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Abstract— Benchmarks are crucial for evaluating progress
in robotics and embodied AI. However, a significant gap exists
between benchmarks designed for high-level language instruc-
tion following, which often assume perfect low-level execution,
and those for low-level robot control, which rely on simple,
one-step commands. This disconnect prevents a comprehensive
evaluation of integrated systems where both task planning and
physical execution are critical. To address this, we propose
Kitchen-R, a novel benchmark that unifies the evaluation
of task planning and low-level control within a simulated
kitchen environment. Built as a digital twin using the Isaac
Sim simulator and featuring more than 500 complex language
instructions, Kitchen-R supports a mobile manipulator robot.
We provide baseline methods for our benchmark, including a
task-planning strategy based on a vision-language model and
a low-level control policy based on diffusion policy. We also
provide a trajectory collection system. Our benchmark offers
a flexible framework for three evaluation modes: independent
assessment of the planning module, independent assessment of
the control policy, and, crucially, an integrated evaluation of
the whole system. Kitchen-R bridges a key gap in embodied AI
research, enabling more holistic and realistic benchmarking of
language-guided robotic agents.

I. INTRODUCTION

Benchmarks are widely used in natural language process-
ing [1] and computer vision [2] to assess the progress of
models and compare their performance. In robotics, bench-
marks based on simulators are also common [3]–[5], often
serving the dual purpose of evaluating and training models.
A key consideration in this context is the accurate simulation
of low-level actions, which facilitates the transfer of results
to real-world robots.

In recent years, large language models (LLMs) and vision-
language models (VLMs) have been widely adopted for
task planning and instruction following in robotics [6]–[14],
a direction closely tied to embodied AI. Evaluating such
approaches requires specialized benchmarks that account for
the challenges of deriving task plans from language instruc-
tions [15]–[19]. However, these benchmarks often overlook
the actual execution of tasks in real-world environments.

To fully evaluate an embodied AI system, it is essential
to assess both the quality of task planning and the quality
of task execution under conditions that are as realistic
as possible. Modern benchmarks for instruction following
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Fig. 1. Overview of a digital twin of a kitchen in the Kitchen-R benchmark,
including its occupancy map with an annotated motion trajectory, a language
instruction, and the corresponding high-level plan generated by a VLM.

primarily focus on evaluating task planning, often assuming
that atomic task execution is always successful [15] or
simplifying it, e.g. by reducing interactions to the target
object mask manipulation [16], [17]. Meanwhile, popular
robotics benchmarks emphasize realistic action execution but
rely on short, one-step language instructions [3] or omit
language-based guidance entirely [4].

In this paper, we address this gap by proposing a unified
approach to instruction following and robotics benchmarks.
We introduce Kitchen-R (where “R” denotes robots), a
benchmark where a mobile robot (mobile ALOHA [20])
executes language instructions in a simulated digital twin
of a real kitchen (see Figure 1). Built on the Isaac Sim
simulator [21] for realistic action execution and augmented
with more than 500 language instructions, our benchmark
includes: a VLM-based planning baseline for language in-
struction following, and a diffusion policy [22] baseline for
low-level mobile robot control. Additionally, we provide a
robot trajectory collection system. Kitchen-R supports three
evaluation modes: 1) independent evaluation of the task
planning module; 2) independent evaluation of the low-
level control policy; 3) integrated evaluation of both task
planning and control modules. The Kitchen-R benchmark
was successfully used for data collection and validation in the
Embodied AI track of the AIJ Contest 20241. The benchmark

1https://dsworks.ru/group/ai-journey-contest-2024
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provides a unified testbed and baselines to facilitate the
development of robust agents capable of executing complex
language commands in realistic environments.

To summarize, our key contributions are:
1) Kitchen-R benchmark: a digital twin kitchen envi-

ronment with more than 500 language instructions for
Embodied AI research;

2) Baseline methods: VLM-based task planning baseline
and diffusion policy for low-level robot control;

3) Flexible data collection and evaluation framework
supporting modular assessment of system components.

II. RELATED WORK

At present, there are few realistic simulator–based frame-
works that execute high-level action plans with feedback in
the loop. Arnold [3] targets language-grounded manipulation
with continuous object states and carefully designed tasks
probing generalization across goals, scenes, and objects;
however, it ships a fixed task set and does not prioritize
extensible large-scale trajectory collection. Grutopia [23]
pursues city-scale breadth with diverse capabilities, but its
emphasis is on broad social and navigation scenarios rather
than tightly integrated plan–execution loops for realistic
household manipulation. OmniGibson, introduced via the
BEHAVIOR-1K suite [24], provides realistic scenes and rich
object states, yet does not natively offer the trajectory col-
lection pipelines needed for behavior cloning and systematic
feedback-aware evaluation.

