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Generative simulation can automate robot environment construction, but physically valid environments are not
necessarily useful for training. The challenge is to identify environments that address a policy’s failures and supervision
that helps it overcome them. We introduce CoDA, a framework in which a simulation data engine and an action
policy co-evolve through a shared heterogeneous memory of environment construction, policy failures, and learning
progress. The memory compiles validated diagnoses from a vision-language critic into generation programs that
recreate difficulties and training programs that help the policy overcome them. We further propose Text2potential to
convert these diagnoses into staged potentials for action-chunk value learning, providing dense supervision for policy
updates while preserving the task’s optimal policy under standard shaping assumptions. Measured learning progress
guides further generation and program refinement. Across four manipulation task families, CoDA improves out-of-
distribution success from 5.3% after supervised fine-tuning to 27.6%, exceeding the strongest closed-loop baseline by
9.5 percentage points with the same generation budget. On LIBERO-Pro, 15 rounds of generation and training raise
success from 25% to 84% under position perturbations and from 1% to 76% under instruction perturbations.
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Figure 1: CoDA Co-evolution of data generation and action policies. Shared memory integrates scene-construction experience
and policy rollout diagnoses to guide both what environments to generate and how to train the policy. Generation programs
produce environments targeting current policy difficulty modes, while training programs supply shaping potentials for policy
improvement. Subsequent rollouts update the memory and guide the next round.

1. Introduction

Simulation has become a primary source of robot manip-
ulation data, but building simulated environments has
long been the bottleneck: each one requires a task de-
sign, semantically appropriate assets, a plausible layout,
and a training signal, often all specified by hand [38].
Generative simulation removes much of that cost. Cod-
ing agents now synthesize scenes, articulations, and task
specifications directly [25, 37–39, 43], and language
models author the reward functions that accompany
them [42, 48]. Environments are no longer scarce.

A central challenge remaining is deciding which en-
vironments to build next and what supervision will
help the policy to learn from them. Existing engines
sample variation from hand-specified ranges [29], refine
a scene until it is physically valid [39, 43], or allocate
budget by per-task success rate [10]. These signals
indicate whether an environment is valid and how well
the current policy performs, but do not by themselves
measure how much the policy improves through training.
Without such feedback, a generator risks spending its
budget on environments the policy has already mastered
or cannot yet learn to solve.
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CoDA closes this loop with a heterogeneous memory
shared by the data generator and the action policy. It
records repairs needed to make scenes valid, together
with policy failure diagnoses grounded in rollout evi-
dence and localized to one generative factor and one
trajectory phase. The memory tracks learning progress
for recurring difficulty modes to guide subsequent gener-
ation. This evidence is compiled into separate programs
for scene generation and policy training, with the latter
specifying subgoals and learning tools [38, 42].

As tasks involve longer sequences of dependent subtasks,
sparse success signals can slow value learning, while de-
signing effective dense rewards can require manual effort.
We therefore introduce Text2potential, which compiles a
failure diagnosis into a potential over the simulator state
and uses it to densify value targets for action chunks [7,
15]. The resulting value estimates guide policy updates
through weighted regression on the policy’s own rollouts,
favoring action chunks with higher estimated value.

Across four manipulation tasks, CoDA achieves 27.6%
out-of-distribution success, compared with 5.3% for the
supervised fine-tuning baseline. With the same budget
for generating environments, a loop guided by per-task
success rates achieves 18.1%, while open-loop variants
yield 8.5%. Extending our loop to more rounds in-
creases out-of-distribution success to 42.1%. Moreover,
on LIBERO-Pro, training on source-task variants gener-
ated by CoDA increases success from 25% to 84% on po-
sition generalization and from 1% to 76% on task gener-
alization. Finally, we observe that reusing memory across
policy backbones transfers accumulated experience, en-
abling a second backbone to increase out-of-distribution
success from 3.8% to 21.1%.

In summary, the contributions of our work are:
• Closed-loop co-evolution. We introduce CoDA, a

framework that co-evolves a simulation data engine
with a trainable action policy. Failure diagnoses
grounded in policy rollouts guide environment gener-
ation and training, while measured learning progress
determines which difficulties to revisit.

• Shared heterogeneous memory. We introduce a
memory shared by the generator and policy that
combines episodic evidence, reusable difficulty modes,
and procedural programs. The same diagnosis com-
piles into a generation program that recreates the
difficulty and a training program that helps the policy
overcome it. Both programs are indexed by difficulty
mode, making them reusable across tasks.

• Dense supervision through Text2potential.
Text2potential compiles failure diagnoses into po-
tentials over simulator states that provide dense
targets for learning the value of action chunks [15].
Reward shaping requires potential evaluations only
at chunk endpoints and preserves the policies that
maximize the original task return.

• Improved out-of-distribution generalization. Across
four manipulation task families, CoDA achieves 27.6%

out-of-distribution success, compared with 5.3%
after supervised fine-tuning and 18.1% for success-
rate-guided generation using the same accepted-
environment budget. On LIBERO-Pro, fifteen rounds
of CoDA training increase π0.5’s success from 25% to
84% under position perturbations and from 1% to 76%
under instruction perturbations. Reusing memory
across policy backbones also improves OpenVLA-
OFT’s out-of-distribution success from 3.8% to 21.1%
without additional environment generation.

