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ABSTRACT
Foundation models and large language models have shown
immense human-like understanding and capabilities for gen-
erating text and digital media. However, foundation mod-
els that can freely sense, interact, and actuate the physical
world like in the digital domain is far from being realized.
This is due to a number of challenges including: 1) being
constrained to the types of static devices and sensors de-
ployed, 2) events often being localized to one part of a large
space, and 3) requiring dense and deployments of devices
to achieve full coverage. As a critical step towards enabling
foundation models to successfully and freely interact with
the physical environment, we propose RASP, a modular and
reconfigurable sensing and actuation platform that allows
drones to autonomously swap onboard sensors and actuators
in only 25 seconds, allowing a single drone to quickly adapt
to a diverse range of tasks. We demonstrate through real
smart home deployments that RASP enables FMs and LLMs
to complete diverse tasks up to 85% more successfully by
allowing them to target specific areas with specific sensors
and actuators on-the-fly.

1 INTRODUCTION
Foundation models (FM) and artificial general intelligence
(AGI) have the potential to bring about massive technologi-
cal and social change to the physical world by discovering,
performing, and continually adapting to new applications
and environments without needing to manually embed or
program them. While LLMs and FMs have been shown to
have human-like understanding and digital media generation
capabilities, their ability to respond to events and actuate sys-
tems in the physical world are comparatively less explored.
There are a number of works that incorporate language mod-
els to control physical robotic systems through voice [28, 36],
from both industry and academia, such as the Figure01 AGI
robot [12]. The sensing and control in such scenarios are
often localized to the vicinity of the autonomous agent.

Figure 1: RASP autonomous payload reconfiguration
to execute user specified task

Scaling up, there are few works that explore the use
of LLMs to actuate our environments, particularly smart
homes [16, 17, 32], where events and actions may occur any-
where in the space. These works generally focus on adapting
LLMs as a human-like interface to actuate common internet-
connected smart appliances (e.g., speakers, television, air
conditioning, etc.). Much like how FMs enable general hu-
man language and sensory understanding and responses,
our work explores how FMs could be used to enable a di-
verse range of general interactions with objects and spaces
that likely cannot be actuated digitally through code. These
interactions form a large portion of our daily interactions.
For example, a person may want his/her home to physi-

cally bring a snack or medicine; this would require a robotic
system that could physically identify and carry the payload.
Another person, coming into an office area for the time may
want to know the warmest desk to sit at in the building; this
would require the building to utilize a dense deployment of
temperature sensors. A third person in a chemical lab may
want the building to monitor and notify him/her about the
results of a chemical reaction that s/he started before leaving;
this situation could likely be accomplished with a camera
with special capabilities to detect these reactions. While it
is possible to enable all these applications, these examples
highlight two main challenges that prevent FMs and LLMs
for achieving the same amount of autonomy in our physical
environments as we have seen in the digital domain:

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

12
85

3v
2 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 9

 J
ul

 2
02

4



Zhao et al.

1. Each new application requires a new device or sen-
sor, often with built-in special capabilities. Each of the
three examples we discussed would require the user to pur-
chase or engineer a system to satisfy that task. Evolving
new applications and functionality in this way is also not
scalable. Another way to state this challenge is that the gen-
erality and types of applications available are limited by the
functionality of the devices and sensors present.
2. Events, tasks, and actions are often localized. Certain
events and tasks a user may require the FM to analyze the
entire space, but perform an action at a target location. For
example, placing rat poison in areas around the home that
will be most effective. If a specific sensing modality needed to
make this judgment (e.g., moisture) is not present at a specific
location, then the FM cannot obtain the information it needs
to carry out the task. This leads to the third challenge.
3. Achieving full coverage across an entire space re-
quires space-dependent dense deployments. The exam-
ple of finding the “best desk” to sit requires a dense deploy-
ment of temperature sensors. While it is common for smart
spaces to deploy smart devices and sensors, new applications
may require dense deployments that need to be tailored to
the layout of the environment, making it difficult to achieve
full coverage for each new application.

Towards enabling general task execution by FMs in physi-
cal environments, we propose RASP, an adaptive, modular,
and reconfigurable actuation and sensing drone platform
that allows FMs and LLMs to adapt the same drone to di-
verse scenarios by efficiently switching out sensors and/or
actuators depending on the situation. Figure 1 shows an
overview of RASP. The drone lands, communicates with the
base station, and specifies the module to swap in. The base
station secures the drone and actuates the conveyor belt and
gripper to remove and replace the onboard sensor/actuator
with the requested module. The unified module interface
(UMI) ensures that the sensor/actuator module is firmly at-
tached, connected, and can be accessed by the drone. Finally,
the drone flies off with the new module for its new task.
RASP is an important step towards FMs and LLMs that can
dynamically interact with occupants and the environment
and addresses all of the challenges mentioned previously:
1. Modularization enables easy integration of new ap-
plications.Much like single-lens reflex (DSLR) cameras with
interchangeable lenses, modularization 1) allows for the cre-
ation of an ecosystem of sensors, actuators, and applications.
Consumers can therefore purchase only the sensors and ac-
tuators for the applications they need and improve drone
reusability, expendability, and sustainability. A static drone
may not have all the required sensors and actuators, which
would require purchasing a completely new drone. Layering
and modularization also enables 2) evolving the drone and

enabling new applications independently. New sensors and
actuators purchased for new applications will still be com-
patible as long as the interface remains the same. Drones
carrying a single sensor or actuator 3) can be designed much
smaller, more agile, less noisy, and more suitable for closed
environments, such as indoors.
2. Actuating a drone enables localized sensing and ac-
tuation. A reconfigurable drone platform enables FMs to
dynamically specify what sensing or actuation modality at
which location, without relying entirely on static sensors
that may not have been deployed.
3. Drones can achieve full spatial coverage while allow-
ing for sparser deployments. Because FMs can actuate a
drone to any location, there no longer is a need for dense
deployments for all types of sensors. Instead, a single drone
can be used to service an entire space.
To demonstrate the utility of RASP for LLMs and FMs

