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Abstract

Agents built on vision language models (VLMs) now compete with learned policies on robot manipulation leaderboards.
We ask how far a coding agent can go when it controls a robot instead of a computer, and where it stops. Our system,
HexaShell, keeps the harness thin: it only turns the agent’s commands into robot motion. The agent drives a robot with
two arms through one command line. It sees three RGB cameras and knows their calibration. After each failed attempt,
the agent reads the log, finds the cause, and writes or fixes small programs called tools. In this way it keeps what it learns
as code, as a coding agent does when it fixes a failing test. The tools may use only what the robot observes. They use
triangulation to find where objects are, relative to each other and to the gripper. If two cameras see the same point, the point
lies where the two camera rays meet. If a point lies on a known plane, such as the table or the top of a block, it lies where
its ray meets that plane. When the head camera is not enough, the robot moves a wrist camera to get a second view. We
build the tools on only ten layouts of one seed per task, then freeze them and test them on ten new layouts of the same
seed. We use Codex with GPT-6-Astra at medium reasoning effort. On all 42 RoboDojo tasks, HexaShell reaches a success
rate of 39.7% and a progress score of 48.0, averaged in the same way as the leaderboard. This is a new state of the art on
RoboDojo. The limit is contact, not reasoning: pushing reaches 92.5% and memory tasks 65.0%, but tight insertion only
8.3%. When the agent fails, it usually sees the failure but cannot make the motion work. We open source the tools evolved
so far at https://github.com/HexaFuture/HexaShell.
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Figure 1. HexaShell turns robot failures into reusable tools. A coding agent operates a robot with two arms through a thin
harness and sees RGB images only. After a failure, an optimizer agent diagnoses the episode and writes or fixes tools that use only
what the robot observes. Both agents are Codex with GPT-6-Astra at medium reasoning effort. Bottom: where tools help (rigid,
planar, tool use, clutter) and where they fall short (cloth).
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Figure 2. RoboDojo comparison on the leaderboard’s metrics: success rate (a) and progress score (b). Overall is the
leaderboard’s score, the mean of its five task types (Generalization: mean of its standard and cluttered variants). HexaShell uses
GPT-6-Astra at medium reasoning effort, RGB images only and frozen tools, tested on ten new layouts of each task, which the tools
were not built on (Sec. 4.1). GPT-6-Astra is the same model without tools [69]. Systems are ordered and shaded by Overall success
rate.

1 Introduction

Robot manipulation leaderboards have been led by learned policies. Vision language action models and world action
models learn from large sets of demonstrations and output the robot’s actions directly [4, 7, 35]. Agents built on vision
language models have now started to compete. On RoboDojo [14], the model we use reaches 22.5% without tools of its
own, choosing gripper targets through a fixed harness written by the benchmark’s authors [69].

Coding agents suggest another route. In a software repository, a coding agent reads the code, runs it, reads the error and
fixes the code, and the fix stays. Recent work has begun to let coding agents write and revise robot tools and programs
[25, 26, 34, 40]. We ask how far a coding agent can go when it works on a robot in the same way, and where it stops. Our
system, HexaShell, keeps the harness thin. The agent gets one command, robo, three RGB images with their calibration,
and a manual of one page. The harness turns commands into joint motion and does nothing else. What the agent learns
is kept as tools, small programs that add commands to robo and may use only what the robot observes. An acting agent
tries a layout with the current tools. After a failure, an optimizer agent of the same model reads the episode as it would
read a failing test, writes or fixes a tool with its unit tests, and the layout is tried again (Fig. 3). Both agents are Codex
with GPT-6-Astra at medium reasoning effort.

The hard part is turning pixels into positions. In a repository, everything the agent works on is text it can read exactly.
On a robot, the agent sees objects as pixels, but every command needs a position in the world, to about a centimetre for
a grasp. Vision language models are known to judge such distances poorly [9, 16]. The standard observation has no
depth. A monocular depth network can estimate depth from one image, but on RoboDojo scenes Depth Anything V2
[65] is off by a median of 41 mm at the head camera and about 100 mm at the wrists, even after we fix its scale with
the table. Our tools use triangulation instead. The cameras are calibrated, and the robot knows where its wrists are. A
point that two cameras see lies where their rays meet, and a point on a measured plane, such as the table, lies where its
ray meets that plane [27]. When one view is not enough, the robot moves a wrist camera to get another. This is active
perception [3], and on a benchmark it has a price: the motion uses action steps, and every task has a step limit.

We build the tools on ten layouts of each task, freeze them, and test them on ten new layouts. On all 42 tasks, HexaShell
reaches 39.7% success and a progress score of 48.0 on the leaderboard’s metric, a new state of the art on RoboDojo
(Fig. 2). It does best where the right action follows from measured geometry, and it stops at contact: tight insertion stays
low. The paper makes three contributions.

* A thin harness and a short repair loop for robot coding agents. The harness gives an unchanged coding agent one
command line to the robot and makes no decisions for it. All that the agent learns is kept as small tools with unit
tests, which the next episode loads. After a failure, a second agent of the same model edits one tool and the same
layout runs again. A repair round takes a median of 6.3 minutes, and no robot data, training or change to the
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model is needed (Sec. 3).

* The finding that triangulation locates objects more reliably than a depth network, and so lifts what a VLM agent
achieves on a robot. The model picks a pixel on the target, and the tool turns it into a position. With the same
harness, loop and model, on the same layouts, triangulation scores 8.7 points higher than Depth Anything V2;
paired by layout, it wins 57 layouts and loses 23 (Tab. 1). Its second views cost at least 3.6% of the executed steps,
and on the layouts where the robot moved a camera to look, triangulation succeeds 39 times against 22 (Sec. 4.5).

* A map of the current limits of VLM agents in the physical world. Over 420 retest episodes, success follows the
contact a task needs, not what the agent must read or remember. Pushing reaches 92.5% and memory tasks 65.0%,
but tight insertion only 8.3%. On the development layouts, clutter matters little: with 13 to 18 extra objects,
HexaShell keeps 95% of its success. How an episode fails also separates a gap in perception, where the agent
claims a success that the checker rejects, from a gap in execution, where it runs out of steps (Secs. 4.3 and 5).

Seven case studies show the loop at work. Each follows a failed attempt through the optimizer’s diagnosis and fix to the
next attempt on the same layout (Sec. 6).

2 Related Work

Language models have written robot code before. Code as Policies [37] emits executable programs over perception and
control primitives, ProgPrompt [54] and Inner Monologue [29] plan with a language model and feedback, VoxPoser [30]
writes value maps for a planner, ReKep [31] and MOKA [39] let a vision model mark keypoints that code then optimises,
RoboCodeX [45] and RoboScript [10] generate manipulation code from images and text, language models write reward
functions for policy learning [44, 66], and SayCan [1] grounds language in a fixed skill library. In each, the program
is produced per instruction and discarded, and people write the primitives. HexaShell inverts this division of labour:
the agent writes the primitives, they persist across episodes and are what is optimized, and the per-episode program
is short. Concurrent work moves the same way: URALI pairs a programming agent that writes motion tools with an
execution agent that calls them [26], Gao et al. [25] treat tools, traces and memory as code that a physical coding agent
revises, CaP-X benchmarks coding agents on manipulation [23], RLE-Bench tests them as robot learning engineers [43],
LIBERO-Agent tests general agents that act on the robot directly [18], and MEMENTO evolves code policies with a
memory of past programs [56]. We measure, on one full benchmark, how far such tools reach and where they stop.

Frontier models have also been used as policies without tools of their own. Zhang et al. [69] evaluate GPT-6-Astra
on RoboDojo through a fixed end-effector harness with no learned policy in the loop, and in a case study the model
writes a piano controller that transfers across tempo but not key geometry. Show-Harness [15], Agent as Policy [32],
VIA [28] and World Action Agent [70] drive robots through a vision language agent and a fixed interface, and a line of
recent work builds harnesses in which coding agents program, test and improve robot skills [11, 19, 21, 42, 57, 59, 63],
sometimes starting from a few human demonstrations [34, 40]. We keep the model and benchmark and change one
thing, letting the agent write, keep and repair tools (Sec. 5.1).