Benchmarks such as VirtualHome [15], ALFRED [16],
TEACh [17], EAI [25] and LoTa-Bench [18] primarily assess
deriving task plans from language under simplified physics
or with assumed reliable primitives. While these works
advance plan understanding and long-horizon composition,
they provide limited visibility into how planning errors
interact with controller robustness in photorealistic simula-
tion. The COLOSSEUM [26] stresses robustness under en-
vironmental perturbations across diverse manipulation tasks,
and BEHAVIOR-1K [24] defines a large suite of everyday
activities and assets enabling long-horizon scenarios. Yet
language-conditioned planning with feedback-in-the-loop ex-
ecution is not the central emphasis in these benchmarks.

The Kitchen-R benchmark situates itself at the intersection
of these strands by enabling independent evaluation of plan-
ner and policy, as well as integrated end-to-end evaluation,
with built-in trajectory logging and photorealistic execution
in Isaac Sim (see Table I).

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We break down the general problem of following in-
structions with a mobile manipulator into two subproblems:
task planning and mobile manipulation. The task planning
subproblem requires a high-level control system based on
a VLM. This system must: 1) recognize and understand
complex English-language text instructions related to routine
tasks; 2) generate task plans for following these instructions
in a virtual environment, considering its specific features and
limitations. The system’s input consists of a natural-language

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF VARIOUS FRAMEWORKS AND BENCHMARKS.
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OmniGibson [24] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓
GRUtopia [23] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓
Arnold [3] ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓
COLOSSEUM [26] ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓
VirtualHome [15] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗
ALFRED [16] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗
TEACh [17] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓
EAI [25] ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗
LoTa-Bench [18] ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗
Kitchen-R (our) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

instruction for the robot to perform navigation and object
manipulation tasks, along with a top-down view of the scene.
Its output is the corresponding task plan.

The mobile manipulation subproblem requires a low-
level control system. This system must generate a trajectory
for the mobile manipulator where each point consists of
10 values: (vcmd, ωcmd, x, y, z, qw, qx, qy, qz, g). Here, vcmd

and ωcmd are the mobile manipulator base’s linear and
angular velocities; x, y, and z are the end-effector’s offset
coordinates; qw, qx, qy , and qz represent the end-effector’s
rotation as a quaternion; and g is the gripper opening
(from 0 for closed to 1 for open). The system’s input is
a decomposed natural-language task instructing the mobile
manipulator to perform navigation and object manipulation,
along with visual information from two on-board cameras:
one mounted on the gripper and a central camera on the base.
The system’s output is a movement trajectory that predicts
the mobile manipulator’s actions for several steps ahead (16
in our setting).

IV. METRICS

For the offline validation of the task planning subproblem,
we use the Exact Match (EM) metric. EM is calculated as
the average of the per-plan accuracy:

EM =
1

N

N∑
i=1

PSi

Ni
, (1)

where N is the total number of plans, PSi is the number
of correctly predicted steps in the plan i, and Ni is the
total number of steps in the ground-truth plan i. Since a
plan step is a text string (a sequence of characters), it
is considered correctly predicted only if a character-by-
character comparison with the correct plan step shows an
exact match. A high EM score indicates that the model
performs well on the task of predicting the robot’s task plan.

For the offline validation of the mobile manipulation
subproblem, we use the Mean Squared Error (MSE) between
the predicted trajectory and the expert trajectory. The overall
performance is calculated by averaging the MSE across all
predicted trajectories.



Fig. 2. Diagram of the Kitchen-R benchmark. It illustrates the core modules for data collection and curation used to train the agent, the agent architecture
enabling end-to-end planing, manipulation and navigation, and the modules for its evaluation in the simulator.

For the overall system evaluation, we define a composite
metric, P , that combines the performance of both the task
planning and mobile manipulation subproblems:

P =
1

EM
+

1

N

N∑
i=1

(
1

ni

ni∑
j=1

MSEj), (2)

where N is the total number of instructions, ni is the number
of tasks for instruction i.

For the online joint validation of the task planning and mo-
bile manipulation subproblems in the simulator, we use the
EM and Success Rate (SR) metrics. The SR is equal to 1 for a
decomposed task if the task is completed successfully within
the 120-second time limit for model inference. Success is
defined as follows. For a navigation task: the robot’s base
geometric center is within 10 cm of the target position. For
a manipulation task: the geometric center of the manipulated
object is within 5 cm of its target position.