interfacing with physical environments, we prototype and
show how RASP could be integrated into a personal assistant
system that leverages static sensors deployed throughout the
environment (cameras) in conjunction with foundation mod-
els and penetrative AI [38] to satisfy a wide range of useful
tasks in a home, lab, or office setting. While there are several
existing configurable drone platforms [9, 14, 31, 34], these
works focus on the physical design and control of the drone
rather than the sensing, analysis, and actuation capabilities.
Moreover, these existing works require manual reconfigura-
tion by humans, while RASP autonomously reconfigures the
sensing and actuation capabilities on-the-fly. To the best of our
knowledge, our work is the first to propose a drone platform
with reconfigurable sensing to address challenges in coverage,
localized sensing, and dense deployments for enabling general
LLM and FM interactions with our physical environments. Our
contributions are as follows.
1.We propose and implement RASP, a modular and recon-
figurable sensing and actuation platform that enables FMs to
adapt the same drone to a wide range of scenarios through
physical spaces. RASP equips FMs and LLMswith drones that
can dynamically change their onboard sensing and actuation
modules in under 25 seconds.
2. To realize RASP, we propose a three-layer architecture
that physically replaces onboard modules, maintains data
connection lines, and enables drones to communicate with
sensing and actuation modules through a unified interface.
Unlike existing reconfigurable drone platforms that focus on
drone control and design, and require manual intervention
to swap components, RASP focuses on systems and methods
to autonomously reconfigure the drone’s onboard sensing
and actuation capabilities, without human intervention.
3.We demonstrate how RASP can augment LLMs and FMs
and easily enable new applications throughout our environ-
ments, beyond the capabilities of common IoT smart devices,
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by prototyping a personal assistant system that leverages
both static sensors (cameras) and the mobility and flexibility
of a reconfigurable drone. Our deployments in realistic sce-
narios demonstrate that RASP can improve the success rate
of a diverse array of tasks by up to 85%.

2 RELATEDWORKS
1. Language and foundation models. LLMs and FMs have
seen a surge in usage and research due to their powerful
capabilities in allowing computers to understand and inter-
act using natural human modes of communication in an
unprecedented manner. While most of these works focus on
generating language, text, and digital media, there is a grow-
ing trend on adapting them for autonomous systems that
interact with the physical world. Many such works target
robotic platforms [36], including drones and robot vacuums,
that only have an egocentric view of the vicinity around
them. Works that leverage FMs and LLMs for interacting
with larger spaces, namely smart homes, generally focus on
actuating common smart appliances to better respond to the
needs of occupants [16, 27, 28]. These works, leverage LLMs
to create a natural language interface between humans and
their environments, often leveraging internet-connected de-
vices and targetting applications that are already widespread
(e.g., television or air conditioning control). Our work focuses
on enabling new applications and interactions that LLMs
and FMs can have with occupants and their environments
scalably without being limited to the constraints imposed by
the sensors and functionalities implemented and hard coded
into the devices found throughout the environment.
2. Reconfigurable sensing and drone platforms. There
are many reconfigurable and modular sensing platforms in
existence. In addition to the platforms provided by open-
source do-it-yourself (DIY) electronic vendors, such as
Adafruit [15] and Sparkfun [11], there are also platforms that
operate on even lower resource microcontrollers, without
an operating system, that are less flexible in the number of
interfaces and configurations they support [39]. [40, 41] are
reconfigurable sensing platforms based on the Raspberry Pi
that have unified and generic hardware interfaces, allowing
sensors to use the same set of connectors even if they are in-
terfaced differently in software (e.g., UART, SPI, or I2C). Sev-
eral platforms leverage the Berkeley TinyOS operating sys-
tem [19], which allow developers to develop extremely long-
lasting applications with great flexibility [7, 10, 13, 24, 25, 29].

There are a few reconfigurable drone platforms, but most
focus on enabling flexible physical design and control of
drones [9, 14, 31, 34]. For example, [8] allows operators to
reconfigure the number of rotors the drone with locking
mechanisms that connect rotor modules. These works typi-
cally do not focus on sensing and actuation reconfiguration,
unlike RASP. Additionally, they typically require a person to
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Figure 2: RASP architecture.

manually reconfigure the drone, while we introduce mecha-
nisms that enables human-free configuration of the sensing
and actuation. [37] recently proposed a reconfigurable drone
platform, but is only a demo abstract and leaves out many
details on how it autonomously swaps modules.

3 MODULAR AND RECONFIGURABLE
SENSING AND ACTUATION DRONE

Figure 2 shows the architecture of RASP. At a high level there
are three major conceptual architectural components: the
ground station or mechanical layer, electrical connection
layer, and the software layer. These conceptual architectural
components are implemented across five physical platform
components: the ground station (Figures 3e and 4), sen-
sor/actuation modules (Figures 3c-d), unified module inter-
face (UMI) (Figure 5), the carrier board (Figure 3b), and the
physical drone (Figure 3a).

3.1 Architecture
Mechanical Layer. On a functional level, the mechanical
layer separates RASP from existing reconfigurable drone
platforms by enabling the autonomous swapping of sensor
and actuator modules. The drone lands on the ground sta-
tion, which will physically detach the current module and
attach the newly requested one. We propose novel swapping,
including an augmented funnel shaped landing structure,
to enable autonomous human-free swapping of modules as
discussed in Section 3.2.
Electrical Connection Layer. This layer maintains the data,
communication, and power connection between each sen-
sor or actuation module with the drone, while being both
detachable yet reliable mid mission. Existing reconfigurable
drone platforms [8] generally incorporate slotted mechani-
cal mechanisms. While these pins can maintain connection
under great amounts of force, they are difficult to attach and
remove, requiring a person to manually connect or discon-
nect. Attaching often requires precisely aligning slots or pins
and applying acute pressure at junction points.