2. Related Work

Agentic asset and scene synthesis. Recent methods im-
prove visual asset quality [40, 50] and model part struc-
ture, articulation, or physical properties [2, 3, 13, 17, 36,
46, 47, 51]. For robot learning, RoboGen [38] generates
tasks, scenes, and training supervision, while RoboTwin
2.0 [4] scales bimanual manipulation data through ex-
pert data synthesis and domain randomization. Sim-
Foundry [29] generates variations across objects, scenes
and tasks, and agentic systems automate scene construc-
tion and refinement for simulation [25, 37, 39, 43, 44].
Our work focuses on adapting environment generation
to the policy’s learning progress, using feedback from
training to guide what is generated next.
Curriculum learning and policy improvement. Cur-
riculum methods prioritize environments using regret,
learning potential, or parameter changes [6, 9, 23, 27,
49]. POET [35] coevolves agents and parameterized
environments, while language models synthesize re-
wards [19, 41, 42] and generate adaptive environment
programs [10, 16]. For policy improvement, VLA poli-
cies learn from their rollouts using sparse success re-
wards [14, 32]. Q-Planning [7] improves action selection
while keeping the base policy frozen. We adopt a critic
over action chunks [15] with advantage-weighted regres-
sion to update the policy [24]. Lifelong methods retain
reusable prompts or skill libraries [18, 45]. CoDA links
scene generation and policy learning through failure di-
agnoses localized to scene factors and trajectory phases.

3. Method

CoDA couples scene generation and policy learning
through a shared memory that guides both. A data
engine G, implemented as a tool-augmented coding
agent, writes executable scene programs against a simu-
lator SDK. Each program defines an environment and a
machine-checkable success predicate ν. An action policy
πθ collects rollouts in these environments, and a vision–
language critic C diagnoses failures by identifying the
responsible factor, a trajectory phase, and supporting
rollout evidence. Failures intrinsic to motor execution
are recorded separately from those attributed to scene
factors. The memory M consolidates this evidence into
reusable difficulty modes. Validated modes are compiled
into two complementary outputs: generation programs
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Figure 2: The CoDA framework. The data engine G generates executable scenes with independently editable task, spatial, and
object-attribute factors (τ, σ, α) and a sparse success verifier ν. Construction traces and rollout-grounded failure diagnoses enter a
shared memory, which organizes them into reusable difficulty modes. Validated modes are compiled into generation programs that
reproduce the diagnosed conditions and training programs that specify subgoals, potentials, and learning tools. Text2potential
supplies dense feedback through chunk-level value targets that guide policy updates, and measured learning progress guides the
next generation round.

that recreate the diagnosed conditions and training pro-
grams that help the policy πθ overcome them.

We first construct seed environments (§3.1) and de-
fine the shared memory (§3.2). Each round then uses
the memory to guide scene generation (§3.3), com-
piles validated diagnoses into training programs through
Text2potential (§3.4), and updates the policy using
shaped value estimates (§3.5). The resulting learn-
ing progress informs subsequent generation. Figure 2
provides an overview of the overall framework.

3.1. Seeding and Scene Representation

Seeding begins with an object pool [5, 33, 51]. We use a
task family’s assets when available and otherwise sample
from a predefined pool. Given the sampled objects, the
engine proposes a task [38] and specifies its instruction,
participating objects, initial and terminal object states,
and executable success predicate ν. Proposals without
a verifier are discarded.

Instead of committing to a specific data generation
scheme, the engine writes factored scene programs. Task,
layout, and object attributes can then be perturbed inde-
pendently, letting the loop test a diagnosis by changing
one factor while keeping the others fixed. Failure di-
agnosis and scene generation need to share a common
representation. The critic should identify factors that
the engine can directly modify. We parameterize each
environment as s = (τ, σ, α), generated by executing a
scene program s=Exec(g) with g ∼ G(·). The task fac-
tor τ specifies the goal predicate, instruction, and initial
and terminal object states. The object-spatial factor σ
specifies poses, support and containment relations, clear-

ances, and occlusion. The object self-attribute factor α
specifies geometry, metric scale, mass, friction, articu-
lation, and appearance. The SDK exposes these factors
through set_task, set_layout, and set_attributes,
so the engine can resample any one factor while keep-
ing the other two fixed. This factorization provides a
common representation for the critic’s diagnoses, the
engine’s interventions, and the applicability conditions
of compiled generation programs.
Verification. Each program emits a sparse, machine-
checkable success predicate ν over its scene objects.
This predicate determines task success independently
of the critic’s judgments and provides the common
success criterion across the methods we compare. Dense
training feedback is introduced separately through
potential-based shaping, rather than replacing the task
predicate with a synthesized reward [42, 48]. Before
policy deployment, each scene must pass verification
checks for collision-free placement, static stability during
a short passive simulation, and plausible metric scale.
Programs that fail these checks are excluded from policy
rollouts but retained in memory to inform subsequent
scene generation.

3.2. Shared Heterogeneous Memory

Memory combines two sources of experience: the
engine’s construction and repair traces, and the pol-
icy’s rollout outcomes and failure diagnoses. Follow-
ing the episodic–semantic–procedural organization of
language-agent memory [30], we retain individual
records (episodic tier), abstract recurring failure patterns
(semantic tier), and compile reusable programs for gen-
eration and training (procedural tier).
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Episodic tier: construction and rollout evidence.
The append-only trace store B records each scene pro-
gram g, its verifier ν, and summaries of the genera-
tion trace, including violated constraints and verification
outcomes. For deployed environments, it also records
the success rate p̂(s) over N rollouts and the learn-
ing progress LV(s) obtained from training [49]. The
vision–language critic C uses scene and rollout evidence
to produce a failure diagnosis ψ = (δ, p, c, e), where
δ∈{TASK, SPATIAL, ATTRIBUTE, EXECUTION} identifies the
attributed factor, p the trajectory phase, c a natural-
language description of the cause, and e the supporting
evidence. These diagnoses are stored alongside the corre-
sponding traces. The additional label EXECUTION covers
motor-execution failures.

Semantic tier: reusable difficulty modes. Episodic
records are clustered online into difficulty modes Kj
using the factor–phase pair (δ, p) and similarity between
diagnosed causes. Each mode captures a recurring
failure condition that can arise across tasks and policy
backbones, such as “an occluder adjacent to the target
on the approach side”. We characterize each mode by
two quantities, hardness and importance. Hardness is
measured by the policy’s success rate p̂j, with lower rates
indicating greater difficulty. Importance wj is a running
score updated from mode-level learning progress, mea-
sured as the change in policy success rate on that mode
before and after training [49]. These two quantities
reflect different properties of a mode. A mode can re-
main hard even when training on it yields little learning
progress, or become easy after substantial improvement.
Each mode also carries a validation status determined
by control batches (§3.3), and only validated modes are
compiled into procedural memory.