The overall process of online validation follows three
steps: 1) the task planning model takes a high-level instruc-
tion as input and decomposes it into a sequence of tasks.
This predicted plan is compared step-by-step to the ground-
truth plan to calculate the EM metric; 2) to isolate planning
errors from execution errors, the ground-truth plan is always
used for execution. This allows the mobile manipulation
subsystem to be evaluated fairly, even if the task planner
fails; 3) the mobile manipulation system executes each task
in the plan. It has a maximum of 120 seconds to complete
each task. The simulator evaluates the SR criteria after every
action. If the success criteria are met, the task is marked as
successful (SR = 1) and the completion time is recorded.
The system then proceeds to the next task in the sequence.
The final performance metric is calculated as:

M =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
1

ni

ni∑
j=1

(EMj + SRj), (3)

where N is the total number of instructions, ni is the number
of tasks for instruction i.

V. KITCHEN-R BENCHMARK

In this paper, we propose Kitchen-R, a benchmark for
the joint evaluation of task planning and low-level mobile
manipulation policies. The overall structure of the benchmark
is presented in Figure 2. To streamline dataset creation,
we propose a modular framework built on the physically
and photorealistic simulator Nvidia Isaac Sim [21] that
enables collecting trajectories for training policies via be-
havior cloning methods and executing high-level plans using
ground-truth controllers or trained low-level policies. The
framework uses a modular architecture: each module takes a
specific input data type and performs a concrete task while
interacting with other modules. This makes it possible to
replace and improve individual components with minimal
impact on the rest.

A. Policy evaluator

A policy evaluator is used to execute the high-level plan.
It takes as input a plan decomposed into sub-tasks from
the high-level task planner. The evaluator then retrieves the
required data from the simulator and sequentially invokes the
navigation and manipulation modules to carry out the plan.
Figure 3 demonstrates an example of executing a high-level
plan decomposed into sub-tasks in the simulator.

B. Navigation Module

For each subtask, the policy evaluator determines the target
coordinates and passes them to the path planner together
with the robot’s current pose. The policy evaluator also reads
from the file a precomputed scene map in the form of a 2D
occupancy grid and passes it to the planner. The occupancy
map is recomputed every N steps or specified once initially
and left unchanged.

The navigation module consists of a path planner and a
low-level controller. The path planner takes from the task
server the robot’s current pose, the target point, and the scene
map. Using the map, the planner computes a geometric path
to the target and passes it to the low-level controller for
execution. Path construction uses the Theta* algorithm [27],



which plans over the occupancy grid in arbitrary directions.
The resulting path is a polyline whose segments stay at least a
distance R from obstacles marked on the map (the parameter
R is chosen based on the robot’s footprint).

The low-level controller [28], implemented in C++ within
the ROS framework, manages differential-drive navigation
by following a global Theta* path and a local path, both
transformed into the robot’s coordinate frame, using odome-
try to compute positional errors at 10 Hz.The path is stored
as a sequence of up to 100 waypoints, and the controller
tracks the current target waypoint with index kv . When
the robot comes sufficiently close to this waypoint, the
index is advanced to the next one. Closeness is defined by
the Euclidean distance between the robot’s current odom-
etry position (xodom, yodom) and the waypoint coordinates
(xqp[kv], yqp[kv ]):

de =
√
(xqp[kv] − xodom)2 + (yqp[kv] − yodom)2. (4)

If de < 0.35 m, the waypoint is considered reached and the
controller switches to the next waypoint along the path. To
correct the robot’s heading toward the active waypoint, the
angular error is defined as:

θe = arctan 2
(
sin(α− θodom), cos(α− θodom)

)
, (5)

where α = arctan 2(yqp[kv ] − yodom, xqp[kv ] − xodom). To
ensure continuity, the angular error is wrapped to the interval
[−π, π].

The controller applies a rule-based strategy depending on
|θe|. For |θe| < 0.1 rad, the linear velocity control vcmd

increases smoothly toward the maximum maxv = 0.18 m/s
with acceleration accv = 0.04 m/s2, while the angular
velocity control is defined as wcmd = θe.

For larger angular errors, the linear velocity limit is
reduced and wcmd is scaled according to the error interval:

wcmd =


0.9 θe, 0.1 ≤ |θe| < 0.38,

0.85 θe, 0.38 ≤ |θe| < 0.7,

0.8 θe, 0.7 ≤ |θe| < 1.0,

0.75 θe, 1.0 ≤ |θe| < 1.25.

(6)

When |θe| ≥ 1.25 rad, the robot stops forward motion
and rotates in place, with |wcmd| clamped to the maximum
angular velocity maxw = 0.7 rad/s.

Near-goal deceleration activates in the final segment when
de < 1.5 m and vcmd > 0.3 m/s, by reducing the local
maxv at each step. Arrival is flagged when the stop distance
satisfies ds ≤ 0.09 m, after which the controller enters final
theta correction using the next equation

θe = arctan 2
(
sin(θfin − θodom), cos(θfin − θodom)

)
, (7)

where θfin is a desired heading angle at the final moment,
and commanding fixed-speed rotation wcmd = ±0.15 rad/s
until |θe| < 0.1.