Instead, we leverage magnets to maintain connection. At-
taching a magnet-based connector only requires moving the
module close to the drone’s connector before the magnetic
pull aligns all connections in place. Removing the module
can be achieved without needing to apply acute force directly
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Total Module Fly Drone Module Cost
Mass Mass Time Power Power

Drone Only 344.7g - 3m47s 195.4W - $344
PM2.5 411.9g 67.2g 3m16s 226.0W 0.29W $40

Temp&Moisture 372.3g 27.6g 3m43s 198.8W 3.3𝜇W $12
Light Sensor 372.8g 28.1g 3m43s 199.3W 10𝑚W $10

CO2 372.8g 28.1g 3m42s 199.8W 86𝑚W $16
Alcohol 376.2g 31.5g 3m39s 201.7W 0.75W $8
Actuator 394.8g 50.1g 3m08s 235.1W 1.22W $7

Table 1: RASP’s supported sensors/actuators and their
mass, power consumption, and cost.

at the junction. Both of these characteristics allow magnet-
based connectors to be more conducive for autonomous re-
configurable systems than purely mechanical connectors.
We discuss in more detail in Section 3.2.
Software Layer. We propose standardized protocols and
software libraries on top of the mechanical and electrical
connection layers that allow the drone to discover, control,
and receive data from attached modules on-the-fly.

3.2 Platform Components
Drone platform. We build RASP off the open-source
Crazyflie drone [1], as shown in Figure 3. We chose the
lightweight (27g) Crazyflie as our foundation due to its com-
pact size, making it easier to operate in all environments,
especially indoors. To increase its payload, we replaced its
brushed motors (19000 Kv powered by a 1-cell battery) with
more powerful brushless motors (3800 Kv powered by a 4-cell
850mAh battery). We also printed a protective guard to pro-
tect its blades from objects and people. The drone can hover
for nearly 4 minutes, which is comparable to the Crazyflie.
Carrier board. The carrier board, which is attached to the
base of the drone, provides the physical data, power, and
communication connections between the drone platform
and each sensor/actuation module. We implement the carrier
board on a lightweight $15 Raspberry Pi Zero 2W [3], which
has connections for one sensor or actuation module.
Sensor, Actuation, and Recharging Modules. RASP
comes with a collection of sensor and actuation modules
(full list in Table 1). These modules are attached or detached
from the drone by the ground station/mechanical layer and
comes with a 3D printed structure that increases the surface
for the ground station to pick up modules. The actuation
module, shown in Figure 3d, is a container structure with a
motor that opens and closes a hatch. Small items (e.g., medi-
cation, candy, pet food, etc.) can be loaded into this module
for the drone to deliver.

Additionally, we create amodule that recharges the battery
of the drone, which gets attached and removed just like other
sensors and actuators. Unlike other standalone sensors and
actuators, the recharging module is connected to the wall-
powered ground station and charges the drone’s battery at
a rate of 1.7 A. At this rate, the fully depleted drone can be

fully charged in 30 minutes. The recharging module is the
default module that’s attached to the drone each time the
drone finishes a task, returns to the ground station, and has
no other pending tasks.
Ground station and automated takeoff and landing.The
ground station primarily spans the mechanical layer, consist-
ing of a gripper mechanism and a conveyor belt to position
modules to swap in/out. We created the platform leveraging
the chassis of the open-source Ender-3 3D printer [2] because
it provides enough space for the drone to land, as well as
enough mechanical control to remove onboard sensors and
attach new sensors onto the drone. The gripper in Figure 3e
removes and attaches modules onto the drone.
The ground station contains two additional components:

the communication hub and the landing station. The com-
munication hub is the central processor that controls the
swapping process. Drones communicate with this hub prior
to landing to specify which module it requires and to initiate
the swapping process.
The drone then lands at the landing station before the

mechanical layer begins the swapping process. The com-
munication hub guides the drone into position for landing
using two cameras facing up on top of the ground station
(Figure 4b). We also print and attach two ArUco markers to
the bottom side of the drone to easily detect the position
of the drone and its orientation. ArUco markers, commonly
used for camera pose estimation, are similar to QR codes,
but carry less encoded information, which makes them more
computationally efficient to detect [33]. In future work, we
plan to leverage more complex computer vision models to
automatically determine the position and orientation of the
drone without needing to add additional markings.
Landing Platform. Removing an attached sensor and en-
suring that the new sensor is securely fastened requires
the drone to land precisely at the specific location where
the interchange occurs. However, precise drone landing and
alignment is extremely difficult because nonlinearities in
drone stability become more pronounced as the drone moves
closer to the ground (ground effect) [23]. Rather than creat-
ing a flat landing pad that is similar to the landing pads for
helicopters, we take inspiration from the Ring Always Home
Drone, which uses a funnel [4]. As long as the drone lands
within the larger radius of opening of the funnel, the drone
will automatically slide towards the bottom of the funnel
with an opening that latches onto the onboard module (Fig-
ure 4c-top). To further improve alignment, we propose a new
design that includes additional grooves to further improve
module and drone alignment (Figure 4c-bottom).
We benchmark both the vanilla funnel and the grooved

funnel landing platform design, as shown in Figure 4d. For
each design, we had the drone land and swap modules 75
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Figure 3: a) Physical drone system, b) Carrier board, c) Several sensor modules, d) Actuation module, e) Gripper for
swapping sensor and actuation modules
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Figure 4: Different landing platforms designed and benchmarked. The average landing time took 7.8 seconds.
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Figure 5: Universal module interface for connecting
and disconnecting sensors and actuators, as well as
recharging the drone.