Procedural tier: generation and training programs.
The two consumers of memory improve differently. The
data engine G adapts in context by retrieving and exe-
cuting programs between rounds, while the action policy
πθ learns through gradient updates and acts from obser-
vations. We therefore compile the same validated mode
into two complementary programs:

• Generation programs, stored in Ω, encode how to
reproduce and vary the diagnosed scene conditions.
They retain the parent scene program, validated vari-
ants along one factor, compilation-check outcomes,
and the required relational structure expressed over
symbolic object roles.

• Training programs, stored in Φ, specify how to address
the policy failure through subgoal decompositions, po-
tentials, and learning tools. They retain the diagnosed
phase and evidence of which training programs im-
proved policy performance.

The generation compiler Rgrind produces the former,
while Text2potential implements the training compiler
Rhone (§3.4). During training, these programs evaluate
subgoal completion and compute potentials that shape

value targets. At deployment, the trained policy pre-
dicts actions from observations and the task instruction
without executing these programs.

3.3. Memory-Guided Scene Generation

At each round, memory guides which difficulty modes to
revisit and how to instantiate them in new environments.
We allocate the generation budget across difficulty
modes using an upper-confidence rule based on their
hardness and observed learning progress. An ε-fraction
of the budget is reserved for novel environments, while a
separate replay fraction revisits previously encountered
modes to detect performance regressions. A validated
generation program is added to the pool Ω when the
policy’s success rate on its variants falls within the
designated success band and is removed when success
rate is outside that band. For each selected mode, the
engine retrieves a generation program specifying the
scene conditions to reproduce and the factor to vary.
Generation programs express scene conditions in terms
of symbolic object roles, allowing the engine to reuse
them across task families by assigning those roles to
objects in a new scene (Appendix A).

For each selected candidate difficulty mode linked to
a scene factor, the engine generates a targeted batch
that varies the identified factor and a control batch
that varies a different factor. After verification checks,
we evaluate the current policy on both batches. If the
targeted variants yield a lower policy success rate than
the control variants, the proposed difficulty mode is com-
piled into reusable generation and training programs.
The policy learns from its rollouts using the success
predicate ν and the potential-based feedback supplied by
Text2potential (§3.4). A scripted planner also attempts
each valid variant, and trajectories that satisfy ν are
retained as demonstrations Dt, providing additional
imitation supervision when available.

3.4. Text2potential

The success predicate ν determines whether a gener-
ated task is complete, but provides little feedback on
intermediate progress. This makes value learning diffi-
cult when success requires a long sequence of actions.
Text2potential converts a validated failure diagnosis into
subgoals and potentials over simulator states. These po-
tentials provide dense feedback for value learning (§3.5).

Prior language-based reward synthesis provides dense
training feedback, but its iterative refinement relies on
humans to describe policy failures observed in rollouts,
and can produce rewards that favor behavior other than
task completion [42]. Text2potential instead uses a critic
to diagnose failures from the policy’s own rollouts and
compiles these diagnoses into a potential function that
shapes the value critic’s training targets, providing dense
feedback without replacing the original task reward.

Let Kj be a validated difficulty mode with record
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ψ = (δ, p, c, e), let g be a scene program in Kj, and let
Φj contain the training programs previously compiled
for that mode, if any. Text2potential is the map

Rhone : (ψ, g, Φj) 7−→(
g1:m, done1:m, φ1:m, tool1:m

)
,

(1)

where m is the number of subgoals and g1:m is the
sequence obtained by splitting the task at the diagnosed
phase p. For each subgoal k, donek : S → {0, 1} is its
completion predicate, φk :S → [0, 1) measures progress
within the subgoal, and toolk specifies the learning
procedure. Here, S is the simulator state space. The final
completion predicate is the task verifier, donem ≡ ν. The
completion predicates and potentials are implemented
as functions over the objects and simulator quantities
exposed by g. The subgoal potentials are combined into
a staged potential:

k∗(s) =
m

∑
k=1

donek(s),

Φ(s) =

{
k∗(s) + φk∗(s)+1(s), k∗(s) < m,
m, k∗(s) = m.

(2)

Here, k∗(s) counts the subgoal predicates satisfied at
state s. The compiler is instructed to make completion
predicates cumulative, so earlier subgoals remain sat-
isfied as later ones are pursued. The diagnosed phase
p identifies where the policy fails and guides the task
decomposition, while the diagnosed cause c guides the
construction of the subgoal potentials. The scene pro-
gram provides the object handles, poses, and relations
needed to express subgoal completion predicates and
potentials as functions of simulator state.

Compilation and execution checks. The compiler
Rhone uses a language model supplied with the failure
record, the scene program’s symbol table, geometric
and contact helper functions, and training programs
retrieved from Φj as examples. It produces the subgoal
decomposition, completion predicates, potentials, and
learning-tool assignments in Eq. (1). Each emitted pro-
gram undergoes syntax checks and, when rollout states
are supplied, runtime checks on those states. Detected er-
rors are returned to the compiler for repair. These checks
establish that the programs execute. Their usefulness is
assessed through subsequent policy learning (§3.5).

3.5. Policy Training

The compiled potential shapes the training targets of a
value critic over action chunks. The value critic guides
data collection and supplies the advantage estimates
used to weight policy updates. This value critic is distinct
from the vision–language critic C, which diagnoses
failures. The policy must be able to sample j candidate
action chunks conditioned on observations and the task,
(o, τ), and support a weighted supervised action loss.