Fig. 3. An example of a robot performing the task “Move the fork
to the green zone“. To reduce the scene’s visual complexity for data
collection, textures and rendering are simplified.

C. Manipulation Module

Our manipulation controller uses Riemannian Motion Poli-
cies (RMPs) [29] to compute joint-space accelerations by
combining multiple task-space RMPs (attractors, repulsors,
joint-limit barriers, and damping). Each RMP is defined on
a task map Φi (either the end-effector pose or the joint
configuration) with an associated Riemannian metric Mi

(defining task-space inertia) and a desired force Fi (encoding
the policy behavior). For example, the end-effector position
is driven by an attractor towards a target pose, while repulsors
provide collision avoidance and additional RMPs in joint
space implement joint limit avoidance and velocity damping.
End-effector orientation control is handled via quaternion-
based feedback to avoid singularities. RMPflow pulls back
each task’s (Fi,Mi) from task space to the 8-DoF joint
space (parameterized by joint configuration vector q) via
the Jacobian Ji = ∇qΦi(q), and then combines them
using the canonical solver to produce a commanded joint
acceleration q̈. The resulting acceleration is integrated and
forwarded as joint velocity and position commands to Isaac
Sim’s articulation controller for execution. The ALOHA
manipulator has 8 actuated joints (excluding the gripper);
the parallel gripper mechanism adds two extra degrees of
freedom, which we command with normalized position.

The manipulation controller operates a 10-phase finite
state machine (FSM) to execute a full pick-and-place cycle.
Each phase corresponds to a sub-action (e.g., approach
object, descend, grasp, lift, transport, release), defined by
an end-effector target pose given in the local frame of the
relevant scene object. To ensure smooth transitions between
phases, we use cosine-blended motion in Cartesian space,
a standard interpolation technique [30]. Specifically, we
employ a raised-cosine blend α(τ) = 1−cos(πτ)

2 (with τ ∈
[0, 1] as normalized time) to interpolate the end-effector’s
position (and height) between the current and the next phase
targets. This produces smooth, continuous-velocity trajecto-
ries with gradual acceleration and deceleration at each phase
transition. The orientation reference is similarly interpolated
so that the end-effector’s approach and departure are well-
aligned with the object. Figure 4 illustrates the ALOHA
robot in simulation performing a “pick up” task under this
controller, following the smooth planned motion.



D. Logging Module

Proposed framework supports recording data in rosbag
and hdf5 formats. Logging to rosbag provides compatibility
with standard interfaces of robotic platforms and enables
working with simulator data almost as if it were collected
on a real robot. The hdf5 format offers advantages such as
simplicity of reading/writing, speed, and memory efficiency,
but it is not compatible with standard robotics interfaces.
To obtain a rosbag in the required format, we use Isaac
Sim’s built-in action graphs to publish topics in standard
formats, and then ROS republishers to record the data in
the desired layout. The pipeline uses five different action
graphs to publish various ROS topics: camera, IMU, LiDAR,
TF, and odometry. To bridge Isaac Sim with ROS, we use
the ROS Bridge extension, which creates virtual topics and
forwards data from Isaac Sim in ROS format.

E. Monitoring Module

To enable real-time validation and collection of high-
quality trajectories, data collection framework includes a
monitoring and debugging module. While executing a sce-
nario specified by a text plan, it is necessary to monitor
the success of basic actions in the simulator: move, pick,
place, and to abort an episode if an action fails. For this,
the framework contains a set of functions that, at every
simulation step, verify the correctness of the actions being
executed. Execution time for each basic action is limited by
thresholds set in the configuration file. If the time to complete
an action exceeds the limit, collection of that trajectory
is stopped and the trajectory is marked as unsuccessful.
This saves substantial time in large environments (instead of
waiting for a robot going the wrong way to drop an object
or collide, we abort the run early using prior knowledge of
typical action durations). At each step of the overall plan
execution, we perform a check for key objects falling to the
floor during manipulation. During the final steps of the pick
action, we check the distance from a key point on the robot
gripper to the target object; it must not exceed a threshold set
in the config. After completing place, we check the distance
from the object to the goal point. Similarly, for move, we
verify that the robot lies within a circle around the goal point;
the radius is specified in the task config.

During scenario execution there may be drops in logging
rate, which would produce rosbag trajectories with too low
a frequency and negatively affect model training later on. To
prevent this, at each step we check the logging rate of every
ROS topic. If the rate falls below the configured threshold,
the trajectory is marked as unsuccessful and the recording
stops. Incorrect collision meshes for key objects can silently
cause grasp failures, especially when multiple models are
involved. Even with seemingly correct meshes, simulation
may fall back to simplified versions after launch, rendering
mismatched visuals. Such issues are hard to detect via logs
or success rates. To prevent them, we run a preflight collision
mesh check before scenario execution. If errors are found,
trajectory collection is halted and a warning is issued.

