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Abstract

Mobile autonomous robots have the potential to revolutionize manufacturing processes. However, e�ective employment
of large robot �eets in manufacturing requires addressing numerous challenges including the collision-free movement of
multiple agents in a shared workspace, e�ective multi-robot collaboration to manipulate and transport large payloads,
complex task allocation due to coupled manufacturing processes, and spatial planning for parallel assembly and trans-
portation of nested subassemblies. In this work, we propose a full algorithmic stack for large-scale multi-robot assembly
planning that addresses these challenges and can synthesize construction plans for complex assemblies with thousands of
parts in a matter of minutes. Our approach takes in a CAD-like product speci�cation and automatically plans a full-stack
assembly procedure for a group of robots to manufacture the product. We propose an algorithmic stack that comprises:
(i) an iterative radial layout optimization procedure to de�ne a global staging layout for the manufacturing facility, (ii) a
‘graph-repair’ mixed-integer program formulation and a modi�ed greedy task allocation algorithm to optimally allocate
robots and robot sub-teams to assembly and transport tasks, (iii) a geometric heuristic and a hill-climbing algorithm to
plan collaborative carrying con�gurations of robot sub-teams, and (iv) a distributed control policy that enables robots
to execute the assembly motion plan without colliding with each other. We also present an open-source multi-robot
manufacturing simulator implemented in Julia as a resource to the research community, to test our algorithmic stack
and to facilitate multi-robot manufacturing research more broadly: https://github.com/sisl/ConstructionBots.jl.
Our empirical results demonstrate the scalability and e�ectiveness of our approach by generating plans to manufacture a
LEGOfi model of a Saturn V launch vehicle with 1845 parts, 306 subassemblies, and 250 robots in under three minutes
on a standard laptop computer.
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1. Introduction

Consider a �exible factory environment in which a team
of mobile robots must collaborate to construct a large
assembly from a collection of discrete components. An
assembly plan is given to the factory, which provides a
tree of assembly operations to iteratively combine com-
ponents into progressively larger subassemblies until the
�nal assembly is complete. To ful�ll the assembly plan,
the robotic factory must spatially con�gure a set of con-
struction stations for the subassemblies, culminating in the
�nal assembled product at a �nal station. The factory then
needs to produce a motion plan for the robots to shuttle
parts and subassemblies between the stations to realize
the abstract assembly plan. As individual components are
combined into larger and larger subassemblies, the plan
must allow robots to collaboratively transport the larger
payloads, taking into account the load-carrying capacity
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of individual robots. Finally, the robots must avoid col-
lisions with each other as they navigate the environment
to collect components and deliver them to the appropriate
locations. In this paper, we propose an algorithmic stack
to solve these robot planning and coordination problems
that are central to multi-robot manufacturing. We also
present a multi-robot manufacturing simulator, Construc-
tionBots.jl, implemented in Julia and open-sourced for the
research community to facilitate research in multi-robot
manufacturing.

We consider this multi-robot construction concept as
an important facet of Industry 4.0 [1], the widely heralded
fourth industrial revolution fueled by advances in auton-
omy, AI, and ubiquitous wireless connectivity. Although
modern assembly lines are optimized to produce complex
assemblies at high speeds, they are tailored to a speci�c
product. Recon�guring an assembly line to manufacture
a new product or a custom variation on a product, can
be a costly, time-consuming, human labor-intensive e�ort
[2, 3]. In contrast, the multi-robot construction system
concept described above has the potential to deliver faster,
cheaper, more customizable, and more recon�gurable fab-
rication for a broad range of assemblies. Such a system
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(a) Project speci�cation

(b) Transport team
con�guration (section 4)

(c) Hierarchical geometry
approximation (section 5)

(d) Spatial layout of the
construction site (section 6)

(e) Task allocation and
team forming (section 7)

(f) Decentralized collision
avoidance (section 8)

