′

i + (1− ρ)ϕi.
31: Synchronize latest policy θ to rollout worker.
32: end for

Algorithm 2 HiRe-MoMa: Hierarchical Decoupling Design

1: Initialize: Separate residual policies πres
θmo

, πres
θma

and critics Qϕmo , Qϕma . ▷ Critic ensembles
omitted for brevity.

2: Notation: at = [at,mo,at,ma].
# — Hierarchical Action Generation —

3: Mobile Base Residual: ares
t,mo ∼ πres

θmo
(ot,a

base
t,mo).

4: Manipulator Arm Residual: ares
t,ma ∼ πres

θma
(ares

t,mo,ot,a
base
t,ma).

5: Manipulator Arm Critic: Qϕma(a
res
t,mo,ot,a

exe
t,ma).

6: Combined Executed Action: aexe
t = abase

t + [ares
t,mo,a

res
t,ma].

# — Hierarchical Policy Optimization —
7: Update Base and Arm modules independently with unidirectional flow. ▷ Decouples base-arm

gradient interference during fine-tuning.
8: Update θmo via Qϕmo using standard gradient.
9: Update θma via Qϕma while conditioning on ares

t,mo.
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Figure 7: Training-Step Progression vs. Wall-Clock Time. HG-DAgger advances through training steps
faster than the SAC-based residual methods, but its higher step throughput does not translate into higher suc-
cess rates (Fig. 4(a)). HiRe-MoMa adds only a modest per-step overhead over +Flat Residual (1–2×) while
delivering clear gains in success rate and episode length.

C Experimental Setup

C.1 Hardware and Control Interface

We evaluate HiRe-MoMa on the TIAGo++ mobile manipulator, which features two 7-DoF arms,
a liftable torso, a wheeled mobile base, and a head equipped with an RGB camera. To manage
the complexity of real-world RL, we fix the torso and head poses, leaving a 17-dimensional action
space: a 3-D base velocity and, per arm, a 6-D end-effector delta pose plus a 1-D discrete gripper
command, of which each task uses a subset (App. C.3). Base and arm commands are output jointly
at every step, so the base and arms move simultaneously rather than in alternating phases. Visual
feedback is provided by a head-mounted RGB camera at 208 × 160 resolution. For human-in-the-
loop (HIL) integration, we employ a teleoperation system [46] based on the Meta Quest 3. The
expert simultaneously provides velocity commands for the base and end-effector offsets in Euler
space, which are then resolved into joint-space deltas via Inverse Kinematics (IK). During shared-
control rollouts, human interventions preempt the residual policy with absolute priority; arbitration
runs locally on the robot’s onboard unit (Fig. 1) for low-latency response.

C.2 Distributed Asynchronous Training

We adopt a distributed asynchronous training paradigm inspired by HIL-SERL [20], decomposed
into three loosely coupled components: Rollout Worker: an asynchronous actor process on the
robot (not a separate robot station) that executes actions and collects transitions at 10 Hz; all experi-
ments use a single TIAGo++, although the shared replay buffer would also admit additional robots.
Central Learner: performs continuous policy and critic optimization on a workstation (NVIDIA
RTX 4090) from the shared replay buffer, asynchronously to data collection; the rollout worker
syncs the latest actor checkpoint every 50 environment steps. Inference Node: a standalone ser-
vice that continuously provides frozen base-policy predictions as conditioning observations for the
residual agent. Communication between the onboard unit and the workstation runs over TCP/IP,
providing decoupled synchronization with low end-to-end latency.