Fig. 4. The ALOHA mobile manipulator in simulation executing a “pick
up” task using the defined RMPflow-based controller. The 10-phase FSM
planner guides the end-effector through a sequence of smooth, cosine-
blended motions to grasp and lift the target object (a bowl).

F. Customization and Randomization

Compared to available alternatives, our framework makes
it easy to add new scenes and objects. To use a new scene,
it suffices to specify in the config the path to the scene’s
USD file and set its scale. To add a new object to a
scene, the same parameters are provided. Our framework
supports randomization of scene textures, object textures,
and poses of both the robot and the scene objects. In each
iteration of the trajectory collection, the positions of the
key objects for manipulation are randomized relative to a
specified point within a circle defined in the config, as are
the robot’s positions: its initial zone and a random position
along the segment that defines that zone. We also randomize
background objects (their models, textures, and positions),
which do not directly interact with the robot, as well as scene
textures (e.g., floor, walls).

G. Working with Sensors

To collect multimodal data, proposed framework supports
recording RGB-D images from cameras and point clouds
from LiDARs. The number of cameras and LiDARs you
can add is limited only by the performance of the machine
collecting the trajectories. To add a new sensor (e.g., a
camera), you need to add it to the robot or scene model with
the required parameters, then append the camera primitive
path to the cameras list in main config.

H. Creating New Tasks

Our framework enables creating new tasks from the basic
actions: move, pick, place. To define a task, you need a config
that includes:

1) A specified sequence of basic actions. For example,
the task “Remove the red cup from the table onto
the shelf and place the blue cup instead” can be
represented as: move to point 1, pick object 1, move
to point 2, place object 1, pick object 2, move to point
1, place object 2.

2) Key points for the basic actions. For instance, for
move this is the approach point and the minimum
reachability radius; for pick this is the pose of the



object to grasp and XYZ offsets relative to the nominal
pose, taking into account the object’s shape.

3) A set of background and key objects. For back-
ground objects, it suffices to specify a path to a folder
with USD files; for key objects, specify the USD model
path for each object and the XYZ offsets relative to
the nominal pose (accounting for the object’s shape
for grasping).

I. Language Instructions

To evaluate LLM and VLM baselines for task planning, we
included 563 natural language instructions in the Kitchen-R
benchmark. These instructions pertain to mobile manipula-
tion tasks in a kitchen environment, where the robot can per-
form basic actions: pick, place, and move to. The instructions
were generated from 58 templates, with the corresponding
plans ranging from 4 to 8 steps in length. For each scene
in the benchmark, a description of the objects within it is
provided. The instruction generation process first selected
a scene, then a template and plan, and finally substituted
the objects available in that scene into the template. This
ensures that every generated instruction is executable within
its corresponding scene.

To facilitate the use of VLMs as task planners, a top-
down image of each scene is provided. In these images,
colored areas mark locations where objects can be placed
or from which they can be taken. It is important to note that
during execution in the simulator, this color information is
not available to the robot’s control policy. An example of an
instruction, its corresponding plan, and the top-down scene
view are shown in Figure 5.

VI. BASELINES

We also provide baseline methods for our Kitchen-R
benchmark: a task planning strategy based on a VLM and
a low-level control policy for mobile manipulation based on
the Diffusion Policy [31].

A. VLM-planning Baseline

As a baseline algorithm for planning, we went with the
following pipeline. The open source VLM OmniFusion [32]
operated on initial top-down views of the kitchen scene along
with visual cues and instructions (Figure 5), expressed in
natural language, and produced sequences of tasks that were
interpreted as atomic instructions by the mobile manipulation
baseline. To ensure adequate performance, we provided the
model with in-context examples of correct plans, as well as a
set of valid low-level instructions. Since the model has been
pre-trained on datasets with only a single-image dialogues,
our in-context examples include textual description (by Om-
niFusion) instead of actual training dataset images. Also,
constrained text generation [33] was used to further reduce
risk of generating uninterpretable instructions. Ablations of
different components of the planning algorithm are presented
in Table II where performance is measured by the Exact
Match metric between the generated plan and ground truth.

TABLE II
EFFECT OF DIFFERENT COMPONENTS OF THE VLM-PLANNING

BASELINE ON THE EXACT MATCH METRIC.

Method Exact Match ↑

Vanilla OmniFusion 0.000
+ Valid instructions added to context 0.000
+ In-context examples of plans 0.612
+ Constrained generation 0.632

Fig. 5. Top-down view of the planning environment (instruction and
expected output are ”INPUT: Move the bowl to the green
zone. TARGET: move to the blue zone, pick the bowl,
move to the green zone, place the bowl”).

