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Abstract— This paper addresses a novel task planning prob-
lem for mobile robots with missions requiring the accomplish-
ment of multiple high-level sub-tasks in a temporal and logical
order, where the sub-tasks are expressed using natural language
(NL). To formally define the mission, we treat these NL-specified
sub-tasks as atomic predicates in a Linear Temporal Logic
(LTL) formula. We refer to this novel framework for formal
task specification as LTL-NL. Our goal is to design robot
plans accomplishing LTL-NL tasks, a problem that cannot be
solved directly by existing LTL planners because of the NL
nature of atomic propositions defining the sub-tasks. To address
this problem, we propose HERACLEs, a hierarchical neuro-
symbolic planner that relies on a novel integration of (i) sym-
bolic temporal logic planners generating high-level task plans
determining what NL-based sub-tasks should be accomplished
and in what order to successfully complete the mission; (ii)
Large Language Models (LLMs) to design robot plans, defined
as sequences of robot actions, implementing the task plans;
and (iii) conformal prediction (CP) acting as a formal interface
between (i) and (ii). CP allows the proposed planner to reason
about the uncertainty of the employed LLM in its outputs.
In cases of high uncertainty, the LLM asks for help from the
symbolic planner to revise the task plan and, if unsuccessful,
from users. We show, both theoretically and empirically, that
HERACLEs can achieve high mission success rates due to
this conformal interface. We provide extensive comparative
experiments demonstrating that HERACLEs outperforms state-
of-the-art LLM-based planning approaches in terms of its
ability to design correct plans. The advantage of HERACLEs
over baselines grows as the mission complexity increases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Several task planners have been proposed recently that can
generate robot plans satisfying complex high-level missions
expressed as Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) formulas [1]–
[15]. To define an LTL task, users must specify multiple
atomic predicates (i.e., Boolean variables) to model desired
low-level robot configurations, and couple them using tem-
poral/Boolean operators. However, this demands a significant
amount of expertise and manual effort, increasing the likeli-
hood of mis-specification for complex tasks. Moreover, com-
plex tasks often result in lengthy LTL formulas, increasing
the computational cost of designing robot plans [16].

Natural Language (NL) has recently been proposed as
a more user-friendly alternative for specifying robot mis-
sions [17]–[33]. NL-based planners typically rely on pre-
trained Large Language Models (LLMs) to design effective
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robot plans through conversational interactions [28], [34],
[35]. LLM-based planning methods, however, are character-
ized by two main limitations: (i) they lack lack correctness
guarantees; and (ii) their ability to design correct plans tends
to deteriorate with increasing task complexity [32].

To mitigate the above limitations, we propose an alter-
native approach to mission specification and robot planning
that combines the strengths of LTL and NL. First, we discuss
our proposed mission specification framework. We model a
complex task as comprised of a collection of simple ‘atomic’
sub-tasks, with temporal and logical relationships among
them represented using an LTL specification. The sub-tasks
thus serve as atomic predicates in an LTL formula, with the
associated predicate being true if the sub-task is successfully
accomplished, and false otherwise. Our key departure from
conventional LTL specifications is that we specify each such
sub-task in NL, rather than directly grounding it in the low-
level configuration space. For example, consider a task in
which the robot first needs to deliver a bottle of water to
the kitchen table, and only afterwards deliver a coke to
the office desk. We can define two NL sub-tasks, ’deliver
a bottle of water to the kitchen table’ and ’deliver a coke
to the office desk’, and use an LTL formula to express
the logical and temporal relationship between them. We
refer to our framework for task specification that composes
LTL and NL as an LTL-NL specification (or formula).
The advantage of this framework over conventional LTL
is that LTL-NL formulas are shorter while capturing the
same task, making them more user-friendly to define. In
comparison to NL instructions, our framework enables the
automatic decomposition of the overall mission (i.e., an LTL-
NL specification) into multiple NL-based sub-tasks using
existing symbolic task decomposition methods [36]–[38]. We
emphasize that such a decomposition is highly challenging
to perform automatically for missions expressed exclusively
using NL. As it will be discussed later, task decomposition
plays a critical role in enabling our planning framework
to consistently outperform NL-based planners, especially as
mission complexity increases.

Second, we address the challenge of designing robot plans
while ensuring their correctness with respect to LTL-NL
formulas (something that prior work does not provide tools
to do). Specifically, we consider a mobile robot possessing
various skills (e.g., mobility, manipulation, and sensing) that
is tasked with missions expressed as LTL-NL specifications.
Each sub-task in the LTL-NL formula requires the robot
to apply its skills to various semantic objects and regions
of interest in the environment. While we assume that the
locations and semantic labels of these objects are known, the
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Fig. 1: This paper proposes HERACLEs, a neuro-symbolic planning framework for mobile robots with LTL-NL missions. The framework
starts with a symbolic task planner that generates the next language-based sub-task that should be accomplished to make mission progress.
Pre-trained LLMs are then deployed to design robot plans for that sub-task. The LLM planner seeks assistance from the symbolic planner
either when the robot plan cannot be executed due to environmental constraints or when it uncertain about how to accomplish that sub-task.
Uncertainty of the LLM is quantified using conformal prediction (CP). If the LTL task planner cannot assist, then help from users is
requested (not shown). The mission in this figure requires the robot to eventually deliver a pen to location D but only after either an apple
or a drink has been delivered to D. The symbolic planner first generates the sub-task ‘deliver a drink to E’. Due to the ambiguity in this
task description ( glass of water or coke?), the LLM-based planner asks the symbolic planner to generate an alternative sub-task to make
progress. The new task is ‘deliver an apple to E’; see also Example 2.1.

geometric environmental structure is initially unknown. The
latter may hinder the completion of certain language-based
sub-tasks (e.g., when an object is inaccessible). Our goal
is to design plans, defined as a sequence of robot actions,
satisfying the assigned LTL-NL missions.

To address this task planning problem, we propose a hier-
archical neuro-symbolic planner that harnesses the comple-
mentary strengths of LLMs and symbolic planners. Specif-
ically, our proposed planner comprises several key compo-
nents. First, it leverages existing temporal logic planners that
dynamically determine, based on the current mission status,
the next NL-based sub-task the robot should accomplish to
make progress in the mission [36], [37]. Second, pre-trained
LLMs are employed to generate robot plans satisfying that
sub-task [39]–[46]. If the geometric environmental structure
prevents the robot from executing these plans (e.g., obstacles
blocking the entrance to regions of interest), the LTL-task
planner will generate alternative sub-tasks (if they exist) as
in [36], [37]. A novel challenge here is that LLMs tend
to hallucinate, i.e., to confidently generate incorrect and
unrealistic outputs [47]. Such false confidence in incorrect
outputs poses a significant challenge in language-based robot
planning. This issue becomes more pronounced by potential
ambiguity in NL-specified tasks. Thus, to reason about the
correctness of the LLM-generated plans, inspired by [18],
[48], we leverage conformal prediction (CP), a statistical tool
for uncertainty quantification in black-box models [18], [48]–

[54]. CP constructs on-the-fly prediction sets that contain
the ground-truth/correct robot action with a user-specified
probability. This allows the LLM to determine when it is
uncertain about its predictions. In cases of high uncertainty,
indicated by non-singleton prediction sets, the robot seeks
assistance. This assistance occurs in two ways. First, a help-
message is sent to the LTL planner requesting alternative sub-
tasks to make mission progress. If such a sub-task exists, it
is forwarded back to the LLM planner. Otherwise, the robot
asks for help from a user about how to proceed. This formal
interface between the symbolic task planner and the pre-
trained LLM gives rise to our planner, called HERACLEs,
for HiERArchical ConformaL natural languagE planner; see
Fig. 1. The generated plans are executed using existing low-
level controllers.

