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Abstract

With advances in foundational and vision-language
(VLM) models, and effective fine-tuning techniques, a large
number of both general and special-purpose models have
been developed for a variety of visual tasks. Despite the
flexibility and accessibility of these models, no single model
is able to handle all tasks and/or applications that may be
envisioned by potential users. Recent approaches, such as
visual programming and multimodal LLMs with integrated
tools aim to tackle complex visual tasks, by way of program
synthesis. However, such approaches overlook user con-
straints (e.g., performance / computational needs), produce
test-time sample-specific solutions that are difficult to de-
ploy, and, sometimes, require low-level instructions (e.g.,
code snippets for similar problems) that maybe beyond the
abilities of a naive user. To address these limitations, we
introduce MMFactory, a universal framework that includes
model and metrics routing components, acting like a solu-
tion search engine across various available models. Based
on a task description and few sample input-output pairs and
(optionally) resource and/or performance constraints, MM-
Factory can suggest a diverse pool of programmatic so-
lutions by instantiating and combining visio-lingual tools
(e.g., detection, segmentation, VLMs) from its model repos-
itory. In addition to synthesizing these solutions, MMFac-
tory also proposes metrics and benchmarks performance /
resource characteristics, allowing users to pick a solution
that meets their unique design constraints. From the techni-
cal perspective, we also introduced a committee-based so-
lution proposer that leverages multi-agent LLM conversa-
tion to generate executable, diverse, universal, and robust
solutions for the user. Experimental results show that MM-
Factory outperforms existing methods by delivering state-
of-the-art solutions tailored to user problem specifications.

1. Introduction

Large language models (LLMs), such as GPT [2] and Gem-
ini [51, 52], have demonstrated powerful capabilities across
various domains, significantly transforming how people ap-
proach their tasks and even their daily lives. Building on
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Figure 1. Illustration of MMFactory. Proposed MMFactory
framework (a) contrasted with model routing approaches (c) and
multimodal LLM with tools (b). Unlike both prior classes of meth-
ods, MMFactory proposes a pool of programmatic solutions, com-
posed of series of selected models from the pool, for a given task
while also benchmarking their performance and computational
characteristics. See Section 1 for full discussion.

these models, a wide range of vision-language (VLM) or
multimodal LLMs (MLLMSs) [1, 5, 7, 35, 62] have been de-
veloped by integrating modality adapters and encoders into
their frameworks. This advancement has resulted in state-
of-the-art models capable of solving complex visual tasks.

Despite the push for building AGI-like agents, that are
all capable, even models like GPT-40 tend to be inferior, or
lacking, on specific tasks [19, 31]. At the same time, with
the development of fine-tuning techniques, customized or
expert models tailored to specific tasks have become eas-
ier to develop. With different training data, fine-tuning ap-
proaches, and frameworks, models with varying special-
ties and characteristics are being introduced daily. One can
imagine that in near future such models will be ubiquitous,



creating a marketplace of agents with an overwhelming de-
sign choices for users to pick from and build on. In this
scenario, routing approaches are needed that can take user-
defined tasks, needs, and constraints, acting as a search en-
gine among all types of models, to provide suggested solu-
tions for the user.

Previous works in visual programming [22, 49] and
multimodal language models (MLLMs) with tool integra-
tion [26, 38, 45] have explored using LL.Ms as planners to
utilize external tools or APIs for solving complex visual
tasks or to decompose tasks into sub-tasks. While these
approaches have shown promise, there are several limita-
tions to consider. First, existing methods assume a single
specialized tool for a given sub-task (e.g., detection [36],
segmentation [30], depth estimation [59]). This is overly
simplistic, as a variety of tools exist for any one sub-task,
inculcating within a particular family of models, that dif-
fer by backbone, number of parameters and overall perfor-
mance. Second, these works generally overlook the user’s
specific computation needs and constraints when generating
solutions, resulting in inability to tailor solutions to particu-
lar hardware or deployment cost (e.g., a user maybe willing
to forgo 1% better performance if inference cost is reduced
by 50%). Third, the proposed solutions are often tailored
per specific example or scenario, which limits their gener-
alization and applicability to other examples in the task, as
shown in Fig. 1. Deployment of such solutions is problem-
atic (e.g., no constant code path exist that maybe distilled
to a small model executable on an edge device). Address-
ing these limitations is essential for creating more versatile
and user-centric framework for routing the solutions among
different kinds of models in order to create custom agents
capable of solving specific user problems in accordance to
their specification.