Agents that build their own tools are the closest family. Coding agents that read a repository, run the tests and fix the
code [12, 33, 62, 64] are the starting point of this paper. Voyager [58] grows a skill library of JavaScript functions
while playing Minecraft, Toolformer [52] learns when to call existing tools, LATM [8] and CRAFT [67] have language
models write and retrieve tools, and self-improving coding agents [41, 47, 68] modify their own scaffolding or programs
and keep edits that improve a score. Our loop belongs to this family but holds the agent’s scaffold, prompt and base
interface fixed and changes only task tools. We are able to diagnose faults in one round, while ensuring that the tools
stay runnable under the official client. Like Reflexion [53] and Eureka [44], the optimizer iterates on code from traces,
but acceptance is a fresh execution of the same layout rather than self-assessment.

Our tools measure 3D positions from RGB images. Monocular depth networks predict depth from one image [5, 60, 61,
65], but their scale must be fixed from outside and their errors are several centimetres on our scenes (Sec. 4.4). Vision
language models judge metric distances in an image poorly, and Spatial VLM and SpatialRGPT train them on spatial
data to improve this [9, 16]. Multiple view geometry recovers a point from two calibrated views [27], and plane sweep
tests candidate depths by warping one view into another [17]; both are standard in OpenCV [6]. Active perception
moves the sensor to get a better view [2, 3]. Our tools combine these ideas and charge each extra view to the robot’s
action budget, which a benchmark with a step limit makes explicit (Sec. 4.5).
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Figure 3. HexaShell. Top, one episode: (1) a coding agent in a sandbox issues robo commands; the server validates each one, turns
it into joint motion and returns feedback and RGB observations. Bottom, between episodes: (2) the episode log keeps the commands,
the camera frames and the agent’s transcript; () after a failure the optimizer agent diagnoses the episode, (4) writes or fixes a tool that
must pass a delivery check, and (5 the tool is loaded and the same layout is tried again.

The baselines we compare against are mostly learned manipulation policies. Vision language action models [4, 7, 35, 48—
50, 73], trained on demonstrations collected with low cost hardware [71], are evaluated on suites such as LIBERO
[22, 38], RoboCasa [46], RoboTwin [13] and SIMPLER [36], or in autonomous real-world evaluation [72]. RoboDojo
[14] adds a fixed action budget per task, a multi-seed evaluation, and paired clean and cluttered layouts, which let us
separate geometric competence from appearance memorisation (Sec. 4.3).

3 HexaShell

HexaShell has three parts (Fig. 3): a harness that turns commands into motion (Sec. 3.1), tools that measure 3D positions
from RGB images (Secs. 3.2 and 3.3), and an evolution loop that turns failures into tools (Sec. 3.4). Four principles
shaped them. The harness translates and never decides. Ground truth is isolated by architecture: the container the acting
agent runs in holds no simulator, task or scoring code. Success is judged only by the benchmark’s own checker, which
we do not modify. The manual states interfaces only; strategy lives in tools.

3.1 The harness

The acting agent is a stock coding agent CLI running in a container with no direct network access, no API key and
no host directories. It is given one executable, robo, and a directory obs/ that is refreshed on request. The directory
holds three 640480 RGB images (head and two wrist cameras), each camera’s intrinsics and its pose in the world, the
two tool centre point (TCP) poses and the joint angles. There is no depth image. The head camera is fixed; each wrist
camera pose follows from the TCP pose the robot reports. The manual has about sixty lines. The base commands are
move (translate a TCP along world axes, at most 0.20 m per axis), rotate (about the TCP, at most 90° per axis), point
(choose a gripper orientation from a small set and a finger opening axis), gripper, home, wait, obs, status and done.
Every command returns a JSON record with a planning verdict, the reached pose and the remaining budget. Tools
appear as additional sub-commands, and their interface.md files are appended to the manual under a heading “Extra
tools for this task™.

Behind the command line, outbound traffic from the container passes through an egress proxy that adds the model
credential and admits only the model endpoint and the harness’s own routes. The server validates each command,
interpolates a straight Cartesian path at 2 cm spacing, solves inverse kinematics per waypoint with cuRobo [55], and
times the joint path with a trapezoidal profile under the robot’s official limits. The timed path is sampled at the
benchmark’s 25 Hz action rate and sent through the official take_action call. There is no motion planner and no collision
model beyond the robot and the table. RoboDojo limits each task by a count of action steps (step_lim, from 200 to
1900; 600 for push T, i.e. 24 s of robot time). Observations, measurements and model thinking cost nothing, and every
executed step costs one. The counter is returned with every response.



O HexaFuture

The same server runs under two executors. A direct executor drives the RoboDojo environment in the same process and
can reset, replay and log true object poses into a field the container never receives. A bridge executor wraps the same
server as a policy for the official evaluation client, which has no reset and no ground truth. The agent’s interface is the
same under both, and every delivered tool must run under the bridge.

3.2 Measuring 3D from RGB images

A pixel and the calibration give a ray in the world frame. A ray alone is not a position, so every measurement adds one
more constraint. The tools use three kinds, all plain OpenCV geometry [6, 27].

The first constraint is the table. A shared tool, table_plane, measures the table height once per episode, the first time it is
called, at no step cost. It sweeps candidate heights, warps each camera image into another camera through the plane at
that height, and keeps the height where the warped images agree best [17]. The three camera pairs agree to within 1 mm
in our runs (0.7646-0.7656 m). The second constraint is any other plane whose height is known in the episode. The
top face of a block, the rim of a bowl or a slot in a box lies on a horizontal plane; once its height is measured, the ray
through a pixel on it gives the point. The third constraint is a second view. If two cameras see the same point, the two
rays nearly meet, and the point between them is the triangulated position. Corresponding pixels come from the acting
agent, who picks them in both images, or from template matching, contours and circle fits inside a tool.

The head camera sees the whole table, but often from too far away or at a poor angle, and objects hide each other. The
wrist cameras then give the second view, but only after the robot moves them. A tool or the agent moves a wrist above
the target, reads its pose from the TCP, and measures. These moves are robot motion, so they consume steps from the
task’s limit. This is the price of measuring without depth, and Sec. 4.5 measures it. The rule for both agents is that every
number about an object must be measured in the episode. Object sizes, positions and heights may not come from the
benchmark’s assets, layouts, configuration or logs.

3.3 Tools

A tool is a directory with tool.py and interface.md. The Python file declares a name, its sub-commands and their
arguments, and a run(api, command, args) function over an Episode API. This API offers joint angles, TCP poses, the
three RGB images with calibration, and the same motion primitives the base commands use. Tools cannot import the
simulator, cannot read object poses, and are loaded only if listed in the task’s enabled_tools.txt. Measurement commands
that move nothing are free, so the agent calls them freely. Commands that move an arm, including the ones that move a
wrist camera to look, return the same planning verdict as base commands and list their stages. A shared pool holds two
tools, pick and table_plane, which the loop never modifies. Everything else is task specific.

3.4 The evolution loop

One command starts a run for one task on one GPU. The loop uses the first ten layouts of evaluation seed O (for
Generalization tasks, five standard and five cluttered, which share tools) and proceeds layout by layout. The acting agent
attempts the layout with the current tools. On success, the optimizer agent reads the trajectory and adds a short entry
to playbook.md on which tools worked and why. On failure, it reads the command log, the camera frames of every
command and the current tool code. It writes a diagnosis to skill.md and adds or fixes a tool. A delivery check then
verifies that files are complete, tools load, and the interface text names neither the task nor its objects; if the check fails
the edit is reverted. The simulator is restarted and the same layout is attempted again, up to five edits per layout. After
the tenth layout the optimizer consolidates its notes, the tool set is frozen and tested once more with no optimizer, on the
ten development layouts and on ten new layouts (Sec. 4.1).