Chunk-level value learning. The policy takes observa-
tions and the task instruction as input and emits action
chunks at:t+h of length h, which are executed open-loop.
The value critic Qϕ(ot, at:t+h) takes observations, the task
instruction, and an action chunk as input, using visual
and language encoders separate from the policy’s. We
train a value critic Qϕ(ot, at:t+h) with an h-step temporal-
difference target [15]. For sparse task reward rt sup-
plied by ν and discount factor γ, potential-based shaping
defines r̃t = rt + β

[
γΦ(st+1)− Φ(st)

]
for nonterminal

transitions, where st is the simulator state. Summing
over a chunk of length h gives

h−1

∑
i=0

γi r̃t+i =
h−1

∑
i=0

γirt+i︸ ︷︷ ︸
sparse return

+βγhΦ(st+h)− βΦ(st), (3)

so the shaping contribution requires potential evaluations
only at the chunk’s endpoints. Following Giridhar et
al. [7], we use the next action chunk stored in the replay
buffer for bootstrapping. For a nonterminal chunk of
length h, the target using the target critic Q̄ϕ is

yt =
h−1

∑
i=0

γirt+i − βΦ(st)

+ γh
[

βΦ(st+h) + Q̄ϕ(ot+h, at+h:t+h+h)
]
.

(4)

Both the endpoint-potential term and the critic bootstrap
are omitted at successful task completion, and both
successful and failed rollouts contribute to critic training.
Failed rollouts have zero sparse task reward, but can
have nonzero shaped targets. The value critic is trained
by categorical value regression [7], with value bins
spanning [−βmmax, 1], where mmax is the maximum
number of subgoals.
Policy update. During data collection, we sample j
candidate chunks from the current policy and score each
chunk with Qϕ. We apply a softmax to these scores and
execute the weighted average of the candidate chunks.
The resulting rollouts provide training data for the value
critic and the policy. After fitting the critic based on
Eq. (4), we update the policy by advantage-weighted
regression [24]:

Lπ = E
[

eA(o,at:t+h)/λ ℓBC
(
πθ ; o, at:t+h

)]
,

A(o, a) = Qϕ(o, a)− 1
j ∑a′∼πθ(·|o) Qϕ(o, a′),

(5)

where λ > 0 controls the advantage weighting and ℓBC
is the policy’s supervised action loss. Task conditioning
is omitted from the notation for readability. The baseline
averages the critic’s values over j chunks sampled from
the policy at the same observation. The advantage weight
scales the action loss. Computing this weight does not re-
quire an action-density evaluation. The same weighting
can therefore be applied to the supervised losses of dis-
crete, flow-matching, and diffusion policies [15]. Planner
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Table 1: Policy generalization across four manipulation task families. OOD success rates (%) under different generation and
training strategies. In denotes success on each generator’s own distribution. Values are mean ± standard error over three seeds.
Best and second best highlighted.

OOD by family Average

Data generation Pick-place Articulated Put-inside Stack/insert In OOD

pretrained, zero-shot 3.1±0.6 1.6±0.5 2.7±0.6 1.8±0.6 3.4±0.2 2.3±0.3

+ seed demonstrations (SFT) 6.4±0.6 4.7±0.4 5.9±0.5 4.2±0.4 11.7±0.4 5.3±0.3

domain randomization 8.8±0.4 8.3±0.6 7.6±0.4 6.9±0.5 17.2±0.3 7.9±0.4

uniform variants [29] 10.6±0.4 6.9±0.6 9.7±0.4 6.8±0.3 21.6±0.3 8.5±0.2

scalar-feedback co-evolution [10] 20.9±0.7 15.3±0.7 19.6±1.2 16.6±0.7 33.8±0.4 18.1±0.5

our critic, no memory 22.4±0.7 17.8±0.9 18.3±1.3 18.3±0.8 31.7±0.6 19.2±0.7

CoDA (ours) 33.1±1.2 24.7±0.9 28.9±1.3 23.7±1.0 39.4±0.5 27.6±0.5

demonstrations provide additional imitation supervision
and contribute to the supervised loss with unit weight.
At deployment, the trained policy predicts action chunks
directly, without critic-guided candidate averaging.

For a fixed, bounded potential with appropriate terminal-
state handling, potential-based shaping preserves the
policies that maximize the original task return [20].
For any fixed policy, exact action and state values shift
by the same term, −βΦ(s), leaving action advantages
unchanged: AΦ = (Q − βΦ)− (V − βΦ) = A. Under
these conditions, shaping preserves the policies that max-
imize the original task return. This property concerns ex-
act values; the effect of shaping on the learned critic and
policy is assessed through subsequent policy progress.

Refinement and routing. We assess each training
program by measuring the policy’s improvement on
the corresponding difficulty mode, using ν to deter-
mine task success. We also compare how quickly the
value critic converges with and without the compiled
potential. If the potential provides no improvement in
convergence speed over sparse task rewards alone, the
vision–language critic C revisits the failure diagnosis,
and Rhone revises the subgoal decomposition. For each
subgoal, we select a learning procedure based on the
policy’s measured success rate [38]. When this rate is
near zero and a planner demonstration is available, we
use behavior cloning on Dt to teach the policy an initial
solution. When the success rate falls within the target
band, we use Text2potential to shape the value-learning
targets. For difficulty modes with success rates above
the band, we periodically re-evaluate the policy to detect
performance regressions. If none of the subgoals falls
within the target band, we return the difficulty mode to
the data engine for further environment generation and
reduce its importance score when allocating subsequent
generation budgets.

Scheduling. Each round generates B targeted envi-
ronments and their controls. After verification, we
collect N policy rollouts in each valid environment. The
vision–language critic examines a stratified sample of at
most C failed rollouts per mode. Between generation
rounds, the value critic receives KQ updates and the
policy receives Kπ updates using the accumulated buffer.

After validation, difficulty modes are compiled into
training programs for policy learning and generation
programs for subsequent rounds. A new generation
round is triggered when fewer than eight difficulty
modes remain within the success band or when learning
progress plateaus for 2k policy-update steps. The loop
terminates when no mode remains in the band or the
generation budget is exhausted.