We provide theoretical mission success rate guarantees
for HERACLEs that are also validated by statistical ex-
periments. We also provide extensive comparative experi-
ments showing that HERACLEs outperforms state-of-the-art
LLM-based planners in terms of planning performance. In
these experiments, we manually translate LTL-NL missions
into NL instructions which serve as inputs to the LLM-
based planners. Our experiments show that the ability of
LLMs to design correct plans tends to decrease as the
number of temporal and logical requirements in the mission
increases. To the contrary, the planning performance of
HERACLEs remains consistently high as the complexity



of the overall mission increases. The reason is that, using
symbolic planners, the mission is decomposed into multiple
smaller/simpler language-based sub-tasks that LLMs can
handle more efficiently. Additionally, we provide examples
demonstrating that LTL-NL formulas are shorter than LTL
formulas capturing the same mission and, consequently, more
user-friendly to define.

Related works: As discussed earlier, a substantial body of
work exists on temporal logic planning, as seen in [1], [7]–
[10], [12], [14] and the references therein. We emphasize that
existing LTL planners cannot solve the considered problem
due to the language-based construction of the atomic predi-
cates. In fact, a major technical challenge that arises in this
setup lies in designing mechanisms that can automatically
reason about whether a sequence of robot actions (e.g.,
‘grab the bottle of water at location A’, ‘go to the kitchen
table’, ‘drop off the bottle’) satisfies a language-based sub-
task/atomic predicate (e.g., ‘deliver a bottle of water at the
kitchen table’) let alone the entire LTL-NL formula. We
address this challenge using CP. Related are also the recent
works on language-based planning using LLMs; see e.g.,
[17], [18], [30], [31], [33] and the references therein. A
limitation in these works is that they lack performance and
safety guarantees. Additionally, it has been shown that exist-
ing LLMs cannot efficiently handle tasks with temporal and
logical requirements [32] as also validated by our empirical
analysis. Among these works, probably the closest one is
[18] as it also applies CP for uncertainty alignment of LLMs;
however, it addresses a different planning problem. To the
best of our knowledge, we propose the first neuro-symbolic
planner that tightly integrates symbolic planners with LLMs
with formal interfaces enabled by CP.

Contribution: The contribution of the paper can be
summarized as follows. First, we propose a task specification
approach, called LTL-NL, to define complex high-level robot
tasks, aiming to bridge the gap between LTL- and NL-
based specification methods. Second, we introduce a new
task planning problem over missions expressed as LTL-
NL formulas. Third, to address this problem, we present
HERACLEs, the first neurosymbolic planning algorithm that
tightly integrates symbolic planners with LLMs. Fourth, we
show, both theoretically and empirically, that HERACLEs
can achieve high mission success rates through a formal
interface, employing CP, between the LLM and the symbolic
planner. Fifth, we provide extensive comparative experiments
highlighting that HERACLEs outperforms state-of-the-art
LLM-based planners in terms of its ability to design correct
plans. We argue that these results demonstrate that the true
potential of LLMs for task planning problems reveals when
they are integrated with existing symbolic planners [55].

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Robot System and Skills: Consider a robot governed by
the following dynamics: p(t + 1) = f(p(t),u(t)), where
p(t) ∈ P ⊂ Rn stands for the state (e.g., position and
orientation) of the robot, and u(t) ∈ Rb stands for control
input at discrete time t. We assume that the robot state p(t)

is known for all time instants t ≥ 0. The robot has A > 0
number of abilities/skills collected in a set A ∈ {1, . . . , A}.
Each skill a ∈ A is represented as text such as ‘take a
picture’, ‘grab’, or ‘move to’. Application of a skill a at
an object/region with location x at time t ≥ 0 is denoted by
s(a,x, t) or, for brevity, when it is clear from the context, by
s(t). The time step t is increased by one, once an action is
completed. We assume that the robot has access to low level
controllers to apply the skills in A. Hereafter, we assume
perfect/error-free execution of these capabilities.

Partially Known Semantic Environment: The robot
operates within a semantic environment Ω ⊆ Rd, d ∈
{2, 3} with fixed, static, and potentially unknown obstacle-
free space denoted by Ωfree ⊆ Ω. We assume that Ωfree is
populated with M > 0 static semantic objects. Each object e
is characterized by its location xe and semantic label oe ∈ O,
where O is a set collecting all semantic labels that the robot
can recognize (e.g., ‘bottle’ or ‘chair’). The robot is assumed
to have knowledge of both the location and label of each
object. Objects may also be located inside containers (e.g.,
drawer or fridge), with their status (open/closed) initially
unknown. Also, the occupied space Ω \ Ωfree may prevent
access to certain semantic objects. We assume that the robot
is equipped with (perfect) sensors allowing it to detect
obstacles and reason about the status of containers containing
objects of interest.

Mission Specification: The robot is tasked with a high-
level mission with temporal and logical requirements. To
formally define such tasks, we employ Linear Temporal
Logic (LTL). LTL is a formal language that comprises a
set of atomic propositions (AP) (i.e., Boolean variables),
denoted by AP , Boolean operators, (i.e., conjunction ∧, and
negation ¬), and two temporal operators, such as always
□, eventually ♢, and until U ; see also Ex. 2.1. A formal
presentation of the syntax and semantics of LTL can be found
in [16]. For simplicity, hereafter, we restrict our attention
to co-safe LTL formulas that is a fragment of LTL that
exclude the ‘always’ operator. Co-safe LTL formulas can be
satisfied within a finite horizon H . For brevity, throughout
the paper, we may use the term LTL instead of co-safe
LTL. We define APs so that they are true when a sub-
task expressed in natural language (NL) is satisfied, and
false otherwise. For example, consider sub-tasks of the form
‘deliver a bottle of water to location X’. Each NL-based
AP π is defined so that it can be satisfied by a finite robot
trajectory τ , defined as a finite sequence of T decisions,
i.e., τ = s(t), s(t + 1), . . . , s(t + k), . . . , s(t + T − 1),
k ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}, for some T ≥ 1. A robot trajectory
τ accomplishing π can be generated e.g., using existing
Large Language Models (LLMs) [30]. We call formulas
constructed in this way as co-safe LTL-NL formulas. Co-
safe LTL-NL formulas are satisfied by finite-horizon robot
trajectories τϕ defined as τϕ = τ1, . . . , τn, . . . , τN , where τn
is a finite robot trajectory of horizon Tn, as defined before.
Thus, the total horizon H of the plan τϕ is H =

∑N
n=1 Tn.

We highlight that in τϕ, the index n is different from the
time instants t ∈ {1, . . . ,H}. In fact, n ∈ {1, . . . , N} is an



index, initialized as n = 1 and increased by 1 every Tn time
instants, pointing to the next finite trajectory in τϕ. Our goal
is to design plans τϕ satisfying co-safe LTL-NL tasks.

Problem Statement: This paper addresses the following
problem (see Ex. 2.1):

Problem 1: Given a robot with capabilities A, a partially
unknown semantic environment Ω, and a co-safe LTL-NL
task ϕ, design a robot plan τϕ satisfying ϕ.