To address these challenges, in this work, we introduce
MMFactory — a universal framework for automatic and pro-
grammatic development of task-specific agents. MMFac-
tory (Fig. la) includes a model and metric routing com-
ponents; that, in combination, act as a solution search en-
gine for non-expert users. Based on a task description (e.g.,
comparison of depth of points in an image), a few sample
input-output pairs (e.g., set of images with labeled points
and which point is closest to camera in each), and (option-
ally) resource and/or performance constraints (e.g., com-
pute limit), MMFactory can suggest a diverse pool of pro-
grammatic solutions by instantiating and combining visual,
LLM and VLM tools from its repository. In addition to syn-
thesizing these solutions, MM Factory also proposes metrics
and benchmarks performance / resource characteristics, al-
lowing users to pick a solution that meets their unique de-
sign constraints. From the technical perspective, we also
introduced a committee-based solution proposer that lever-
ages multi-agent LLM conversation to generate executable,

diverse, universal, and robust solutions for the user.

Notably, unpublished and concurrent work of [41] also
explores the idea of routing, but mainly for choosing a sin-
gle (most accurate) among the K possible LLM / VLM
models (see Fig. 1c). MMFactory framework is consider-
ably more general and provides user with family of solu-
tions and their performance characterization. In addition,
our solutions, similar to visual programming [22, 49], are
drawn from an exponential set of tools that can work in
tandem with one another. Further, the fact that our frame-
work proposes solutions that contain a single executable
code path, makes them much easier to deploy.

Our contributions are multiple fold. First, to the best
of our knowledge, this work is the first to explore routing
across vision, language, and vision-language models. Sec-
ond, our propose framework can provide multiple solutions
in a solution pool for user-defined tasks and constraints.
Third, we introduce a novel approach that combines rout-
ing and a multi-agent solution proposer to deliver robust
results. Fourth, unlike existing approaches, our proposed
framework solves all instances of a user-defined task col-
lectively, rather than generating separate solutions for each
instance. Fifth, experiments on two benchmarks demon-
strate that our framework outperforms the state-of-the-art.

2. Related works

Multimodal Large Language Models. Building on the
recent success of large language models (LLMs) [4, 20,
42, 53], research trends have shifted toward enhancing
these LLMs with multi-modal capabilities. Some of these
MLLMs [34, 37, 39, 62] are created for general purpose,
while others are designed for specific tasks, including cod-
ing [21, 27, 46], video understanding [13, 61], 3D [11, 24,
64], audio or speech [8, 15, 18], math [6, 54], scientific
chart [17, 23, 40], and robotics [9, 60], which has demon-
strated promising results. However, language-based mod-
els alone can’t handle complex tasks very well. Multi-
modal models, which combine text and images, also face
challenges, like misinterpreting context when information is
split across text and visuals. They might connect unrelated
details or miss important clues, leading to errors. There-
fore, researchers are exploring tools and interactive systems
to improve their understanding of multimodal information.

Visual programming, LLMs with tools and Routing.
As humans, when we face complex tasks, we decompose
them into subtasks to understand them better or use tools to
make them simpler. These concepts have been extended
to neural networks, where previous works [3, 28] sug-
gest that complex vision tasks are fundamentally compo-
sitional and can be divided into atomic perceptual units.
Following this concept, visual programming [22, 49] and
LLMs with tool [35, 44, 45] become prominent research
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Figure 2. Overview of MMFactory. Our framework includes two primary components: Solution Router and Metric Router. The Solution
Router generates a pool of potential solutions for the task, while the Metric Router evaluates these solutions, estimating their performance
and computational cost to generate a performance curve. This curve enables users to select the model optimal for their task requirements.

trends. Practically, visual programming focus on lever-
aging LLMs’ coding ability to decompose complex tasks
into multi-step Python code with specialized vision tools.
On the other hand, LLMs with tool use focus on teaching
LLMs to use various types of tools to achieve image genera-
tion/editing [35], accessing web engines [38, 44], operating
systems [43], efc. However, these methods have a common
problem that the multimodal modules are designed for spe-
cific tasks and can’t be reused for similar ones. They also
don’t consider user constraints like model size, complexity,
or preferences. This gave rise to routing-based approaches.
In these approaches [25, 41, 47], a router model can switch
between a stronger or weaker LLM during inference to bal-
ance cost with model performance. However, this method
still needs the router LLM to be trained and can’t offer ver-
satile solutions based on user needs. It also relies on a sin-
gle model, which isn’t enough to solve a complex task ef-
ficiently. In contrast, our framework provides multiple op-
tions (i.e. solution pool) for users to choose from, and these
options are versatile and can be reused across all instances
of the task, rather than being limited to individual instance.

