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LLM-Based Generalizable Hierarchical Task Planning and Execution
for Heterogeneous Robot Teams with Event-Driven Replanning.
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Abstract— This paper introduces CoMuRoS (Collaborative
Multi-Robot System), a generalizable hierarchical architec-
ture for heterogeneous robot teams that unifies centralized
deliberation with decentralized execution, and supports event-
driven replanning. A Task Manager LLM interprets natural-
language goals, classifies tasks, and allocates subtasks using
static rules plus dynamic contexts (task, history, robot/task
status, and events). Each robot runs a local LLM that composes
executable Python code from primitive skills (ROS2 nodes,
policies), while onboard perception (VLMs/image processing)
continuously monitors events and classifies them into relevant
or irrelevant to the task. Task failures or user intent changes
trigger replanning, allowing robots to assist teammates, resume
tasks, or request human help.

Hardware studies demonstrate autonomous recovery from
disruptive events, filtering of irrelevant distractions, and tightly
coordinated transport with emergent human-robot cooperation
(e.g., multirobot collaborative object recovery: success rate
9/10; coordinated transport: 8/8; human-assisted recovery:
5/5). Simulation studies show intention-aware replanning. A
curated textual benchmark spanning 22 scenarios (3 tasks
each; around 20 robots) evaluates task allocation, classifica-
tion, IoU, executability, and correctness, with high average
scores (e.g., correctness up to 0.91) across multiple LLMs; a
separate replanning set (5 scenarios) achieves 1.0 correctness.
Compared with prior LLM-based systems, CoMuRoS uniquely
demonstrates runtime, event-driven replanning on physical
robots, delivering robust, flexible multi-robot and human-robot
collaboration.

Keywords — Multi-robot systems, Hierarchical task plan-
ning, Event-driven replanning, LLM, Human-robot collabo-
ration, Generalization

I. INTRODUCTION

Multi-robot systems can accomplish more tasks, and faster,
than individual robots by cooperating and combining their
capabilities [1], [2]. Large Language Models (LLMs) and
Vision-Language Models (VLMs) allow robots to exploit
context (e.g., “repeat your earlier task’’), common sense (e.g.,
“bring me something to drink”), and general knowledge
(e.g., “from the basket, pick up the fruits rich in vitamin
C”) to understand and execute complex instructions. This
paper presents CoMuRoS (Collaborative Multi-Robot Sys-
tem), a hierarchical architecture for zero-shot, event-driven
replanning and recovery in heterogeneous multi-robot teams
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operating in real-world settings. The design is inspired by
human organizations wherein a manager allocates tasks to
team members based on their capabilities, and individuals
complete their tasks using their skills while proactively
reporting progress or problems. In CoMuRoS, a centralized
Task Manager LLM interprets user intent, breaks down the
goal into subtasks, and assigns them to robots according to
their capabilities, morphologies, and constraints. Tasks are
classified into four categories: a) Independent: tasks per-
formed in parallel without cooperation (e.g., one robot waters
plants while another cooks); b) Sequential: tasks requiring
successive subtask execution (e.g., a cooking robot prepares
food and a serving robot delivers it); ¢) Coordinated: tasks
requiring tightly coupled motion (e.g., robots in formation
carrying an object together); d) Infeasible: tasks beyond the
system’s capabilities (e.g., asking a differential-drive robot
to fly). The Task Manager times task initiation based on task
type and task completion status reported by robots. Each
robot, once assigned a high-level task, uses its local LLM to
compose Python code from primitive functions for execution.
If a robot detects an event relevant to team’s tasks, it notifies
the Task Manager, triggering replanning. Replanning allows
robots to pause and assist teammates, then resume their own
tasks using task-status monitoring, or to assign part of the
task to a human when robot capabilities are insufficient.
This enables both multi-robot and human-multirobot col-
laboration. The effectiveness of CoMuRoS is demonstrated
through hardware and simulation. Hardware experiments
show heterogeneous teams recovering autonomously from
failures, ignoring irrelevant distractions (e.g., an unrelated
object being thrown), and performing coordinated transport
tasks where human help emerges naturally when failures
occur. Simulation studies highlight the ability to understand
human intention and accommodate anytime human interac-
tion, illustrated through hospital and disaster-relief scenarios.
A curated dataset of 22 scenarios, each with three tasks and
involving around 20 robots across diverse domains, is used
to benchmark classification, allocation, planning correctness,
executability, and robustness to variation in user instructions
and LLM backends. The key contributions of this work are:

1) A unified architecture handling independent, sequen-
tial, and coordinated multi-robot tasks.