(g) Simulation (section 9) (h) Completed project

Figure 1: An overview of the proposed multi-robot assembly planning system. (a) Starting with a CAD-like project speci�cation, the process
evolves to determine (b) the con�guration of transport teams, then calculates a (c) hierarchical geometric approximation of parts and transport
units. (d) Based on the geometry, a spatial layout for the construction site is designed. (e) Task allocation and team formations are computed,
following which (f) a decentralized strategy ensures collision-free execution. (g) The entire planned procedure is simulated, culminating in
the (h) �nal assembled project. The arrows indicate the sequential �ow of the planning process.

would be capable of building any assembly for which (a)
the raw materials and subassemblies can be transported
by robot teams and (b) the atomic operations required to
incorporate each material or subassembly into its parent
assembly are supported by the factory tooling. In this
work we consider atomic part-to-part fastening operations
as existing primitives, hence, we do not present research
on the control of contact forces, insertion, screwing, rivet-
ing, soldering, welding, etc. Our work is focused on task
planning, motion planning, and collaborative teaming.

Collaboration between robots introduces additional com-
plexity to the planning and control problem, particularly
due to the coordination required to manage shared tasks.
However, the computational complexity of multi-robot plan-
ning does not necessarily scale directly with the number of
robots. Some planning algorithms experience dramatically
increasing computational demands as the number of robots
grows, typically driven by worst-case exponential complex-
ity or algorithm-speci�c scaling limitations [4, 5]. In con-
trast, other methods scale more favorably by leveraging
structure inherent to multi-robot tasks. Understanding

these scalability characteristics is important, as existing
multi-robot assembly planning approaches often struggle
with as system complexity increases.

Various systems have been proposed for �end-to-end�
multi-robot assembly planning and execution [6, 7]. These
approaches perform both high-level task planning, coarse
�transit� motion planning, and detailed manipulation plan-
ning required to fasten assembly parts together (e.g., screw-
ing and riveting). Other approaches focus on the geomet-
ric assembly planning task, which amounts to determin-
ing in what order, and along what paths, to assemble a
given assembly subject to constraints that all components
must move into their goal con�gurations without interfer-
ing (i.e., colliding) with other components [8�11]. Dogar
et al. [12] address the geometric assembly planning pro-
cess with the added complexity of planning sequences of
robot poses to realize the assembly process. Though these
works represent signi�cant progress toward the goal of au-
tonomous manufacturing, there are still challenges in scal-
ability, multi-robot coordination, and a system-view inte-
gration of the many layers of planning required for this
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problem.
In contrast to existing work, our system generally ap-

proaches multi-robot assembly planning from a higher level
of abstraction. We address task planning and transit plan-
ning but abstract away the kino-dynamic details of piecing
together assemblies. As such, we are able to focus on larger
assemblies than those often handled by these more detailed
end-to-end approaches. We address the following speci�c
problems:

ˆ Transport team con�guration � How many robots
are needed and how should robots be positioned when
transporting a particular payload?

ˆ Spatial layout of the construction site � Where
will each assembly be built, and where will the com-
ponents of those assemblies be delivered?

ˆ Sequential task allocation and team forming
� Which robots will collect and deliver which pay-
loads? Since there are generally far more payloads
than robots, individual robots generally have to trans-
port multiple payloads in sequence.

ˆ Collision avoidance with heterogeneous agent
geometry and dynamics � How must laden and
unladen robots and robot teams move, subject to
motion constraints that depend on the payload size
and team con�guration, to avoid collision with other
robots and the active construction sites in the envi-
ronment?

We present a proof-of-concept system that can syn-
thesize construction plans for assemblies with thousands
of parts in a matter of minutes. This computational e�-
ciency enables rapid iteration and exploration of the design
space, allowing users to evaluate trade-o�s across di�erent
metrics such as makespan, spatial e�ciency, and resource
requirements before committing to a �nal assembly layout.
Such capability becomes particularly valuable for custom
products, one-o� prototypes, or layout recon�guration due
to supply chain or operational changes. To illustrate the
environment model and the process of synthesizing a con-
struction plan, we introduce a simple �tractor� project as a
running example. This assembly was de�ned in LeoCAD
and is based on LEGOfi model 10708, Green Creativity
Box. The tractor model has a total of 20 individual pieces,
which are organized into one �nal assembly (the tractor)
and seven subassemblies. An overview of our proposed
process using the tractor model is provided in �g. 1.