4. Experiments

Experimental Setup. We evaluate CoDA on four
manipulation task families and LIBERO-Pro [52] using
π0.5 [8] as the primary policy backbone. Our main
comparison includes the released π0.5 checkpoint, super-
vised fine-tuning on seed demonstrations, and policies
trained with domain randomization, uniform environ-
ment variants [29], or success-rate-guided generation
[10]. Generation baselines use the same SDK and bud-
gets. We ablate persistent memory and the separation of
generation and training stores, comparing against single-
store alternatives that include a skill library [34]. We
report per-suite success rates and average success across
held-out suites, including generalization to unseen object
instances, layouts, tasks, and categories. Additional met-
rics assess generation quality through verification pass
rate and coverage entropy, and diagnosis quality through
targeting precision, refutation rate, and agreement with
two annotators on 100 sampled diagnoses. We report
computational cost in LLM tokens, simulation hours,
and GPU-hours per 1,000 accepted environments. Full
experimental details are provided in Appendix B.
Main results. Table 1 shows CoDA achieves the highest
OOD success across all four task families. Average OOD
success reaches 27.6%, compared with 18.1% for gen-
eration guided by task success rates and 19.2% for our
critic without memory, improvements of 9.5 and 8.4 per-
centage points, respectively. Both substantially exceed
uniform generation (8.5%) and domain randomization
(7.9%), but retaining and reusing experience through
our memory yields the strongest performance. Figure 3
examines how performance changes as generation and
training continue. Extending CoDA from five to fifteen
rounds increases OOD success from 27.6% to 42.1%,
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Figure 3: Co-evolution over rounds. (a) Average OOD success as number of accepted environments per task family increases.
Dashed line marks the comparison reported in Table 1. Curves show mean over three seeds, with standard error shaded for CoDA.
(b) Number of difficulty modes newly selected for training, retained for further training, and removed from the memory in each
round. Labels above bars separately report the number of generation programs reused from other task families. (c) OOD success
gain (percentage points) per round by CoDA and generation guided by task success rates.

Table 2: LIBERO-Pro generalization to position and instruction perturbations. Success rates under position (Pos) and
instruction (Task) perturbations for the Object, Goal, and Spatial suites. StdLBR reports success on standard LIBERO.
Best and second best highlighted.

Object Goal Spatial Overall

Method StdLBR Pos Task Pos Task Pos Task Pos Task

OpenVLA [11] 0.765 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
π0 [1] 0.942 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
π0.5 [8] 0.971 0.17 0.01 0.38 0.00 0.20 0.01 0.25 0.01
Human-written programs — 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.05 0.12 0.02
ASPIRE (code-as-policy) [18] — 0.98 0.95 0.81 0.45 0.51 0.60 0.77 0.67

CoDA (π0.5), n = 5 rounds 0.971 0.90 0.86 0.80 0.58 0.76 0.72 0.82 0.72
CoDA (π0.5), n = 15 rounds 0.974 0.91 0.88 0.83 0.64 0.78 0.76 0.84 0.76

while uniform generation, domain randomization, and
success-rate-guided generation yield much smaller ad-
ditional gains. In later rounds, fewer difficulty modes
remain unresolved, and improvements become smaller.
Removing memory produces less consistent progress,
including two temporary drops in success.

LIBERO-Pro. Training on generated variants of the
LIBERO-Pro source tasks substantially improves robust-
ness to position and instruction perturbations (Table 2).
After five rounds, CoDA achieves overall success rates of
82% and 72% under the two perturbations, respectively.
Extending training to fifteen rounds raises these rates
to 84% and 76%, compared with 25% and 1% for the
initial π0.5 checkpoint. The fifteen-round model also ex-
ceeds ASPIRE [18] by 7 and 9 percentage points overall,
achieving the highest success on the Goal and Spatial
suites under both perturbations, while ASPIRE remains
strongest on the Object suite. These robustness gains pre-
serve performance on standard LIBERO, where success
reaches 97.4%, compared with 97.1% before adaptation.

Sensitivity to the failure diagnosis critic. Table 3 varies
the vision–language model used to diagnose failures
while keeping the engine and compiler fixed. Replacing
GPT-5.5 with Claude Opus 5, InternVL3-78B, or Qwen3-

VL-235B slightly reduces OOD success from 27.6% to
26.1%, 25.7%, and 24.9%, respectively. Models with
lower agreement with human annotators also produce
more diagnoses rejected by the control tests. Neverthe-
less, all four models outperform generation guided by
task success rates: even Qwen3-VL-235B exceeds that
baseline by 6.8 percentage points. The framework there-
fore remains effective across the tested diagnosis models.

Effect of Text2potential. Text2potential achieves 27.6%
OOD success at a fixed training budget, compared with
22.3% using sparse task rewards alone (Table 4). It
reaches 25% OOD success after 21k policy updates,
compared with 31k for sparse rewards, requiring approx-
imately 32% fewer updates. The ablations show that
both failure diagnosis and potential refinement matter.
Generating the potential from the task description in-
stead of the failure diagnosis lowers success to 24.6%,
while disabling refinement lowers it to 26.1%. Keeping
the policy frozen and using the value critic only to select
action chunks achieves 21.4%, showing the benefit of
using the learned values to update the policy.

Qualitative results. Figure 4 shows successful rollouts
on LIBERO-Pro tasks and evolved vegetable-preparation
scenes. Despite changes in object position, size, and iden-
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Table 3: Critic ablations. OOD success at a fixed training budget, diagnoses refuted by control evaluations, and agreement with
two human annotators. Best and second best results are highlighted.

Critic
OOD success

(%) ↑
Refuted
(%) ↓

Human agr.
(%) ↑

Qwen3-VL-235B (open weights) 24.9±0.8 27.5 73.8
InternVL3-78B (open weights) 25.7±0.7 24.1 76.3
Claude Opus 5 26.1±0.6 20.3 81.5

GPT-5.5 (default) 27.6±0.5 18.2 82.4

Table 4: Text2potential ablations. We report OOD success (%) at a fixed training budget, policy updates needed to reach 25%
OOD success (in thousands), and agreement (%) with the sparse-only critic’s action-chunk selections after convergence.
Best and second best highlighted.