2) A curated textual benchmark dataset (22 scenarios, 3
long-horizon tasks each) for evaluating generalization
in high-level planning.

3) A hierarchical, human-team—inspired design combin-
ing centralized task management with decentralized
execution, proactive event reporting, and replanning
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that enables robots to help teammates and resume tasks
via status monitoring.

4) A modular ROS framework that generalizes to new
robots and scenarios through a configuration file (ca-
pabilities, scenario-specific rules).

5) Support for human—multirobot collaboration where
robots request help when failures exceed their capa-
bilities.

6) Anytime human interaction (feedback, corrections, in-
terruptions, or new commands).

7) Hardware experiments and physics-based simulations
demonstrating autonomous heterogeneous teams capa-
ble of event-driven replanning and recovery.

II. RELATED WORK

LLM task planners [8] and Robot Foundation Models
[9], [10] represent two distinct paradigms for robot task
planning and execution. Robot Foundation Models or Vi-
sion-Language Action Models (VLAs), such as RT-1/RT-2
[11], [12], OpenVLA [13], and GROOT N1 [14], directly
map visual or sensor observations and natural language
commands to robot actions. While effective for manipulation
and single-robot scenarios, they are not designed for multi-
robot systems. Their closed-loop policies are trained on
demonstration datasets and fine-tuned for single robots, lim-
iting performance on long-horizon tasks. They also struggle
to reason about relevant events (e.g., failures or environ-
ment changes) and generalize less effectively than zero-
shot LLM planners. In contrast, LLM-based planners use
common-sense reasoning, integrate symbolic knowledge of
robot capabilities, and deliberate over alternatives, offering
stronger robustness in dynamic conditions. VLAs, imitation
learning, reinforcement learning (RL) [15], and classical
planning—control [16] remain valuable at the policy or
primitive-action level but require a deliberative planner, such
as an LLM, for long-horizon task planning and event-driven
replanning.

Early planning frameworks like PDDL [17] or classical
symbolic reasoning [18] work reliably in fully known en-
vironments but lack adaptability in open-ended or uncertain
domains. Recently, LLM-based planners have emerged as
alternatives by combining atomic robot actions into valid
sequences in unseen settings. SMART-LLM [4], for exam-
ple, demonstrated Python-based planning but lacked ROS2
integration, hierarchical design, or a dialogue interface, and
did not test event-driven replanning. COHERENT [6] selects
atomic actions from object locations but does not generate
Python code, assumes full observability, and has not demon-
strated event-driven replanning.

A central challenge in multi-robot settings is balancing
centralized and decentralized planning. Frameworks like
Decentralized Multi-Agent Systems (DMAS) [3] and RoCo
[5] explored dialogue-based decentralized systems but suffer
from token inefficiency and poor scalability as robot num-
bers grow. Chen et al. [19] introduced Hybrid Multi-Agent
Systems (HMAS-1/2), combining centralized and decentral-
ized reasoning. HMAS-2 showed improved success rate and

token efficiency in coordination tasks, though event-driven
replanning in dynamic settings was not explored.

The CoMuRoS framework takes a hierarchical approach
where the LLM acts as a high-level planner, using zero-
shot reasoning to generate plans, classify tasks, and replan
when events occur. Execution is delegated to robot modules
handling low-level control via ROS2, classical controllers,
or VLA/RL policies. This ensures the LLM focuses on
deliberation while robot-level systems ensure reliable exe-
cution. Unlike prior work, CoMuRoS supports event-driven
replanning, scalable ROS integration, and generalizable co-
ordination across heterogeneous teams.