We review the related literature in section 2 and de�ne
the environment model in section 3. In section 4, we in-
troduce an approach for determining multi-robot carrying
con�gurations for transporting objects and then describe
our method for generating the spatial layout of a construc-
tion site in section 6. Section 7 introduces our approach
to task allocation and team forming and we describe a de-
centralized strategy for plan execution and collision avoid-
ance in section 8. Section 9 reports on several simulations

demonstrating our system on various assemblies and then
we provide limitations and future work in our discussion
in section 10.

2. Related Work

Our problem falls under the umbrella of Task and Mo-
tion Planning (TAMP) problems, which combine discrete
task planning with multi-modal continuous motion plan-
ning [13]. TAMP is a broad framework that is applica-
ble when one or more robots must both move through a
continuous environment and modify the state of objects
in the environment. General TAMP problems may incor-
porate geometric, kinodynamic, and modal variables and
constraints. Our problem setting involves variables and
constraints in these categories, and could theoretically be
expressed as a generic TAMP problem and solved by a
general-purpose TAMP solver.

For a comprehensive review of TAMP methodologies,
readers are encouraged to consult the survey by Guo et al.
[14], which presents a broad spectrum of TAMP strate-
gies. Our methodology aligns with the optimization-based
approaches discussed in that survey, using a ‘graph-repair’
mixed-integer linear program formulation to e�ectively man-
age task allocation in large-scale manufacturing environ-
ments with teams of robots. Our approach begins with a
project speci�cation that e�ectively segments the overall
assembly task, thereby alleviating the need for extensive
task decomposition. This strategic starting point allows us
to develop a method tailored speci�cally to these demands
rather than relying on a general-purpose TAMP solver.

An important element of TAMP is the notion of a kine-
matic graph, which speci�es kinematic constraints between
entities in the environment [15]. As robots interact with
the world, the kinematic graph undergoes mode switches,
wherein edges are added, removed, or modi�ed. A kine-
matic graph is our main tool for modeling the transient
�pick up�, �put down�, and �lock into parent assembly�
modal switches that occur as robots carry components
through the environment and attach them to their par-
ent assemblies.

Full systems. Previous work has proposed �end-to-end�
multi-robot assembly planning and execution. For exam-
ple, IKEABot is a multi-robot system for furniture assem-
bly [6]. IKEABot takes a geometric assembly description
as input, then synthesizes an assembly plan and coordi-
nates the actions of delivery robots (which transport ma-
terials) and assembly robots (which attach parts to each
other as prescribed by the assembly plan). Dogar et al.
[7] propose a system for multi-scale assembly with robot
teams. The authors demonstrate their approach with an
end-to-end hardware demo wherein a team of robots fas-
tens a mock airplane wing panel to a mock wing box.

More recent systems have continued to advance in scope
and scale. Hartmann et al. [16] presented a robust task and
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motion planning approach tailored to large-scale architec-
tural assembly scenarios. Their approach tackled long-
horizon planning problems by integrating task decompo-
sition and motion planning for teams of mobile robots.
Nägele et al. [17] introduced Legobot, a framework specif-
ically designed for coordinated multi-robot LEGOfi con-
struction, focusing on precise task assignment and collision-
free trajectory scheduling.