C.3 Tasks and Evaluation Protocol

We evaluate on three real-world tasks of increasing complexity (Fig. 3). In each trial we randomize
the robot’s initial pose (±30◦ orientation, 1.5m starting distance from the table where applicable)
and manually perturb object placements (bread, plate, litter) by roughly 10–20 cm around nominal
positions, using the same randomization for training and evaluation: (I) Place Only (Single-Arm).
The robot starts holding bread in its right gripper and must navigate to the table and precisely place
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the bread onto a plate. Action space: A ∈ R10 (6-D right-arm end-effector delta + 1-D gripper + 3-D
base); maximum episode length: 500 steps (50 s at 10Hz). (II) Sweep Litter (Dual-Arm). TIAGo++
coordinates a broom (right arm) and a dustpan (left arm) to sweep litter into the bag. Action space:
A ∈ R15 (two 6-D end-effector deltas + 3-D base; the two gripper dimensions are dropped because
both hands hold their tools throughout); maximum episode length: 500 steps. This task tests high-
dimensional bilateral coordination. (III) Pick Place (Long-Horizon). Starting empty-handed at
1.5m from the source table, the robot must (1) approach and grasp the bread, (2) transition between
two tables, and (3) place it on a target plate. Action space: A ∈ R10 (6-D end-effector delta + 1-D
gripper + 3-D base); maximum episode length: 800 steps (80 s). This is the most demanding task,
requiring tight base–arm spatiotemporal synchronization (Fig. 1).

For each task we run 20 independent trials with randomized initialization. A trial is marked as failure
if it exceeds the maximum step limit or violates task-specific safety constraints. Success is task-
specific: Place Only: the bread must be released and stabilized within the target plate. Sweep Litter:
all target litter must be fully swept into the dustpan bag; any litter remaining outside or displaced
beyond the workspace is a failure. Pick Place: we use a phased success metric—successful grasping
and lifting yield a partial score of 0.5, and successful placement on the target plate yields the full
score 1.0. For all tasks we report success rate (%) and episode length (steps to completion) averaged
over the 20 trials.

C.4 Failure Modes and Pick Place Ablation

Before fine-tuning, the frozen DP fails 10/20 trials on Place Only (6 base mis-positioning, 4 wrong
release height) and 11/20 on Sweep Litter (7 broom–dustpan misalignment from base drift, 4 incom-
plete sweeps), i.e., mostly base-positioning errors that propagate to the arm; HiRe-MoMa reduces
these to 1/20 and 2/20. On Pick Place, the remaining failures stem mainly from hardware: the
arm’s narrow workspace turns small base errors after the table-to-table transition into IK-infeasible
grasp targets, and the casters stick after prolonged operation, both beyond what bounded residuals
(ϵ = 0.3) can absorb. Because the long table-to-table transition aggravates these hardware issues
and the 800-step episodes are costly to repeat across ablated variants, Pick Place is reported only in
the main comparison (Tab. 1) and omitted from the build-up ablation (Tab. 2).

D Implementation Details

D.1 Observations and Actions

The observation space consists of egocentric RGB images (208 × 160) and a ∼ 20-dimensional
proprioceptive vector (whose exact dimension is task-dependent and kept consistent across all base-
lines). We use a relative action space, with all continuous dimensions normalized to [−1, 1]. The
gripper is controlled discretely; all other dimensions are continuous. The residual correction magni-
tude is bounded by ∥ares∥ ≤ ϵ with ϵ = 0.3, as introduced in Sec. 4.1.

D.2 Network Architecture and Optimization

Both actor and critic of the residual policy are parameterized by MLPs with hidden dimension 256.
We use an off-policy SAC framework [20] with a critic ensemble for conservative target estimation
(Alg. 1). The auxiliary alignment-loss weight is fixed at λimi = 10−3 across all tasks; target critic
networks are updated via Polyak averaging following standard SAC. The base policy remains frozen
throughout fine-tuning to preserve the pre-trained priors. The residual bound ϵ trades correction
capacity against exploration stability: too small an ϵ under-corrects the base policy, while too large
an ϵ enlarges the exploration space and destabilizes SAC, consistent with prior residual RL [14, 15];
ϵ = 0.3 works well on all three tasks.
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D.3 Base-Policy Pre-Training and Warm-Up Buffer

We pre-train two frozen base policies, Diffusion Policy (DP) [22] and ACT [47], on human demon-
strations: 80 trajectories for Place Only, 100 for Sweep Litter, and 200 for Pick Place. Each base
model is trained for 1,000 epochs under the standard configuration of its respective architecture. For
DP we set observation horizon 1, prediction horizon 8, and action horizon 6, following standard
visuomotor practice [43]; ACT is configured with matching chunk sizes. These demonstrations are
used only to pre-train πbase. For fine-tuning, following HIL-SERL [20], we instead warm-start the
expert buffer with ∼500–600 transitions from successful episodes collected on the robot by rolling
out the frozen base policy, with operator takeover when needed (Dwarm in Alg. 1); HiRe-MoMa thus
never accesses the base policy’s training data.