times and found that the swap rates are fairly similar. How-
ever, the grooved design corrects for greater drone misalign-
ments from the platform, as reflected in the higher maximum
tolerable orientation and offset errors. As such, we adopt our
proposed grooved funnel design into RASP.
UnifiedModule Interface (UMI). The UMI (Figure 5) spans
both the electrical connection layer and the software layer,
giving the carrier board on the drone a standardized way
to communicate with a variety of sensing and actuation
modules. The UMI has the following design features.
Standardized 24-pin magnetic connections: Unlike existing
reconfigurable drone and sensing platforms that use mechan-
ical connectors, each sensor and actuation module in RASP
comes equipped with two magnetic connectors each with 12
spring-loaded pins, with corresponding connectors on the
carrier board. The magnets allow each module to remain at-
tached and connected to the drone during flight, while being
pliable enough to be easily removed by the mechanical layer.
While mechanical pins and slots are the standard for main-
taining stable connections, they are difficult to attach and

remove without human intervention. Magnets allow attach-
ing and removing modules with much less precision, with
enough force to maintain connection mid-mission. Magnetic
connections only require placing the module in the vicin-
ity of the drone to attach the module and diffused force to
remove, compared to standard mechanical connectors.
Sensor and actuator drivers: To support a variety of sensors
and actuators that may each be interfaced differently, RASP
implements a library of standard drivers, as part of the soft-
ware layer, that support different communication and sam-
pling schemes, namely: I2C, SPI, UART, GPIO, and ADC. We
also provide developers with a driver template that allows
them to easily incorporate new sensors and actuators into
the RASP ecosystem.
Plug-and-play controller: Once a new module attaches to
the carrier board, the drone needs to be able to start col-
lecting data or using the actuator automatically, without
needing to manually run any command. To enable this
feature, we include a non-volatile memory chip on each
module (M24C02 [35] 2Kb I2C bus electrically erasable pro-
grammable read-only memory (EEPROM)), which stores the
identity of the module. The carrier board will pull data from
here every time a new module is attached and automatically
downloads the corresponding driver.

4 TOWARDS A FULLY AUTONOMOUS
DRONE-BASED PERSONAL ASSISTANT.

In this section, we detail the prototype of RASP into a per-
sonal assistant application that has information about the
space through a deployment of static sensors (namely cam-
eras). Sections 4.1 and 4.2 introduce methods for adapting
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Figure 6: System architecture of intelligent assistant with RASP.

visual language models to analyze and understand sensor
data from the environment, while Sections 4.4 and 4.3 intro-
duce how FMs can integrate RASP into their pipeline.

Figure 6 shows the workflow of our prototype. Static cam-
eras in the environment provide a high-level and coarse-
grained view of the environment; in future work and systems,
we envision RASP being compatible with other static sen-
sors, beyond cameras. When a user gives a voice command,
the system leverages a visual-language model to analyze the
scene, interpret the command, and output a list of potential
locations of interest, along with the relevant sensor or ac-
tuator. Then, the system actuates the RASP drone with the
sensor/actuator to each of the locations to complete the task.
For example, one task or question a person may want to

know is “where is the warmest place to sit”? A standard RGB
camera would not be able to accurately make this determina-
tion without additional sensors (e.g., temperature). The voice
command and images are analyzed by a visual-language
model, which outputs potential locations where a person
could sit (e.g., chairs and couches). Then, the system outfits
the RASP drone with a temperature module and actuates the
drone to each of these locations to measure temperature. The
time series data from the temperature sensor will then be an-
alyzed by another language/foundational model to make the
final determination. There are four classes of tasks that we
explore in this deployment, multiple of which are currently
not commonly packaged into existing IoT smart devices:
Object/Location Identification. This set of tasks requires
the system to observe the environment and identify an object
or location based on the user’s command. For example, the
command “where is my phone” requires the visual-language
model to identify potential locations for where the phone
could be, before sending a drone with a camera to take a
closer look and verify.
Object/Location State. This set of tasks involves learning
about the state or condition of a specific object or location.
For example, “is my food burning” would require the system
to identify food that is being cooked, before sending a drone
with a CO2 sensor to determine the state of the food.
Surveillance. These tasks differ from the previous two, as it
requires the visual-language model to continuously analyze

the scene until a potential event occurs, before sending the
drone (e.g., “Let me know if any chemical spills on the table”).
Actuation. Unlike the previous three categories, all of which
require the drone to sense the environment, actuation tasks
all leverage the actuation module to bring an item (e.g.,
medicine, candy, food) to a specific location.

4.1 Setup and Networked Camera System
To effectively use a camera network to observe the environ-
ment, there generally is a lengthy setup process where you
need to specify the location of the cameras and have the
floor map of the building to stitch together different views.
We adopt this self localizing camera network [22] that al-
lows users to semi-randomly place cameras on the ceiling,
facing downwards perpendicular to the floor; by leveraging
motion and people walking throughout daily life, the cam-
era network automatically self-localizes each camera within
the network and generates the walkable floormap of the ar-
eas observed by the cameras. In this way, users only need
to install cameras and do not need to define a floormap or
specify and calibrate based on location. More details of our
deployment are in Section 5.

4.2 Visual-Language Models for
Interpreting Voice Commands

Identifying Objects of Interest. When a user issues a
voice command, we pass this command along with the full
image of the environment stitched together from all cameras
into the open-source Large Language-and-Vision Assistant
(LLaVA) visual-language model [20]. For the surveillance
category, we pass in two consecutive frames or segments to
detect changing events. LLaVA outputs (in text) the names of
potential objects in the scene that might of interest, as well as
the suitable sensor/actuation module that the drone should
use. Figure 7-left shows the series of engineered and task-
specific prompts we leverage, which was designed based off
of the highly active Brex LLM prompt engineering guide [6].
The LLaVA text outputs are input as a prompt into Grounding
DINO [21], a state-of-art language model for zero-shot object
detection, which then outputs bounding boxes and locations
of the specified objects.
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LLaVA Prompt Generator

Task Prompt

- Object Location Identification: 


    "I would like to know {voice command}, and which type of
sensor should I use to better assist this task? "


- State of Something:

    "I need to check the state of {voice command}, and what
sensor should I use to determine if it has occurred?"


- Surveillance:

    "This image concatenates two images taken by a camera at
different time: the top image was captured first, and the bottom

image was captured later. What are the differences between
these two images?


- Aerial Actuation:

    "I need the drone to {voice command}"


Fixed Prompt


"This image is a topdown view of the {location} taken from the
camera installed on the ceiling. "

Chain of Thought Prompt


"You should think step-by-step and show all of your work in the
explanation. Be very thorough and explicit in your explanation."

Response Format Prompt


"Your response should only be: 


Reason: .... (reason for determine the object and sensor)

Target: ... (the object of interest)

Carrier: ... (sensor or payload to carry)"


GPT4 API Prompt

System Prompt


"You are an expert in data analysis and time

series interpretation. You know how to process
and analyze sensor data to derive meaning
insights. "

Chain of Thought Prompt

"You should reason step-by-step to determine

the best way to analyze the {sensor used} data to
find out {task}."