Example 2.1: Consider a robot with skills A =
{go to, pick up}. The semantic objects that the robot can
recognize are C = {Coke,Pen,Apple}. The environment
along with the locations of all semantic objects is shown
in Fig. 1. The task of the robot is modeled as an LTL-
NL formula ϕ = ♢π3 ∧ (¬π3U(π1 ∨ π2)), where π1, π2

and π3 model the sub-tasks ‘Deliver Drink to xE’, ‘Deliver
Apple to xE’, and ‘Deliver Pen to xD’, respectively. This
formula requires eventually satisfying π3 but only after either
π1 or π2 is satisfied. Thus, this task can be satisfied by
first delivering either a drink or an apple to xE and then
delivering the pen to xD. A plan τϕ to satisfy ϕ is defined as
τϕ = s(go to,xF , 1), s(pick up,Apple, 2), s(go to,xE , 3),
s(pick up,Pen, 4), s(go to,xD, 5).

III. HIERARCHICAL TEMPORAL LOGIC PLANNING WITH
NATURAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTIONS

In this section, we propose HERACLEs, a new hierarchical
planning algorithm to address Problem 1. In Section III-
A, we present an overview HERACLEs. A more detailed
description of its components is provided in Sections III-B-
III-E. The algorithm is summarized Alg. 1.

A. Overview of HERACLEs

HERACLEs takes as input an LTL-NL mission defined
over a partially known semantic environment. This LTL-NL
formula is processed online by a symbolic temporal logic
planner that, given the current mission status, determines the
next language-based sub-task the robot should accomplish to
make mission progress. This symbolic planner is presented in
Section III-B and is adopted from [36], [37]. This language-
based sub-task serves as an input to a pre-trained LLM that
is responsible for generating a feasible robot plan (i.e., a
finite sequence of decisions s(t) accomplishing the assigned
sub-task); see Section III-C. The LLM planner communi-
cates back to the LTL planner with one of the following
messages: (i) A robot plan has been designed and executed,
accomplishing the assigned sub-task. In this scenario, the
LTL planner generates a new sub-task, if the overall mission
has not been accomplished yet, and the process repeats. (ii)
A robot plan has been designed but the (initially unknown)
geometric structure of the environment ends up preventing
the robot from fully executing it. In this case, the LTL
planner generates an alternative sub-task to proceed and the
above process repeats. If such a sub-task does not exist, the
mission terminates unsuccessfully (e.g., the LTL-NL mission
may be infeasible). (iii) The LLM is ‘uncertain’ about what
the correct plan is. In this case, the LTL planner generates
an alternative sub-task to proceed. If such a sub-task does

Algorithm 1 HERACLEs: A Hierarchical Neuro-Symbolic
Planner

1: Input: LTL-NL Task ϕ; Coverage level α;
2: Symbolic planner generates sub-task: πnext and Σunsafe

3: Convert sub-task into an initial prompt ℓ(1) with empty
history of action

4: while (ϕ not accomplished) ∧ (πnext ̸= ∅) do
5: τ = ∅
6: for k = 0 to T − 1 do
7: Compute the local prediction set C(ℓ(t+ k))
8: if |C(ℓ(t+ k))| > 1 then
9: Request a new sub-task (πnext, Σunsafe)

10: if πnext ̸= ∅ then
11: t = t+ k, and go to line 5
12: else
13: Obtain s(t+ k) from human operator
14: else
15: Pick (unique) decision s(t+k) ∈ C(ℓ(t+k))

16: if Ω prevents execution of s(t+ k) then
17: Request a new sub-task (πnext, Σunsafe)
18: if πnext ̸= ∅ then
19: t = t+ k, and go to line 5
20: else
21: Report mission failure (termination)
22: else
23: Execute decision s(t+ k)
24: Observe environment update p(t+ k)

25: Update ℓ(t+k+1) = ℓ(t+k)+s(t+k)+p(t+k)

26: Construct τ = [s(t), . . . , s(t+ T − 1)]
27: Append τ to the plan τϕ
28: Current time step: t = t+ T
29: Request a new sub-task (πnext, Σunsafe) and check for

mission accomplishment

not exist, help from users is requested who either provide
the correct decision or decide to halt operation. A detailed
description of when the LLM requests assistance (cases (ii)-
(iii)) from the symbolic planner is provided in Section III-D.
Conformal prediction, outlined in Section III-E, is employed
for uncertainty quantification in case (iii).

B. Symbolic Temporal Logic Task Planner: What Language-
based Sub-Task to Accomplish Next?

In this section, we employ an existing temporal logic
task planner designed to determine what language sub-task
the robot should accomplish next to make progress towards
accomplishing the LTL-NL task ϕ. A detailed presentation
of this planner can be found in [36], [37].

Consider an LTL-NL specification ϕ. Initially, we translate
ϕ into a Deterministic Finite state Automaton (DFA). This
step occurs offline. The DFA can be conceptualized as a
graph structure, with state-space (set of nodes) and transi-
tions (set of edges) between states/nodes. The DFA has an
initial node representing the mission’s commencement, a set



of final nodes denoting mission completion, and intermediate
nodes representing various stages of the mission. Transitions
between nodes occur when specific atomic predicates are
satisfied. Mission accomplishment is achieved upon reaching
a final state starting from the initial one.

At any time t ≥ 0, the task planner receives three inputs:
(i) an LTL-NL task ϕ; (ii) the current mission status; and (iii)
a set Σunc(t) of NL-based APs/sub-tasks. The input (ii) is
represented by the DFA state that has been reached, starting
from the initial one, given the sequence of actions that the
robot has applied up to time t. The set in (iii) is initially
empty, i.e., Σunc(0) = ∅, and is dynamically updated as
the robot navigates the world. Specifically, it is updated so
that it collects all NL-based APs that the robot is uncertain
about how to accomplish or that are physically impossible
to achieve (e.g., they require reaching inaccessible objects).
The details of its update are discussed in Section III-C.

Given these inputs, the task planner generates: (i) an NL-
based atomic proposition, denoted by πnext; and (ii) a set
of NL-based atomic propositions collected in a set Σunsafe

[line 2, Alg. 1]. These sets impose two conditions that must
be met to make mission progress (i.e., to move closer to a
DFA final node). Specifically, the robot should design a plan
τ to (a) accomplish the language-based sub-task captured
in πnext while, (b) in the meantime, not satisfying any of
the language-based sub-tasks collected in Σunsafe. These two
requirements act as inputs to an LLM-based planner; refer
to Section III-C. The LLM-based planner is responsible for
designing a plan τ that satisfies conditions (a)-(b).

C. LLM-based Planner: How to Accomplish the Assigned
Sub-Task?

Next, our goal is to design a finite horizon plan τ satisfying
conditions (a)-(b) to make progress towards accomplishing
ϕ. To synthesize τ , we utilize existing LLMs. A key chal-
lenge here is that LLMs cannot necessarily break down the
conditions (a)-(b) into low-level instructions that are suitable
for robotic execution. Therefore, we will inform the LLM
that we want the conditions (a)-(b) to be broken down into
sequences of executable robot skills collected in A.