Training signal OOD success Steps to 25% OOD (k) Agreement

sparse verifier only (Φ ≡ 0) 22.3±0.8 31 —
potential from task description [42] 24.6±0.7 29 95.3
free-form dense reward, not a potential 23.5±1.0 33 72.4
frozen actor: Qϕ-weighted selection only [7] 21.4±0.9 — 96.8
Text2potential without refinement 26.1±0.6 27 95.9

Text2potential (ours) 27.6±0.5 21 97.2

Figure 4: Successful rollouts. Left: Pre-defined LIBERO-Pro tasks. Right: Evolved scenes, one row per variant. Columns are the
initial state, grasp, transport, place, and success.

tity, the policy grasps, transports, and places the target,
following the subgoal sequence encoded by the staged
potential. Appendix Figures 6 and 7 show how these
scenes were modified and provide additional rollouts.

Transfer across tasks and policies. Tables 6 and 7 in
Appendix C show that transferred generation programs
yield greater learning progress than programs learned
from scratch with the same LLM budget, while reusing
memory collected with π0.5 raises OpenVLA-OFT’s OOD
success from 3.8% to 21.1% without further environment
generation. Appendix C provides additional results on
memory design and size, training convergence, environ-
ment quality, diagnosis accuracy, computational cost,

and generation scheduling.

5. Conclusion

We introduce CoDA, coupling environment generation
and policy learning through shared heterogeneous
memory. Failure diagnoses become reusable programs
for generating environments and training the pol-
icy. Text2potential provides dense supervision, while
learning progress guides generation and refinement.
Experiments show improved out-of-distribution success,
program transfer across task families, and memory reuse
across policy backbones.
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A. Transferring Generation Programs Across
Task Families

A generation program can be reused in a new task family
when its object requirements and relational constraints
are satisfied in the new scene. We call this transfer
lifting. Each program refers to objects by symbolic role,
such as target, obstacle, or support, rather than by
a specific object instance. Each role specifies a required
object category, such as container, or an affordance,
such as graspable. The program also specifies the rela-
tions required between these roles, such as an obstacle
occupying the approach path to the target.

To apply a program to a new scene, Rgrind matches these
requirements against the scene program’s symbol table,
which records object identifiers, categories, affordances,
poses, and relations. This information is available di-
rectly because the data engine constructs the scene pro-
gram. A valid binding assigns each role to a distinct scene
object and satisfies all role requirements and relational
constraints. If no valid binding exists, the program is
not transferred to that scene. Matching is exhaustive:
our programs contain at most five roles and our scenes
contain a few dozen objects, with matching taking mil-
liseconds in this setting.

When several bindings are valid, they are ranked first by
how closely their object categories match those in the dif-
ficulty mode’s previously validated variants. Ties are bro-
ken using the margins by which the relational constraints
are satisfied. We retain at most three bindings and exe-
cute the generation program separately for each, produc-
ing a scene variant and its own matched control batch.

Transferred programs undergo the same validation as
programs learned within the new task family. Their gen-
erated variants must pass the scene-validity checks, and
policy rollouts evaluate both the targeted variants and
their controls. A transferred program enters Ω for the
new family only when the control comparison supports
the attributed difficulty and the measured success rates
of its variants fall within the success band. Thus, match-
ing establishes whether a program is applicable to the
new scene; evaluation establishes whether it reproduces
a useful training difficulty.

B. Implementation Details

Environments and evaluation. We construct MuJoCo
environments for four task families: pick-and-place,
articulated open/close, put-inside, and stack/insert. Each
family includes an in-distribution evaluation suite and
four held-out suites of 100 environments each, testing
generalization to unseen object instances, layouts, tasks,
and categories, respectively. Held-out environments
never enter M. In a second setting, we initialize the
loop with the 30 LIBERO source tasks and evaluate on
LIBERO-Pro [52] (Table 2). All results are reported as
mean ± standard error over three random seeds.

Assets, observations, and actions. The asset collection
comprises 1,200 rigid objects from Objaverse across 60
categories, 300 articulated objects from ArtiCraft-10K,
and 500 seed layouts from TableVerse [5, 33, 51]. The
robot is a 7-DoF Franka Panda with front and wrist cam-
eras, each providing 224 × 224 RGB observations. Con-
trol runs at 10 Hz using seven-dimensional actions: six
dimensions for the change in end-effector pose and one
for the gripper command. Each action chunk contains
h = 8 control steps.
Policy backbones. Our primary policy is π0.5, a 3B-
parameter model with a flow-matching action head [8].
We initialize it from the released openpi base checkpoint,
or from its LIBERO-fine-tuned checkpoint for the LIBERO
experiments [26]. We also evaluate the 7B-parameter
OpenVLA-OFT [12] in table 7. Both policies are fine-
tuned using LoRA with rank 32 and a learning rate of
10−5. At each rollout decision, the policy samples j= 8
candidate action chunks. These are combined using soft-
max weights computed from Qϕ, with temperature 0.5.
Scene generation, diagnosis, and potential compi-
lation. The data engine, rollout-diagnosis model, and
potential compiler all use GPT-5.5 [21]. Planner-certified
demonstrations are obtained using cuRobo [31]. The
diagnosis model receives rollout video, contact informa-
tion, joint states, and the task success verifier’s output
at each timestep. It assigns each diagnosed failure
to one of four factors (TASK, SPATIAL, ATTRIBUTE, or
EXECUTION) and one of five trajectory phases (approach,
grasp, transport, place or insert, and release). For
potential compilation, Text2potential retrieves three
exemplar programs from Φj and uses a library of 12
helper functions. Generated programs undergo at most
two rounds of repair for syntax or runtime errors.
Value learning and policy optimization. The value
critic Qϕ uses frozen DINOv2-B [22] and T5-base [28]
encoders followed by a four-layer transformer decoder.
It is trained by categorical value regression with 101
bins spanning [−βmmax, 1], where β = 0.5 is the shaping
coefficient and mmax = 4 is the maximum number of
subgoals. We use a discount factor of γ = 0.99 and
an exponential moving average target network with
update coefficient τ = 0.005. Each round includes
KQ =20,000 critic-update steps with batch size 256 and
Kπ = 5,000 policy-update steps with batch size 64. The
advantage-weighted policy update uses λ=1.
Generation budgets and rollout protocol. Experiments
use n = 5 rounds, with per-family budgets of 320 ac-
cepted environments, 1,280 planner-certified demonstra-
tions, and 2.5M LLM tokens. Token counts include scene
generation, diagnosis, and potential compilation. Ex-
tended runs use n = 15 rounds. Each round generates
B = 64 targeted environments and 64 control environ-
ments per task family. The policy is evaluated on each
environment using N=16 rollouts from the same initial
simulator state. The diagnosis model processes at most
C = 32 failed rollouts per difficulty mode. The success
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Table 5: Effect of memory design on policy learning. OOD success (%), mean ± standard error over three seeds at the same
fixed generation budget, and # rounds required to reach 25% OOD success. Ω and Φ denote scene generation and policy training
programs, respectively. The full method retains both program types. Best and second highlighted.