Both agents run GPT-6-Astra at medium reasoning effort. The optimizer writes only under tasks/(task)/ and cannot
touch the harness, the manual or the shared pool. The RGB tools come from one run per task with a development budget
of 12 hours. Each run started from the tools of our earlier runs with depth, and for 25 tasks the optimizer also read a
short note on what the checker requires, written from the public task definitions; the acting agent never sees the notes
(Sec. D).

4 Experiments
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4.1 Setup

RoboDojo [14] has 42 simulated tasks for a dual-arm ARX X5 in Isaac Sim 5.1, grouped into Generalization (12 tasks,
each with a cluttered variant that adds 13 to 18 distractor objects), Memory, Long-Horizon, Precision and Open. Each
task ships three evaluation seeds; a seed is a set of 30 to 75 scene layouts in which object poses and table materials vary
under fixed rules. Success is judged per step by the benchmark’s own checker, and the episode ends at the first success.
The leaderboard’s score averages the five task types with equal weight, Generalization being the mean of its standard
and cluttered variants; we also report the plain mean over the 54 variants.

We compare against the leaderboard as of 14 October 2026, where entries report 50 episodes on each of three seeds.
The two highest learned policies are VPP2 (success rate 32.26%, progress score 39.26), a world action model, and
PhysicalRSI (31.38%, 36.27), a VLA directed by a language model agent. Thirty entries output actions from a learned
policy, and we use all of them for the clutter comparison. The same model without tools is GPT-6-Astra choosing
bounded gripper targets through the benchmark authors’ fixed harness, 50 episodes on one seed per task (22.48%, 28.97)
[69].

Our main system observes RGB images only and measures with the geometry of Sec. 3.2. Two variants use the same
harness and model. In the first, a depth network, Depth Anything V2 Base [65], estimates depth inside the server for
every image, and its scale is fixed in each frame by the table plane. In the second, the simulator renders depth; this is not
part of the standard observation and serves only as a reference. Both agents are the unmodified Codex command-line
agent with GPT-6-Astra at medium reasoning effort, with one RTX 4090 per run. A retest episode takes a median of
739 s for 26 s of robot time, almost all of it model latency, which RoboDojo does not charge.

RGB results are frozen retests: one episode on each of ten new layouts, layouts 10 to 19 of seed 0 (standard and cluttered
layouts 5 to 9 for Generalization tasks), with the benchmark’s checkers. The tools were not built on these layouts. In
these retests the agent’s prompt also holds the task’s description and score table from the benchmark’s documentation, as
for the benchmark authors’ agent [69]. It also holds short notes on how the tools behaved in the development runs, and
the manual has revised rules for ending an episode. Swap blocks runs with the benchmark’s fix of its button reset, and
with tools developed again under that fix. The depth network results, and the comparisons in Secs. 4.3 to 4.5 and 5.2,
use the ten development layouts, the first ten of seed O (five standard and five cluttered for Generalization tasks), with
the bare instruction.

4.2 Main results

Fig. 2 compares the task types with the leaderboard. On the leaderboard’s metric HexaShell reaches 39.7% success and
a progress score of 48.0, above VPP2 (32.3%, 39.3), PhysicalRSI (31.4%, 36.3) and the other learned policies. Over the
54 variants the plain mean is 35.4%, against 30.6% for VPP2, 26.1% for PhysicalRSI and 24.3% for the same model
without tools. Per variant, HexaShell is higher than VPP2 on 23, by a median of 29 points, and lower on 27, by a median
of 23 (Fig. 11). HexaShell leads where the task is decided by reading the scene and remembering it: Memory (65.0%,
against at most 55.6%) and Open (50.0%, against at most 31.0%). Learned policies lead where precise contact decides:
VPP2 reaches 35.2% on Precision and 37.0% on Long-Horizon, against our 31.3% and 23.8%. Six variants pass every
layout (both variants of push T, the cluttered variant of stack bowls, play tic tac toe, press by number and stack blocks by
language), and 19 stay at zero.

4.3 Clean versus cluttered layouts

The cluttered variants test what a system relies on, because the task is unchanged and only the scene around it is. On
the development layouts, HexaShell passes 35.0% of the standard and 33.3% of the cluttered Generalization layouts,
keeping 95% of its success. The same model without tools keeps 87%. The 30 learned policies keep 1-68%, with a
median of 18%; VPP2 drops from 46.4% to 12.6%, and PhysicalRSI from 25.7% to 5.6%. The reason lies in what the
tools compute: the agent picks a pixel on the target, and the tool measures that object and nothing else. Cloth is the
exception that fits the rule: fold clothes falls from 4/5 to 2/5, because its tool finds the garment by colour connectivity,
which an object on or beside it breaks.
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Table 1. Triangulation against a depth network, same harness, loop and model. Success rate and progress score in %.
Triangulation is our RGB tool set; Depth Anything V2 estimates depth from each image. Both are frozen retests on the development
layouts. Rendered depth is not part of the standard observation and is shown for reference. Last row: layouts that only one of the two
passes, of 420.

Triangulation Depth Anything Rendered depth

Type Succ. Prog. Succ. Prog. Succ. Prog.
Generalization 342 377 267 30.0 454 51.5
Precision 213 284 75 119 413 473
Long-Horizon 188 322 1338 29.2 325 442
Memory 733 733 550 58.0 66.6 66.6
Open 43.8 466 450 48.1 585 60.7
Leaderboard score 383 436 29.6 354 4838 54.1
Mean of 54 variants 35.7 408 278 33.0 472 52.8
Layouts only it passes 57 23

Table 2. What second views cost, 420 retest episodes each on the development layouts. A viewing move is a base motion
followed, before any other motion, by a measurement that reads a wrist camera, or one of three tools whose only job is to look.
Viewing inside larger tools is not counted, so the first three rows are lower bounds.

Triangulation Depth network

Executed steps spent on viewing 3.6% 0.7%
Episodes with a viewing move 180 (43%) 40 (10%)

viewing steps per step limit, median 4.9% 2.9%
Successes 152 118

step limit used, median 70.0% 63.1%
Failures that used 75% of the limit or more 189 /268 228 /302
Episodes ended by the step limit 20 26
Successes on the 180 layouts with a viewing move 39 22
Successes on the other 240 layouts 113 96

4.4 Triangulation versus a depth network

Tab. 1 compares three ways for the tools to get 3D. On the same layouts, triangulation scores 8.7 points higher than
the depth network on the leaderboard’s metric. Paired by layout, geometry turns 57 failures of the depth network into
successes and loses 23 (exact McNemar test, p < 0.001). The largest gains are push T (4 to 10 of 10 layouts), imitate
sorting sequence (1 to 8) and play Xylophone (0 to 6); six more tasks gain three layouts each. The losses are smaller:
pour liquid into cup, pour by language, stack bowls and arrange largest number lose two layouts each. Three of these
four put something in or on a round container whose rim the tools must measure. Pour balls into vase also uses a round
container, yet it gains three.

The reason is accuracy. Against rendered depth on 300 frames of eight tasks, the depth network’s median error on object
pixels was 41 mm at the head camera and about 100 mm at the wrists, after we fixed its scale with the table. Three
other networks we tried, Depth Pro [5] and two versions of MoGe [60, 61], reduced the head error to 20-31 mm but
left 21-72 mm at the wrists. Grasps and placements need about a centimetre. Geometry has no such floor: when its
assumption holds, a known plane or a point visible in two views, the error comes from the calibration and the pixel.
Rendered depth is still 10.6 points higher. Most of the gap is in tight insertion, discussed in Sec. 5.

4.5 The cost of a second view

Without depth, the tools need a second view more often, and the robot must move to make it. We count a viewing move
as a base motion (move, point, rotate or home) that is followed, before any other motion, by a measurement that reads a
wrist camera. We also count three tools whose only job is to look. Viewing stages inside larger tools are not counted, so
the numbers are a lower bound. Tab. 2 gives the result. With triangulation, 3.6% of all executed steps go to viewing,
against 0.7% with the depth network, and 43% of episodes contain at least one viewing move. In those episodes viewing
takes a median of 4.9% of the step limit. Successful episodes use a median of 70% of the limit, against 63% with the
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Table 3. Capability map and failure modes. Mean success over variants for the same model without tools (None, [69]), HexaShell
with a depth network (DN, development layouts) and with triangulation (Ours, new layouts), and VPP2, the highest learned policy;
RGB variants at 0% on the new layouts; and how failed RGB episodes on the development layouts ended: the agent declared
completion and the checker disagreed, the budget was exhausted (less than a quarter left), or the agent gave up with more left.

