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Figure 1: CLAWBENCH overview. Left: 153 tasks across 15 life categories. Middle: existing
benchmarks evaluate agents in offline sandboxes with static HTML and fixed DOM struc-
tures; CLAWBENCH evaluates on live websites with real-world complexity and provides rich,
traceable verdicts via an agentic evaluator. Right: Claude-Sonnet-4.6 and GPT-5.4 achieve
65-75% task completion on established benchmarks such as OSWorld and WebArena, but
only 33.3% and 6.5%, respectively, on CLAWBENCH, highlighting the difficulty of real-world
everyday web tasks.

Claude Sonnet 4.6 | | 33.3%
GLM-5 | | 24.2%
Gemini 3 Flash 19.0%
Claude Haiku 4.5 18.3%
GPT-5.4 6.5%
Gemini 3.1 Flash Lite 3.3%
Kimi K2.5 0.7%

Figure 2: Main results: success rate on CLAWBENCH for 7 frontier models. Even the strongest
model (Claude Sonnet 4.6) completes only 33.3% of tasks, while two of seven models score
below 5%. See Table 2 for the per-category breakdown.
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Abstract

Al agents may be able to automate your inbox, but can they automate other
routine aspects of your life? Everyday online tasks offer a realistic yet un-
solved testbed for evaluating the next generation of Al agents. To this end,
we introduce CLAWBENCH, an evaluation framework of 153 simple tasks
that people need to accomplish regularly in their lives and work, spanning
144 live platforms across 15 categories, from completing purchases and
booking appointments to submitting job applications. These tasks require
demanding capabilities beyond existing benchmarks, such as obtaining
relevant information from user-provided documents, navigating multi-step
workflows across diverse platforms, and write-heavy operations like filling
in many detailed forms correctly. Unlike existing benchmarks that evaluate
agents in offline sandboxes with static pages, CLAWBENCH operates on
production websites, preserving the full complexity, dynamic nature, and
challenges of real-world web interaction. A lightweight interception layer
captures and blocks only the final submission request, ensuring safe evalu-
ation without real-world side effects. Our evaluations of 7 frontier models
show that both proprietary and open-source models can complete only a
small portion of these tasks. For example, Claude Sonnet 4.6 achieves only
33.3%. Progress on CLAWBENCH brings us closer to Al agents that can
function as reliable general-purpose assistants.

1 Introduction

Al agents powered by large language models can now navigate graphical interfaces, fill
forms, and execute multi-step workflows autonomously (Yao et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024),
as demonstrated by commercial systems such as OpenAl Operator (OpenAl, 2025) and
Anthropic Computer Use (Anthropic, 2025a), and the open-source agent OpenClaw (Stein-
berger, 2025). However, the extent to which they can serve as truly general online assistants
is unknown. To be general assistants, agents need to do more than summarize emails. They
need to reliably handle the everyday online tasks that people depend on, for example book-
ing flights, ordering groceries, and submitting job applications. These tasks are individually
straightforward for a human, typically requiring under thirty minutes, yet they involve
production websites with dynamic content, authentication flows, anti-bot defenses, and
constantly evolving layouts.

Evaluating agents on such tasks is challenging precisely because real websites are
unpredictable and consequential. To avoid safety risks, most existing benchmarks—
WebArena (Zhou et al., 2024), VisualWebArena (Koh et al., 2024), OSWorld (Xie et al.,
2024), TheAgentCompany (Xu et al., 2025)—evaluate agents in offline sandboxes with static
HTML, fixed DOM structures, no authentication, and no dynamic content (Figure 1, middle
top). This controlled setting simplifies evaluation but removes the very complexities that
make real-world web interaction difficult: cookie consent pop-ups, dynamic JavaScript ren-
dering, complex and multi-step interaction. Benchmarks that do operate on real websites—
WebVoyager (He et al., 2024), AssistantBench (Yoran et al., 2024), Online-Mind2Web (Xue
et al., 2025), Claw-Eval (Ye et al., 2026)—are limited to read-only information retrieval or
mock APIs for testing simple write operations. As a result, write-heavy task completion
on live platforms—the category most directly relevant to people’s daily lives—remains
unevaluated. We have no reliable picture of how well agents can actually “get things done”
on the real web.

We present CLAWBENCH, a benchmark of 153 everyday online tasks spanning 15 life
categories across 144 live platforms (Figure 1, left).