Memory configuration OOD success Rounds to target

No memory 19.2±0.7 14
Ω only (engine side) 22.8±0.7 9
Φ only (policy side) 22.1±0.8 11
Single memory: raw trajectory retrieval 20.1±0.9 13
Single memory: distilled insights 21.6±0.7 12
Single memory: skill library [34] 21.0±0.8 12
Φ with free-form reward (not potential) 24.3±0.9 8
Ω without lifting (task-bound programs) 25.4±0.6 7

Forked (ours) 27.6±0.5 5

Table 6: Transfer of generation programs across task families. Rows indicate the family in which programs were learned,
and columns indicate the family in which they are evaluated. Each entry reports two percentages: variants within the success band
/ learning progress relative to programs learned within the target family. Diagonal entries provide the within-family reference,
with learning progress normalized to 100%. The final row reports programs learned from scratch in the target family using the
same LLM token budget as transfer.

Learned on ↓ / lifted to → Pick-place Articulated Put-inside Stack/insert

Pick-place 72 / 100 38 / 46 61 / 79 55 / 68
Articulated 41 / 52 69 / 100 44 / 55 37 / 48
Put-inside 63 / 81 40 / 50 70 / 100 52 / 64
Stack/insert 57 / 70 36 / 45 54 / 66 66 / 100

Re-learned from scratch on target 31 / 38 28 / 35 30 / 37 27 / 33

band is [0.2, 0.8]. We reserve a fraction ε = 0.15 of the
generation budget for novel environments and 0.10 for
replay, and use an upper-confidence-bound exploration
coefficient of 1 when selecting difficulty modes.
Round scheduling and randomization. A new round
is triggered when fewer than eight difficulty modes re-
main within the success band, or when success on modes
within the band changes by less than two percentage
points over the preceding 2,000 policy-update steps. The
three random seeds jointly vary environment generation,
policy rollouts, and model training.

C. Additional Experiments

Complementary generation and training programs.
Table 5 evaluates the contributions of the generation

and training programs retained in memory. Retaining
only scene generation programs raises OOD success from
19.2% to 22.8%, while retaining only policy training pro-
grams raises it to 22.1%. Retaining both reaches 27.6%:
the resulting 8.4-percentage-point improvement exceeds
the sum of the individual gains, 3.6 and 2.9 points. The
three baseline variants that reuse the same memory rep-
resentation for both scene generation and policy train-
ing perform worse than retaining either type of special-
ized program alone. With both generation and training
programs, the policy reaches 25% OOD success in five
rounds, compared with fourteen rounds without memory.
Transfer across task families. Table 6 evaluates gen-
eration programs transferred to a different task family
by rebinding their object roles, without relearning the

programs. The baseline learns programs from scratch
in the target family using the same LLM token budget
as transfer. Averaged across all cross-family transfers,
reused programs achieve 60.3% of the learning progress
obtained with programs learned within the target family,
compared with 35.8% for the from-scratch baseline.
This advantage holds in every cross-family comparison,
demonstrating that generation experience can be reused
to support policy learning in new task families.

Transfer across policy backbones. Table 7 evaluates
whether memory collected with one policy backbone can
support training another, with the memory held fixed
and no additional environment generation. Transferred
memory improves OOD success by an average of 18.9
percentage points over the SFT baseline without memory.
In both transfer directions, performance remains within
two percentage points of running the full framework with
the target backbone. These results show that the accumu-
lated difficulty modes and programs can support policy
learning beyond the backbone used to collect them.

Learning speed, action agreement, and performance
as memory accumulates. On the same generated data,
potential shaping accelerates policy learning relative
to sparse-only training (Figure 5(a,b)). Both condi-
tions reach similar final in-distribution success rates,
but shaping reaches this level approximately 20,000
policy-update steps earlier. At the end of training, the
two value critics select the same action chunk in 97% of
comparisons. These results support the practical benefit
of the shaping method: faster learning with closely
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Table 7: Transfer of shared memory across policy backbones. OOD success (%), with rows identifying the backbone used
to collect memory and columns identifying the backbone trained and evaluated. Off-diagonal entries use frozen memory from
the other backbone, with no additional environment generation. Diagonal entries report the full CoDA framework run with the
corresponding backbone. The final row gives each backbone’s SFT baseline without memory. Best and second best results in each
column are highlighted.

Loop run around ↓ / policy trained → π0.5 OpenVLA-OFT

π0.5 27.6 21.1
OpenVLA-OFT 25.8 22.7

no memory 5.3 3.8

Table 8: Generation quality and validation of failure diagnoses. Verification (%) measures the percentage of scene proposals
passing physical validity checks. Coverage is the entropy over task, spatial, and object-attribute factors (τ, σ, α). Targeting measures
the percentage of generated variants within the success band. Refuted reports the percentage of failure diagnoses rejected after
comparing policy performance on targeted and control scene variants. Best and second best highlighted.