Success % Failed episodes, %
Class Var. None DN Ours VPP2 At0 Decl. Exh. Gave up
R rigid pick, place, stack 22 369 44.1 500 300 3 29 60 9
Pu push, slide, press 4 60.0 675 925 247 0 33 33 33
Mv moving objects 2 33.0 30.0 400 430 0 46 15 38
In tight insertion 12 1.7 1.7 83 28.1 7 32 53 15
Df deformable, fluid 6 26.0 300 333 494 2 15 77 8
Ar articulated, tool use 8 20 00 75 216 7 30 60 9
G geometry only 30 223230 320 353 13 31 54 15
S symbols, language 18 22.8 26.7 31.1 144 6 24 65 11
M memory 6 38.7 550 650 556 0 50 25 13
All 54 243 278 354 306 19 30 57 13

depth network.

The price is worth paying. On the 180 layouts where the RGB agent made a viewing move, it succeeded 39 times; the
depth network succeeded 22 times on the same layouts (22 against 5 discordant pairs, p=0.002). On the other 240
layouts the gap is smaller, 113 against 96. The steps did not make the budget tighter than with the depth network: fewer
failures used three quarters of the limit (71% against 75%), and fewer episodes ended at the limit (20 against 26). Of the
189 failures that used three quarters of the limit, 100 contained viewing moves, and only 21 would have stayed below
three quarters without them. The cost is concentrated. It is highest where the tools must now measure what earlier tools
had taken as fixed, such as an egg carton (40% of its steps) or the slot for a coin (16%), and none of these tasks succeeds.
Where the view pays, it pays a lot: play Xylophone spends 17% of its steps on viewing and goes from O to 6 layouts,
and push T spends 8% and goes from 4 to 10.

4.6 What the agents built

The RGB runs took 769 optimizer rounds (median 17 per task); a round after a failure took a median of 6.3 minutes. The
runs left 327 task commands in about 78,000 lines of Python, counting the modules they import (Tab. 6). In the retests
on the development layouts, 42 commands were called with a second camera, 998 times in 25 tasks. The measurements
fall into a few patterns: a plane height from a camera pair, a point on a measured plane, a triangulated point, patch or
contour, and a rim fitted in two views. The model picks the pixel and the code measures the world. This split keeps the
tools easy to check, and, as Sec. 5 shows, it also sets their limits. Sec. C follows push T through its development.

5 Where the boundary lies

The averages hide a sharp split: 18 variants are at or above 50% and 19 are at 0%. To find what separates them we use
the retests of the RGB tools.

5.1 A capability map

We label every task twice (Tab. 5). The physical label names the contact that success requires: rigid pick, place or stack
with centimetre tolerance (R); pushing, sliding or pressing (Pu); insertion or placement with millimetre or few-degree
tolerance (In); articulated objects or a held tool used through several contacts (Ar); deformable, fluid or granular material
(Df); and objects that move on their own (Mv). The decision label names what must be decided beyond geometry:
nothing (G), reading symbols, following language or recognising categories (S), or remembering an earlier state (M).
Each task has one of each.

The physical interaction decides (Tab. 3). Pushing reaches 92.5% and rigid manipulation 50.0%; moving objects reach
40.0% and deformable material 33.3%, articulated objects 7.5%, and tight insertion 8.3%, with 7 of its 12 variants at
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zero. The decision load matters less, except for memory (65.0%). VPP2 has the opposite profile: it is weaker on pushing
(24.7%) and rigid manipulation (30.0%), and stronger on insertion (28.1%), deformable material (49.4%) and articulated
objects (21.6%).

What the tools add is the gap to the column without tools. They add most where the right action can be computed from
measured geometry: pushing gains 33 points, rigid manipulation 13 and memory 26. Articulated objects gain a little,
mostly from play Xylophone (6 of 10 layouts); these are the first articulated successes in any of our runs. On cloth the
tools still do worse than an agent that corrects step by step: fold clothes reaches 50% against 72% without tools. A tool
fixes one interpretation and one motion planned in advance; an agent acting step by step can still notice and correct.

Tight insertion and pouring are where measuring without depth costs most. With rendered depth, the tools reach 30.1%
on insertion, led by insert key (80%) and play stacking toy (73%), while the RGB tools reach 8.3%. Pouring falls as far:
pour liquid into cup and pour by language drop from 59-95% to 0-10%. An insertion needs the hole and the part in the
same frame to a few millimetres. At the head camera one pixel covers 2—-3 mm on the table, and the wrist views that
would resolve the hole must be made while the gripper holds the part.

5.2 How episodes fail

Of the 420 retest episodes on the development layouts, 268 failed. Five of them ended early on a tool error; of the other
263, 57% exhausted the budget, 30% ended with the agent declaring completion and the checker disagreeing, 13%
ended with the agent giving up while a quarter or more of the budget remained, and two were stopped by the checker for
a rule violation.

The mix differs by class (Tab. 3), and the difference is diagnostic. On deformable material, articulated objects and rigid
tasks, 60—77% of the failures exhaust the budget: the agent sees that the result is wrong and retries until the steps run
out, so it knows it has failed and cannot make the motion work. On memory tasks half of the failures are declared
successes: the agent believes it has reproduced the earlier state, and the checker disagrees. This fits the known weakness
of vision language models at fine visual detail [24, 51] and at judging success [20]. Moving objects often show a third
signature: the agent gives up once the object it was waiting for has passed. A declared failure therefore points to a gap
in perception or in the task’s specification, an exhausted one to a gap in execution.

5.3 Missing information or missing capability?

In an earlier run with rendered depth, short notes on what the checker requires lifted three tasks from 0-40% to 95-100%
(Tab. 7). The notes stayed available in the RGB runs. On the development layouts, press by number keeps 9 of 10
layouts and pour balls into vase 7, but pour liquid into cup falls to 1, while spending a fifth of its steps on viewing.
Knowing what the checker wants is necessary but not enough: the tool must also measure the cup, and without depth it
is still too weak.

6 Case studies: from a failed attempt to a working tool

The results above come from frozen tools. This section shows how the tools got there. Each case follows one layout
through one turn of the loop of Sec. 3.4: an attempt that fails, the optimizer round that follows, and the next attempt on
the same layout with the edited tool.

6.1 What an optimizer round looks like

The RGB runs took 769 optimizer rounds. Of these, 530 followed a failure, 195 followed a success and recorded what
had worked, and 42 closed a run. A round after a failure took a median of 6.3 minutes, and 90% of them took less than
11. In that time the optimizer ran a median of 16 shell commands. It reads its role and the focus file of the round, the
failure table, the command log of the failed episode, the acting agent’s transcript and the code of the enabled tools. It
then edits a tool, writes or updates unit tests and runs them; 92% of these rounds ran the task’s tests. The median edit
added 118 lines and removed 6, tests and notes included. A round read a median of 0.75 million input tokens, most of
them cached, and wrote 5.7 thousand. Over all rounds the optimizer read 487 million input tokens and wrote 3.8 million.
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In 27 tasks a layout failed and then passed on the next attempt after an edit, 67 times in all. A success after an edit can
also come from a different choice by the acting agent or a different turn of the scene. For each candidate we checked in
the log of the successful attempt that the edited code ran and that it addressed what had failed, and for two cases we
ran the old and the new code on the stored images. Tab. 4 lists the seven cases we kept, at least one for each physical
class of Tab. 3. In five of them the optimizer looked at no image: the command log, the tool’s feedback and the code
were enough. In fold clothes it ran its code on stored test images, and only in swap T did it analyse a frame of the failed
episode.