Rather than recreating websites in sandboxes, we let the agent operate on production sites
and address the safety concern with a single targeted mechanism: a lightweight Chrome
extension that records low-level browser actions, paired with a CDP-based instrumentation
server that monitors outgoing network traffic and intercepts the final submission request—



the single HTTP call that would commit an irreversible transaction (Figure 1, middle
bottom).

During each task, five layers of behavioral data are captured (Figure 3): session replay via
Xvfb virtual display and FFmpeg, per-step action screenshots, HTTP traffic, agent messages
(reasoning traces and tool calls), and low-level browser actions (clicks, keystrokes, scrolls).
Human annotators complete every task under the same setup to produce ground-truth
trajectories. Agent trajectories are then scored by comparing against these human references.

We evaluate each recorded trajectory using an Agentic Evaluator, implemented by invoking
a Claude Code sub-agent under a fixed evaluation rubric. The evaluator consumes the task
instruction together with the human reference actions and payloads and the agent’s executed
actions and payloads, and judges whether the task was completed correctly. Instead of
relying on a single final-state check, it applies predefined evaluation criteria to compare
the agent trajectory against the human reference and produces a binary verdict with a
structured justification grounded in the request schema and step-level evidence. As a result,
the evaluation is not only outcome-based but also traceable: it reveals not just whether the
agent failed, but which required fields or steps were incorrect and where the agent diverged
from the reference trajectory.

Task: Book a one-way Recorded Trajectory Evaluation Module
economy-class flight
from JFK to LAX on 5.0 Session Replay Agenti
= (== — gentic
Dec 31 this year for me. — Action Screenshots = Evaluator
T} Al HTTP Traffic

A B
hZE Agent Messages (thinking, tool-call) E | E
{} Browser Actions

@ i g

Human Cos ngeles Binary Score
Verification Conditions 5 @
L: >
= mniers (o 2) (ot 0) () (5 0) | e } 1 / 1 Qy
=~ ° Departure (JFK) o
v=| * Arrival (LAX) . Final step reached + all

=] * Class (Economy)

* Date (Dec 31) ‘ ‘

Record verify conditions met

Figure 3: The CLAWBENCH evaluation pipeline. Setup: a human-authored task with explicit
verification conditions. Execution: the agent operates in a real browser while five layers of
behavioral data are recorded. Evaluation: the recorded trajectory is scored against a human
ground-truth trajectory via an Agentic Evaluator, producing a binary pass/fail verdict with
step-level justification.

We evaluate 7 frontier models on CLAWBENCH: Claude Sonnet 4.6 (Anthropic, 2026),
GPT-5.4 (OpenAl, 2026), Gemini 3.1 Flash Lite (Google DeepMind, 2026), Claude Haiku
4.5 (Anthropic, 2025b), Gemini 3 Flash (Google DeepMind, 2025), GLM-5 (Zeng et al., 2026),
and Kimi K2.5 (Team et al., 2026). As shown in Figure 1 (right), Claude Sonnet 4.6 (An-
thropic, 2026) and GPT-5.4 (OpenAl, 2026) score 65-75% on traditional web benchmarks
(OSWorld (Xie et al., 2024), WebArena (Zhou et al., 2024)) but only 33.3% and 6.5%, respec-
tively, on CLAWBENCH. The five-layer recording makes each failure traceable to specific
steps, providing concrete diagnostic signals for future agent development.

Our contributions are as follows:

(1) We introduce CLAWBENCH, a benchmark of 153 everyday online tasks across 15 life
categories and 144 live platforms, targeting write-heavy, consequential web interactions
that existing benchmarks do not cover.



(2) We design a Chrome extension and CDP-based instrumentation mechanism that records
browser actions and intercepts only the final submission request, enabling safe evaluation
on production websites without sacrificing ecological validity.

(3) We develop a five-layer recording infrastructure and an agentic evaluator that pro-
vides step-level alignment against human ground truth, along with fully traceable failure
diagnostics.

(4) We open-source the complete data collection and evaluation pipeline to support
community-driven benchmark maintenance and expansion.

(5) We benchmark 7 frontier models and provide step-level failure analysis, documenting a
large gap between agent performance on structured coding tasks and real-world everyday
web tasks.