Task Prompt


"There are three files collected from {sensor
used} for determining {task}. The xx_before.json
is taken along the way from a space with

normal condition to the target place; the
xx_at.json is taken at the target place; the
xx_after.json is taken from the target place back

to the space with normal condition. "


Response Format Prompt


"Your response should in json format that
includes:


Analyze_process: ... (brief summary of steps)

Reason: .... (reason with number analysis)

Conclusion: ... (final answer for the task)


Figure 7: Summary of prompts used to engineer the
LLaVA visual-language model (left) to interpret and
identify locations of interest given a voice command
from a user, as well as for ChatGPT (right) to analyze
time series data from the RASP onboard drone sensor.

(c) Hierarchical (d) Aspect Ratio KMeans

(a) SAM Filtered Masks (b) KMeans

Figure 8: Segmentation and clustering to break down
scenes into smaller more manageable pieces for LLaVA
and DINO. (a) Object masks after applying Segment
Anything Model (SAM). Extracted frames after cluster-
ing object masks based on K-Means (b), hierarchical
clustering (c), and ARCK-Means (d). For ARCK-Means,
we constrain the aspect ratio of extracted frames to be
between 0.67 and 1.5.

Object Segmentation and Clustering.However, we found
that LLaVA was not able to reliably detect objects of inter-
est in a scene when we passed in an image or a large space
(e.g., a single chair in a large room); the larger the scene,
the less detailed and more high-level the responses became.
To capture small details within the scene that might be rele-
vant to a voice command, we used the Segment Anything
Model (SAM) to extract key objects and smaller areas of the

scene [18]. Figure 8a shows an example of the object masks
that are output by SAM.
We tried inputting these masked objects into LLaVA and

then DINO one-by-one, but there were two issues we no-
ticed. First, many of the masks generated often splits objects
between two different masks; as such, DINO would often
detect the same object multiple times. Second, the masks
are not shaped like a regular image (e.g., a square or rectan-
gle); we saw a large degradation in detection performance if
we zero-padded the areas around the masked object into a
rectangular shape.
To rectify this, we cluster multiple segments together to

ensure potentially important objects are all contained with
a single rectangular segment. We benchmark the following
clustering methods: K-means [5], hierarchical clustering [26],
and Aspect Ratio Constrained K-Means (ARCK-Means). For
K-means and hierarchical clustering, we cluster the centroids
of each mask from SAM into 𝑘 different clusters. Next, we
find the minimum-area rectangle that encompasses all masks
of each cluster. These 𝑘 minimum-area rectangles are then
analyzed by LLaVA and DINO.

One of the challenges we found with DINO is that it was
not able to identify objects of interest very well if input
images are very long or very wide. As such, we create and
benchmarked a new clustering method called Aspect Ratio
Constrained K-Means (ARCK-Means), which constrains the
aspect ratio of the clustered masked between two values
𝑥 < 𝑦 to maintain a more square shape. To accomplish this,
we check if adding a new segment into the existing cluster
(during hierarchical clustering) causes the aspect ratio to fall
below or above our constraints (e.g., < 𝑥 or > 𝑦); If these
constraints are broken, then we do not make the assignment.
Figure 8b-d shows an example of segmentation and clus-

tering. We see that for ARCK-Means the clustered masks
generated tend to be more square. Additionally, the cluttered
table in the bottom right hand corner is fully encompassed by
ARCK-Means, but both K-Means and hierarchical clustering
do not capture all of the items on the table in a single seg-
ment. These improvements of ARCK-Means over the other
clustering methods yields higher performance in detecting
objects of interest, as shown in Figure 9. In this case and
for the rest of the paper, a successful “recall” means that the
Grounding DINO model was able to detect and localize the
object interest in any one of the segmented clusters it was
given, regardless of any additional detections.
First, we tested two prompts into the LLaVA model and

vary the size of the object with respect to the frame of one
camera (Figure 9a). The first prompt is more general, asking
LLaVA to describe the objects present. The second prompt
is more specific, asking if the specific object of interest is
present in the scene. We see that the more specific a prompt
is, the higher the recall, which is the reason why we used
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Figure 9: Different clustering methods and thresholding evaluated for segmentation. Prompt 1: Describe the image
in detail. Prompt 2: Is there a {object name} in the image?

more specific prompting (Figure 7). Second, we see that as
the size of the object gets smaller with respect to the image
frame, the recall gets smaller, since the signal-to-noise ratio
of the object gets smaller.
In Figure 9b, we compare the recall of each clustering

method after clustering each scene into 5 segments, and see
that ARCK-Means has the highest recall due to improve-
ments in the masks it clusters and the shape of the resulting
segments; as such, we adopt ARCK-Means into the final sys-
tem. Figure 9c shows the run time and recall of ARCK-Means
as a function of the number of clusters or segments we split
the scene into. We see that the recall levels out at around 90%
after 5 clusters, while taking around 100ms to run the full
pipeline. Adding in more clusters does not yield significant
improvements in detection, but significantly increases run
time; as such, we segment the scene into five segments in
the final system. To generate these plots, we used 47 images
of indoor home, office, and lab environments. We took 35
images from the ADE20K scene parsing dataset [42] as well
as 12 images from our own deployment. We implement and
run the full visual-language model pipeline (SAM, clustering,
LLaVA, and DINO) on an Nvidia RTX 3090 GPU server.
Prompting users for more context. Some phrases require
more context to properly identify locations, sensors, or actua-
tors. For example “tell me the ‘best’ location to sit”. The word
“best” could have many meanings (e.g., warmest, coolest, qui-
etest, etc.). If a user gives a command with a non-specific
adjective, such as “best”, the system will prompt the user to
clarify and be more specific. In the case of an actuation task,
the system aims to deliver its payload to one location. If the
visual-language model detects multiple potential locations, it
will ask the user to clarify the location, either through voice
or a web application that we implemented.