Table 4. Seven turns of the loop. Each row is one layout: the attempts that failed on it before the success (Fails), what the optimizer
found after the last failure, what it changed, the size of the edit in lines added and removed (tests included) and the length of the
round in minutes, the action steps of the next attempt, which succeeded, and the frozen retest of the same layout, with the task’s retest
over its ten development layouts.

Task Layout Class Fails Found Changed Edit Min. Next Retest
Push T 2 Pu 2 areacheck counted area from each +49/—11 7 354/600 pass 10/10
grid cells, so pixel’s footprint on
cameras with the plane
different pixel
sizes disagreed;
height refused
Swap T 0 R,M 2  colour mask mixed match colour by +75/-5 8 285/400 pass 10/10
top and side faces; hue, keep the
height failed seven bright top face
times
Play Xylophone 1 Ar 4 one camera put the match a second +109/=7 5 377/500 pass  6/10
held mallet head  view and
23 mm off triangulate
Match and pick 4 Mv 1 pick schedules estimate motion +132/-5 6 587/700 pass 7/10
from conveyor shorter than the cost first, close
arm’s motion; two later
aborts
Play tic tac toe 0 R, S 3 lastring needed turn the gripper +194/-5 11 1028/1100 pass 9/10
146 steps, 84 left ~ while moving
Fold clothes, 1 Df 1 grasp point require 12mm of  +112/—12 9 344/500 fail 6/10
cluttered 1.5 mm from the cloth around the
cloth edge point
Insert tubes 4 In 3 unmeasured voxels recheck the +69/-3 5 398/500 pass  3/10

along camera rays
blocked every path
after the lift

original path from
the reached joints

6.2 Push T: a height check that compared unequal pixels

In push T the robot pushes a T block onto a T pad. The block must end within 7 mm and 7 degrees of the pad, with both
arms at home. The tools project the block’s outline from the head camera onto a plane at the block’s top, and a stereo
command measures the height of that plane from two cameras. On layout 2 in round 4 the height command refused all
ten requests that reached its area check: it found the block’s area in the two views too different. The agent fell back to
the table height, 0.765 m, while the top of the block is at 0.780 m. The 15 mm error shifted the projected outline by
10 mm. The first transfer left the block 3.2 mm from the pad, inside the limit, but the release check used the same wrong
height and reported 12.5 mm. The agent corrected three times and ended 13.6 mm off (Fig. 4).

The optimizer found the cause in the code, from the tool’s error messages: “The stereo code estimates area by counting
occupied grid cells; a distant camera can therefore report a smaller area than a close camera for the same surface.”
The coarse pixels of the head camera fill only about a quarter of the 1 mm cells that the close wrist camera fills. The
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(a) Round 4: the block is 3.2 mm from the pad; (b) Round 4: after three corrections the (c) Round 5: with the measured height the check
the check, at table height, reports 12.5 mm block is 13.6 mm off; the agent quits reports 1.6 mm; success at step 354 of 600

Figure 4. Push T, layout 2: a height that the tool refused. Left wrist camera. (a) and (c) show almost the same placement; only
the measured height of the block’s top differs.

optimizer replaced the count with the sum of each pixel’s footprint on the plane. Its new test, with two cameras of
different resolution, failed before the fix and passed after, and all 73 tests passed.

In round 5 the first height request returned 0.780 m, and the agent used it for every later step. The release check reported
1.6 mm, the true error was 3.0 mm, and the episode succeeded at step 354 of 600. On the stored images of that request
the old code finds the same height but rejects it, with an area ratio of 0.27 against a lower bound of 0.85. With frozen
tools layout 2 passed again in 251 steps, and push T passed all ten development layouts, standard and cluttered. Sec. C
follows the whole push T run.

6.3 Swap T: a colour mask that mixed two faces

In swap T the robot exchanges two T blocks. Each block must end within 2 cm of the other’s start and within 3 degrees
of its heading. On layout 0, round 1 failed when a recovery turned a block twice, and the optimizer enabled a measuring
tool, surface_pair, which fits the outlines of both blocks and returns the turn between them. In round 2 the acting agent
called surface_pair seven times, and each call failed to measure the block height. It then typed a height of 0.78 m, and
the tool returned a turn of 130.6 degrees with an outline fit error of 2.6 mm. Both blocks ended within 5 mm of their
targets, and the check failed on their headings (Fig. 5).

(a) Round 2: the dark side faces share (b) Round 2: both blocks within 5 mm, (c) Round 3: only the bright top faces (d) Round 3: the tool measures the height
the hue of the top faces headings about 3° off; check fails are kept; outline fit 0.4 mm itself; success at step 285 of 400

Figure 5. Swap T, layout 0: two faces of one colour. (a, ¢) left wrist camera; (b, d) head camera, cropped.

The optimizer turned to the angle. It clustered the colours of the last head frame and found that each block splits into a
bright top face and a darker side face of the same hue: “I’m investigating whether the color masks mixed top and side
faces, which would distort both height and rotation estimates.” It also found that the tool matched one fixed colour
across the cameras, while each camera sees the blocks under different light. It built a synthetic scene with both effects,
and the old tool failed on it with the episode’s error. It changed 28 lines of surface_pair to match colours by hue and to
keep only the bright top face in each view. All 80 tests passed.

In round 3 surface_pair measured the height itself, 0.781 m, and returned a turn of 126.2 degrees with an outline fit error
of 0.4 mm. The swap passed at step 285 of 400. Each block of round 2 had ended about 3 degrees from where it ended
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in round 3. With frozen tools layout 0 passed again in 275 steps, with a measured turn of 126.3 degrees, and the task
passed all ten development layouts.

6.4 Play Xylophone: a second view of a held tool

In play Xylophone the robot picks up a mallet and strikes the eight keys from left to right. The checker counts a key
when the mallet head is inside its box, 1.0 to 3.6 cm above it, and lifted at least 2.5 cm before the next key. The task’s
note states these numbers, and the tool’s default heights follow them. Layout 1 failed four times, each time for a different
reason: plans rejected for clearance, a ball outline that was not round, a grasp on the stand instead of the mallet, and
in round 9 the position of the held mallet. In round 9 the acting agent lifted the mallet and measured its head with
rgb_sphere from the head camera alone, using the radius of the head to set the range. The estimate was 22.9 mm from
the true centre. Two sequence plans failed the reach check, so the agent moved all eight targets 5 to 8 cm toward the near
ends of the keys. The third plan ran all eight strikes, and the checker counted none (Fig. 6).

(a) Round 9: one camera puts the (b) Round 9: eight strikes, shifted to the (c) Round 10: the right wrist sees the whole  (d) Round 10: strikes at the measured key
mallet head 23 mm from its true centre near ends of the keys; no key counts head; two views put it 2.7 mm off centres; success at step 377 of 500

Figure 6. Play Xylophone, layout 1: one view against two. (a) head camera, cropped; (b—d) right wrist camera.

The optimizer traced the miss to the estimate of the held mallet head from one camera, and changed rgb_sphere. Given
one pixel on the ball, the tool now finds the matching ball in another current camera and triangulates the centre. The
radius only filters the candidates, and without a clear match the tool fails instead of guessing. In its new synthetic test
the old method erred by 22.7 mm and the new one by less than 2 mm. All 35 tests passed.

In round 10 the first call failed, because the ball was cut off at the border of the wrist view. The agent moved both arms
until the right wrist camera saw the whole head. The tool matched the two views and put the centre 2.7 mm from the
true one, with 0.7 mm between the two rays. The sequence ran at the measured key centres on its first plan, and the task
succeeded at step 377 of 500. In the frozen retest layout 1 passed again, this time with strikes made by base moves, and
the task passed 6 of its 10 development layouts. The depth network version passed none.

6.5 Match and pick from conveyor: a schedule the arm could not meet

In match and pick from conveyor the robot remembers the first object on a moving belt and picks the matching object
when it comes back. On layout 4 in round 9 the tools located the green toy to within 3 to 11 mm. Twice the agent asked
the tool timed_pick for a short schedule, with the descent due 0.80 s after the call. Turning and moving the arm took
1.56 s, so both times the tool aborted before it went down, and the open fingers waited above the passing toy. A manual
grasp then closed 67 mm behind it (Fig. 7).