2 Benchmark

We present CLAWBENCH, an evaluation infrastructure for measuring how well Al agents
can complete everyday online tasks on the real web. Unlike prior benchmarks that retreat to
sandboxes or restrict evaluation to read-only information retrieval, CLAWBENCH operates
on 144 live platforms, targets write-heavy transactions (purchases, reservations, applica-
tions), and verifies outcomes by comparing the agent’s full behavioral trajectory against a
human ground-truth reference. Table 1 positions CLAWBENCH among existing web-agent
benchmarks across four axes: real-world environment, write-heavy task coverage, evalua-
tion reliability, and diagnostic traceability. Figure 3 illustrates the three-stage architecture:
task definition, agent execution with five-layer recording, and automated evaluation via the
Agentic Evaluator.

Table 1: Comparison of CLAWBENCH with existing web agent benchmarks across four
axes: real-world environment fidelity, write-heavy task coverage, evaluation reliability, and
diagnostic traceability. CLAWBENCH is the only benchmark that combines live-website
execution, write-heavy state-changing tasks, human-grounded comparative evaluation, and
multi-layer trajectory recording. Environment: Offline = static cached pages; Sandbox =
self-hosted or VM-based replicas; Real Web = live production websites. Task Type: Read-only
= information retrieval / QA; Mixed = includes some write operations in controlled set-
tings; Write-heavy = majority of tasks involve state-changing submissions on live platforms.
Recording: None = no behavioral trace beyond the final output; Screenshot = per-step or final
screenshots only; 5-Layer = session replay, action screenshots, HTTP traffic, agent messages,
and browser actions. Human Traj.: whether full human ground-truth trajectories (recorded
under the same infrastructure) are available for evaluation.

Benchmark Environment #Tasks #Sites  Task Type Verification Recording Human Traj.
Mind2Web (Deng et al., 2023) Offline (static traces) 2,350 137 Read-only Action seq. match None Partial (action seq.)
WebArena (Zhou et al., 2024) Sandbox (self-hosted) 812 5 Mixed Script-based None X
VisualWebArena (Koh et al., 2024) Sandbox (self-hosted) 910 3 Mixed Script-based None X
OSWorld (Xie et al., 2024) Sandbox (VM) 369 9 Mixed Script + screenshot Screenshot X
WebVoyager (He et al., 2024) Real Web 643 15 Read-only LLM-asjudge Screenshot X
TheAgentCompany (Xu et al., 2025) Sandbox (self-hosted) 175 6 Mixed Checkpoint-based None X
Online-Mind2Web (Xue et al., 2025) Real Web 300 136 Read-only =~ Human + LLMjudge Screenshot X
EconWebArena (Liu & Quan, 2025) Real Web 360 82 Read-only Exact numeric + URL None X
Claw-Eval (Ye et al., 2026) Sandbox (Docker + FastAPI) 139 15 Mixed API state check CLIlogs X
ClawBench (Ours) Real Web 153 144  Write-heavy Agentic Evaluator 5-Layer (all tasks)

2.1 Task Design and Collection

CLAWBENCH focuses on write-heavy web tasks: actions that modify server-side state through
form submissions, reservations, purchases, applications, and similar state-changing op-
erations. We target these tasks because (i) they are the category most directly relevant to
people’s daily lives—each task is something an ordinary person might need to accomplish in



Table 2: Main results on CLAWBENCH. Success rate (%) of seven Al agents on the 153-task
CLAWBENCH benchmark, reported overall and for each of the 8 high-level task category
groups. Models are ordered by overall success rate. Bold marks the best result in each
column; underline marks the second best. t denotes a text-only model without vision
capability.

Rank Model ‘ Overall ‘ Task Categories

Daily Finance Work Dev Academic Travel Social Pets
1 Claude Sonnet 4.6 33.3 44.2 50.0 19.0 11.1 50.0 23.1 38.9 18.2
2 GLM-5* 242 30.8 16.7 38.1 16.7 28.6 0.0 16.7 18.2
3 Gemini 3 Flash 19.0 15.4 3313 238 222 28.6 30.8 11.1 0.0
4 Claude Haiku 4.5 18.3 15.4 333 19.0 27.8 21.4 7.7 16.7 18.2
5 GPT-5.4 6.5 9.6 0.0 0.0 11.1 7.1 7.7 0.0 9.1
6 Gemini 3.1 Flash Lite 3.3 1.9 0.0 0.0 5.6 14.3 0.0 0.0 9.1
7 Kimi K2.5 0.7 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

under thirty minutes, and (ii) they produce observable HTTP payloads that enable objective
verification.