A comparison of existing LLM-based multi-robot planners
with CoMuRoS, focusing on framework type, replanning,
human collaboration, hardware validation, dependency mod-
eling, modularity, perception/event integration, and ROS2
support is given in Table [I}

Explicit dependency modeling, as in DART-LLM’s [7]
Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) or COHERENT’s [6] Pro-
posal-Execution—Feedback—Adjustment (PEFA), enforces
deterministic ordering and correctness in well-defined work-
flows. However, these methods are rigid when unexpected
events or new agents appear, require heavy engineering to
encode preconditions and effects, and usually assume near-
complete observability. In contrast, CoMuRoS resolves de-
pendencies implicitly through context-driven reasoning, task
classification, task-status monitoring, and event feedback.
Robots proactively report completions and interruptions,
enabling the Task Manager to infer sequential dependencies,
launch parallel tasks, or trigger replanning. This trades
strict guarantees for adaptability, supporting event-driven
replanning, seamless human interaction, generalization, and
emergent multi-robot and human—multirobot collaboration.

While RoCo [5], COHERENT [6], DART-LLM [7], and
CoELA [3] include some form of replanning, all remain
limited and lack runtime recovery in hardware. RoCo uses
a validation loop where infeasible subtasks (e.g., failing
IK or collisions) are corrected before execution, but no
mid-execution replanning occurs. COHERENT’s PEFA loop
iteratively refines plans using robot feedback from completed
tasks rather than unexpected events. DART-LLM represents
tasks as a DAG, deferring or rescheduling subtasks when
prerequisites fail, but it does not generate entirely new plans
or reassign tasks to other robots. COELA emphasizes decen-
tralized planning and communication efficiency, but lacks
event-driven replanning. By contrast, CoMuRoS uniquely
demonstrates event-driven replanning on physical robots:
failures such as object drops or human intent changes trigger
the Task Manager to generate a new plan, reallocate tasks
(including to other robots or humans), and continue execu-
tion. This dynamic recovery enables emergent cooperation in
both multi-robot and human-robot settings, absent in prior
work.

II1. METHODOLOGY

CoMuRoS is a hierarchical architecture inspired by human
organizational structures. In this analogy, the user plays the
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TABLE I: Comparison of LLM-based multi-robot systems.
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CoELA [3] SMART-LLM [4] RoCo [5] COHERENTI[6] | DART-LLM [7] | CoMuRoS (Ours)
Year 2024 2024 2024 2025 2025 2025
Multi-Robot v v v v v v
Heterogeneous v v v v v v
Framework (Cent/Dec/Hybrid) Decentralized Centralized Decentralized Hybrid Hybrid Hybrid
Replanning v X v v v v
Event-Driven Replanning (Simulation Demo) X X X X X v
Human Collaboration X X v X X v
Hardware Demo X v v v v v
Event-Driven Replanning (Hardware Demo) X X X X X v
Explicit Dependency Modeling X X X v v Implicit
Modular Configuration for Generalization X X X X X v
VLM Integration for Perception/Events X X X X X v
Opensource ROS2 Framework X X X X X v
o
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Fig. 2: Task Manager Prompt

role of a CEO or chairman, providing high-level goals in
natural language to a manager. The manager, with knowledge
of the portfolios and capabilities of each agent, allocates

tasks accordingly. Each team member then decides how to
combine their available skills for execution and proactively
reports back to the manager in case of any significant events.



The hierarchical architecture (Fig. [I)) represents a hybrid of
centralized and decentralized paradigms. A centralized Task
Manager LLM is responsible for high-level planning, while
each robot maintains its own LLM for low-level execution,
code generation, and event classification.

A. Task Manager LLM

The Task Manager LLM has three primary responsibilities:
task classification, task allocation, and task replanning in
response to relevant events.

The Task Manager classifies user-provided tasks as se-
quential, independent, coordinated, or infeasible. It then
allocates tasks to robots based on their capabilities, mor-
phologies, and constraints. When a robot or human commu-
nicates an update that influences execution, the Task Manager
replans to ensure that all tasks are completed successfully.

Replanning leverages the context of chat history, which
includes prior tasks, robot status, events, and task statuses.
Prompt engineering is employed to exploit the common-
sense reasoning and context awareness of LLMs for under-
standing user commands, classifying tasks and events, and
allocating tasks according to robot capabilities. Tempera-
ture=0.5 for all experiments in this paper.