D.4 Human Intervention Protocol and Budget

A single trained operator supervises all training runs, blind to the method being trained, and inter-
venes when failure is imminent but still recoverable (e.g., the gripper starts releasing while mis-
aligned with the plate, or the broom is extended well wide of the litter). Interventions are collected
online within each method’s own run under this identical protocol, so all methods receive the same
intervention opportunities. We measure the budget by the intervention coverage, i.e., the fraction of
human-intervened transitions among all collected transitions: it stays below 20% on all tasks and
decreases from roughly 15–20% early in training to 0–3% near convergence, as interventions con-
centrate at task-critical phases (Fig. 4(b)). Since interventions reshape the critic rather than being
cloned, the method tolerates moderate teleoperation noise; a systematic study of operator expertise
is left to future work.

E Related Work

E.1 Real-World Reinforcement Learning

Real-world RL aims to bridge the sim-to-real gap through direct physical interaction [16]. Among
the persistent bottlenecks, three lines of work are particularly relevant. (i) Reward specification.
To reduce the burden of reward engineering, recent studies have leveraged vision-language repre-
sentations [50], video-based goal rewards [51], and language-conditioned prediction models [52]
as alternatives to hand-crafted dense rewards. HiRe-MoMa instead adopts a sparse binary success
reward, removing the need for these auxiliary signals. (ii) Autonomous learning loops. Frame-
works such as MEDAL [53, 54] and other self-resetting systems [55] use forward-backward policy
pairs to automate task resets. While complementary, these techniques are orthogonal to our focus
on residual fine-tuning. (iii) Sample efficiency. Early on-policy deployments [56] demonstrated
feasibility, after which the field moved toward model-based [57] and off-policy [58] architectures.
More recent advances include Mixture-of-Experts gradient deconfliction [59], simulation-based pre-
training [60], and warm-start RL for offline-to-online transitions [61]. The SERL framework [17]
consolidated many of these ideas into a practical off-policy paradigm that has inspired follow-on
residual fine-tuning systems [18, 19]. HiRe-MoMa builds on this off-policy foundation, but ex-
tends it to the unique coupling structure of mobile manipulation, where prior approaches based on
simulation-pre-trained latent action spaces [21] are computationally expensive and lack adaptability.

E.2 Policy Post-Training and Residual RL

Post-training has emerged as a key paradigm for refining base policies derived from large-scale
Vision-Language-Action models [23] or specialized imitation-learning frameworks [22]. Interac-
tive imitation learning [32, 33] incorporates human supervision to mitigate distributional drift, while
RL extends agent capability beyond the offline dataset through autonomous exploration. However,
generative base policies pose a technical hurdle: their intractable log-likelihoods preclude standard
policy gradient [62] or value-based [45] updates. To address this, recent work has formulated sur-
rogate objectives [13, 24] or alternative entropy measures [25, 26] to bypass explicit likelihood
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estimation; nonetheless, these approaches typically require architecture-specific modifications and
limit cross-platform portability. Policy-agnostic RL [27] offers a more general route but often suffers
from training instability and over-conservatism [18]. Residual RL offers a practical alternative by
learning additive corrections atop frozen base policies [19, 28]; HiRe-MoMa builds on this paradigm
and introduces a structured decoupling tailored to MoMa’s cross-module coupling.

E.3 Mobile Manipulation

Mobile manipulation has been studied along several complementary axes. Recent approaches have
leveraged Vision-Language Models [31, 3] for high-level reasoning [1] or large-scale human video
datasets [63] to scale base capabilities, while imitation-learning studies show that exploiting hier-
archical relationships within modular action spaces is critical for downstream performance [6, 35].
In the RL domain, however, this structural insight remains under-explored: most methods rely on
extensive simulation and hand-crafted constraints, such as restricted latent action spaces, to manage
the sim-to-real gap [8, 36]. Even when real-world RL is used for continuous adaptation [37], the
vast search space often necessitates task-specific priors that limit cross-scenario generalization, or
computationally expensive skill-discovery phases [21]. In contrast, HiRe-MoMa operates directly
in the raw action space of any pre-trained policy and avoids manually tuned reward shaping [8] by
exploiting the system’s hierarchical dependencies under a sparse, success-only reward.