Candidate generation. We construct CLAWBENCH by curating realistic everyday online
tasks on live websites and retaining 153 tasks in the final benchmark. Each task is defined
by three elements: a natural-language user instruction, a starting URL, and a terminal
submission target specified at the HTTP-request level. Human annotators survey represen-
tative platforms across life categories, instantiate realistic user goals, and complete each task
end-to-end within our recording framework. For every task, this yields a human reference
trajectory together with the corresponding intercepted submission payload, which later
serves as the basis for evaluation.

Multi-stage filtering. We apply a rigorous filtering pipeline that removes tasks requiring
paid subscriptions, geographically restricted services, or websites that have gone offline.

At each stage, independent annotators verify that the task remains completable and that the
ground-truth trajectory is reproducible. The final dataset comprises 153 tasks across 144
unique platforms.

Interception signal annotation. A distinguishing aspect of our data collection is that every
task’s interception signal—the specific HTTP endpoint, request method, and payload schema
that identifies the dangerous, inreversable submission—is manually annotated by a human
expert. This annotator inspects the browser’s network traffic during the ground-truth
execution, identifies the exact request that would commit the irreversible transaction, and
records a declarative specification (URL pattern, HTTP method, and required payload field
names). This human-in-the-loop design ensures that the ClawBench framework intercepts
precisely the intended request, avoiding both false positives (blocking benign navigation
requests) and false negatives (allowing the submission to reach the server). The result
is a safe, targeted interception that preserves the full complexity of live-site interaction
while guaranteeing zero real-world side effects—no orders are placed, no applications are
submitted, and no critical server-side state is modified.

2.2 Task Taxonomy

To support fine-grained analysis, we organize the 153 tasks into a two-level taxonomy
(Figure 4). The top level consists of 8 high-level category groups—Daily, Work, Dev, Social,
Academic, Travel, Pets, and Finance—that capture broad domains of everyday web activity.
Each group is further divided into 15 fine-grained categories (e.g., “Daily Life & Shopping &
Entertainment,” “Job Search & Office & Personal Management,” “Academic & Education”).
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Figure 4: Task taxonomy of CLAWBENCH. Inner ~ Figure 5: Benchmark saturation

ring: 8 high-level category groups; outer ring: 15  comparison. Claude-Sonnet-4.6 per-

fine-grained categories. The dataset spans 153  forms substantially better on exist-

tasks across diverse real-world domains. ing web-agent benchmarks than on
CLAWBENCH, indicating that CLAW-
BENCH remains challenging for fron-
tier agents.

2.3 Interception Mechanism

The central design insight of CLAWBENCH is that evaluating agents on real websites does not
require preventing them from interacting with real websites—it only requires intercepting
the final request. We implement this via a lightweight Chrome extension and a CDP server
that is loaded alongside the agent’s browser session.

How it works. The instrumentation server connects to the browser through CDP to
monitor all outgoing HTTP requests against the human-annotated interception specifications
(Section 2.1). When the agent’s action triggers a request matching the declared URL pattern
and HTTP method, the system (i) captures the full request body, including all form fields,
payloads, headers, and query parameters; (ii) blocks the request before it leaves the browser,
preventing it from reaching the server; and (iii) logs the captured payload to a local file
alongside a timestamp and the originating tab URL. All other requests—page loads, AJAX
calls for dynamic content, image fetches, analytics pings—pass through unmodified, so the
agent experiences the website exactly as a human user would.

Safety guarantees. Because interception signals are human-annotated at the endpoint level
rather than inferred by heuristics, the mechanism achieves high precision: in a validation
study over all 153 tasks, the extension correctly intercepted the terminal request in 100% of
the human ground-truth runs with zero false positives on navigation traffic. This targeted
approach avoids the risks associated with letting agents operate freely on production servers
(e.g., accidentally placing orders or submitting real applications) while also avoiding the
ecological validity loss inherent in sandbox-based alternatives.

2.4 Five-Layer Recording Infrastructure

A distinctive feature of CLAWBENCH is that every agent run produces five synchronized
layers of behavioral data, enabling both automated evaluation and deep post-hoc diagnosis.