Particularly, assume that at time t the LTL task planner
generates requirements (a)-(b). Hereafter, we simply refer to
these requirements as the (language-based) sub-task that the
robot should accomplish next. We convert this task planning
problem into a sequence of T > 0 multiple-choice question-
answering (MCQA) problems for the LLM where T is a
hyperparameter.1 The ‘question’ refers to the sub-task along
with any actions (if any) that the robot has taken up to time
t+k, k ∈ {0, . . . , T−1} to accomplish it. We denote by ℓ(t+
k) the (textual) description of the ‘question’. The ‘choices’
refer to the decisions s(t+ k) that the robot can make. We
collect these decisions in a set denoted by S. This set is
constructed offline using the action space A and the available
objects where each action can be applied. Given ℓ(t+k), the

1Essentially, τ and T refer to τn and Tn defined in Section II. For ease
of presentation, we drop the dependence on the index n.

Fig. 2: Example of the constructed prompt. Only some of the rules
used in part (A) are shown.

LLM will select s(t+k). This process occurs sequentially for
k ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} giving rise to a plan τ . In what follows,
first we discuss how ℓ(t+k) is structured and then we show
how it can be used to compute s(t+ k).

Prompt Construction: In what follows, we discuss how
we structure the context text (‘prompt’) that will be given as
an input to the LLM; see also Fig. 2. The prompt used in this
work consists of the following parts. (A) System description
that defines the action space determining all possible actions
a ∈ A that the robot can apply and rules that the LLM
should always respect in its decision-making process. For
instance, in our considered simulations, such rules explicitly
determine that the robot cannot grasp an object located in
a fridge before opening the fridge door. We observed that
explicitly specifying such constraints improved the quality
of LLM plans. We additionally require the length of the
plan τ to be less than T , where T ≥ 0 is a user-specified
hyperparameter. (B) Environment description that describes
the locations xe of each semantic object e of interest; (C)
Task description that includes the language-based task πnext
(condition (a)) as well as language-based constraints (if any),
modeled by Σunsafe that the robot should respect until πnext
is satisfied (condition (b)); (D) History of actions & current
environment status that includes the sequence of actions,
generated by the LLM, that the robot has executed so far
towards accomplishing the assigned task. It also includes the
current locations of semantic objects that the robot may have
manipulated/moved so far; (E) Response structure describing
the desired structure of the LLM output for an example task.

Plan Design & Execution: At iteration k = 0, part (D)
does not include any textual information as a new sub-task
has just been announced [line 3, alg. 1]. Given ℓ(t + k),
the LLM is asked to make a decision s(t + k) among
all available ones included in part (A). The LLM selects
s(t + k) as follows. Given any s ∈ S , LLMs can provide
a score g(s|ℓ(t + k)); the higher the score, the more likely
the decision s is a valid next step to address the language-
instruction provided in ℓ(t + k). To get g(s|ℓ(t + k)), we
query the LLM over all potential decisions s ∈ S [30].

Using these scores, a possible approach to select the
s(t+ k) is by simply choosing the decision with the highest
score, i.e., s(t + k) = argmaxs∈S g(s|ℓ(t + k)). However,
these scores do not represent calibrated confidence. In fact,
LLMs tend to confidently generate incorrect actions. Thus,



a much preferred solution is to calibrate these confidence
scores and let the LLM make decisions only when it is
certain enough [18]. We formalize this by constructing a
set of actions (called, hereafter, prediction set), denoted by
C(ℓ(t + k)), that contain the ground truth action with a
user-specified high-probability [line 7, alg. 1]. Hereafter, we
assume that such prediction sets are provided; we defer their
construction, using conformal prediction, to Section III-E
(see (9)). Given C(ℓ(t+ k)), we select the decision s(t+ k)
as follows. If |C(ℓ(t+ k))| = 1, then we select the decision
included in C(ℓ(t+ k)) as it contributes to mission progress
with high probability [line 15, Alg. 1].2 As soon as it is
selected, the robot physically executes it using its library of
low-level controllers [line 23, alg. 1]. If |C(ℓ(t + k))| > 1
[line 8-13, alg.1] or if |C(ℓ(t+k))| = 1 but the robot cannot
physically execute s(t + k) the robot seeks assistance to
select s(t + k) [line 16-21, Alg.1]; see Section III-D. Note
that the latter may occur if, as the robot executes s(t) and
senses the initially unknown obstacles, it realizes that the
geometric environmental structure prevents it from reaching
desired destinations/objects [37].

Once s(t + k) is selected and physically executed, the
current time step is updated to t+ k+1. Then, ℓ(t+ k+1)
is constructed that will be used to select s(t+ k + 1). Parts
(A)-(C) and (E) in the prompts ℓ(t+k) and ℓ(t+k+1) are the
same. Part (D) in ℓ(t+k+1) is augmented by recording the
decision s(t+k) as well as incorporating perceptual feedback
about the status of containers (if any) that may contain
any of the semantic objects. We automatically convert this
perceptual feedback into text denoted by p(t + 1) (see
Fig. 2) [line 24, Alg. 1]; recall from Section II that we
assume that the robot is equipped with perfect sensors. With
slight abuse of notation, we denote this prompt update by
h(t + 1) = h(t) + s(t) + p(t + 1) where the summation
means concatenation of text [line 25, Alg.1]. This process
is repeated for all k ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} to sequentially select
s(t+ k). This process generates a plan

τ = s(t), s(t+ 1), . . . , s(t+ T − 1), (1)

of length T [line 26, alg. 1]. At time t+T , part (D) in ℓ(t+T )
is updated so that it does not include any information since
a new sub-task will be announced by the LTL task planner
[line 29, alg. 1]. Concatenation of all plans τ for the sub-
tasks generated by the LTL planner gives rise to the plan τϕ
[line 27, alg. 1] (see Section II).

D. When to Seek Assistance?
Assume that there exists at least one k ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}

so that |C(ℓ(t + k)))| > 1. In this case, the robot asks for
help in order to proceed [line 8-13, alg. 1]. This assistance
request and response occurs as follows. Initially, the robot
requests from the LTL task planner an alternative sub-task to
make mission progress. To make this help-request, the robot
updates the set Σunc, defined in Section III-B, as Σunc =
Σunc ∪ {πnext}. The resulting set Σunc along with the current

2By construction of the prediction sets, this action coincides with s(t+
k) = argmaxs∈S g(s|ℓ(t+ k)); see Section III-E.

mission status (modeled by the current DFA state; see [36],
[37]) are sent to the LTL task planner which then generates
a new sub-task [line 9, alg. 1]. If such a sub-task exists, the
process discussed in Section III-C repeats [line 11, alg. 1].
If there are no alternative sub-tasks to proceed, then the LTL
planner fails to provide assistance. In this case, the robot asks
for help from a human operator [line 13, alg. 1]. Specifically,
the robot returns to the user the current prompt ℓ(t + k)
along with the prediction set C(ℓ(t+ k))) for which it holds
|C(ℓ(t+k)))| > 1. The user selects the correct decision s(t+
k) if it exists in the prediction set or it halts operation. Help
from the LTL planner is also be requested if the robot cannot
physically execute the selected s(t+k) (e.g., grabbing a non-
reachable or non-existent object) regardless of the prediction
set size [line 16-21, alg. 1], as e.g., in [36], [37]; see Sec. V-
B. In this case, if the LTL planner cannot generate alternative
sub-tasks the mission terminates unsuccessfully (e.g., due to
infeasibility of the LTL-NL task) [line 21, alg. 1].