While these recent systems have extended the complex-
ity of assemblies that can be handled, they often emphasize
�ne manipulation tasks or detailed dynamic interactions
between robots and assemblies�areas we intentionally ab-
stract away. Our work, in contrast, targets larger-scale
planning problems that involve coordinating many robots
over expansive and hierarchically structured tasks. We
speci�cally focus on geometric and spatial aspects such as
assembly staging, team formation, and collision-free rout-
ing rather than �ne-grained manipulation or physical dy-
namics. Our work complements these recent approaches
by o�ering solutions aimed at scaling multi-robot coordi-
nation to even larger and more complex assemblies through
a structured planning methodology that prioritizes geo-
metric reasoning and e�cient spatial and task allocation
strategies.

Assembly planning. Geometric assembly planning is the
problem of determining trajectories along which compo-
nents of an assembly can be brought into (or out of) mat-
ing position without interfering with the rest of the assem-
bly. An assembly plan is often generated by �rst comput-
ing a disassembly plan (i.e., begin with a fully assembled
model and plan how to remove each component) and then
reversing the disassembly plan through time. Wilson in-
troduced the concept of a �non-directional blocking graph�
that encodes the geometric interactions/interferences be-
tween parts [8, 9]. This representation can be used to iden-
tify the directions in a part’s con�guration space in which
it may be perturbed without interfering with the rest of
the assembly. The non-directional blocking graph �ts into
the more general motion space framework described by
Halperin et al. [10].

Culbertson et al. [11] used geometric considerations en-
coded by blocking graphs to derive partial ordering con-
straints speci�cally for multi-robot assembly planning thro-
ugh discrete optimization. Additionally, Rodríguez et al.
[18] proposed methods leveraging geometric pattern recog-
nition and machine learning to e�ciently generalize as-
sembly sequences across varying product con�gurations.
Our approach di�ers by assuming that a feasible geomet-
ric assembly plan has already been determined for each
manufacturing project. Instead, we focus on orchestrating
large-scale spatial and temporal coordination tasks such
as staging and transporting assembly components rather
than deriving initial geometric feasibility.

Construction site layout. The geometric assembly plan spec-
i�es how to bring parts together. With large, complex

assemblies, it is also important to determine where each
subassembly will be constructed. This is closely related
to the problem of facility layout planning, a well-studied
topic in the literature [19]. Discrete facility layout prob-
lems include the quadratic assignment problem [20]. The
design variables correspond to facility locations and the
cost function is the sum of pairwise distance costs between
facilities. Continuous facility layout (CFL) problems take
the form of geometric packing problems (packing many
small shapes into a larger shape) with similar pairwise
distance costs [21]. A recent and comprehensive review
by PØrez-Gosende et al. [22] surveys various methodolo-
gies and advancements in facility layout planning, cover-
ing both discrete and continuous approaches, and high-
lighting trends toward incorporating dynamic constraints
and robotic navigation considerations. In our setting, the
quality of a particular construction layout depends not
only on the distance between related �facilities� (assem-
bly construction areas) but also on the traversability of
the inter-facility spaces through which robots must travel.

Team forming. In scenarios where a team of robots must
collaborate to transport a large payload, it is necessary to
determine the �carrying� con�guration of the robots rela-
tive to the payload. This problem is related to grasp plan-
ning in both single and multi-robot manipulation prob-
lems. Four cooperative manipulation protocols are pro-
posed by Rus et al. [23] for multi-robot planar manipu-
lation of furniture. A distributed system for multi-robot
collaborative transport is proposed by Fink et al. [24]. A
multi-robot grasp and regrasp planner based on constraint
satisfaction programming is proposed by Dogar et al. [12],
for scenarios where a team of robots must work together to
put together an assembly. Tariq et al. [25] present a grasp
coordination method for two-robot load sharing in collab-
orative transport tasks. They assume that the �rst agent’s
grasp has already been selected, and they select (from a �-
nite number of candidate grasps) the second agent’s grasp
to optimize a load sharing objective function.