From multi-modal Agents to multi-agent frameworks.
Recently, due to the powerful reasoning, tool usage, and
other capabilities of LLMs, these models have become es-
sential building blocks in the development of artificial in-
telligence agents [10, 32, 48, 56] for many real-world ap-
plications, such as medicine [50], general tasks [12], and
robotics [29]. Given the increasing complexity of tasks, an
intuitive approach is to enhance the capabilities of agents by
incorporating multiple agents into the task solving. Previ-
ous works have showcased that multi-agents conversations
or debates can improve various capabilities, such as diver-
gent thinking [33], factuality and reasoning abilities [16],
and validation [57], and can even achieve automatic agent
creation [12]. Among these, the most relevant to our work

is AutoAgents [12], which introduces “observers” to mon-
itor multi-agent conversations, helping ensure quality and
coherence in responses. However, AutoAgents provides
only one solution per prompt, while our approach offers
multiple options with performance and cost details to help
users choose the best fit. Additionally, AutoAgents relies on
GPT-4’s reasoning, limiting its flexibility with open-source
models and restricting it to tasks like open-ended questions
and creative writing. Our system, in contrast, supports any
open-source model and can handle a wide range of vision
tasks. Most importantly, AutoAgents focus on dynamically
creating multiple agents based on the task content and plan-
ning solutions. Our approach, however, focuses on solving
tasks by routing different vision models and incorporating
a Python coding environment, which AutoAgents have not
explored.

3. Methodology
3.1. Overview of MMFactory

We introduce MMFactory, an universal framework de-
signed not only to propose programmatic solutions based
on user-defined task examples but also to provide estimated
performance and time costs for each solution, allowing
users to make informed choices. This framework functions
like a solution search engine and interface across various
models, enabling access to models for task-solving with-
out requiring extensive background knowledge. MMFac-
tory has several unique features. In addition to propos-
ing multiple solutions with estimated performance and cost
plots, the solutions generated are general and can be ap-
plied across all examples within the specified task. Specifi-
cally, MMFactory consists of two key components: the So-
lution Router and Metric Router. The former can gener-
ate multiple general solutions for solving the task, while



TASK DEFINITION: In this task, you are given a prompt and two images. In 1
the first image, there is only one point labeled with a red circle and REF tag. In
the second image, there are four points labeled with red circle and a letter tag |
of A, B, C, and D. You have to ... the second image corresponds to the pointin |
the first image. You may have to know where these points are to answer the 1
question. Here are three examples of the user task 1

EXAMPLES from the task:

# EXAMPLE 0 #
. oz X # TASK REQUEST PROMPT #:
W R <img src="..."> <img src="..."> ... Which point on

Eig ... (A) Point A (B) Point B (C) Point C...
- The correct answer is: (C)
' # TASK REQUEST PROMPT #:
\ <Image> <Image> ... Which point ... (D) Point.

The correct answer is: (D)

I
1 (OPTIONAL) USER CONSTRAINTS: For example, execution time need to !
| be less than 5 sec per sample, or models with fewer than 3B parameters...

Figure 3. Illustration of user specification inputs P*.

the later evaluate the solutions to estimate their perfor-
mance and computation cost. The framework is illustrated
in Fig. 2." Furthermore, we leverage advanced multimodal
LLMs (e.g., GPT) as the solution and metric routers. For
better understanding, we first introduce the necessary nota-
tions, followed by a detailed explanation of these two mod-
ules in the following sections.

Problem Formulation and Notations. As shown
in Fig. 2, given a user-specified task with N in-
stances, we represent these instances as a set O =
{61,02,...,0n,0n41,...,0N}, Where 6; = (Z;, ¢;, a;) and
0; = (Z;, ¢;), with Z;, ¢;, and a; denoting the image set, task
request prompt, and ground-truth answer for that instance,
respectively. Note that only n instances have ground-
truth answers, referred to as example instances O =
{61,02,...,0,}, where n. < N. The goal of the Solution
Router, R g, is to propose programmatic solutions for the
task based on the example instances so that the answers for
all instances can be inferred by leveraging the proposed so-
lutions. In practice, together with the example instances and
predefined task-agnostic prompts (e.g., model definitions),
we construct an input prompt P for R g to generate a solu-
tion pool S = {s1,82,...,5}. Note that we set n < N
to enable model routing to perform reasoning to obtain the
answer rather than simply memorizing the ground truth an-
swers. Once solutions are obtained, the Metric Router, R 4,
samples a subset with m instances from O to evaluate the
performance of each solution in S. This evaluation yields
aset & = {(p1,c1), (p2,¢2),...,(p1,c)}, where p; and ¢;
denote the performance and computation cost of the i-th so-
lution in S. Optionally, other metrics can also be logged.