The optimizer saw that vision was fine and the schedules were impossible: “The trace also shows two approaches that
consumed motion time before reporting a missed deadline, plus a completed pick that did not retain the object.” It found
a server call that estimates the cost of a motion without moving the arm, and added a check to timed_pick. Before
moving, the tool now estimates each stage. If the schedule is too short, it moves the closing time later and the meeting
point further down the belt. All 20 tests passed.

In round 10 the agent again asked for a short pick, closing at 1.5s. Getting into place took 1.68 s, so the old tool would
have aborted again. The new check moved the closing time to 2.16 s and the meeting point 64 mm further along the belt.
The arm reached the toy as its approach ended, closed on it and lifted it, and the task succeeded at step 587 of 700. In
the frozen retest layout 4 passed in 460 steps, and the task passed 7 of its 10 development layouts.
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(a) Round 9: the pick aborts before descent; (b) Round 10: the head view the agent (c) Round 10: the grasp moves to 2.16 s;
the open fingers wait above the passing toy measures the toy in before its last pick the toy is lifted at step 587 of 700

Figure 7. Match and pick from conveyor, layout 4: time, not position. (a, c) right wrist camera; (b) head camera, cropped. (c) is
the last frame of the video, since the episode ended during the lift.

6.6 Play tic tac toe: a route that saves steps

In play tic tac toe the robot plays first and fills the board with a scripted opponent: five rings from the robot, four crosses
from the opponent’s arm, within 1100 action steps. On layout O in round 3 the first four rings landed within 6 mm of
their cells, but these placements used 1016 steps. Waiting for the opponent took 520 of them. Before each transfer the
tool turned the empty gripper at the home pose, at 16 to 22 steps a time. The first entry also stopped 8.1 mm short of its
depth, over the 8 mm limit, and cost 56 steps to redo. The route for the last ring needed 146 steps when 84 were left, and
the agent sent both arms home with one cell empty (Fig. 8).

(a) Round 3: eight cells filled, the last (b) Round 4: same position with 140 steps (c) Round 4: the fifth ring goes into the
ring left at its source; steps run out left; the last route needs 129 last cell at step 1028 of 1100

Figure 8. Play tic tac toe, layout 0: the step budget. (a, b) head camera, cropped, before the last ring; (c) right wrist camera, last
frame of the video.

The optimizer read the step count of every transfer from the log. It kept the waits, which the game requires, and went
after the turns: “The transfer tool rotates the empty gripper at home before moving above the source. I'll check whether
combining those two motions can save enough steps while preserving vertical contact moves and clearance.” The
transfer now also plans a route that turns the gripper while it moves above the ring, keeps the fingertips above the travel
height during the turn, and takes the cheaper reachable route. The optimizer added eight tests, and all 192 passed.

In round 4 all five transfers took the combined route. The first placement fell from 152 to 128 steps, and the next three
from 344 to 312. The first entry stopped inside the depth limit this time, and the cell order left a nearer cell for the last
ring. Before the last ring 140 steps remained, and its route needed 129. The board filled at step 1028 of 1100. In the
frozen retest layout O passed at step 1035, and the task passed 9 of its 10 development layouts.

6.7 Fold clothes: a grasp point on the edge

In fold clothes the robot folds both sleeves of a shirt across the body and then makes a last fold. The cluttered variant
places other objects around it. On layout 1 in round 13 the landmark tool cloth_view placed the grasp point of the left
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sleeve 1.5 mm from the cloth edge, and the gripper pinched only the edge of the cuff. The left sleeve stayed out. The
acting agent saw this, grasped the sleeve again at its middle and left it bunched on its own side. The last fold scored
nothing, and the episode ended at step 453 of 500 (Fig. 9).

(a) Round 13: the grasp point is 1.5 mm (b) Round 13: a second grasp bunches the  (c) Round 14: grasp points 12 mm inside the  (d) Round 14: both sleeves cross; the last
from the edge; the left sleeve stays out sleeve; the last fold scores 0 edge; the sleeve crosses in one move fold succeeds at step 344 of 500

Figure 9. Fold clothes, cluttered layout 1: where to grasp a sleeve. Head camera, cropped, after the sleeve folds (a, c¢) and after
the repair grasp of round 13 (b) and the crossed sleeves of round 14 (d).

The optimizer read the transcript and the tool’s feedback, then ran the grasp point code on four stored test images with
their calibration and measured each point’s distance to the cloth edge: “On four archived RGB fixtures, lateral contacts
sit only 0.9-7.4 mm from an edge despite the nominal 25 mm inset.” The cause was a check that accepted a point when
one pixel of it fell on the cloth, and returned an unchecked point when it found none. The optimizer replaced it with
a test on the table plane that requires 12 mm of cloth on every side of the point, searched on a 2 mm grid up to 6 cm
inward. All 37 tests passed.

Between rounds 13 and 14 only cloth_view changed. In round 14 it returned points 12.3 and 12.1 mm inside the edge;
on the same frame the old code returns points 1.6 and 5.4 mm from it. The left sleeve crossed the body in one move, no
repair was needed, and the shirt was folded at step 344 of 500. In the frozen retest this layout failed with a progress of
20%, and the task passed 6 of its 10 development layouts.

6.8 Insert tubes: an early stop in the hardest class

In insert tubes the robot places three tubes upright in the holes of a rack. Insertion is the class where the RGB tools do
worst (Sec. 5.1), and layout 4 failed in rounds 16, 17 and 18. In round 18 the agent grasped the first tube and called
rigid_place. The arm lifted the tube and stopped: no path to the rack was clear. After the lift, stereo found nothing near
the path, so the tool fell back on single camera rays and marked 28,935 voxels along them as obstacles, although their
depth was never measured. Both alternative paths failed inverse kinematics, and the tool gave up, although the original
path had passed its check before the lift. Recovery by hand cost 108 of the 500 steps. A later tube was released after a
5.7 mm lowering error and fell across the rack, and the agent quit at step 449 (Fig. 10).

(a) Round 18: after the lift the tool (b) Round 18: a later tube lies across (c) Round 19: the recheck passes; the tube (d) Round 19: all three tubes stand in
stops; recovery costs 108 steps the rack; the agent quits ends 1.5 mm from the hole centre the rack at step 398 of 500

Figure 10. Insert tubes, layout 4: a stop after the lift. (a, b, d) head camera, cropped; (c) left wrist camera.

The optimizer read the tool’s feedback and the command log: “The clearance fallback treated 28,935 voxels along
monocular rays as a hard constraint, although their depths were unverified. It rejected both proposed yaw paths and
stranded the grasp.” It kept those rays as a preference and added one more check: when the preferred paths are rejected,
the tool rechecks the original remaining path from the joints it has reached and goes on if that path is reachable. Obstacles

14



O HexaFuture

seen in two views still block the move. All 183 tests passed. The optimizer noted that the change does not explain the
sideways release.

In round 19 the same situation came up, with 27,626 ray voxels and two rejected paths. The recheck passed, and the first
tube reached its hole 1.5 mm from the measured centre. Lowering stopped early, and the agent opened the gripper and
let the tube drop in. The first tube took 64 steps instead of 108, the other two needed moves by hand, and the episode
succeeded at step 398 of 500. In the frozen retest layout 4 passed in 411 steps without needing the recheck, and the task
passed 3 of its 10 development layouts. The other seven ended with the agent quitting or at the step limit.

6.9 What the cases show

The optimizer works like a programmer reading a bug report. Its evidence is mostly numbers: the step count of each
command, the reason a tool gave for refusing. Its edits are small and local. Each changes one tool, comes with new tests,
and leaves the strategy to the acting agent. Three of the seven fix a measurement (push T, swap T, play Xylophone), two
fix timing (the conveyor schedule and the tic tac toe route), one fixes where to grasp (fold clothes) and one fixes when
a tool gives up (insert tubes). In insert tubes the fix removed one obstacle, and the tube still went in by a drop. This
matches the boundary of Sec. 5: a round of the loop can repair what the agent measures and plans, but not the contact
that tight insertion needs.