Recent approaches by Aswale and Pinciroli [26] and Dai
et al. [27] have addressed coalition formation and schedul-
ing problems in heterogeneous multi-robot systems. Aswale
and Pinciroli propose centralized algorithms to optimally
or heuristically form coalitions of robots with varied skillsets,
focusing on task scheduling under stochastic travel times.
Dai et al. present a decentralized reinforcement learning
approach enabling dynamic team formation and task allo-
cation, particularly emphasizing real-time responsiveness
and adaptability in changing environments.

Ramchurn et al. [28] study the problem of coalition for-
mation with spatial and temporal constraints (CFSTP).
Their setting involves tasks with deadlines and service du-
rations and agents that can service these tasks by con-
vening in teams at prescribed spatial locations. Di�erent
agents have di�erent �skills,� which determine their e�ec-
tiveness at servicing speci�c tasks. The size of a coalition
required to service a given task depends on the skills of
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the team members. Though CFSTP involves deadlines
and task service durations, it does not include intertask
precedence constraints. We build upon the ideas presented
by Ramchurn et al. to include intertask precedence con-
straints and present algorithms that scale to large prob-
lems.

Collision-free routing. A very large body of work exists on
distributed collision avoidance in continuous space. Two
approaches relevant to our methods are arti�cial poten-
tial �elds [29] and Reciprocal Velocity Obstacles (RVO)
[30]. Potential functions de�ne vector �elds that can be
used to inform robots’ continuous control signals. Repul-
sive potentials can push a robot away from obstacles and
other robots, attractive potentials can draw a robot toward
goals, rotational potentials can push a robot around ob-
stacles or other robots, etc. Multiple potential functions
can be composed to create control laws that simultane-
ously pursue multiple objectives. For example, Fink et al.
[24] use various potential �eld compositions with a �nite
state controller to enable distributed collaborative object
transport.

RVO prevents collisions by placing constraints in neigh-
boring robots’ velocity spaces. It assumes that each robot’s
desired velocity is known to all other robots. In a con-
vex environment where two robots are trying to reach dif-
ferent goals and we wish to minimize the sum of their
travel times, RVO is an optimal collision avoidance strat-
egy [30]. Though this guarantee of optimality is not as-
sured in scenarios with more than two simultaneously in-
teracting robots, RVO leads to very e�cient collision avoid-
ance in sparse interaction settings. Though RVO is prone
to gridlock in some scenarios, it can still work in settings
with more dense interaction. We use these ideas as key
components in our full-stack implementation to achieve a
distributed, collision-free execution strategy.

3. Environment

We model the environment as a 3-dimensional Euclidean
space. Robots, objects, and assemblies are modeled as
rigid bodies. We assume a �eet of identical, cylinder-
shaped transport robots. Objects and assemblies may have
arbitrary 3D geometry. The factory �oor is a plane perpen-
dicular to the vertical axis of the world coordinate frame
W: Robots are constrained to move only on the 2D plane
of the factory �oor, and their orientation remains �xed
(a robot’s con�guration is fully determined by its x- and
y-position on the �oor). The joint con�guration space of
the entire system (all robots and objects together) is the
collision-free subset of the Cartesian product of their indi-
vidual con�guration spaces.

3.1. Assemblies
An assembly consists of two or more components, whose

prescribed con�gurations relative to the assembly frame

are de�ned by transformation matrices. A component can
be a single object or a subassembly with its own set of
components. A project speci�cation details one or more
assemblies to be built, and may additionally group subsets
of each assembly’s components into an ordered sequence of
build phases. A component may be added to its parent as-
sembly only if the associated build phase is active. When
all components in a build phase have been incorporated,
the next build phase becomes active.

In this work, we use LEGOfi models to evaluate our
algorithms. LEGOfi models o�er a convenient framework
for de�ning large assemblies that are often composed of
smaller assemblies in addition to individual parts. Through-
out this work, we provide illustrations with assemblies
that are de�ned using the LDraw �1 �le speci�cation, an
open-source tool for describing LEGOfi bricks and mod-
els. Some of the models used in our examples can be
found in the LDraw O�cial Model Repository. 2 We de-
signed others ourselves using LeoCAD,3 an open-source
CAD software tool for de�ning LDraw models. 4 A graph-
ical depiction of the tractor assembly is shown in �g. 2.