B. Mobile Manipulation Baseline

The architecture of the mobile manipulation policy is
based on the Diffusion Policy framework [31]. The con-
ditions for the diffusion model include feature extraction
from two camera images with a history window size of 2,
and the robot state, represented by ten coordinates relative
to the previous robot state coordinate system (three for
translation of the gripper tips, six for 6 degrees of freedom,
and one for gripper gap), with a history window size of
2. To effectively capture the features of the surrounding
environment, we utilized spatial features from the backbone
with a compression layer as proposed by [34].

The robot state is encoded using a linear layer and con-
catenated with image features to form a condition sequence.
Vision backbones do not share weights for different camera
views and use an updating weight of 10% of the learning
rate during training, which resulted in enhanced policy
quality. We modified the original FiLM [35] conditioning
by replacing it with cross-attention blocks. The condition
is structured as a sequence of tokens and employed in the
cross-attention blocks of the U-Net [36] model during the
diffusion process to denoise the robot action sequence over
16 future timesteps.

VII. BASELINE VALIDATION AND RESULTS

To evaluate policies and plans, we compute the success
rate and execution time of a policy on a set of tasks, where



each task is defined by an environment configuration and
a high-level action plan. Environment allows to control the
Mobile ALOHA robot by providing linear and angular veloc-
ities of the robot’s base, 3D coordinates and quaternion for
the desired gripper position and orientation, and a command
to open or close the gripper. The validation process consists
of a set of independent episodes, performance metrics are
computed for each episode and then averaged. The validation
process proceeds in four steps.

Step 1: Define Distribution Parameters. These param-
eters shape the generation of environment configurations,
which serve as the initial states for episodes. The parameters
include:

• a set of line segments, over whose union a uniform
distribution is defined for generating the robot’s initial
position in an episode;

• a set of manipulation objects: {apple, bowl, cup, fork,
plate}, from which one object is selected for the entire
episode and instantiated as a rigid body;

• a set of five points, in the vicinity of which the initial
and target final positions of the manipulation object are
chosen. Two points – a start and a goal – are selected
per episode;

• the radius of the vicinity around the start and goal
points from which the object’s initial and target posi-
tions are sampled.

Step 2: Generate Environment Configuration. A single
configuration is generated for each episode. If a set of natural
language commands is provided to assess their feasibility, the
object type and its initial and target positions are fixed during
generation as they are determined by the given command.
If no command is specified (e.g., during general policy
validation), the object type and its positions are sampled
from their respective distributions. A corresponding set of
commands is then generated based on the environment con-
figuration and remains fixed for the episode. For debugging
or demonstration purposes, all distribution parameters can be
set manually, or environment configuration attributes can be
assigned desired values directly. To compare the performance
of a set of policies on the same set of episodes, it is possible
to pre-generate a batch of configurations and save them.
This allows for controlling the variation of any parameter
across the generated configurations, for instance, to achieve
a uniform distribution of object types over a small set of
configurations.

Step 3: Create Environment. Based on the generated
configuration, an environment with a standard OpenAI Gym
interface is created.

Step 4: Execute Evaluation. The performance evaluation
of the given policy begins. First, the environment is reset
to the initial state defined by the provided configuration.
Then, in a loop, the policy receives an observation from the
environment and uses it to generate an action. This action is
passed to the environment and influences the outcome of the
next simulation step. The observation includes a decomposed
task in natural language, as well as visual information from
two cameras mounted on the robot (one on the gripper and

a central camera on the base). The simulation for the current
task terminates upon successful completion by the policy
or when a predefined time limit for the task is reached.
After that, the validation continues for the next configuration,
and the results are written to a file. After all episodes
are completed, the performance metrics for each policy are
averaged and reported as the final result of the validation
process.

In addition to time limits, the validation process can be
configured to record video of an episode, teleport the robot
to the start of the next task if the current one is failed,
and specify the number of actions from a model-generated
plan to execute in the environment. The result of a single
validation episode includes success flags for all sub-tasks
and their execution durations as measured in simulation time.
The policy’s inference time does not affect the simulation
time. During validation, detailed logs are recorded for each
episode, allowing for process monitoring without requiring
visual rendering.

The execution time for a single episode on an NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 3060 Ti GPU is approximately 1 minute when
using the oracle. This can increase up to 50 minutes for
policies with high inference times.

VIII. CONCLUSION

We introduced Kitchen-R, a benchmark that bridges the
gap between high-level instruction planning and low-level
control evaluation in Embodied AI. This digital twin kitchen,
with its diverse instructions and realistic simulation, enables
integrated and modular assessment of full robotic systems.
Kitchen-R was used to collect approximately 2,700 mobile
manipulation trajectories and over 500 diverse planning
language instructions for the Embodied AI track of the 2024
AIJ Contest. By providing a unified testbed and baselines,
Kitchen-R facilitates the development of robust agents that
can effectively execute complex language commands in
realistic environments.
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“Guiding long-horizon task and motion planning with vision language
models,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.02193, 2024.