!Our entire framework is built using Autogen [56], an open-source pro-
gramming framework for agentic Al design that enables the development
of multi-agent communication and Python code execution environments.

3.2. Inputs Structure for Solution Router

As mentioned in the previous section, our framework is de-
signed to propose multiple solutions that leverage models
in the model pool to solve the task. The challenging aspects
of this task is that the router must not only understand the
task but also comprehend the details of each model in the
pool to ensure correct use in the solution. For such complex
task, in addition to the initial task prompt, we have to pro-
vide extra details for the router, including definitions of the
models in the model pool, a requirements list, in-context
examples, and the solution pool. For each task, the input
prompt P structure is detailed below (examples can also be
found in the supplementary.) consisting of fask-agnostic in-

Sformation:

» Model definitions P%: Describes the details of each
model in the model pool, including functionality, input
arguments, return arguments, and example use cases.

* Requirements P": A predefined list of requirements for
the router to consider when generating solutions.

* In-context examples P¢: Following previous work [26],
we provide four different output examples as references.
Note that the in-context examples are not sampled from
the user task O.

* Solution pool P?®: Showcases all previously generated
solutions (Python code only). If no solution exists,
“EMPTY” will be displayed.

and user-specified task-specific instructions:

» User-specification P“: Contains the task definition, ex-
ample instances Og sampled from the target task, and
(optional) user constraints. Note that the task instances’
input includes images. User input is illustrated in Fig. 3.

3.3. Multi-agent solution router

Taking all the aforementioned information as input, the goal
of solution router is to propose novel solutions to solve the
task at hand. To achieve that, inspired by multi-agent con-
versation works [16], we deploy multi-agent system for this
complex problem. A conversation is instantiated between
two teams: the solution proposer team and the committee
team. The proposer team generates ideas and solutions,
while the committee team checks for correctness, redun-
dancy, and alignment with requirements, providing feed-
back. Each team consists of members and a leader. Af-
ter gathering responses from their members, the leaders of
two team exchange responses and collect feedback. By it-
eratively refining the solution based on this feedback, we
achieve robust results. An illustration is provided in Fig. 4.
We now detail each component and the conversation pro-
cess within the multi-agent system. Please refer the sup-
plement for example responses from all the agents in the
solution Router.

Solution Proposing Team. The solution proposing process
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Figure 4. Illustration of multi-agent conversation. In the solu-
tion router, we have two team of agents performing conversation
to get the final outputs.

involves three key components: (i) analyzing existing solu-
tions and committee feedbacks, (ii) outlining step-by-step
high-level instructions, and (iii) developing Python code
implementation. This process integrates analysis, creative
problem-solving, and rigorous coding. We employ two
agents for this purpose: the solution proposer A, and the
solution engineer A,. (see Fig. 4). The solution proposer
A, begins by reviewing existing solutions and generating
a novel approach with clear, high-level instructions, result-
ing in the ANALYSIS and THOUGHT sections of the out-
put. Following this, the solution engineer A, builds on the
instructions provided to produce executable Python code,
documented in the ACTION section. Together, the ANAL-
YSIS, THOUGHT, and ACTION sections form a compre-
hensive solution for further review. Please refer to the sup-
plementary materials for output examples.

Solution Committee Team. The Solution Committee over-
sees the quality and robustness of the generated solutions.
Its main objectives are to verify that each solution meets
predefined requirements, ensure code correctness and func-
tionality, and check for redundancy with existing solutions.
A significant challenge is validating code logic beyond mere
error-free execution. Therefore, we introduce a code debug-
ger that analyzes intermediate results. Additionally, with
the code executor, we can provide the committee with in-
termediate outputs, enabling a detailed, step-by-step review
of the logic. As shown in Fig. 4, we introduce two addi-
tional agents with specific roles: a requirement checker and
a code checker. The requirement checker evaluates whether
the solution aligns with the specified requirements. Mean-
while, the code checker assesses both intermediate and final
execution results to verify the accuracy and logical sound-
ness of the code. In the final stage, the repetition checker

ensures that the proposed solution doesn’t duplicate any ex-
isting solutions in the current solution pool. If the logic of
proposed solution matches an existing one, it rejects the so-
lution to avoid redundancy in the solution pool. Please refer
to the supplemental for output examples.