3.2. Transport Units
When a single robot or a team of robots transports an

object or assembly, the robots and cargo together are re-
ferred to as a transport unit. To collect a payload, a robot
(or team of robots) must move into carrying formation at
a de�ned pickup location. Once at the pickup location,
the cargo moves into its carrying con�guration relative to
the robots. When the cargo is secured in its carrying con-
�guration, the transport unit may begin to move through
the environment.

For a given object or assembly, the environment model
employs a geometric heuristic to specify how many robots
must participate in the transport unit. The planner must
then identify an appropriate carrying formation for the
team. Since the geometric �team size� heuristic is closely
related to our method for determining transport unit for-
mation, we introduce both in section 4.

The nominal con�guration space of a transport unit is
the same as that of a robot�i.e., the transport unit may
translate along the �oor of the environment, but may not
rotate or move vertically. The velocity of the transport
unit is constrained according to

k _xk � max(v max � r_volume � v_factor; v min ); (1)

where vmax denotes the maximum speed permitted for
an unladen robot, r_volume denotes the volume of the
smallest hyperrectangle that completely encloses the trans-
port unit, v_factor is a scaling parameter, and v min is

1https://www.ldraw.org
2https://omr.ldraw.org
3https://www.leocad.org
4This work is neither sponsored, authorized, nor endorsed by

LEGO ® , LDraw —, or LeoCAD.
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Figure 2: A visualization of the project speci�cation for our example tractor assembly. The �nal assembly is composed of three subassemblies
and a few individual parts.

a lower bound on the speed limit. This simple heuristic
speed limit law is a proxy for a more sophisticated model
that might account for robot and cargo dynamical proper-
ties, actuator constraints, and other considerations. The
speed limit rule adds a layer of realism and complexity to
the problem of collision-free navigation, as moving enti-
ties di�er both in size and in the speed at which they can
travel.

When a transport unit reaches the delivery location
for its cargo, the payload is moved into a prescribed stag-
ing con�guration. The dropo� procedure may not begin
until the associated build phase of the cargo’s parent as-
sembly is active. After the cargo is moved into its stag-
ing con�guration, the transport unit disbands, allowing
the robots to break from carrying formation and attend to
other tasks. Meanwhile, the assembly component is moved
from its staging con�guration into its �nal con�guration
relative to the parent assembly frame. Upon reaching the
goal con�guration, the component is �captured� and locked
into place as part of the parent assembly.

3.3. Methods Overview
In this work, we start with a project speci�cation that

details the geometry of the parts and where they are lo-
cated within the assembly. A graphical representation of a
project speci�cation is shown in �g. 2. To ful�ll a project
speci�cation, our autonomous multi-agent robotic assem-
bly system creates and executes a construction plan. An

overview of the major components of this process is pro-
vided in �g. 1. The plan is created in three primary stages
and then executed with a distributed collision avoidance
strategy.

Con�gure transport units (section 4). Our system �rst de-
termines how many robots will be needed and where each
robot will be positioned relative to the payload in order to
transport each object and assembly. A few of the transport
unit con�gurations for the tractor project are visualized in
�g. 3.

Construct staging plan (section 6). The system determines
where to build each assembly and where each component
of that assembly will be deposited. Each assembly is con-
structed in its own staging area�a circular region on the
factory �oor. We determine the component dropo� loca-
tions by minimizing the distance from the dropo� location
within the staging area to the �nal con�guration of the
component within the parent assembly. We attempt to
arrange the staging areas so that every assembly can be
transported in a straight line from its staging area to the
staging area of its parent assembly without entering any
other staging areas. An example staging plan for the trac-
tor project is shown in �g. 6.

Allocate transport tasks (section 7). We construct a new
type of operating schedule that incorporates collaborative
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