[12] A. Onishchenko, A. Kovalev, and A. Panov, “Lookplangraph: Embod-
ied instruction following method with vlm graph augmentation,” in
Workshop on Reasoning and Planning for Large Language Models,
2025.

[13] D. S. Grigorev, A. K. Kovalev, and A. I. Panov, “Verifyllm: Llm-
based pre-execution task plan verification for robots,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2507.05118, 2025.

[14] S. Pchelintsev, M. Patratskiy, A. Onishchenko, A. Korchemnyi,
A. Medvedev, U. Vinogradova, I. Galuzinsky, A. Postnikov, A. K.
Kovalev, and A. I. Panov, “Lera: Replanning with visual feedback in
instruction following,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.05135, 2025.

[15] X. Puig, K. Ra, M. Boben, J. Li, T. Wang, S. Fidler, and A. Tor-
ralba, “Virtualhome: Simulating household activities via programs,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, 2018, pp. 8494–8502.

[16] M. Shridhar, J. Thomason, D. Gordon, Y. Bisk, W. Han, R. Mottaghi,
L. Zettlemoyer, and D. Fox, “Alfred: A benchmark for interpreting
grounded instructions for everyday tasks,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition,
2020, pp. 10 740–10 749.

[17] A. Padmakumar, J. Thomason, A. Shrivastava, P. Lange, A. Narayan-
Chen, S. Gella, R. Piramuthu, G. Tur, and D. Hakkani-Tur, “Teach:
Task-driven embodied agents that chat,” in Proceedings of the AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 36, no. 2, 2022, pp. 2017–
2025.

[18] J.-W. Choi, Y. Yoon, H. Ong, J. Kim, and M. Jang, “Lota-
bench: Benchmarking language-oriented task planners for embodied
agents,” in The Twelfth International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2024. [Online]. Available: https://openreview.net/
forum?id=ADSxCpCu9s

[19] M. Li, S. Zhao, Q. Wang, K. Wang, Y. Zhou, S. Srivastava, C. Gokmen,
T. Lee, E. L. Li, R. Zhang, et al., “Embodied agent interface:
Benchmarking llms for embodied decision making,” Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 37, pp. 100 428–100 534,
2024.

[20] Z. Fu, T. Z. Zhao, and C. Finn, “Mobile aloha: Learning bimanual

mobile manipulation with low-cost whole-body teleoperation,” in
Conference on Robot Learning (CoRL), 2024.

[21] NVIDIA Corporation, “NVIDIA Isaac Sim,” https://github.com/
isaac-sim/IsaacSim, 2025, version 5.0.0.

[22] C. Chi, Z. Xu, S. Feng, E. Cousineau, Y. Du, B. Burchfiel, R. Tedrake,
and S. Song, “Diffusion policy: Visuomotor policy learning via ac-
tion diffusion,” The International Journal of Robotics Research, p.
02783649241273668, 2023.

[23] H. Wang, J. Chen, W. Huang, Q. Ben, T. Wang, B. Mi,
T. Huang, S. Zhao, Y. Chen, S. Yang, P. Cao, W. Yu, Z. Ye,
J. Li, J. Long, Z. Wang, H. Wang, Y. Zhao, Z. Tu, Y. Qiao,
D. Lin, and J. Pang, “Grutopia: Dream general robots in a city at
scale,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.10943, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.10943

[24] C. Li, R. Zhang, J. Wong, C. Gokmen, S. Srivastava, R. Martı́n-
Martı́n, C. Wang, G. Levine, M. Lingelbach, J. Sun, M. Anvari,
M. Hwang, M. Sharma, A. Aydin, D. Bansal, S. Hunter, K.-Y.
Kim, A. Lou, C. R. Matthews, I. Villa-Renteria, J. H. Tang,
C. Tang, F. Xia, S. Savarese, H. Gweon, C. K. Liu, J. Wu, and
L. Fei-Fei, “Behavior-1k: A benchmark for embodied ai with 1,000
everyday activities and realistic simulation,” in Proceedings of The
6th Conference on Robot Learning (CoRL), ser. Proceedings of
Machine Learning Research, vol. 205. PMLR, 2023, pp. 80–93.
[Online]. Available: https://proceedings.mlr.press/v205/li23a.html

[25] M. Li, S. Zhao, Q. Wang, K. Wang, Y. Zhou, S. Srivastava, C. Gokmen,
T. Lee, L. E. Li, R. Zhang, W. Liu, P. Liang, F.-F. Li, J. Mao, and
J. Wu, “Embodied agent interface: Benchmarking llms for embodied
decision making,” in NeurIPS Datasets and Benchmarks Track, 2024.
[Online]. Available: https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper files/paper/
2024/file/b631da756d1573c24c9ba9c702fde5a9-Paper-Datasets and
Benchmarks Track.pdf