(1) Session Recording. The Chrome browser is running on a Xvfb virtual display which is
monitored by ffmpeg, producing a full-session video recording of the browser window.

(2) Action Screenshots. A per-step screenshot is captured immediately after each agent
browser action (click, type, scroll), providing a chronological visual record of the agent’s
observations and the resulting page states.

(3) HTTP Traffic. All HTTP requests are logged via the Chrome DevTools Protocol, including
request bodies, payloads and timing information. The intercepted terminal payload is a
special case of this layer.

(4) Agent Messages. The full chain of reasoning traces, tool calls, and intermediate outputs
produced by the agent framework is recorded in a structured JSON format, preserving the

agent’s “thought process” at each decision point.

(5) Browser Actions. Low-level browser events—mouse clicks (with coordinates),
keystrokes, scroll offsets, tab switches, and navigation events—are captured via the Chrome
extension, providing a fine-grained behavioral log independent of the agent’s self-reported
actions.

Human annotators produce ground-truth recordings under the same five-layer setup for
every task. The parallel structure between agent and human recordings is what enables the
Agentic Evaluator (Section 2.5): both trajectories are represented in the same multi-modal
format, making step-level alignment and comparison feasible.

The five layers are complementary by design. Session recording and screenshots capture
what the agent saw; agent messages capture what the agent thought; browser actions capture
what the agent did; and HTTP traffic captures what effect the agent’s actions had on the network.
Together, they enable a level of failure diagnosis that goes far beyond a binary pass/fail
score: when an agent fails, a developer can trace the failure to the exact step, inspect the page
state the agent observed, read the reasoning that led to the wrong decision, and compare
the agent’s action against the human annotator’s action at the corresponding step.

Reference Trajectory Prompt

Session Repla:
play Role: Judge task success from full trajectory

Action Screenshots o Key Rules:
HTTP Traffic % 1. Must use provided personal info correctly
Browser Actions Human 2. Must complete forms and submit

3. Interceptor / phone verification block: Output
PASS if all prior actions are correct

Agent Trajectory @ 4. CAPTCHA: must attempt, else FAIL @ Pass
Session Replay
Action Screenshots @ @ Rail
AT e (X)) Claude Code @

Browser Actions =

Agent Messages Agent Cross-reference & verification

Figure 6: Agentic Evaluator Inference Pipeline. The evaluator determines whether a browser
agent successfully completes a real-world web task by comparing the agent trajectory against
a reference trajectory across five evidence layers: session replay, action screenshots, HTTP
traffic, browser actions, and agent messages. A Claude Code sub-agent applies a struc-
tured evaluation prompt that enforces key behavioral rules. The evaluator performs cross-
referencing and verification over these multimodal traces to produce a final decision. PASS
indicates the agent has effectively executed the task (including cases where completion is
blocked but all prior actions are correct), while FAIL indicates unsuccessful execution or
violation of required behaviors.



2.5 Evaluation Protocol

Given the five-layer recordings from both the agent and the human annotator, we need
an evaluation method that can reliably determine whether the agent completed the task
correctly. We investigate three evaluator designs that operate on different subsets of the
recorded data, each representing a different modality and comparison strategy. As illustrated
in Figure 6, our evaluation is grounded in a multi-layer comparison between the agent
trajectory and a human reference trajectory. The evaluator operates over synchronized
evidence streams—including session replay, screenshots, HTTP traffic, browser actions, and
agent messages—and applies a structured rubric to determine task success.

Agentic Evaluator. We evaluate each task using a single Agentic Evaluator, implemented
by invoking a Claude Code sub-agent under a fixed evaluation rubric. Given the task
instruction, the agent trajectory, and the human reference trajectory, the evaluator performs
an explicit alignment between the two executions: it identifies corresponding steps, detects
divergences, checks whether the required fields and actions are correct, and determines
whether the agent reaches a terminal state equivalent to the human reference. This design
leverages the full multi-layer recordings from both runs and grounds evaluation in a
concrete human demonstration rather than in the task instruction alone. Figure 7 provides
a schematic view of this evaluation process, where the evaluator takes both the agent and
human trajectories as input and produces a binary verdict with structured justification.