As shown in Fig. 2] the Task Manager prompt is divided
into static and dynamic components. The static prompt
encodes rules, definitions, formats, and the procedural logic
required for planning and replanning. It forms the “brain” of
the Task Manager by containing memory of task definitions,
allocation strategies, and replanning procedures. The dy-
namic prompt contains scenario-specific information, includ-
ing user commands, chat history, robot status, task status, and
detected events. The scenario configuration file specifies the
robots’ capabilities along with scenario-specific rules. Task
status can take three values: COMPLETED, IN PROGRESS,
or INTERRUPTED, as reported by robots. During replanning,
only tasks not marked COMPLETED are reconsidered. Robot
status is also important in sequential tasks, since some
actions are feasible only in specific states (e.g., a robotic
arm with limited reach can place an object on a quadruped
only if the quadruped is sitting).

Human-robot collaboration is also supported. If humans
are included in the dynamic prompt, the Task Manager may
assign tasks to humans when no robot can execute them.

B. Robot Brain

The architecture is robot-agnostic and supports hetero-
geneous platforms. Each robot receives high-level tasks in
natural language from the Task Manager, which ensures
feasibility given the robot’s constraints.

As shown in Fig.[I} each robot maintains a list of execution
functions with associated descriptions (inputs, outputs, and
use cases). These functions may correspond to reinforcement
learning policies, imitation learning models, Python code,
or ROS nodes. The robot’s LLM decomposes the high-
level command and combines relevant functions to generate
Python code for execution, thereby producing a ready-to-run
low-level plan.

( Interactive Chat Interface ~ o x|
CHAT INTERFACE

Human * 01:58

Deliver the ball to (4, 0)

X Arm ¢ 01:59
[EVENT] a blue ball has not fallen into the box

X Arm + 01:59
[EVENT] User has put the object into the box

i

Fig. 3: Chat Interface for human robot collaboration.

Robots are agnostic to whether tasks are sequential or
independent. Each robot processes one high-level command
at a time and, upon completion, updates the task status to
COMPLETED. Execution functions must include mechanisms
to update both task and robot status, either through sensor
feedback or open-loop logic. Robot status may include de-
scriptors such as “sitting,” “standing,” or coordinates such as
(4,0). Robots are also responsible for proactively detecting
and reporting events in their environment using onboard sen-
sors or external inputs (e.g., CCTV). Event detection operates
in parallel with task execution. An LLM is employed to
classify detected events as relevant (affecting task progress)
or irrelevant (e.g., “a dog is barking” when robots are tasked
with indoor cleaning). Relevant events are reported to the
Task Manager, which triggers replanning. Event detection
methods may include image processing, action recognition,
or vision-language models.

C. Human Interface

A chat-based interface enables continuous natural lan-
guage communication between humans and the multi-robot
system, as shown in Fig. 3] Through this interface, the
user can provide information, give new commands, interrupt
ongoing tasks, or change intention anytime during execution.
The dialogue is color-coded with user commands in blue,
task allocations from the Task Manager in orange, and robot-
detected events in green, all displayed in temporal order.
The chat history is preserved so that instructions like “repeat
the earlier task” or “pick it up again” can be understood in
context, and so that the Task Manager has memory of past
tasks and events for replanning. This also makes replanning
transparent, since the triggering event and the updated plan
appear together in the interface. User input is given by
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typing in the interface, but can be extended to speech, and
multilingual interaction is supported depending on the LLM
used.

D. Evaluation Metrics

We constructed a textual dataset of 22 diverse scenarios,
each with three tasks, to evaluate CoMuRoS. Each scenario
includes a configuration file with robot lists, capabilities,
and scenario-specific rules, along with three human input
prompts(tasks). Textual dataset is evaluated under the fol-
lowing metrics: Task Allocation (TA) equals 1 if tasks
are correctly assigned according to robot’s capabilities and
user task, otherwise 0; Task Classification (TC) equals 1 if
the classification is feasible given the allocation, otherwise
0 (some tasks may be performed both sequentially and
independently); Intersection-over-Union (IoU) is the stan-
dard metric measuring overlap between the Task Manager’s
plan and ground truth (0-1); Executability (Exec) is the
percentage of feasible allocations given robot capabilities and
constraints (normalized to 0-1); and Correctness equals 1
if an expert evaluator judges the plan to succeed, else 0.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS
A. Hardware

To demonstrate CoMuRoS capabilities in task allocation,
event detection, classification, and event-driven replanning
with onboard sensors, two sets of hardware experiments were
conducted: (1) Multi-robot collaboration with replanning,
and (2) Human—formation collaboration.