[26] W. Pumacay, I. Singh, J. Duan, R. Krishna, J. Thomason,
and D. Fox, “The colosseum: A benchmark for evaluating
generalization for robotic manipulation,” in Proceedings of Robotics:
Science and Systems (RSS), 2024. [Online]. Available: https:
//www.roboticsproceedings.org/rss20/p133.pdf

[27] K. Daniel, A. Nash, S. Koenig, and A. Felner, “Theta*: Any-angle
path planning on grids,” Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research,
vol. 39, pp. 533–579, 2010.

[28] M. Alhaddad, “Adaptive motion control of a mobile wheeled robot
taking into account the nonideality of the drives,” Journal of Computer
and Systems Sciences International, vol. 61, no. 5, pp. 868–883, 2022.

[29] C.-A. Cheng, M. Mukadam, J. Issac, S. Birchfield, D. Fox,
B. Boots, and N. Ratliff, “Rmpflow: A computational graph for
automatic motion policy generation,” 2019. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.07049

[30] R. H. W. Hoppe, “Interpolation of cosine operator functions,” Annali
di Matematica Pura ed Applicata, vol. 136, no. 1, pp. 183–212, Dec
1984. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01773383

[31] C. Chi, Z. Xu, S. Feng, E. Cousineau, Y. Du, B. Burchfiel,
R. Tedrake, and S. Song, “Diffusion policy: Visuomotor policy
learning via action diffusion,” in Robotics: Science and Systems
(RSS), 2023. [Online]. Available: https://diffusion-policy.cs.columbia.
edu/diffusion policy 2023.pdf

[32] E. Goncharova, A. Razzhigaev, M. Mikhalchuk, M. Kurkin,
I. Abdullaeva, M. Skripkin, I. Oseledets, D. Dimitrov, and
A. Kuznetsov, “Omnifusion technical report,” 2024. [Online].
Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.06212

[33] S. Geng, M. Josifoski, M. Peyrard, and R. West, “Grammar-
constrained decoding for structured NLP tasks without finetuning,”
in The 2023 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://openreview.net/forum?
id=KkHY1WGDII

[34] J. Shang, K. Schmeckpeper, B. B. May, M. V. Minniti, T. Kelestemur,
D. Watkins, and L. Herlant, “Theia: Distilling diverse vision
foundation models for robot learning,” in 8th Annual Conference
on Robot Learning, 2024. [Online]. Available: https://openreview.net/
forum?id=ylZHvlwUcI

[35] E. Perez, F. Strub, H. De Vries, V. Dumoulin, and A. Courville, “Film:
Visual reasoning with a general conditioning layer,” in Proceedings of
the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence, vol. 32, no. 1, 2018.

[36] O. Ronneberger, P. Fischer, and T. Brox, “U-net: Convolutional
networks for biomedical image segmentation,” in International Confer-
ence on Medical image computing and computer-assisted intervention.
Springer, 2015, pp. 234–241.

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v205/li23a.html
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ADSxCpCu9s
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ADSxCpCu9s
https://github.com/isaac-sim/IsaacSim
https://github.com/isaac-sim/IsaacSim
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.10943
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v205/li23a.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2024/file/b631da756d1573c24c9ba9c702fde5a9-Paper-Datasets_and_Benchmarks_Track.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2024/file/b631da756d1573c24c9ba9c702fde5a9-Paper-Datasets_and_Benchmarks_Track.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2024/file/b631da756d1573c24c9ba9c702fde5a9-Paper-Datasets_and_Benchmarks_Track.pdf
https://www.roboticsproceedings.org/rss20/p133.pdf
https://www.roboticsproceedings.org/rss20/p133.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.07049
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01773383
https://diffusion-policy.cs.columbia.edu/diffusion_policy_2023.pdf
https://diffusion-policy.cs.columbia.edu/diffusion_policy_2023.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.06212
https://openreview.net/forum?id=KkHY1WGDII
https://openreview.net/forum?id=KkHY1WGDII
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ylZHvlwUcI
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ylZHvlwUcI

	INTRODUCTION
	RELATED WORK
	PROBLEM FORMULATION
	METRICS
	KITCHEN-R BENCHMARK
	Policy evaluator
	Navigation Module
	Manipulation Module
	Logging Module
	Monitoring Module
	Customization and Randomization
	Working with Sensors
	Creating New Tasks
	Language Instructions

	BASELINES
	VLM-planning Baseline
	Mobile Manipulation Baseline

	BASELINE VALIDATION AND RESULTS
	CONCLUSION
	References