Conversation between solution proposer and commit-
tee. The interaction between the Solution Proposing and
Solution Committee Teams refines solutions iteratively, as
depicted in Fig. 4. As mentioned in the prior work [16],
a multi-agent conversation framework enhances reasoning
and improves solution accuracy. However, excessive iter-
ations can lead to error propagation. To address this, we
require each committee member to deliver a decision at ev-
ery iteration, either accepting or rejecting the solution with
feedback. If all committee members accept the solution, the
iteration concludes. Recognizing that convergence is some-
times challenging, we enforce a maximum number of itera-
tions. At the end of the conversation, if the final solution is
not redundant (as confirmed by the repetition checker), the
most recent iteration’s solution is preserved.

3.4. Metric Router

After model routing, we are able to collect a pool of diverse
solutions, S = {s1,52,...,8m} (see Fig. 2). The evalu-
ation router further assesses these solutions, resulting in a
set &€ = {(p1,¢1), (p2,¢2)s - - (Pm, Cm ) }» Where p; and ¢;
represent the performance and computation cost of the i-th
solution in §. We introduce an evaluation router, similar
to the solution router, which uses the multimodal LLM’s
reasoning to select the right metric based on the user’s task
and the format of ground truth and predictions. Once the
metric is chosen, we can proceed with performance testing
and evaluation, estimating both the performance and cost
of each solution. The user can also supply a custom met-
ric rendering evaluation router unnecessary; however, the
choice of the metric may not itself be trivial for a naive user.

Input Structure. We again use MLLM (i.e., GPT-4) as the
router to select metrics for evaluation. Below, we detail the
input prompt for the router, comprising of task-agnostic:

* Metric Definitions: Provides details for each metric in
the metric pool, including use cases, input arguments, re-
turn arguments, and examples.

and user-derived task-specific instructions:

e Task Instances: Similar to the solution router, this in-
cludes task instructions and n example instances sampled
from the target task, along with ground truth answers and
predictions from the solutions.

Performance and Computation Cost Curve. For each
proposed solution, we apply the aforementioned metric
routing. Once a metric is selected, we first choose larger test
cases from the user-provided task. As shown in Fig. 2, we



Method Depth  Spatial ~ Jigsaw Vis Sem. Art Count Fun. Local. Multi- Refl. Fore. 1Q Sim.
COIT. Corr. Corr. view
Open-source multimodal LLMs
OpenFlamingo-v2 [5] 54.0 434 473 25.6 30.2 52.1 21.7 36.2 52.0 414 433 15.9 23.3 55.2
InstructBLIP-7B [14] 51.6 56.6 52.7 30.8 30.9 479 29.2 239 44.8 58.7 29.9 29.6 233 46.3
InstructBLIP-13B [14] 51.6 65.7 52.7 29.7 32.4 50.4 30.8 22.3 52.0 54.1 46.3 13.6 26.0 46.3
CogVLM [55] 50.8 67.1 52.7 20.9 23.6 49.6 46.3 239 432 57.1 26.9 24.2 26.7 46.3
LLaVA-v1.5-7B [35] 52.4 61.5 11.3 25.6 23.0 47.9 433 21.5 48.8 49.6 36.6 28.0 24.0 46.3
LLaVA-v1.5-13B [35] 53.2 67.8 58.0 29.1 324 479 50.0 20.8 472 414 45.5 27.3 28.0 46.3
Ours (LLaVA-7B) 51.6 78.8 56.7 33.1 324 54.7 412 21.5 56.6 55.6 37.0 26.5 23.3 58.5
Ours (LLaVA-13B) 58.1 69.9 64.0 34.3 34.5 58.1 472 239 51.6 51.1 45.1 26.5 28.0 459
API-based models

Qwen-VL-Max [7] 58.9 71.6 33 22.7 29.3 37.6 55.8 28.5 49.6 53.4 49.3 47.7 22.0 51.5
Gemini Pro [20] 50.0 67.1 54.0 37.2 22.1 49.5 65.0 32.3 46.4 414 46.3 455 27.3 559
Claude 3 OPUS [4] 57.3 57.3 32.7 31.4 20.7 60.7 49.2 223 46.4 57.9 27.6 62.1 21.3 70.6
GPT-40 [42] 74.2 69.2 55.3 75.0 54.0 82.9 51.7 39.2 56.0 60.2 38.8 85.6 30.0 65.4
GPT-40 (+ SoM + orig.)T 75.0 82.5 - - - - - - - - - - - -

GPT-40 (+ Visprog) 46.8 37.8 5 = s . = 5 = s = = 5 =

GPT-40 (+ Sketchpad) 839t g1t 707" 0.8t 583" 77.19*  667*  421* 654  456°  33.1*  79.0°  22.8%  84.2%
Ours (GPT-40) ‘ 80.3 81.8 75.3 85.5 58.3 83.0 61.7 55.4 59.0 60.2 35.1 84.8 28.7 753

Table 1. Quantitative results.