1) Multi-robot Collaboration using Event-Driven Replan-
ning: We deploy a Unitree Go2 quadruped, a Turtlebot
Burger, and a Turtlebot Waffle-pi with an OpenManipulator-
X arm (Waffle). The objective is to test whether indepen-
dently tasked robots can recover collaboratively when a
disruptive event occurs. The user instructs Waffle to approach
a bottle (local LLM composes executable Python from its
function library, e.g., find(object) and reach(object)), and the
Go2 to carry a green object to (3,0).

Midway, the green object is deliberately knocked off the
Go2 (Fig. . CoMuRoS performs (i) online event detection
and classifies it as relevant, (ii) triggers event-driven replan-
ning, and (iii) reallocates sequential roles while respecting
physical constraints. From the scenario configuration, the
Task Manager infers that Waffle’s manipulator lacks reach
to place the object on a standing quadruped and therefore
instructs the Go2 to sit before the handover (Fig. fif). After
Waffle completes the pick-and-place, Go2 resumes delivery
(Fig. Bh) and Waffle automatically resumes its original
task(Fig. ). Since its status was marked INTERRUPTED in
the original plan, the Task Manager explicitly included it in
the replanned sequence, ensuring completion of all assigned
tasks. Across 10 trials (using GPT 40), the success rate was
9/10; failure arose from incorrect replanning sequence.

A separate experiment demonstrates filtering of irrelevant
events. When a red object is thrown in front of Burger
(Fig. [5a), the robot detects the object (Fig. [5b) but classifies
it as irrelevant, so no event is communicated to the Task
Manager. Both Waffle and Go2 complete their assigned tasks

without interruption (Figs. BcH3d). This shows how decen-
tralized event classification reduces unnecessary processing
load on the Task Manager while keeping the system focused
on relevant events only.

2) Human-Formation Collaboration: Fig. [bp shows the
scene overview of this experiment. A formation of three
mobile robots (One Waffle and two Burger robots) can
carry a box. There is a table with a blue ball and an
OpenManipulator-X arm (X-arm). The user instructs the
multi-robot system to “Deliver the blue ball to (4,0)”. The
scenario configuration file has the description of the scene
and catch point coordinates where the formation can collect
the ball from the X-arm. The Task Manager classifies the task
as sequential and coordinated, generating a plan shown in the
chat interface Fig. 3| According to this plan and as shown in
Fig.[6b]to[6¢] formation of mobile robots carries the box to the
catch point, and the X-arm pushes the ball off the table. The
X-arm camera detects whether the ball has fallen into the box
successfully. If the ball falls into the box, the X-arms task
status is marked COMPLETED and the formation delivers the
box to the goal position successfully. This experiment had
a success rate is 8/8. Fig. [/| shows what happens if the X-
arm task fails, i.e after pushing, the ball falls outside the
box. The X-arm’s camera detects the event, notifies it to the
task manager and to the human chat interface, as shown in
green in Fig.|3| This event, being relevant to the task, triggers
replanning. Since none of the robots has the ability to keep
the ball back inside the box, the task manager assigns the task
to the user as shown in Fig. 3] User places the ball into the
box and then the formation carries the ball to goal position
successfully, as shown in Fig.[/} The events of the ball falling
inside the box or outside, or the placement of the ball inside
the box, were detected using a combination of OwlViT-based
object detection and GPT 4.1 for Visual Question Answering
(VQA). This experiment shows the ability of CoMuRoS
architecture to enable human-robot collaboration, the ability
to identify if a task is beyond robots’ capabilities and in
that case, ask for help. This experiment has a success rate
of 5/5. In order for the ball to fall outside the box, the
table position was slightly modified compared to the previous
experiment. Human collaboration can significantly improve
the robustness of task completions in real settings.