Scoring. For each task t € T, let4(*) denote the task instruction, 7:,(”

jectory, and 7;1(” the recorded human reference trajectory. We denote the Agentic Evaluator
by A, which maps these inputs to a binary task-level verdict:

the recorded agent tra-

score(t) = A(q", 7", 7Y, (1)

where Score(t) € {0,1}, with 1 indicating successful task completion and 0 indicating
failure.

The overall success rate over a task set T is then defined as

1 ) Score(t), 2

SR =
=

where |T| is the number of evaluated tasks.

Unlike evaluators that judge an agent trajectory in isolation, A performs an explicit com-
parison between the agent trajectory and the human reference trajectory under a fixed
evaluation rubric. This comparative signal provides a concrete specification of successful
task completion, including platform-specific details such as field bindings, interaction order,
and terminal submission structure, which may be difficult to infer reliably from the task
instruction alone.

3 Experiments

We evaluate 7 frontier Al models on CLAWBENCH, spanning both proprietary and open-
source systems. This section describes the experimental setup, presents the main results,
analyzes failure modes, and reports ablation studies on the observation modality.

3.1 Experimental Setup

Models. We evaluate 5 proprietary models (Claude Sonnet 4.6 (Anthropic, 2026), GPT-
5.4 (OpenAl, 2026), Gemini 3.1 Flash Lite (Google DeepMind, 2026), Claude Haiku 4.5 (An-
thropic, 2025b), and Gemini 3 Flash (Google DeepMind, 2025)) and 2 open-source models
(GLM-5 (Zeng et al., 2026) and Kimi K2.5 (Team et al., 2026)).
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Figure 7: Evaluation protocol. The evaluator takes as input the task instruction together with
the human reference actions and payloads and the agent’s executed actions and payloads. It
then invokes a Claude Code sub-agent under a fixed evaluation rubric to determine whether
the task was completed correctly, producing a binary verdict and a structured justification
grounded in schema-level checks over the request payload.

Infrastructure. Each model is given control of a Chromium browser instance via the
OpenClaw agent framework. The OpenClaw agent is connected to a managed isolated
browser. It then can use the OpenClaw framework’s browser toolset to interact with the
browser (click, type, scroll, navigate, etc.). The CLAWBENCH Chrome extension and CDP
instrumentation server runs in the background throughout the session, intercepting HTTP
requests and agent actions for post-hoc evaluation.

Reproducibility controls. Each benchmark run uses an encapsulated container, ensuring
environment isolation and cross-run consistency. Chrome is launched with flags that disable
Ul prompts, sync, and irrelevant extensions to minimize environmental variance.

Metrics. Our primary metric is success rate (SR): the percentage of tasks for which the
agent receives a binary score of 1 (Section 2). We report SR both overall and broken down
by the 8 high-level category groups.

3.2 Main Results

Table 2 reveals three main findings. First, Claude Sonnet 4.6 is the strongest model overall,
achieving 33.3% success rate, followed by GLM-5 at 24.2%. This gap suggests that frontier
models differ substantially in their ability to handle realistic everyday web workflows.

Second, model performance varies considerably across task categories. Claude Sonnet 4.6
leads on Daily, Finance, Academic, and Social, while GLM-5 performs best on Work, Gemini
3 Flash on Travel, and Claude Haiku 4.5 on Dev. These patterns indicate that current agents
do not yet exhibit uniform competence across domains, but instead show category-specific
strengths and weaknesses. At the same time, even the best category-level results remain far
from saturation, underscoring the overall difficulty of CLAWBENCH.

4 Related Work

Web Agent Benchmarks. Early web agent benchmarks such as MiniWoB (Shi et al., 2017)
evaluated agents on simplified, synthetic web interfaces with short action sequences. We-
bArena (Zhou et al., 2024) introduced self-hosted, realistic web environments with 812 tasks
across 5 domains, using URL and element matching for evaluation. VisualWebArena (Koh
et al., 2024) extended this to visually grounded tasks on 3 self-hosted sites. Mind2Web
(Deng et al., 2023) scaled to 2,350 tasks on 137 real-world domains but evaluated action
sequences rather than end-to-end task completion. OSWorld (Xie et al., 2024) broadened



the scope to full operating system tasks across 9 applications. More recently, REAL Bench
(Garg et al., 2025) evaluated agents on live websites but relied on manual rating for scoring.
CLAWBENCH differs from all prior work by (i) operating on 144 live platforms rather than
self-hosted sandboxes, (ii) focusing on write-heavy, state-changing tasks, and (iii) providing
traceable, comparative evaluation against human reference trajectories through an agentic
evaluator.