Experimental results on the BLINK benchmark [19]. T denotes results from the previous work [26], and *

represents results collected via official codebase. The best result is highlighted in Bold and the second underlined.

Model Avg. Scene Id Attri. Locat.
InstructBLIP [14] 51.5 58.9 49.7 61.7 35.1
LLaVA-v1.5-7B [35] 57.7 63.7 62.4 66.7 51.3
MiniGPT-4 [63] 459 56.3 49.2 45.8 37.9
OpenFlamingo [5] 36.1 46.7 423 31.7 334
Qwen-VL-Chat [7] 50.9 56.5 47.6 54.8 46.9
CogVLM [55] 424 51.7 43.5 38.9 33.8
InternLM [62] 69.2 77.5 73.5 74.8 65.4
GPT-40 [42] 75.6 71.3 79.7 79.2 71.0
Ours (GPT-40) 75.8 78.3 78.3 79.7 70.1
Model Count. Spatial Inter. Reason. Text
InstructBLIP [14] 58.1 34.9 47.4 55.9 61.4
LLaVA-v1.5-7B [35] 60.2 38.5 47.4 59.8 69.0
MiniGPT-4 [63] 45.3 32.6 474 57.1 41.8
OpenFlamingo [5] 274 29.8 29.9 47.7 35.6
Qwen-VL-Chat [7] 54.2 40.3 55.7 55.0 474
CogVLM [55] 29.4 33.6 454 535 515
InternL.M [62] 65.8 57.5 71.1 75.8 61.2
GPT-40 [42] 68.1 63.8 78.6 81.2 69.8
Ours (GPT-40) 67.7 62.8 80.6 84.5 69.9

Table 2. Quantitative results on Seedbench [31].

then perform evaluations, recording both performance and
computation cost, and generate a plot. This allows users to
select solutions based on their preferences. Please see sup-
plemental for further discussion on metric routing.

4. Experiments

Datasets and Evaluation To verify the effectiveness of
MMFactory, we conduct experiments on two benchmarks:
BLINK [19] and Seedbench [31], and compare our model
against previous works. These benchmarks contain various
tasks covering visual perception and spatial understanding.
BLINK includes 14 visual perception tasks with a total of
3,807 multiple-choice questions, while SeedBench covers
9 classical spatial understanding tasks with a total of 14k
image-QA pairs, including scene understanding, instance
interaction, and visual reasoning. There are some overlap-

ping tasks between the two benchmarks; however, the main
difference is that BLINK focuses on evaluating visual per-
ception, where tasks are designed to be solvable by humans
at a glance while hard to answer correctly for MLLMs. In
contrast, SeedBench emphasizes models’ visual spatial un-
derstanding, involving complex tasks with small objects or
intricate descriptive prompts. For evaluation, since the tasks
in these datasets are single-choice questions, we follow their
protocol by using GPT to map the open-form predictions
from MLLMs to the fixed set of choices and perform string
matching to report accuracy for each task.

4.1. Quantitative Analysis

In this subsection, we evaluate the effectiveness and perfor-
mance of our MMFactory. Note that, to ensure a fair com-
parison with previous SoTA models, we fix the multimodal
LLMs to the same ones used in the compared methods for
quantitative evaluation. For vision models, we use exactly
the same models as those employed in the prior work on
Visual Sketchpad [26].

Can MMFactory propose effective solutions? To verify
this point, we conducted experiments on BLINK and Seed-
Bench, reporting performance using three different multi-
modal LLMs (i.e., LLaVA-7B, LLaVA-13B, and GPT-40)
as fixed MLLMs. The results are shown in Tables | and
2. Our method demonstrates its ability to propose useful
solutions with either comparable or improved performance
relative to its own base model. Notably, with the routing ap-
proach, very significant performance boosts are observed in
certain tasks, such as function correspondence (+15% over
GPT-40) and jigsaw solving (+20% over GPT4o0), spatial
understanding (+17% over LLaVA-7B), and jigsaw again
(4+6% over LLaVA-13B). Consistent performance improve-
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def sol_O(prompt, image_1):

# Step 1: Parse the prompt
objects_info = llama(f

{prompt}.