E. Constructing Prediction Sets using Conformal Prediction
In this section, we discuss how the prediction sets C(ℓ(t)),

introduced in Section III-C, are constructed. To construct
them, we employ conformal prediction (CP), a statistical
tool for uncertainty quantification in black box models [52].
Our analysis builds upon [18], [48]. Construction of these
prediction sets requires a distribution D from which we
sample missions. This is important as application of CP
requires the construction of a calibration dataset collecting
missions, along with the corresponding ground truth plans,
that are independently generated by D. Then, the prediction
sets for a new/validation mission are ‘correct’ as long as the
calibration and the validation missions are i.i.d.

Distribution of Mission Scenarios: We formalize the
above by defining a distribution over mission scenarios. A
mission scenario is defined as ξi = {Ai, ϕi, Hi,Ωi}. Recall
that Ai, ϕi, H, and Ωi refer to the robot skills, the LTL-NL
mission, the mission horizon, and the semantic environment,
respectively. The subscript i is used to emphasize that these
parameters can vary across scenarios. When it is clear from
the context, we drop the dependence on i. We also assume
that all scenarios sampled from D are feasible which implies
that the horizon Hi is large enough, the skill set Ai is rich
enough, and that the geometric structure of the environments
Ωi does not prevent the robot from satisfying ϕi. Note
that D is unknown but we assume that we can sample
i.i.d. scenarios from it. Next, we discuss how the prediction
sets are constructed. To illustrate the challenges in their
construction, we consider two cases: (i) single-step plans,
and (ii) multi-step plans.

Single-step Plans: For simplicity, here we focus on LTL-
NL formulas ϕ that can be satisfied by plans τϕ of horizon
H = 1 (see Section II); later we generalize the results for
H ≥ 1. This also means that synthesizing τϕ requires the
LLM to make a single decision s. First, we sample M
independent scenarios from D. We refer to these scenar-
ios as calibration scenarios. For each calibration scenario
i ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, we construct its equivalent prompt ℓicalib.



For each prompt, we (manually) compute the ground truth
plan τ icalib = sicalib(1) accomplishing this task. We assume
that there exists a unique correct decision sicalib for each
calibration scenario. This assumption can be relaxed as
in [18]. Hereafter, we drop the dependence of the robot
decisions and prompts on the time step, since we consider
single-step plans. This way we construct a calibration dataset
M = {(ℓicalib, τ

i
calib)}Mi=1.

Consider a new scenario drawn from D, called valida-
tion/test scenario. We convert this scenario into its equivalent
prompt ℓtest. Since the calibration and the validation scenario
are i.i.d., CP can generate a prediction set C(ℓtest) of decisions
s containing the correct one stest with probability greater than
1− α, i.e.,

P (stest ∈ C(ℓtest)) ≥ 1− α, (2)

where α ∈ [0, 1] is user-specified. To generate C(ℓtest),
CP first uses the LLM’s confidence g (see Section III-C)
to compute the set of nonconformity scores {ri = 1 −
g(sicalib | ℓicalib)}Mi=1 over the calibration set. The higher the
score ri is, the worse the performance of the LLM is at
the i calibration point. Then CP performs calibration by
computing the (M+1)(1−α)

M empirical quantile of r1, . . . , rM
denoted by q. Then, it generates the prediction set

C(ℓtest) = {s ∈ S | g(s|ℓtest) > 1− q}, (3)

that includes all decisions that the predictor is at least 1− q
confident in. The generated prediction set ensures the 1− α
marginal coverage guarantee in (2), holds. This coverage
guarantee is marginal in the sense that the probability is
defined over the randomness of the calibration dataset and
the validation scenario. By construction of the prediction sets
the decision s = argmaxs∈S g(s|ℓtest) belongs to C(ℓtest).

Multi-step Plans: Next, we generalize the above result
to the case where satisfaction of ϕ requires plans τϕ with
H ≥ 1 decisions selected from S . Here we cannot apply
directly (2)-(3) to compute individual sets C(ℓtest(t)) for
the robot, as this violates the i.i.d. assumption required to
apply CP. The challenge in this case is that the prompts
{(ℓtest(t)}Ht=1 are not independent with each other which
violates the i.i.d. assumption required to apply CP. In fact
these prompts depend on past robot decisions as well as on
the LTL-NL tasks ϕtest. To address this challenge, inspired
by [18], we (i) lift the data to sequences, and (ii) perform
calibration at the sequence level using a carefully designed
nonconformity score function.

First, we construct a calibration dataset as follows. We
generate M ≥ 1 scenarios ξi from D. The LTL-NL formula
ϕi of each scenario is broken into a sequence of Hi ≥ 1
prompts, defined as:3

ℓ̄icalib = [ℓ̄icalib(1), . . . , ℓ̄
i
calib(Hi)], (4)

3The distribution D over scenarios induces a distribution over data
sequences (4) [18]. These data sequences are equivalent representations of
the sampled scenarios augmented with the ground truth decisions.

where each prompt in the sequence ℓ̄icalib contains a history
of ground truth decisions made so far. We define the corre-
sponding sequence of ground truth decisions as:

τ iϕ,calib = sicalib(1), . . . , s
i
calib(Hi), (5)

This gives rise to the calibration set M =
{(ℓ̄icalib, τ

i
ϕ,calib)}Mi=1. As before, we assume that each

context ℓ̄icalib has a unique correct plan τ iϕ,calib. Next, we use
the lowest score over the time-steps 1, . . . ,Hi as the score
for each sequence i in calibration set, i.e.,

ḡ(τ iϕ,calib | ℓ̄icalib) = min
t∈{1,...,Hi}

g(τ iϕ,calib(t) | ℓ̄icalib(t)). (6)

Thus, the non-conformity score of each sequence i is

r̄i = 1− ḡ(τ iϕ,calib|ℓ̄icalib). (7)

Consider a new scenario ξtest associated with a task ϕtest
with horizon Htest. This scenario corresponds to a sequence
of prompts

ℓ̄test = ℓ̄test(1), . . . , ℓ̄test(k), . . . , ℓ̄test(Htest).

CP can generate a prediction set C̄(ℓ̄test) of plans τϕ contain-
ing the correct one τϕ,test with high probability i.e.,

P (τϕ,test ∈ C̄(ℓ̄test)) ≥ 1− α, (8)

where the prediction set C̄(ℓ̄test) is defined as

C̄(ℓ̄test) = {τϕ | ḡ(τϕ|ℓ̄test) > 1− q̄}, (9)

where q̄ is the (M+1)(1−α)
M empirical quantile of r̄1, . . . , r̄M .

The generated prediction set ensures that the coverage guar-
antee in (8) holds. By construction of the prediction sets, the
plan τϕ generated by the LLM belongs to C̄(ℓ̄test).

Causal Construction of the Prediction Set: Notice
that C̄(ℓ̄test) is constructed after the entire sequence ℓ̄test =
ℓ̄test(1), . . . , ℓ̄test(Htest) is obtained. However, at every (test)
time t ∈ {1, . . . ,Htest}, the robot observes only ℓ̄test(t) and
not the whole sequence. Thus, the prediction set needs to be
constructed in a causal manner using only the current and
past information. Thus, at every time step t, we construct the
causal prediction set

C(ℓ̄test(t)) = {s | g(s|ℓ̄(t)) > 1− q̄}. (10)

Then, the causal prediction set for ℓ̄test is defined as

C(ℓ̄test) = C(ℓ̄test(1))× C(ℓ̄test(2)) . . . C(ℓ̄test(Htest)). (11)

In Section IV, we show that C̄(ℓ̄test) = C(ℓ̄test).