4.3 Drone Actuation and Analysis
Once the visual-language models determine important lo-
cations, the system attaches the relevant sensor or actuator
(from LLaVA) to the RASP drone before moving the drone to

each of these locations. In the case of an actuation task, the
drone flies to the specified location, opens the hatch to drop
the item of interest, before flying back to the ground station.

In the case of a sensing task, the drone flies to each location
while reading sensor values from the attached module. After
the drone lands back at the ground station, the time series
data is input into the GPT-4 language model [30] to analyze
and make the final determination. Figure 7-right shows the
prompts we used for GPT-4. If the sensing modality is to
use a camera to identify an object (e.g., a objection/location
ID task); the image from the drone is input back into the
Grounding DINO model to make the final determination.

4.4 Drone Navigation
We use images from the camera network to guide the drone
by attaching an aRuco marker to the top of the drone, just
like the patterns used for landing the drone in Section 3. To
move the drone to specific locations, we use the straight line
path from the drone’s current location to the closest point
of interest. Throughout our deployments in Section 5, we
observed an median 2-D localization error of 3.29cm, using
our camera network. Moreover, as shown in Figure 10, the
localization error does not increase over time, as is common
in inertial measurement unit and dead reckoning approaches.
While there are more practical approaches for drone naviga-
tion, the focus of this work is to demonstrate the utility of
RASP to LLMs that interact with the physical world. Hence,
we leave these aspects to future work.

5 DEPLOYMENT
We deployed our RASP based personal assistant into an of-
fice/lab setting as shown in Figure 10e, using a network
of 4 cameras. As discussed in Section 4.1, the cameras self-
localized themselves and generated the floor map accord-
ing to [22] after an afternoon of observing people moving
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Figure 10: a) 2-D drone localizaton CDF. b) Height localization error when drone is at different heights. c) Example
ground truth and localized path of drone. d) Localization error of drone vs. length of mission. The localization
error remains relatively constant, even as the time of the mission gets longer, demonstrating that the system is not
susceptible to localization error drifts. e) deployment floormap. f) camera module used in ceiling camera network.

through the space. The goal of this deployment is to demon-
strate improvements in task completion rate RASP provides
to FMs for more general and less structured applications.

5.1 Benchmarking
We ran 2-3 tasks in each of the categories of tasks, as we
discuss next. For each task, we issued 70 different trials. The
scenarios are described in more detail next.
1) Phone. In this ID task, the user asks “where is my phone”.
The system will actuate the drone with a camera module to
potential locations to detect the phone.
2) Key. This ID task is similar to the phone task, but instead
users are looking for keys.
3) Sit - X. In this series of ID tasks, users ask “where is the
best place to sit”, based on some sensing modality (e.g., ‘sit -
temp’ is where the user asks for the coolest or warmest place).
We artificially increase or lower temperatures at different
seats by placing space heaters or fans nearby.
4) Faucet. In this state task, users ask “is my faucet still on”;
the systemwill then actuate the drone with a moisture sensor
to detect the presence of large amounts of water leaking.
5) Stove. In this state task, users ask “is my stove still on”;
the system will then actuate the drone with a temperature
sensor to detect the state of the stove.
6) Food. In this surveillance task, users ask “let me know
when my food is burning”. For safety, we simulate burning
food by boiling water in a kettle, releasing water vapors. The
systemwill then actuate the drone attachedwith a particulate
matter sensor.
7) Chemical. In this surveillance task, users ask “let me
know if any chemicals spill”. We will then knock down and
spill a glass of alcohol. The system will then actuate the
drone with an alcohol sensor to confirm.
8) Medicine. In this actuation task, the user will ask “please
bring me my medicine” and wave his/her arms at a camera
above. The system will then attach an actuation module

loaded with vitamins on the drone, which will then deliver
it to the person.
9) Poison. In this actuation task, the user will direct the
drone to “deliver rat poison” to a specific location in the
environment. The system will load an actuation module with
rat poison pellets (simulatedwith small snacks) and the drone
will dispense them at the specified location.

For non-actuation tasks, Figure 11 shows a breakdown of
the visual-language model performance in identifying the lo-
cations to send the drone versus the segmentation clustering
method (Section 4). We see that the ARCK-Means clustering
method yields the highest recall, across all scenarios, due to
improvements in maintaining a good aspect ratio and object
grouping over other clustering methods.

Figure 12 highlights improvements that RASP brings com-
pared to a purely static camera-based system across all sens-
ing tasks, especially with respect to false positives. A success-
ful or “accurate” trial in this context means that the system
was able to correctly identify the correct object or location
(object/location ID task), correctly identify the state of the
object or location (object/location state task), or correctly
identify when a targeted event occurs (surveillance task);
any additional points of interest identified are counted as
incorrect identifications (false positives). For the non-RASP
solution, we run the entire SAM, LLaVA, DINO pipeline,
but do not actuate the drone. Because we are often looking
for small item(s) and locations in a large scene, the visual-
language model pipeline often identifies multiple points of
interest (e.g., DINO draws multiple bounding boxes and lo-
cations). Without a platform such as a drone that can “zoom
in” and confirm, the sensing capabilities of this system is lim-
ited, and the false positive rate becomes extremely high and
the precision becomes low with additional locations identi-
fied. However, adding in the RASP-equipped drone allows
the system to actuate the drone to each location to obtain
a closeup view of the location and remove extraneous loca-
tions or sense an aspect of the environment that a camera



Zhao et al.

KMeans Hierarchical ARCK
0

20

40

60

80

100

Av
er

ag
e 

Re
ca

ll 
(%

)

KMeans Hierarchical ARCK
0

20

40

60

80

100

Re
ca

ll 
(%

)

Phone Key Sit

KMeans Hierarchical ARCK
0

20

40

60

80

100

Re
ca

ll 
(%

)

Faucet Stove

KMeans Hierarchical ARCK
0

20

40

60

80

100

Re
ca

ll 
(%

)

Food Chemical

Figure 11: Summary of object and event detection by the LLaVA + DINO visual-language pipeline averaged (a) and
broken down by category of sensing tasks (b-d).