E.4 Human-in-the-Loop Robot Learning

Human input [34, 64] has long served as a supervisory signal for aligning agent behavior with
expert intent [40, 41]. In the RL setting, interventions are traditionally used as safety buffers to
prevent policy collapse during exploration [20, 9], treated as data sources for imitation [38], or used
to construct auxiliary losses for denser supervision [39]. Beyond these conventional roles, expert
corrections also encode implicit information about the relative value of state-action pairs. HiRe-
MoMa exploits this perspective by treating corrections as functional constraints on the critic’s value
surface, complementing rather than replacing the standard imitation pipeline.

F Limitations and Future Work

Limitations. Beyond the single-platform scope (TIAGo++, 20 trials per condition, no seed sweeps,
build-up ablation on two of three tasks) and the hardware-bound Pick Place results (App. C.4),
HiRe-MoMa has three methodological limitations. First, its hierarchy is spatial rather than temporal:
unlike hierarchical RL methods that assign credit across temporal levels via hindsight relabeling [48]
or off-policy subgoal correction [49], both heads act at the same timescale and share one sparse
reward. Since a base pose is only good relative to the arm’s ability to act from it, we model this
coupling implicitly by conditioning the arm on the base residual instead of assigning per-module
credit. As a result, an arm failure also lowers the value of a correct base motion, and human-
assisted successes can inflate Qϕmo at base poses where the autonomous arm would fail; sparse
interventions limit but do not remove this bias, since balanced sampling keeps them in every batch.
Second, although HiRe-MoMa never accesses the base policy’s training data, it needs a small warm-
up buffer of successful on-robot rollouts per task (App. D.3). Third, an MLP residual conditioned
on the current observation may miss history-dependent corrections of strongly non-Markovian base
policies (e.g., action chunking); a history buffer or recurrent head is a natural extension.

While HiRe-MoMa is effective on the evaluated tasks, several directions remain open for future:

Adaptive Regularization. The residual bound ϵ = 0.3 and the expert-guided alignment weight
λimi = 10−3 are currently fixed across tasks, which suffices for our evaluated settings but is unlikely
to be optimal across broader task distributions. Developing adaptive weighting mechanisms, such as
learnable coefficients, curriculum-based scheduling, or human-in-the-loop prior scheduling, could
dynamically adjust the regularization strength based on the agent’s real-time performance and task
complexity, potentially improving robustness across diverse task distributions.
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Multimodal Sensing Integration. Our framework primarily utilizes visual and proprioceptive feed-
back. However, many fine-grained manipulation tasks are inherently contact-rich, requiring precise
force and tactile sensing to ensure safety and dexterity. Integrating multimodal fusion (e.g., visuo-
tactile or force-torque sensors) into the residual learning process is a critical next step for scaling to
complex, industrial-grade applications.

Richer Inter-Module Structures. HiRe-MoMa’s hierarchical decoupling currently uses a two-level
structure (base→ arm), which fits the evaluated tasks but does not directly extend to bi-manual co-
ordination with active torso and head control, or to multi-stage long-horizon tasks with temporal
dependencies. Such configurations may benefit from deeper or non-tree-shaped inter-module struc-
tures; exploring latent representations or graph-based conditioning mechanisms could capture richer
relational dependencies. Larger workspaces with obstacles would further call for collision-aware
base corrections, while multi-stage semantic reasoning is best delegated to a stronger base policy
(e.g., a VLA [23]), with HiRe-MoMa providing the low-level whole-body corrections.

Cross-Platform and Simulation Validation. To enhance reproducibility and broaden adoption,
replicating the HiRe-MoMa protocol in high-fidelity simulators (e.g., Robocasa [65], Isaac Sim,
Behavior-1K [66]) and validating on additional mobile manipulation platforms (e.g., Stretch, Fetch)
would clarify the framework’s generalizability and surface platform-specific tuning requirements. A
platform with a wider arm workspace and more reliable base actuation would also lift the hardware
ceiling observed on Pick Place (App. C.4).
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