IV. PROBABILISTIC TASK SATISFACTION GUARANTEES

In this section, we show that given any (validation)
scenario ξtest = {Atest, ϕtest, Htest,Ωtest} drawn from D, the
probability that HERACLEs will design a plan satisfying the
LTL-NL formula is at least 1− α, where α is the coverage
level used to construct the prediction sets. To show this, we
need first to show the following result. The proofs follow the
same logic as the ones in [18].



Proposition 4.1: The prediction set C̄(ℓ̄test) defined in (9)
is the same as the on-the-fly constructed prediction set
C(ℓ̄test) defined in (11), i.e., C̄(ℓ̄test) = C(ℓ̄test).

Proof: It suffices to show that if a plan τϕ belongs to
C̄(ℓ̄test) then it also belongs to C(ℓ̄test) and vice-versa. First,
we show that if τϕ ∈ C̄(ℓ̄test) then τϕ ∈ C(ℓ̄test). Since τϕ ∈
C̄(ℓ̄test), then we have that mint∈{1,...,Htest} g(τϕ(t)|ℓ̄test(t)) >
1− q̄ due to (6). This means that g(τϕ(t)|ℓ̄test(t)) > 1− q̄, for
all t ∈ {1, . . . ,Htest}. Thus, τϕ(t) ∈ C(ℓ̄test(t)), for all t ∈
{1, . . . ,Htest}. By definition of C(ℓ̄test) in (11), this implies
that τϕ ∈ C(ℓ̄test). These steps hold in the other direction too
showing that if τϕ ∈ C(ℓ̄test) then τϕ ∈ C̄(ℓ̄test).

Theorem 4.2: Consider test mission scenarios ξtest drawn
from D. Assume that prediction sets are constructed causally
with coverage level 1−α and that the robot seek help from
a user whenever the local prediction set C(ℓ̄test(t)) - defined
in (10) - is not singleton; see Section III-D. If the LTL task
planning algorithm is complete, then the completion rate over
new test scenarios (and the randomness of the calibration
sets) drawn from D is at least 1− α.4

Proof: If the symbolic planning algorithm is complete,
then this means if there exists a solution it will find it. By
solution, here we refer to a sequence of sub-tasks in the
unknown environment that, if completed, the LTL mission
will be satisfied. Since the scenarios ξtest are drawn from
D, this means that they are feasible by assumption (see
Section III-E). This equivalently means that if the symbolic
task planning algorithm is complete, any failures of Alg. 1
in finding a correct plan are not attributed to the symbolic
planner. Under this setting, the following three cases may
occur as the robot designs its plan. Case I: We have that
|C(ℓ̄test(t))| = 1, ∀t ∈ {1, . . . ,Htest} and τϕ,test ∈ C(ℓ̄test)
where τϕ,test is the ground truth plan and C(ℓ̄test) is defined
as in (11). In this case, the robot will select the correct plan.
Case II: We have that |C(ℓ̄test(t))| > 1, ∀t ∈ {1, . . . ,Htest}
and τϕ,test ∈ C(ℓ̄test). In this case, the robots will select
the correct plan (assuming users who faithfully provide
help). Case III: We have that τϕ,test /∈ C(ℓ̄test). The latter
means that there exists at least one time step t such that
τϕ,test(t) /∈ C(ℓ̄test(t)). In this case, the robot will compute
an incorrect plan. Observe that the probability that either
Case I or II will occur is equivalent to the probability
P (τϕ,test ∈ C(ℓ̄test)). Due to Proposition 4.1 and (8), we have
that P (τϕ,test ∈ C(ℓ̄test)) ≥ 1− α. Thus, either of Case I and
II will occur with probability that is at least equal to 1− α.
Since Cases I-III are mutually and collectively exhaustive,
we conclude that the probability that Case III will occur is
less than α. This implies that the mission success rate is at
least 1− α.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide extensive comparative exper-
iments to demonstrate HERACLEs. In Section V-A, we
compare the proposed planner against existing LLM planners

4Theorem 4.2 implies that HERACLEs can achieve 1−α mission success
rates even if alternative symbolic planners are used as long as they are
complete.

that require the task description exclusively in NL. These ex-
periments show that the performance gap between baselines
and HERACLEs increases significantly as task complexity
increases. In Section V-B, we illustrate the ask-for-help mode
of proposed planner on mobile manipulation tasks ; see the
supplemental material. In Section V-C, we empirically vali-
date the theoretical mission success rate guarantees discussed
in Section IV. Finally, in Section V-D, we compare the
effect of defining NL-based predicates against system-based
predicates, being used widely in related LTL planning works,
on the DFA size. In all case studies, we pick GPT-3.5 [42]
as the LLM.

A. Comparisons against LLM planners with NL Tasks
Setup: We consider mobile manipulation

tasks defined over objects with labels C =
{Coke, Pen, Water Bottle, Apple, Tin Can} that can be
recognized by the robot. The environment is populated
with two cans of Coke, one water bottle, one pen, one tin
can, and one apple. The water bottle is inside the fridge
and the tin can is inside a drawer. Thus, grabbing e.g.,
the pen requires the robot to first open the drawer if it
is closed. The status of these containers (open or closed)
is not known a-priori and, therefore, not included in the
initial environment description in ℓ(1). Instead, it can be
provided online through sensor feedback as described in
Section III-C. The action space A is defined as in Fig. 2
includes 5 actions. The action ‘remain idle’ in A is useful
when a sub-task can be accomplished in less than T time
steps. Given a prompt ℓ(t), the number of choices/decisions
s that the LLM can pick from is |S| = 17. Recall that
this set is constructed using A and all objects/locations in
the environment where the actions in A can be applied.
We select T = 7 for all sub-tasks generated by the LTL
planner. Also, we construct a distribution D to generate
scenarios ξ of ‘easy,’ ‘medium,’ and ‘hard’ difficulty, with
probabilities 0.2, 0.1, and 0.7, respectively. Each difficulty
category comprises a finite number of LTL-NL formulas,
with the difficulty level determined by the complexity of
the formulas in terms of the number of NL-based predicates
and temporal/logical operators. When a difficulty category
is chosen, a random LTL-NL formula is selected from the
corresponding predefined set.

Baselines: As the baselines for our experiments, we
employ two state-of-the-art language-model based planners:
SayCan [30] and CMAS [56]. Unlike HERACLEs, these
baselines require the overall mission to be fully described
using NL. Thus, we manually convert LTL-NL tasks into
NL ones, which are then used as inputs for the baselines.
SayCan generates decisions, taking into consideration the
likelihood that the corresponding action will be executed
correctly. Since we consider perfect execution of robot
actions, the affordance functions in [30] return a value of
1 for all decisions. Then SayCan converts the NL mission
planning problem into a sequence of MCQA problems. Then
it selects the action with the highest softmax score: s(t) =
argmaxs∈S g(s|ℓ(t)) for every MCQA problem. We also



Fig. 3: Case Study I: Execution of a robot plan for the LTL-NL mission: ♢ (’Move Coke 1 to Location B’) requiring the robot to
eventually deliver Coke 1 to location B. The left snapshot illustrates the robot plan generated by HERACLEs. The right snapshot shows
the environment when the task is completed.