Camera Only Camera + RASP
Scenario Precision Recall F-1 Accuracy Sensor Used Precision Recall F-1 Accuracy
Object / Location Identification
Find Phone 68.85% 84.00% 75.68% 73.00% Drone Cam 100.00% 84.00% 91.30% 92.00%
Find Key 78.05% 80.00% 79.01% 71.67% Drone Cam 100.00% 80.00% 88.89% 86.67%
Sit - Temperature 23.47% 92.00% 37.40% 25.24% Temperature 76.67% 92.00% 83.64% 91.26%
Sit - Humidity 25.81% 88.89% 40.00% 28.00% Humidity 82.76% 88.89% 85.71% 92.00%
Sit - Light 20.62% 83.33% 33.06% 22.12% Light Sensor 95.24% 83.33% 88.89% 95.19%
Average (ID) 43.36% 85.64% 53.03% 44.01% 90.93% 85.64% 87.69% 91.42%
State of Object / Location
Faucet Open 80.00% 97.78% 88.00% 82.86% Humidity 93.62% 97.78% 95.65% 94.29%
Stove Open 79.22% 87.14% 82.99% 77.27% Temperature 96.83% 87.14% 91.73% 90.00%
Average (State) 79.61% 92.46% 85.50% 80.06% 95.22% 92.46% 93.69% 92.14%
Surveillance
Food Burning 50.91% 70.00% 58.95% 51.25% PM 93.33% 70.00% 80.00% 82.50%
Chemical Spill 25.40% 80.00% 38.55% 43.33% Gas (Alcohol) 88.89% 80.00% 84.21% 93.33%
Average (Sur.) 38.15% 75.00% 48.75% 47.29% 91.11% 75.00% 82.11% 87.91%

Average (all) 46.54% 83.17% 55.70% 48.99% 91.93% 84.79% 87.78% 90.80%
Table 2: Summary of end-to-end performance between RASP and camera-only for all sensing tasks.
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Figure 12: Breakdown of accuracy and false positive
detections by sensing task category with and without
RASP. We see that leveraging RASP in conjunction
with static cameras greatly reduces false detections and
improves accuracy because the drone can get a closeup
view or sense an important part of the environment
that a camera alone cannot (e.g., humidity).

cannot (e.g., humidity). This both reduces false positives and
improves overall accuracy. Table 2 breaks down the recall,
precision, and f-1 score across all individual tasks to further
illustrate improvements in true detection rate (recall). In to-
tal, integrating RASP with FMs improved the task success
rate by 85%.

For the two actuation tasks, we observed an average offset
of the drone, from where it was supposed to travel to drop its
payload, of 9.1cm and 10.3cm for the “poison” and “medicine”
tasks, respectively. The offset is on orders of centimeters,
meaning the system was able to effectively deliver items to
the proper location in most cases.
Table 3 shows statistics about the number of tasks per

category that could be performed per full charge of battery,
execution time and the number of times the system needed
to prompt the user for a more specific description or a more
accurate location. We see that the average number of user
prompts per command is on average 2. For state tasks, this
value averaged just 1 prompt (user’s initial command). How-
ever, for surveillance and ID tasks, the system often times
needed to ask for more information from the user. For all
tasks, the average execution time of the visual-language



RASP: A Drone-based Reconfigurable Actuation and Sensing Platform for Foundation Models

Scenario # of user prompts # of executions Execution
per execution per battery Time

Object / Location Identification
Find Phone 1.0 7 44.4s
Find Key 1.0 7 46.0s
Sit - Temperature 2.6 3 84.3s
Sit - Humidity 1.9 3 87.7s
Sit - Light 2.3 4 70.4s
Average (ID) 1.8 4.8 66.6s
State of Object / Location
Faucet Open 1.0 6 49.5s
Stove Open 1.0 5 54.2s
Average (State) 1.0 5.5 51.9s
Surveillance
Food Burning 3.1 4 62.5s
Chemical Spill 3.7 5 55.2s
Average (Sur.) 3.4 4.5 58.9s

Average (all) 2.0 4.9 61.6s
Table 3: System performance metrics across bench-
marked commands.

Category Success P1 Success P2 Success Total
T1: Actuate + Actuate 20/20 = 1.0 18/20 = 0.90 18/20 = 0.90
T2: Sense + Actuate 17/20 = 0.85 20/20 = 1.0 22/25 = 0.85
T3: Sense + Sense 19/20 = 0.95 18/19 = 0.95 18/20 = 0.90

Table 4: Summary of success rate for tasks that require
reconfiguring the drone mid-mission, broken down by
success rate of the first leg (P1) and second leg (P2).

model is on order of seconds, while actuating the drone and
analyzing the sensor data is on order of tens of seconds,
which is acceptable latency in all of these scenarios. The
object/location identification task had a longer average exe-
cution time because these tasks generally require the drone
to fly and observe multiple locations for each task.

5.2 Reconfiguring Mid-Mission
The previous section demonstrated how RASP could be used
in conjunction with static sensors in the environment to
better perform tasks requiring a single sensor or actuator in
a home or office setting. Here, we look at scenarios where a
user issues commands that require multiple sensing modali-
ties and actuators, highlighting how RASP could be easily
reconfigured mid-mission to satisfy multi-layered tasks.