B. Simulation

In order to show relevance of CoMuRoS to diverse and
real problems, simulations were performed in Gazebo envi-
ronment for two scenarios Hospital and Disaster Relief.

1) Task Allocation in Disaster Relief Scenario: In the
disaster relief scenario (Fig. [I0), a Go2 quadruped and a
drone are tasked with finding survivors and delivering first
aid kits. The user command, “Find all survivors and deliver
first aid kits to them,” is classified as an independent task:
the drone searches while the quadruped delivers. When the
drone detects a survivor, it raises a relevant event, triggering
replanning. The Task Manager provides the survivor’s coor-
dinates to the quadruped while the drone continues scanning.
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Green
] object

Quadruped

Event : A green
object fell down '

L

=
(d) Burger detects the fall and raises an event;
Task Manager replans.

(g) Quadruped stands.

(b) Waffle moves toward the bottle; quadruped
heads to its goal with the green object.

(h) Quadruped goes to the goal.

(c) Human throws the green object off the
quadruped’s back.

(f) Quadruped sits; Waffle places the object back.

(i) Waffle resumes approaching the bottle.

Fig. 4: Demonstration of event-driven replanning, incomplete task resumption, and emergence of cooperation where robots

assist one another.

Event : A red
object just fell

(a) Human throws a red object in
front of Burger robot.

(b) Burger detects the red object fall
event but ignores it as it is irrelevant
to the task.

(d) Quadruped reaches its oal loca-
tion.

(c) Waffle reaches the bottle.

Fig. 5: Demonstration of ignoring irrelevant events.

2) Understanding Human Intentions: Multirobot Food De-
livery: In the hospital scenario (Fig. [8a), a Unitree Go2
quadruped and two URS5 arms collaborate to deliver food
after the user says, “I am hungry.” The chef arm loads the
plate, the quadruped carries it, and the helper arm serves it
(Figs. [BbH8). CoMuRoS also supports anytime human input:
in Fig. [0] when the user interrupts with “I don’t want it
anymore,” this is classified as a relevant event, and replanning
directs the quadruped to return the food. This demonstrates
the system’s ability to interpret indirect human intent and
adapt plans in real time.

The videos, user interactions, code and textual dataset are

X Arm Camera

Burger 1 Burger2

2 Box
ABlue Ball

(a) Initial scene overview. (b) Formation moving to catch point.

(c) X-arm pushing ball.

(d) Ball pushed into box.
o

(e) Ball inside box. (f) Robots deliver ball to (4,0).

Fig. 6: Demonstration of CoMuRoS performing a coordi-
nated task: the X-arm and a mobile robot formation collab-
orate to transfer the ball from the table to the goal location
(4.,0).

available at CoMuRoS.github.io,

V. GENERALIZATION RESULTS ACROSS TASKS,
SCENARIOS AND LLMS

CoMuRoS architecture’s high-level planning capability
was evaluated using a manually curated textual benchmark
dataset for generalization across 22 scenarios, with three
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(a) Ball falls outside the box instead of
inside.

(b) On request from the Task Manager,
the human puts the ball inside the box.

(c) Formation carries the ball towards
the goal.

Fig. 7: Demonstration of human—multi-robot collaboration resulting from failure.

*

(b) Patient says: “I am hungry.”

o

(a) Initial scene overview.

-

(c) URS chef places
quadruped.

plate on

(d) Quadruped moves toward pa-
tient.

>

=z

(e) URS helper takes plate. (f) URS places plate on table.

Fig. 8: Hospital scenario: interpreting the human prompt “I
am hungry” and coordinating URS arms with a quadruped
to deliver food.

I don’t want it

re.

=
(b) Quadruped returns food to table.

(a) Patient refuses food.

Fig. 9: Hospital scenario: demonstration of anytime human
interruption, with the quadruped adapting its plan based on
updated intent.

tasks evaluated by eight different LLMs (APIs and local).
Each task is evaluated five times.

As seen in Fig. [IT| CoMuRoS performs better using Grok
3 than other LLMs. CoMuRoS has an average correctness
of 0.91 while using Grok 3 (averaged across 22 scenarios
having 3 tasks each, and each task was evaluated 5 times).