7 Conclusion

HexaShell gives an unchanged coding agent one command line to a robot and keeps what the agent learns as small tools,
repaired after each failure in a round of a few minutes. With triangulation from calibrated RGB cameras, the tools locate
objects more reliably than a depth network, and on ten new layouts of all 42 RoboDojo tasks the agent reaches 39.7%
success and a progress score of 48.0. The limit is contact, not reasoning: pushing and memory tasks succeed most of the
time, but tight insertion stays low, and most failed episodes run out of steps while the agent sees that the motion is not
working. Closing this gap is the next step: tools that keep measuring while the gripper holds the part and correct the
motion during contact, instead of planning it in advance.
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Appendix

A Per-task results

Tab. 5 lists every task with its capability labels, the retests with triangulation and with the depth network, the result of
the earlier tools with rendered depth and two leaderboard entries. Fig. 11 shows the success rate of every variant next to
VPP2 and PhysicalRSI. Fig. 12 compares the progress score per variant with the depth network version and with the
same model without tools.
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Figure 11. Success rate on every task variant: HexaShell against VPP2 and PhysicalRSI. Variants are sorted by HexaShell’s
success rate; rand: cluttered layouts. HexaShell: RGB images only, frozen retest on ten new layouts, 10 to 19 of seed 0; VPP2 and
PhysicalRSI: leaderboard rollouts, 50 episodes per seed.

B Tools of the RGB runs

Tab. 6 lists, for every task, the commands of the frozen RGB tools, the code behind them, the optimizer rounds it took
and the share of executed steps spent on viewing moves (Sec. 4.5).

C Example development log: push T

The RGB run of push T took 13 optimizer rounds and four hours over its ten development layouts. It started from a tool
of an earlier run, planar_contact, which registered the T block against its target outline in the head depth image and
carried it there. Without depth this registration failed, but the acting agent passed layouts 0 and 1 anyway, measuring
heights by hand with base commands and the shared table tool. Layout 2 failed twice. In round 3 the optimizer rewrote
the registration, the height measurement, the handover between the arms and the release check to use RGB silhouettes
and calibrated rays. In round 4 it fixed the check that compares the block’s area in two views, which rejected matching
views because the two cameras have different pixel scales. From then on every layout passed at the first attempt, standard
and cluttered. Rounds 5 to 12 only added notes to the playbook, and round 13 consolidated them. The frozen retest
passed all ten layouts, using 245 to 570 of the 600 steps, against 4 of 10 for the depth network version.
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Figure 12. Progress score per task variant on the development layouts, HexaShell with triangulation against (a) the depth
network version and (b) the same model without tools. Points above the diagonal favour triangulation. Colour and shape give the
physical class (Sec. 5.1): rigid and push (R, Pu), insertion (In), and articulated, deformable or moving (Ar, Df, Mv). Means over the
54 variants: 40.8, 33.0 and 29.8.

D The earlier depth runs and the audit

The RGB tools grew out of two earlier lines. The first used rendered depth. Its fully automatic first round, on all 42
tasks, reached 38.0% on the leaderboard’s metric. A second round gave the optimizer short notes on what the checker
requires for the tasks where it lagged most (Tab. 7), and a team member rebuilt the tool of build tower by hand. Its
current tools reach 48.8% (Tab. 1). The second line kept these tools but replaced rendered depth with Depth Anything
V2 Base [65] inside the server. We developed 22 tasks again for up to 24 hours each, kept the new tools of ten of them,
and the line reached 29.6%. The RGB runs started from the tools of the second line.

The notes of the first line stayed in the task directories and were given to the optimizer in every round. By the time of
the RGB runs, 25 tasks had such a note, written by us from the public task definitions. They state the success conditions
and, for some tasks, object sizes or target positions from these definitions. The acting agent never sees them. Nine tasks
also started from RGB tools written by a colleague with another coding agent.

After the RGB runs we audited every enabled tool for numbers that could come from the benchmark’s assets, layouts
or configuration, by comparing every literal in the tools with the sizes and positions in the task definitions and in the
logs. The tools of seven tasks held fixed object geometry: part sizes and templates of fixed scene parts, mostly in the
colleague’s tools. These tasks are store tools in toolbox, pick from conveyor by image, insert key, hang mugs, fill pen
holder, fill egg holder and deposit coin. With the fixed geometry they had passed 3 of their 70 retest layouts. We replaced
each constant with a measurement made in the episode, retested the seven tasks without further development, and report
only these retests; all are 0/10.

E Interface given to the acting agent

The acting agent’s manual is one Markdown file, the same for every task; the interface.md of each enabled task tool is
appended to it under the heading “Extra tools for this task™. It contains, in this order:

* World frame. One right-handed frame for both arms and all cameras, in metres, degrees and seconds; origin on
the floor between the arm bases, 4+ to the robot’s right, 4y away from it, 4z up; a nominal table top at z=0.74
(the shared table_plane tool measures the real height, about 0.765); arm bases at z= F 0.30, y= — 0.45; how the
frame appears in the head image, with a top-view drawing.

¢ Gripper. The TCP is the midpoint between the fingertips; the tool frame’s x is the approach direction and y the
opening axis; gripper value 1 is fully open (8.8 cm), O closed, and only the commanded value is reported. A reach
envelope: pointing straight down the TCP reaches about y=0.00 at table height, pointing down45 about y=0.15.
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* Base commands. obs and status (free); move (translate the TCP along world axes, at most 0.20 m per axis), rotate
(about the TCP in the world or tool frame, at most 90° per axis), point (down, forward or down45, with a required
opening axis), gripper, home, wait (at most 5 s), each costing simulation time; done, which ends the episode.

Limits. 60 commands per episode; simulation time limited per task; “the simulation only runs while a command
runs; thinking costs no simulation time”.

L]

Feedback. One JSON object per command: the request, clipping and workspace flags, plan_ok with a failure
reason (ik_unreachable, self_collision, table_collision, workspace_limit), the reached pose and its error, settled,
the gripper value, the time used and left, the commands left, and episode_over; exit codes for argument errors,
failed commands, a finished episode and client time-outs. Motion planning knows the arm and the table, not the
objects.

Observations. Head and two wrist RGB images (640x480) and state.json with both TCP poses, joint angles,
gripper values, and each camera’s intrinsics and camera-to-world extrinsics, followed by the formulas that project
a world point to a pixel and turn a pixel into a ray. There is no depth; the manual names the shared table_plane
tool and the two ways to fix a point on a ray, a measured plane or a second view.

* Rules. When the task is finished, home both arms and then call done; call done only when sure; read a failed
command’s output before deciding; object positions are not given and must be worked out from the images and
the calibration.

F Optimizer role description

The optimizer receives a 62-line role description and, each round, a focus.md that selects one of three modes. In failure
mode it reads the failure category, every command with its target, the reached pose, the acting agent’s trajectory and the
head-camera frames; decides which perception tool, execution tool or repair would have prevented the failure, or that
the failure was bad luck and nothing should change; implements it under tasks/(task)/tools/; enables it; and appends a
dated entry to skill.md. In success mode it appends at most 15 lines to playbook.md and changes no tool unless one
misbehaved. In final mode it rewrites playbook.md and skill.md (under 60 lines each) and every interface.md (under 12
lines). Six rules apply throughout: a tool may use only the Episode API (joint angles, TCP poses, motion primitives, the
latest observation, the caller’s arguments) and must never read simulator state or hard-code layout-specific numbers;
positions come from OpenCV geometry on the RGB images and the calibration, and no size, height or position of an
object may come from the benchmark’s assets, layouts, configuration or logs; an interface.md describes the interface
only and may not name the task or its objects, which the delivery check enforces with a list of banned words; the shared
pool is read-only; tools validate their arguments, return a planning verdict like the base commands and never raise; and
the optimizer runs no evaluations. Each round ends with a 3—10 line proposal.md.