Common tasks that require RASP to reconfigure the drone
mid-mission come in three different flavors: 1) actuate + actu-
ate: multiple individual actuation tasks aggregated into one
task (e.g., “bring me my medicine AND a snack”), 2) sense +
sense: a task that involves multiple sensing modalities (e.g.,
“find me the coolest (temperature) place to sit out of the sun-
light (light)”, 3) sense + actuate: tasks that involve performing
actuation in response to sensing (e.g., “place rat poison (ac-
tuation) in dark areas (sensing)”). Table 4 summarizes our

Figure 13: Example of identified locations and mea-
surements in our multi-step “sense + sense” task.

results, where we show the success rate of the first task (P1),
the second task (P2), and the aggregate. We execute each
task 20 times. We discuss each task in more detail, next:
T1: Actuate + Actuate - “Bring medicine AND snack”.
In this task, the user wants two (P1 and P2) items brought to
him/her. We see that the success rate of delivering both items
is high, just like we observed in Section 5.1. The second item
(snack) failed two times (P2) because the swapping failed;
the drone landed with a high offset from the center of the
landing station (Figure 4d).
T2: Sense + Actuate - “Put poison in the warmest area”.
In this task, the user may want to place poison (P2) for rats
and bugs in warm areas (P1) where they are likely to congre-
gate (e.g., warm places). We simulate “warm places” boiling
water in a kettle in locations visible to cameras. There were
three times that a location away from the kettle was chosen
(P1). In these instances, our image segmentation approach
cut out the area we placed the kettle, so the failure point
was from the camera rather than RASP. Improving sensing
with foundational models in future work is key to realizing
a robust version of this end-to-end system.
T3: Sense + Sense - “What is themost humid and bright-
est location for placing a plant”. Users may want to know
a humid (P1) and bright (P2) place for optimal plant growth.
We simulate the “correct” location by placing a lamp and
kettle at the desired location. There was one instance where
the task needed human intervention (failed) because of un-
successfully swapping in the second sensor; again, the failure
came from landing the drone (P2). The foundational model
correctly identified the location we placed the lamp, and
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Category # Prompts # Exec Exec Time (s) Success
(vLLM + drone)

ID 1.0 21 0.51 + 51.30 15/21 = 0.71
State 1.0 13 0.13 + 37.20 11/13 = 0.85
Surveil. 1.2 22 0.21 + 43.87 19/22 = 0.87
Actuation 2.1 31 0.27 + 29.50 31/31 = 1.0

Table 5: Summary of tasks during in-the-wild deploy-
ments. The number of prompts is the average number
of times the user needed to prompt the system. This
number is often greater than one because either the
user used a non-specific adjective (e.g., “best” rather
than “warmest” location) or the system needed to nar-
row down the potential candidate locations in the case
of actuation tasks. Number of executions is the total
number of tasks issued during the deployment period.

the drone flew to these locations with the humidity sensor.
However, we stopped the run when the drone landed with a
high offset that the funnel-shaped landing station could not
realign. Another instance failed because our foundational
model pipeline did not identify the location we simulated
high brightness and humidity (P1). Figure 13 shows an exam-
ple of a successful run, displaying points where the founda-
tional model identified to send the drone, as well as humidity
and light measurements taken by the drone for each of these
locations to make the final location determination. Here, we
placed the kettle at location three.

5.3 In-the-Wild Deployment
After benchmarking several tasks per category, we allowed
people who occupied this office space (Figure 10e) to freely
use the system over the course of 5 days. Table 5 summarizes
the number of events that occurred during this period. A
total of 8 people issued 87 commands to the system during
this time period.
We see that most of the actions issued throughout the

deployment were actuation tasks. Around 90% of these tasks
involved bringing the user a snack, which we loaded and
manually refilled into actuation modules throughout the
deployment. ID tasks that users issued generally fell into
two categories: finding an area with the least amount of
sunlight (our space has many windows and is susceptible to
glare) or finding a lost item (e.g., a wallet or phone). For the
surveillance and the state tasks, most users asked the system
about a 3D print job, whether a heat element was left on (e.g.,
soldering iron), or if there were anyone occupying different
parts of the space.

The category of tasks that had the lowest success rate was
the object/location ID category. This is because most of these
tasks relied on static cameras or the camera on the drone to
find something extremely small in the landscape of a scene
(e.g., a circuit component or a phone), making it difficult for

the visual-language pipeline to identify relevant locations.
Even after flying the drone to the specified location, it can be
difficult to detect; we envision future work focusing on how
to design search algorithms and protocols for drones to iden-
tify small objects of interest. Several items that users wanted
the drone to look for were also underneath furniture or ta-
bles; a camera mounted on the ceiling or walls have limited
view of these items. Another avenue of research for realiz-
ing a drone or robot-based personal assistant could be how
to leverage and design small robotic systems (e.g., physical
design, path planning, search algorithms, etc.) to reach and
look for items in areas unobservable by static sensor deploy-
ments. On the flip side, the actuation task had the highest
success rate particularly because the system prompted users
each time to confirm the location to make the delivery, which
reduces reliance on language models and perception algo-
rithms to make this determination. Although there are still
improvements needed to realize a truly autonomous drone-
based personal assistant, all users were positively receptive
to this system and could see its value.

6 DISCUSSION
The focus of this work is to demonstrate how a novel au-
tonomous reconfigurable sensing and actuation drone plat-
form is a critical step towards FMs, LLMs, and AGI that can
interact, respond, and actuate our physical environments
seamlessly, much like what has been achieved in the digital
domain. To progress further, there are several directions that
warrant further attention, which we discuss next.
Robust drone path planning, navigation, and search for
indoor environments. As discussed in Section 5.3, many of
the tasks that failed were due to the simple search and naviga-
tion algorithms we implemented that could not capture and
detect small objects of interest in a cluttered home/indoor
setting. More work into exploring, detecting, and navigating
to these small objects of interest is needed.
Penetrative AI, foundation models and leveraging di-
verse sensors in the environment. In this work, we lever-
aged cameras in conjunction with language to understand
and interpret the environment. However, not all areas may
have a camera (e.g., due to privacy or related concerns), and
there are many more types of sensors that could be deployed;
enabling foundation models and drones to understand the
physical world (e.g., penetrative AI [38]) through all types
of sensing modalities is important for generalizing FMs and
RASP to more scenarios.

7 CONCLUSION
We propose RASP, a modular and reconfigurable drone sens-
ing and actuation platform that allows FMs and LLMs to
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dynamically to swap sensing and actuation capabilities on-
the-fly. We demonstrate through a real deployment of a per-
sonal assistant application that RASP can improve the suc-
cessful completion of complex tasks throughout our physical
spaces by up to 85%. This drastic improvement stems from
RASP’s ability to provide localized sensing and actuation
in a large space even without large deployments of sensors
and devices, as is commonly seen today. RASP is a critical
step towards FMs and LLMs that can naturally interact and
actuate the physical environment, just as they have shown
in many applications in the digital domain.
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