)

# Step 2: Construct the enhanced prompt
enhanced_prompt = f"{prompt}

{objects_info}

# Step 3: Use the VLM to analyze the image

def sol_1(prompt, image_1):
# Step 1: Parse the objects from the prompt
object_names = llama(f’
{prompt}

)

# Step 2: Detect the objects in the image

objects = [name.strip() name
object_names.split(",")]

img, image_boxes = ground_dino(image_1, objects)

# Step 3: Prepare the prompt for the VLM
prompt +=

+ str(image_boxes)
prompt +=

# Step 4: Verify the spatial relationship using VLM
response = LLaVA_7B(prompt, image_1)
return response

Execution results:

>>> print(object_names)
laptop, person

>>> print(objects)

” ou

[“laptop”, “person”]

>>> display(img)

>>> print(image_boxes)

def sol_4(prompt, image_1):
# Step 1: Parse the objects of interest
objects_of_interest = llama(...)
objects_list = [obj.strip() obj
objects_of_interest.split(",") if obj.strip()]
# Step 2: Use sliding window detection
all_possible_boxes = []
obj in objects_list:
possible_patches, possible_boxes =
sliding_window_detection(image_1, [obj])
all_possible_boxes.append(possible_boxes[0])

# Step 3: Prepare the prompt
prompt += (

[[0.6208, 0.5451, 0.7514, 0.7983],
[0.7446, 0.8226, 0.3865, 0.3487]]

>>> print(prompt)

Is the laptop touching the person?
Select from the following choices.
(A) yes(B) no

Here are the bounding boxes of
the objects for reference:
[[0.6208, 0.5451, 0.7514, 0.7983],
[0.7446, 0.8226, 0.3865, 0.3487]]
The image's origin is ... . Bounding
boxes follow the format [x, y, w, h]
... width and height, respectively.

response = LLaVA_13B(enhanced_prompt,
image_1)

return response return response

# Step 4: Verify the spatial relationship using VLM
response = InternVL(prompt, image_1)

>>> print(response)
(A)

Figure 5. Qualitative examples of MMFactory. MMFactory showcases its abilities to use and combine models by automatically con-
structing better prompts for MLLMs (in Sol 0) and developing solutions with similar logic but utilizing stronger models (in ).

ments are also seen on SeedBench, particularly for multi-
instance understanding tasks like instance interaction and
reasoning, with a &~ 3% increase, verifying the effective-
ness of our proposed solution router.

Comparison with augmented frameworks for MLLMs
We further compare our framework with other augmen-
tation frameworks for MLLMs, such as SoM [58], Vis-
prog [22], and Visual Sketchpad [26]. Visual Sketch-
pad [26] allows LMs to adjust their solution based on in-
termediate visual results from other tools. To demonstrate
that our solution proposer with multi-agent cooperation can
produce better solution plans than Visual Sketchpad, we
fixed the visual tools and the LM as used in their approach
and reported the performance of our proposed solutions in
Table 1. Benefiting from multi-agent cooperation, our ap-
proach achieves comparable or better performance than the
previous SoTA, highlighting the effectiveness of the solu-
tion proposer. Most importantly, our proposed solutions are
general and not limited to specific samples within the task.
As aresult, we significantly reduce the API calling cost; see
Figure 7 for more details. Last but not least, comparing with
previous visual programming work of Visporg, we achieve
+ =~ 30% over depth and spatial tasks, demonstrating our
approach can propose a stronger pre-defined solution.

Model ‘ Acc  Errorrate  Avg. # sols
Full model 50.5 0.0 3.0
(-) code debugger 40.0 1.7 2.8
(-) code checker 333 20.8 3.0
(-) requirement checker | 48.1 0.5 2.4
(-) repetition checker 40.5 17.8 2.0

Table 3. Ablation. of significance of multi-agent conversation.

4.2. Qualitative Analysis

Fig. 5 shows qualitative examples of our proposed MM Fac-
tory. It samples a few examples from a given task, defined
by the user’s constraints and task details (e.g., image and
prompt), and passes them to MMFactory. The “solution
proposer” then generates a pool of robust solutions for the
task. Simultaneously, the “metric router” generates a per-
formance curve showing the trade-off between time cost
and accuracy based on selected metrics (e.g. GPTScore).
Unlike existing methods, our approach generates a solution
pool from which users can choose the best option based on
their constraints. Additionally, our framework provides so-
lutions tailored to the entire task, rather than to individual
samples. Additional examples are provided in supplement.