LLM-Based Web Agents. The emergence of large language models has driven rapid
progress in autonomous web agents. Systems such as WebGPT (Nakano et al., 2021), We-
bAgent (Gur et al., 2023), and SeeAct (Zheng et al., 2024) demonstrated that LLMs can
interpret web pages and execute multi-step browsing tasks when given appropriate observa-
tion and action interfaces. Recent approaches combine visual perception (screenshots) with
structured page representations (accessibility trees, HTML) to improve grounding accuracy.
Agent frameworks including AgentGPT, AutoGPT, and OpenClaw provide standardized
interfaces for deploying LLMs as web agents with tool use and action execution capabili-
ties. CLAWBENCH is designed to evaluate any agent system that can control a Chromium
browser, independent of the underlying model or framework.

Evaluation Methods for Agent Systems. Evaluating autonomous agents remains chal-
lenging due to the diversity of possible action trajectories and the difficulty of defining
success criteria. Prior work has used action sequence matching, URL-based success detec-
tion, screenshot comparison, and human judgement. Action-level metrics suffer from the
problem of multiple valid paths: an agent may complete a task correctly through a different
sequence of actions than the reference trajectory. Screenshot-based methods require visual
similarity thresholds that introduce non-determinism. Human evaluation, while flexible,
is expensive and non-reproducible. CLAWBENCH sidesteps these issues by combining
intercepted submission payloads with an agentic evaluator that performs explicit step-level
alignment between the agent trajectory and a human reference trajectory, producing a binary
verdict together with a structured justification grounded in the recorded evidence.

Concurrent and Complementary Work. Several recent benchmarks address related but
distinct aspects of web agent evaluation. TheAgentCompany (Xu et al., 2025) provides a
self-hosted sandbox simulating a software company with 175 tasks and checkpoint-based
partial credit; CLAWBENCH trades environmental control for real-world breadth across 144
live platforms. EconWebArena (Liu & Quan, 2025) is a live-web benchmark for economic
research tasks featuring 360 read-only tasks with exact numeric matching and URL prove-
nance; CLAWBENCH extends the live-web paradigm to write-heavy, state-changing tasks.
MCP-Bench (Wang et al., 2025) evaluates LLM agents on tool invocation via the Model
Context Protocol with strict schema validation; CLAWBENCH targets browser-based web
interaction rather than structured API calls. TrickyArena (Ersoy et al., 2025) studies dark
pattern susceptibility in web agents across 4 controlled applications—an orthogonal safety
concern that highlights the importance of evaluating on real websites where dark patterns
occur naturally. AssistantBench (Yoran et al., 2024) defines 214 realistic open-web tasks
with automated evaluation, focusing on information retrieval; CLAWBENCH complements
this with write-heavy tasks. WebCanvas (Pan et al., 2024) proposes key-node evaluation
for 542 tasks on dynamic websites in a similar live-web setting but without HTTP payload
verification. Taken together, these efforts illustrate a fundamental realism-vs-reproducibility
trade-off: sandboxed benchmarks offer perfect reproducibility but may not reflect the com-
plexity of real websites, while live-web benchmarks expose agents to authentic challenges
at the cost of environmental variability. CLAWBENCH deliberately chooses realism and
mitigates reproducibility concerns through human-grounded comparative evaluation and
full multi-layer trajectory recording.

5 Conclusion

We introduce CLAWBENCH, a benchmark of 153 real-world everyday web tasks spanning
144 live platforms across 8 high-level category groups. By evaluating agents on live pro-
duction websites and focusing on write-heavy, state-changing workflows, CLAWBENCH
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provides a substantially more realistic testbed than prior benchmarks built on static pages
or sandboxed environments. Our framework combines final-request interception, five-layer
trajectory recording, and an agentic evaluator. Experiments on 7 frontier models show that
strong performance on existing web-agent benchmarks does not transfer to CLAWBENCH,
underscoring the gap between controlled benchmark success and real-world everyday web
competence. We release the benchmark, evaluation toolkit, and supporting infrastructure to
support future research on realistic web-agent evaluation.
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