Fig. 4: Case Study II: Execution of a robot plan for the LTL-NL mission: ϕ = ♢π1 ∧ ♢π2 ∧ (¬π1Uπ2), where π1 refers to ‘Deliver
Apple to A’ and π2 refers to ‘Deliver Coke 2 to A’. Notice here ϕ requires that the apple should not be delivered to Location A prior to
Coke 2. The left two snapshots illustrate the sub-tasks that the robot accomplished in the order that they were generated by the symbolic
planner. The corresponding robot plans are also depicted. The right snapshot shows the environment when the task is completed.

compare our method against the CMAS planner [56]. CMAS
is originally developed for teams of N robots. We applied
it in our setting using N = 1. Note that CMAS does not
employ the MCQA setup (unlike HERACLEs and SayCan).
Instead, at every time step, the LLM generates new tokens
corresponding to robot actions. We compare the accuracy of
all planners over 111 scenarios drawn from D. For accuracy,
we report the percentage of scenarios where a planner
generates a plan that accomplishes the corresponding task.
To make comparisons fair we have applied the algorithms
under the following settings: (i) All the methods are exposed
to the same set of actions S. (ii) All methods share the same
prompt structure. The only difference is that part (C) in the
prompts for HERACLEs includes the description of the sub-
task generated by the symbolic planner while part (C) for
SayCan and CMAS include the overall mission expressed in
NL. (iii) All actions are executed perfectly. (iv) We remove
altogether the CP component from our planner (since it does
not exist in [30] and [56]). This implies that HERACLEs
always picks the decision s(t) = argmaxs∈S g(s|ℓ(t)) (as
SayCan does too). (v) We consider environments that do not
prevent the robot from accomplishing any sub-task included
in ϕ. The choices (iv) and (v) also imply that HERACLEs
will never trigger an assistance request. (vi) We require all
methods to complete the plan within H = T×K steps, where
K is the number of predicates/sub-tasks in ϕ and T = 7 is
the hyperparameter used in Section III-C. In what follows,
we group the generated scenarios based on their difficulty
category and we report the planning accuracy.

Case Study I (Easy): We consider 25 LTL-NL formulas
of the form ϕ = ♢π1 where π1 is defined as ‘Move object
c to location x” for various objects c ∈ C and locations x.
We manually translate such formulas into NL as ‘Eventually
move object c to location x’ to use as the task specification
for CMAS and SayCan. The accuracy of the proposed
planner was 100% while the accuracy of SayCan and CMAS
were 96% and 56%, respectively. To compute this accuracy,
we manually check the correctness of the designed plans.
Notice that the performance of our method and SayCan is
comparable due to the simplicity of the task and their MCQA
setup. A robot plan, for an ‘easy’ scenario, generated by
HERACLEs is shown in Fig. 3.

Case Study II (Medium): We consider 15 LTL-NL
formulas defined as either ϕ1 = ♢π1 ∧ ♢π2 or ϕ2 =
♢π1 ∧ ♢π2 ∧ (¬π1Uπ2). The task ϕ1 requires to eventually
complete the sub-tasks π1 and π2 in any order while π2

requires π2 to be completed strictly before π1. The APs π1

and π2 are defined as before. The accuracy of our planner,
SayCan, and CMAS are 93.3%, 40%, and 20%, respectively.
Observe that the performance of both baselines drops as
temporal and/or logical requirements are incorporated into
the task description. A robot plan synthesized for one of the
considered scenarios is shown in Fig. 4.

Case Study III (Hard): We consider 71 LTL-NL formulas
defined over four to six atomic predicates. Two examples of
such LTL formulas are: ϕ1 = ♢π1 ∧ ♢π2 ∧ ♢π3 ∧ ♢π4 ∧
(¬π4Uπ1) and ϕ2 = ♢π1 ∧♢π2 ∧♢π3 ∧ (¬π3Uπ2)∧♢π5 ∧
(¬π2Uπ5) ∧ (¬π5Uπ1) ∧ ♢π4. For instance, ϕ1 requires the



robot to accomplish π1, π2, π3 and π4 in any order as long
as π1 is executed before π4. The predicates are defined as
before. The accuracy of our planner, SayCan, and CMAS is
93%, 14.08%, and 0%. Notice that in this case, CMAS failed
to generate a feasible plan for any task ϕ. Mistakes made by
our planner were mostly because the LLM asked the robot
to move to the wrong location to pick up a desired object or
the LLM requested the robot to pick up an object inside a
closed container without first opening it.

Summary of Comparisons: Observe that the performance
gap increases significantly as the task complexity increases.
Also, notice that the performance of HERACLEs does not
change significantly across the considered case studies. The
reason is that it decomposes the overall planning problem
into smaller ones that can be handled efficiently by the LLM.
This is in contrast to SayCan and CMAS, where the LLM is
responsible for generating plans directly for the original long-
horizon task. Additional comparisons showing that the ability
of LLMs to design correct plans deteriorates as temporal and
logical requirements are incorporated in the mission can be
found in [32]. Also, observe that SayCan performs better
than CMAS. We attribute this empirical result to the MCQA
framework, as it attempts to eliminate hallucinations. To the
contrary, CMAS requires the employed LLMs to generate
new tokens to design robot plans increasing the risk of
hallucinations. In the above case studies, using HERACLEs,
the average runtime required for the symbolic and the LLM
planner to generate a subtask and a decision was 2.7×10−5

and 1.2 secs, respectively.

B. Asking for Help from Symbolic Planner and Users
In this section, we demonstrate HERACLEs, using

ROS/Gazebo [57], on mobile manipulation tasks using a
ground robot (Turtlebot3 Waffle Pi robot [58], [59]) equipped
with a manipulator arm with 4 DOFs (OpenManipulator-X
[60]). Unlike Section V-A, the robot is allowed to ask for
help, whenever needed, as determined by CP with α = 0.05.
The robot can recognize the following objects C ={Coke,
Pen, Bottle of Water}. Particularly, there are two cans of
coke, one bottle of water, and one pen (see Fig. 1). The robot
knows the exact position of each object but the obstacle-free
space of the environment is unknown. As a result, the robot is
not aware a priori if there is any object that cannot be reached
due to blocking obstacles. We use existing navigation and
sensing stacks [61] for Turtlebots as well as the MoveIt!
[62] toolbox for manipulation control.

Reacting to Infeasible Sub-tasks: First, we consider the
task ϕ = ♢(π1∨π2) where π1 means ‘Deliver Coke 1 to xE’
and π2 means ‘Deliver Coke 2 to xE using the environment
described as in Fig. 1. This task requires either Coke 1 or 2
to be delivered to xE . Initially, the LTL planner selects π1 as
πnext. As the robot navigates the environment to reach Coke
1, it builds an occupancy grid map of the environment that is
used, as in [36], to reason about whether the object is blocked
by surrounded obstacles or not (see also Fig. 5). Once the
robot realizes that Coke 1 is not reachable, it requests help
from the LTL planner. In response to that request, the LTL

Fig. 5: Reacting to Infeasible Sub-tasks: As the robot navigates
towards Coke 1, it builds the occupancy grid map of the environ-
ment allowing it to realize that Coke 1 is not accessible. Once this
happens, the robot asks for help from the LTL planner.

planner generates an alternative sub-task, modeled by π2, that
is eventually accomplished by the robot. Assistance from a
human operator was never requested in this case study.