Verification
(%) ↑

Coverage
(bits) ↑

Targeting
(%) ↑

Refuted
(%)

Human agr.
(%) ↑

uniform variants 71.3 3.42 24.6 — —
CoDA, no controls 88.2 3.21 58.4 — 73.6
CoDA (ours) 88.9 3.18 66.7 18.2 82.4
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Figure 5: Learning dynamics and memory accumulation. (a) In-distribution success on pick-and-place tasks during policy
training, using the same generated data with potential shaping or sparse rewards alone. Shaping accelerates learning, with both
conditions reaching similar final success rates. (b) Agreement between the action chunks selected by the two value critics, reaching
approximately 97% at the end of training. (c) OOD success at successive memory snapshots, indexed by the number of validated
difficulty modes. Using both program stores yields higher final success than retaining generation or training programs alone.

aligned final action preferences. Figure 5(c) tracks
OOD success at successive memory snapshots during
training. Success increases as more difficulty modes are
validated and recorded. Retaining both scene generation
and policy training programs achieves the highest final
success, approximately ten percentage points above
retaining either program type alone.

Generation quality and diagnosis validation. Table 8
shows that 88.9% of scene proposals pass the physical
validity checks, compared with 71.3% under uniform
sampling. Coverage entropy remains close to that of
uniform sampling (3.18 versus 3.42 bits), while targeting
precision increases from 24.6% to 66.7%. The engine
therefore improves scene validity and targeting while
maintaining broad coverage. We reject 18.2% of the
critic’s failure diagnoses because variants that modify the
identified scene factor are no harder than control variants
that modify a different factor. In the evaluation with two
annotators and 100 sampled diagnoses, this validation
step improves agreement with human annotations from
73.6% to 82.4%.

Computational cost and adaptive scheduling. CoDA
improves OOD success from 18.1% to 27.6% over scalar
feedback, a 52% relative improvement (Table 9). Its
computational requirements are 7.4M LLM tokens and
66 GPU-hours per 1,000 accepted environments. Adap-
tive scheduling improves efficiency, reducing both token
usage and GPU time by approximately 11% relative to
fixed round intervals while increasing OOD success from
26.1% to 27.6%. Thus, adapting when to generate new
environments reduces computational cost while improv-
ing policy performance.

Qualitative results. Figure 6 illustrates the scene varia-
tions produced by the data engine from four seed scenes.
For each seed, we show three spatial perturbations of
increasing magnitude, a target-size change, and a target-
object replacement. All displayed variants pass the scene-
validity checks. Additional successful policy rollouts on
LIBERO-Pro tasks and generated fruit preparation scenes
are shown in Figure 7.
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Table 9: Computational cost and effect of round scheduling. LLM token usage, simulation time, and GPU time are reported
per 1,000 accepted environments. Token counts include scene generation, failure diagnosis, and potential compilation. The fixed
schedule starts a new generation round every Kπ policy-update steps, while the adaptive schedule uses the remaining difficulty
modes and recent learning progress. Best and second best highlighted.

LLM tokens
(M) ↓

Sim-hours
↓

GPU-hours
↓

OOD success
↑

uniform variants 3.1 14.2 38 8.5
scalar-feedback 4.6 22.5 51 18.1
CoDA, fixed schedule 8.3 27.8 74 26.1
CoDA, adaptive schedule 7.4 25.1 66 27.6

Figure 6: Scene variations generated by CoDA. Four examples show changes in object layout, size, and identity for tool sorting,
serving-board arrangement, craft-station organization, and noodle preparation tasks. Each panel contains a seed scene, three
spatial perturbations of increasing magnitude, a target-size change, and a target-object replacement. All displayed variants pass
validity checks.

D. Limitations

CoDA relies on foundation models for scene generation,
failure diagnosis, and potential compilation. Errors in
these models’ understanding of objects, physical interac-
tions, or task requirements can affect the resulting scenes
and training signals. Physical validity checks and control
experiments help detect such errors, but their coverage
depends on the checks and interventions used. Results
may also vary with changes to the underlying models,

making model versions and configurations important for
reproducibility. The framework requires additional sim-
ulation and model inference to generate environments,
evaluate policy rollouts, and validate diagnoses. These
costs constrain the number of rounds and task families
that can be explored under a fixed budget. Our evalu-
ation also focuses on simulated manipulation. Transfer
to physical robots remains to be established, particularly
for tasks sensitive to differences in contact dynamics,
sensing, and actuation.
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Figure 7: Successful policy rollouts on benchmark and generated environments. Left: five LIBERO-Pro tasks involving object
placement into a basket or cabinet. Right: a fruit-preparation seed scene and five generated variants, covering three spatial
perturbations, target resizing, and target replacement. Each row shows one rollout, with columns depicting the initial scene,
grasp, transport, placement, and successful task completion.

E. Broader Impact

The ability to generate environments and training sig-
nals automatically has far-reaching implications for robot
learning, simulation, and embodied AI. CoDA contributes
to this space by turning environment generation into a
closed loop that responds to what a policy has learned,
which lowers the cost of producing diverse, verifiable
training data. This can accelerate the development of
capable manipulation policies, improve the fidelity and
coverage of simulated benchmarks, and support scal-
able data generation for research groups without large
teleoperation budgets. While lowering the barrier to
training capable robot policies raises potential concerns
about misuse and about biases inherited from the un-
derlying foundation models, our framework is designed
for research use, judges success only through machine-
checkable verifiers, and audits every automated diagnosis
with control experiments. We encourage responsible de-
ployment practices that keep such audits in place. Com-
pared to collecting real-robot demonstrations at scale,
the approach is computationally efficient and requires
no physical data collection, and we view its benefits in
controllable, verifiable data generation as outweighing
its risks when applied responsibly.
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