G Layout structure of RoboDojo seeds

Each evaluation seed is a directory of pre-sampled layouts, 30 to 75 per task. Within a seed, standard layouts differ
only in the task objects’ positions and yaw (sampled inside per-object rectangles) and in the table and ground materials;
random layouts additionally sample 13 to 18 distractor objects from 85 categories with their own poses. A few tasks
vary content rather than pose: press by number keeps every object fixed and changes only the two digits; classify objects
draws three objects from ten categories. The leaderboard takes the first 50 valid layouts of each seed; our development
layouts are the first ten of seed 0.
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Table 5. Results on all 42 RoboDojo tasks. Phys. and Dec.: the physical interaction and the decision a task requires (Sec. 5.1): R
rigid pick, place or stack; Pu push, slide or press; In tight insertion; Ar articulated object or tool use; Df deformable, fluid or granular;
Mv moving objects; G geometry only; S symbols, language or categories; M memory. RGB: frozen retests on ten new layouts, 10 to
19 of seed 0 (Generalization: standard / cluttered 5 to 9); swap blocks with the benchmark’s fix of its button reset and tools developed
again under it. Depth net.: frozen retests on the ten seed-0 development layouts (Generalization: five standard / five cluttered). $The
optimizer read a note on what the checker requires (Sec. 3.4). Rendered: success in % of the earlier tools with rendered depth; *50
episodes on each of seeds 0-2 (25 per variant for Generalization tasks), otherwise the development layouts; Ttools from a run with
checker notes, ¥tools rebuilt by a team member (Sec. D). VPP2, PhysicalRSI: leaderboard success in %.

Type Task Phys. Dec. RGB  Depthnet. Rendered %  VPP2 %  PhysicalRSI %
Generalization arrange largest number R S 15715 3/5712/5 80/40 470 1.3/21.3
fold clothes$ Df G 4/5/15 2/5/1/5 307/187% 74.7/61.3 41.3/34.7
hang mugs$ In G 0/5/0/5 0/5/0/5 40/0 64/0 0/0
make toast® Ar G 0/5/0/5 0/5/0/5 0/0 56/22.7 0/0
pack objects into box® R S 0/5/0/5 0/5/0/5 0/40 10.7/2.7 53/0
pour liquid into cup? Df G 0/5/0/5 1/5/2/5 94.7/58.7*F 68/32 93.3/9.3
push T Pu G 5/5/5/5 2/5/2/5 18.7/86.7* 2710 65.3/0
sort nesting dolls by size® R S 2/5/15 1/5/0/5 80/ 601 3477127 16/0
stack blocks R G 4/5/1/5 4/5/2/5 98.7/97.3*  86.7/2.7 9.3/0
stack bowls R G 4/5/5/5 5/5/5/5  90.7/94.7% 90.7/53 74710
store laptop and headphones$ Ar G 0/5/0/5 0/5/0/5 0/0 45.3/20 1.3/1.3
sweep blocks$ Ar G 0/5/0/5 0/5/0/5 0/0 20/1.3 0/0
Memory cover blocks R M 8/10 10/10 100* 100 100
imitate sorting sequence’ R M 3/10 1/10 60t 0 0
match and pick from conveyor =~ Mv M 6/10 5/10 56.7* 86 7.3
press by number$ Pu M  10/10 10/10 100*f 96 79.3
swap T R M 9/10 7/10 82.7* 25.3 92.7
swap blocks$ R M 3/10 0/10 0 26 0
Long-Horizon  classify objects R S 3/10 3/10 79.3* 53.3 40
fill egg holder? In G 0/10 0/10 0 0 0
fill pen holder$ In G 0/10 0/10 0 29.3 33
make kong$ R S 0/10 0/10 11+t 78.7 82
organize table$ Ar S 0/10 0/10 0 7.3 4
play stacking toy In S 0/10 0/10 73.3* 233 0
play tic tac toe$ R S 10/10 6/10 33.3* 9.3 94
put bottles into dustbin R G 6/10 2/10 63.3* 94.7 75.3
Precision build tower In G 2/10 0/10 56*% 72.7 28.7
deposit coin’ In G 210 0/10 29.3*1 213 56
fasten screws$ In G 2/10 0/10 0 353 0
insert key$ In G 0/10 0/10 8ot 0 393
insert tubes In G 3/10 2/10 52* 74.7 66
play Xylophone$ Ar G 6/10 0/10 0 0 0.7
plug in charger$ In G 1/10 0/10 30 16.7 30.7
pour balls into vase$ Df G 9/10 4/10 827+t 60.7 38.7
Open align blocks Pu G 7/10 9/10 92* 0 86
classify objects by language R S 3/10 1/10 40 2 6
general pickup R S 9/10 8/10 74.7* 18 47.3
pick from conveyor by image§ Mv S 2/10 1710 10f 0 0
pour by language$ Df S 1/10 2/10 90f 0 0
solve equation R S 8/10 8/10 78* 0 60
stack blocks by language R S 10/10 7/10 83.3* 12.7 0
store tools in toolbox$ In S 0/10 0/10 0 0 0
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Table 6. RGB tools per task. Commands: task commands besides the shared tools; Lines: lines of Python in the enabled tools and
the modules they import; Rounds: optimizer rounds of the RGB run; View: executed steps spent on viewing moves in the retest, in %;
Retest: successes on the ten development layouts.

Type Task Commands Lines Rounds View  Retest
Generalization arrange largest number 7 1,785 23 09 3/10
fold clothes 7 2310 21 0.0 6/10
hang mugs 13 2,944 12 124 0/10
make toast 15 2,022 11 45 1/10
pack objects into box 7 1,758 16 0.2 0/10
pour liquid into cup 4 2,548 31 203 1710
push T 4 1,014 13 7.8 10/10
sort nesting dolls by size 8 3,883 18 09 4/10
stack blocks 6 917 14 0.0 8/10
stack bowls 2 225 11 0.0 8/10
store laptop and headphones 5 1,248 18 2.6 0/10
sweep blocks 14 1,264 12 0.7 0/10
Memory cover blocks 5 407 12 0.0 10/10
imitate sorting sequence 22 3,469 17 0.0 8/10
match and pick from conveyor 7 827 20 1.8 7/10
press by number 2 924 16 2.1 9/10
swap T 5 1,204 14 00 10/10
swap blocks 4 1,857 26 0.0 0/10
Long-Horizon classify objects 7 1,445 24 09 4/10
fill egg holder 6 2,703 24 40.2 0/10
fill pen holder 12 3,090 13 0.1 0/10
make kong 16 3,248 14 19 0/10
organize table 14 2,189 17 34 0/10
play stacking toy 6 804 12 23 0/10

play tic tac toe
put bottles into dustbin

Precision build tower
deposit coin
fasten screws

insert key 2,963 41 54 0/10
insert tubes 2,630 29 3.1 3/10
play Xylophone 1,058 19 17.0 6/10
plug in charger

pour balls into vase

Open align blocks
classify objects by language
general pickup
pick from conveyor by image
pour by language
solve equation
stack blocks by language
store tools in toolbox

—_ —_
PURAUNOWOW|[OCRNTIULIRNDG | OO
N
o
o0
)

()

)

—

9
=)

o
<
=
S)

3,088 24 04 0/10

All

W
[
~

78,434 769 3.6 152/420

Table 7. Run with rendered depth and checker notes: what a note changes. Retests on the ten development layouts (standard /
random for Generalization tasks) and success in % over seeds 0-2 (fold clothes, in parentheses: the tools of the first round, which
were kept).

Task Round 1  Round 2 % What the note supplied

press by number 0/10  10/10, 10/10 100 confirm after each group; no extra press
pour liquid into cup 0/5/2/5  5/5/5/5 94.7/58.7 judged once the bottle is upright again
pour balls into vase 2/10 10/10, 9/10 82.7 three end conditions; reach failures
deposit coin 3/10 6/10 29.3 coin must fall through; wrist roll drops it
fold clothes 3/5/0/5 2/10,4/10 (30.7/18.7) keypoint windows and fold order

make kong 0/10 8/10 11.0 asecond, unstated stage

insert key 0/10 0/10 — checker conditions; reach of the turn
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