Reacting to Ambiguous Sub-Tasks: Second, we consider
a task ϕ = ♢π1 ∧♢π2 where both π1 and π2 mean ‘Bring a
drink to location xC’. Observe that these APs are ambiguous
as both water and Coke qualify as drinks. Once the LTL
planner generates the sub-task π1, the LLM selects the action
‘go to the Coke 2 location’. However, the prediction set
includes two actions ‘go to the bottle-of-water location’ and
‘go to the Coke 2 location’. Interestingly, we did not specify
in the prompt that both water and Coke qualify as drinks.
In this case, the robot asks for help from the LTL planner.
The LTL planner cannot provide assistance as there are no
alternative sub-tasks to make mission progress. Thus, the
robot next seeks help from a user. Once the user selects the
desired action and π1 is satisfied, the LTL planner generates
the next sub-task π2 and the above process repeats until the
mission is accomplished.

C. Empirical Validation of Mission Success Rates

The average planning accuracy of our method across the
111 scenarios considered in Section V-A is 94.59%. In what
follows, we empirically validate the theoretical guarantees
for the mission success rate of HERACLEs, i.e., we investi-
gate if we can increase the mission success rate to a desired
level 1 − α(> 94.59%) by allowing the planner to ask for
help when needed; see Alg. 1. For each validation sequence,
we sample 35 calibration sequences from D to construct
prediction sets. Then, for each scenario, we compute the
robot plan using Alg. 1 and check (manually) if the generated
plan τϕ can satisfy the LTL specification ϕ. We compute the
ratio of how many of the corresponding 111 generated plans
are the ground truth plans with respect to their corresponding
LTL-NL task ϕ. We repeat the above process 100 times.
The average ratio across all experiments is the (empirical)
mission success rate. When 1 − α = 0.95, 1 − α = 0.96,
and 1 − α = 0.97, the mission success rate was 96.19%,
96.65% and 97.10%, respectively, validating Theorem 4.2.
Also, when 1− α = 0.95, 1− α = 0.96, and 1− α = 0.97,
the average percentage of prediction sets C(ℓ̄test(t)) that were



singletons was 97.44%, 97.37%, and 97.30%, respectively.
This equivalently means that assistance was requested in
making 2.56%, 2.63%, and 2.70% of all decisions s(t),
respectively. Observe that the frequency of help requests
increases as the desired mission success rate increases.

D. Effect of Task Specification on the Automaton Size

In this section, we provide examples demonstrating that
the length of LTL-NL formulas is shorter than the length
of the corresponding LTL formulas with atomic predicates
defined over the system state p(t); Section I. Shorter LTL-
NL formulas result in smaller automata size which, in turn,
results in more computationally efficient plan synthesis. For
instance, consider the formula ϕ = ♢(π1) where the NL-
based predicate π1 is true if the robot delivers a bottle
of water to location A. This formula corresponds to a
Deterministic Finite state Automaton (DFA) with 2 states
and 3 edges. Using system-based predicates, the same task
can be written as ϕ = ♢(π′

1∧ (♢π′
2∧ (♢π′

3∧ (♢π′
4)))) where

π′
1 is true if the robot position is close enough to the bottle

of water, π′
2 is true if the robot grabs the bottle successfully,

π′
3 is true if the robot position is close enough to location

A, and π′
4 is true if the robot puts down the water bottle

successfully. This formula corresponds to DFA with 5 states
and 15 edges. The difference in the automaton size becomes
more pronounced as task complexity increases. For instance,
consider the LTL-NL formula ϕ = ♢(π1) ∧ ♢(π2) where
both π1 and π2 model delivery tasks as before. This formula
corresponds to a DFA with 4 states and 9 edges. Expressing
the same task using system-based predicates as before would
result in a DFA with 25 states and 225 edges.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we proposed HERACLEs, a novel neuro-
symbolic planner for LTL-NL tasks. We showed, both the-
oretically and empirically, that it can achieve the desired
mission success rates due to a conformal interface between
the symbolic planner and the LLM. We also provided com-
parative experiments showing that it outperforms state-of-
the-art LLM-based planners in terms of planning accuracy.
Our future work will focus on relaxing the assumption
of perfect execution of robot skills as well as designing
translation frameworks that can automatically convert NL
instructions into LTL-NL formulas.

REFERENCES

[1] H. Kress-Gazit, G. E. Fainekos, and G. J. Pappas, “Where’s waldo?
sensor-based temporal logic motion planning,” in IEEE International
Conference on Robotics and Automation, 2007, pp. 3116–3121.

[2] S. L. Smith, J. Tumova, C. Belta, and D. Rus, “Optimal path planning
for surveillance with temporal-logic constraints,” The International
Journal of Robotics Research, vol. 30, no. 14, pp. 1695–1708, 2011.

[3] J. Tumova and D. V. Dimarogonas, “Multi-agent planning under
local ltl specifications and event-based synchronization,” Automatica,
vol. 70, pp. 239–248, 2016.

[4] Y. Chen, X. C. Ding, A. Stefanescu, and C. Belta, “Formal approach
to the deployment of distributed robotic teams,” IEEE Transactions on
Robotics, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 158–171, 2012.

[5] A. Ulusoy, S. L. Smith, and C. Belta, “Optimal multi-robot path
planning with ltl constraints: guaranteeing correctness through syn-
chronization,” in Distributed Autonomous Robotic Systems. Springer,
2014, pp. 337–351.

[6] E. Plaku and S. Karaman, “Motion planning with temporal-logic
specifications: Progress and challenges,” AI communications, vol. 29,
no. 1, pp. 151–162, 2016.

[7] Y. Shoukry, P. Nuzzo, A. Balkan, I. Saha, A. L. Sangiovanni-
Vincentelli, S. A. Seshia, G. J. Pappas, and P. Tabuada, “Linear tem-
poral logic motion planning for teams of underactuated robots using
satisfiability modulo convex programming,” in IEEE 56th Conference
on Decision and Control, December 2017, pp. 1132–1137.

[8] X. Sun and Y. Shoukry, “Neurosymbolic motion and task planning for
linear temporal logic tasks,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.05180, 2022.

[9] Y. Kantaros and M. M. Zavlanos, “Stylus*: A temporal logic optimal
control synthesis algorithm for large-scale multi-robot systems,” The
International Journal of Robotics Research, vol. 39, no. 7, pp. 812–
836, 2020.

[10] C. I. Vasile and C. Belta, “Sampling-based temporal logic path
planning,” in IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots
and Systems, Tokyo, Japan, November 2013, pp. 4817–4822.

[11] Q. H. Ho, Z. N. Sunberg, and M. Lahijanian, “Planning with simba:
Motion planning under uncertainty for temporal goals using simplified
belief guides,” in IEEE International Conference on Robotics and
Automation (ICRA), 2023, pp. 5723–5729.

[12] D. Kamale, S. Haesaert, and C.-I. Vasile, “Cautious planning with
incremental symbolic perception: Designing verified reactive driving
maneuvers,” in 2023 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and
Automation (ICRA), 2023, pp. 1652–1658.

[13] J. Wang, S. Kalluraya, and Y. Kantaros, “Verified compositions of
neural network controllers for temporal logic control objectives,” in
2022 IEEE 61st Conference on Decision and Control (CDC). IEEE,
2022, pp. 4004–4009.

[14] L. Lindemann, J. Nowak, L. Schönbächler, M. Guo, J. Tumova,
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