4.3. Model Analysis

Ablation studies of the multi-agent corporation. In the
solution router, we leverage multi-agent conversation to im-
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Figure 6. Ablation. Performance analysis with iteration. Lines
in different colors represent different runs. Red cross denotes the
highest performance in the run.

prove the quality and robustness of the generated solutions.
We conduct ablation studies on the multi-agent compo-
nent of the proposer to verify this, with the results shown
in Tab. 3. Specifically, we run the solution router on the first
five tasks (listed in Tab. 1) in the BLINK dataset, with three
runs per task, each allowing a max of six conversation iter-
ations. Without the code debugger, the code checker cannot
access the intermediate results of the solution, resulting in
a significantly performance accuracy drop of 10%. With-
out the code checker, there is no feedback on execution
results, which not only reduces the performance but also
substantially increases the error rate during solution execu-
tion. Furthermore, after ablating the requirement checker,
we observe both performance and solution correctness de-
grade compared to the full model. Lastly, without the rep-
etition checker, the average number of proposed solutions
decreases significantly by 33%, verifying the effectiveness
of the repetition checker in enhancing solution diversity.

Routing time and API calling cost. In our solution router,
agents iteratively converse to generate the final solutions.
As the number of existing solutions in the pool grows, the
router may take more time to propose a novel solution.
Therefore, we further investigate the routing time cost with
varying numbers of solutions in the pool. The average time
cost per solution and per iteration is reported in Fig. 7 (top).
We observe that the time cost per solution increases as the
number of existing solutions grows. We assume this is due
to the increasing complexity of the task, requiring the router
to utilize the maximum number of iterations to derive the fi-
nal solution. On average, it takes approximately 8 minutes
to generate a solution. Notably, since the generated solu-
tions are applicable to all samples within a task, we only
need to perform solution routing once per task, rather than
for each sample. We compare execution and routing costs
with Visual Sketchpad in Fig. 7 (bottom). Execution cost
refers to the time from input prompt to final answer, while
routing cost is the time spent coordinating tools (execution
time minus tool-calling time). One can find that with the
pre-planned solutions, our execution cost is lower. Addi-

Avg time cost per solution . 250
avg time cost per solu
o P00| G Ne Cost per Heration - 225 g
& ]
5 400 s 200 ¢
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Model Execution cost (sec) | Routing cost (sec)
ode - :
Mean Variance Mean Variance
Sketchpad [26] | 19.96 43.86 18.20 30.90
Ours 9.74 29.43 =~ 0.00 =~ 0.00

Figure 7. Computational time. Solution generation cost plot
(top). Average execution and routing cost per sample (bottom).

Vis. Sem.
Corr. Corr.
Sketchpad [26] | 0.211 0.232 0.224  0.281 0.230
Ours 0.064 0.045 0.041 0.034 0.058

Model Depth  Spatial ~ Jigsaw

Table 4. API calling cost analysis per 10 samples (in USD).

tionally, as the proposed solutions are reusable across all
task instances, routing cost per sample is nearly zero, sig-
nificantly less than the on-line routing in previous work.
Furthermore, as we use a GPT model for the solution
router, we report the average API cost and compare it with
previous work, Visual Sketchpad [26] (see Tab. 4). A key
benefit of our approach is that we perform routing only for a
few runs, with the produced solution applicable to all sam-
ples, significantly reducing the cost. In contrast, Sketchpad
requires an API call for every sample, resulting in almost
five times the cost of our approach on the BLINK dataset.

Best answer happen in which run progressive perfor-
mance analysis. In the solution router, we set a maximum
number of conversation iterations for the multi-agent co-
operation. As mentioned in previous studies [16], multi-
agent conversation or debate can lead to error propagation,
reducing performance after multiple iterations. To inves-
tigate this, we conducted experiments to analyze perfor-
mance as the number of iterations increased, with results
shown in Fig. 6. Specifically, we randomly selected 10 tasks
from the BLINK dataset and ran our solution router to gen-
erate solutions, setting the maximum number of iterations
to six. As shown in the figure, we observe that solutions
with the best performance occur around 2—4 iterations.

5. Conclusion

Selecting the right multimodal LLM for a task can be diffi-
cult, especially without domain-specific knowledge or clear
user requirements. In this paper, we present a framework
to help users select the most suitable solution from a so-
lution pool for a given tasks based on their specific con-
straints. Our approach uses a multi-agent debate mecha-
nism to generate robust and well-reasoned solution. Unlike



sample-specific solutions, our framework provides guid-
ance that applies broadly across all examples for a given
task. Through extensive experiments, we demonstrate that
our method outperforms current state-of-the-art approaches.
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