Similarly, the average values for Grok 3 are: TA = 0.96, TC
= 0.96, IoU = 0.97, and Executability = 0.98. Fig. |'12|a shows
CoMuRoS performance on these metrics across all scenarios.
A second dataset of 5 scenarios (3 tasks each) evaluates
replanning using the same metrics. For each scenario, the

Survivor 3

Survivor 2
Survivor 1 -

Quadruped
(a) Overview of scene. (b) Drone starts surveillance.

/ Found
N ‘ Survivor 1

(d) Quadruped moves to survivor 1
with first aid kit.

(c) Drone finds a survivor and re-
ports coordinates.

(e) Drone finds survivors 2 and 3 and
reports coordinates.

(f) Quadruped reaches survivor 1
then moves to next.

Fig. 10: Demonstration of task allocation, classification, and
replanning in a disaster relief scenario.

dataset provides an initial user command and an event
description. The Task Manager generates an initial plan, then
replans after the event. The new plan is evaluated on the
same metrics only when the initial plan is correct and the
event is relevant. Each task is tested 5 times. As shown in
Fig. [[2b, CoMuRoS achieves a correctness of 1.0 across
all 5 iterations, 3 tasks, and 5 scenarios with Grok 3. The
robustness of CoMuRoS to different phrasings of the same
user prompt for task planning is also evaluated. Fig.[T3]shows
correctness scores for semantically identical prompts using
GPT 4, GPT 4o, and Grok 3.

VI. CONCLUSION

This work presents a hierarchical multi-robot architecture,
CoMuRoS, that combines Large Language Models for plan-
ning, enabling proactive and adaptive teamwork. The task
manager redistributes tasks in response to events, inspired by
human teams where members can signal issues and managers
adapt roles. Hardware trials on heterogeneous robots and
simulations show high success rates. The architecture is both
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Fig. 11: Correctness scores across scenarios(1-22) across dif-
ferent LLMs(GPT 4, GPT 4o, GPT 4.1, Grok 3, DeepSeek-
rl:7b, Llama 3:70b, DeepSeek-r1:32b and Qwen3:32b).The
22 scenarios are 1. reforestation, 2. baggage handling, 3.
asteroid mining, 4. beach cleaning, 5. border patrol, 6.
construction, 7. crop monitoring, 8. gardening, 9. highway
cleaning, 10. hospital, 11. house cleaning, 12. mine detection,
13. office transport, 14. school assistants, 15. beam transport,
16. wheel change, 17. wall lift, 18. fire rescue, 19. solar
panel install, 20. lift stretcher, 21. mirror mounting, 22. boat
towing.

Task Allocation

— Task Classification
— Correctness

IoU

Executability

Shopping Mall

(®)

Fig. 12: (a) Per-metric performance across 22 scenar-
ios(mentioned in Fig. [TT) for Grok 3 . Each axis is a scenario,
with values showing average metric scores (0—1) across all
tasks and iterations. (b) Evaluation for replanning in different
tasks for Grok 3.

Proceed planting in
the Sector A __100

Let’s get some green
going in Zone A.

GPT 4
—— GPT 4o
—— Grok3

Reforestation
sequence initiated
inArea A

Begin tree planting
in Zone

Shall we begin
anting in Zone A?

Zone A has been
marked for planting

Time to grow some — let’s get started.

trees in Zone A

Fig. 13: Correctness scores different LLMs (GPT 4, GPT 4o
and Grok 3) for different phrasings of semantically identical
prompts.

modular and generalizable: keeping the static prompt and
core task manager logic unchanged, and modifying only the
scenario configuration file, gave consistent success across
textual datasets, simulations, and hardware experiments.
Future advances in foundation models promise even more
flexible, human-like collaboration.

Limitations and Future Directions: Replanning currently
ensures task completion after failures; future directions in-
clude reasoning about unrecoverable failures and pursuing
partial completion to minimize loss. Further work will ex-
plore domain-specific adaptations, prompt pruning to reduce
overhead, utilizing a map of the environment and advanced
context management for token efficiency.
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