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Abstract—Large language models (LLMs) face significant
challenges in specialized domains like telecommunication (Tele-
com) due to technical complexity, specialized terminology, and
rapidly evolving knowledge. Traditional methods, such as scaling
model parameters or retraining on domain-specific corpora, are
computationally expensive and yield diminishing returns, while
existing approaches like retrieval-augmented generation, mixture
of experts, and fine-tuning struggle with accuracy, efficiency, and
coordination. To address this issue, we propose Telecom mixture
of models (TeleMoM), a consensus-driven ensemble framework
that integrates multiple LLMs for enhanced decision-making
in Telecom. TeleMoM employs a two-stage process: proponent
models generate justified responses, and an adjudicator finalizes
decisions, supported by a quality-checking mechanism. This ap-
proach leverages strengths of diverse models to improve accuracy,
reduce biases, and handle domain-specific complexities effectively.
Evaluation results demonstrate that TeleMoM achieves a 9.7%
increase in answer accuracy, highlighting its effectiveness in
Telecom applications.

Index Terms—Telecommunication, mixture of models, artificial
intelligence, large language model, model ensemble.

I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid evolution of large language models (LLMs) has
revolutionized natural language processing, enabling unprece-
dented capabilities in reasoning, knowledge synthesis, and
problem-solving. However, specialized domain like telecom-
munications (Telecom) domain presents unique challenges for
LLMs due to its highly technical content, specialized termi-
nology, and rapidly evolving knowledge base [1]–[3]. Yet,
even state-of-the-art models exhibit limitations in handling
Telecom knowledge base, where expertise demands precise
integration of technical standards, academic research, and
practical implementation [4]. Traditional approaches, which
rely on scaling model parameters or retraining on domain-
specific corpora, face prohibitive computational costs and
diminishing returns. Moreover, running state-of-the-art LLMs
locally requires expensive high-end computing workstations,
while reliance on model-as-a service providers raises concerns
about data security and service reliability.

These limitations underscore the urgent need for resource-
efficient alternatives. Recent studies have explored several ap-
proaches to address this challenge, such as retrieval-augmented
generation (RAG) [5], mixture of experts (MoE) [6] and fine-

tuning [7]. RAG enhances LLM performance by incorporating
an external retrieval mechanism that fetches relevant docu-
ments or structured data before generating a response [5].
Since RAG does not require full-scale model retraining, it
provides an efficient way to enhance LLM responses with
domain expertise. However, naive RAG pipelines may fall
short in managing complex technical standards due to lim-
itations in retrieval accuracy and contextual integration [8].
MoE is another promising approach by dynamically selecting
a subset of neural networks for each query, thus reducing
the overall processing load while improving domain-specific
expertise [6]. However, MoE architectures pose challenges in
model coordination, expert selection, and training complexity,
particularly in Telecom applications where accurate handling
of Telecom-specific queries depends on precise model routing
and domain awareness. Fine-tuning involves training a existing
LLM on domain-specific datasets to enhance its expertise in
a particular field [7]. However, this approach entails signif-
icant computational costs, making it financially prohibitive,
especially in rapidly evolving domains such as telecommu-
nications. Furthermore, fine-tuning is highly contingent upon
the availability of large, high-quality, domain-specific datasets.
There is also the potential risk of overfitting, wherein the
model becomes excessively specialized in the fine-tuning data,
leading to a degradation of its general reasoning abilities and a
diminished capacity to perform in scenarios not encompassed
by the fine-tuning dataset. Currently, there are no effective
solutions that adequately address these challenges.

At the same time, different LLMs inherently possess unique
strengths on different section of specialized domain like Tele-
com [9]. For example, some may excel in protocol standard
understanding, while others in signal processing theory or
network optimization. However, their fragmented expertise
remains underutilized in isolation. This suggests an untapped
opportunity by utilizing the intelligence and expertise of a mix-
ture of models (MoM) by strategically blending their output
through a framework that transcends individual capabilities.

To address this gap, we propose Telecom MoM (TeleMoM),
a consensus-driven ensemble framework that integrates diverse
LLMs for Telecom decision-making. TeleMoM operates in
two stages: proponents generate responses with justifications,
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while an adjudicator evaluates and finalizes the decision. Ad-
ditionally, we introduce a quality-checking and self-evaluation
mechanism to enhance output reliability. By leveraging multi-
ple models, TeleMoM enhances accuracy, mitigates biases, and
effectively handles domain-specific complexities. This struc-
tured approach improves interpretability and trustworthiness.
In evaluations, TeleMoM increases answer accuracy score by
9.7%, demonstrating its effectiveness.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section
II presents the problem formulation, then Section III introduces
the design of TeleMoM. Section IV presents experimental
results demonstrating the effectiveness of TeleMoM. Finally,
section V concludes this paper.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

The Telecom domain presents unique challenges for existing
single general-propose LLM approaches due to its highly
technical and expertise content [10]. Current strategies for
domain adaptation each have drawbacks when applied to
Telecom tasks. These methods usually require the use of single
large general-purpose model to achieve high performance,
leading to issues such as increased computational overhead.
Moreover, both approaches still rely on internal reasoning of
a single model, making them susceptible to hallucinations and
limited by the inherent biases.

Given these limitations, there is a clear need for a more
robust solution. Instead of relying on a single model pipeline,
we formulate the problem as an ensemble task. The research
problem can be stated as: How can we design an ensemble of
multiple LLMs that collaboratively yields accurate and robust
solutions for Telecom tasks, surpassing the performance and
domain coverage of any individual model? In other words, we
seek an ensemble-based solution that mitigates single-model
weaknesses such as limited knowledge or risk of errors by
combining the strengths of diverse models.

Formally, consider a question query x in the Telecom
domain (e.g., a question about network configurations, a user
issue description, or a technical standard lookup). We employ
a set of N LLMs {M1,M2, · · · ,MN} as proponents. Each
proponent can produce a candidate response (yi, ri) = Mi(x),
where yi is the proposed answer, and ri is the reason of the
answer proposed that the proponent i give. Let the ground
truth answer to the query be y∗. Our objective is to coordinate
these multiple proposals in such a way that the final output y
approaches y∗ as closely as possible across a wide range of
Telecom-related queries.

To achieve this, we introduce an adjudicator A(·) which is
itself an LLM. After receiving the query x and all the propo-
nent outputs {(y1, r1), (y2, r2), · · · , (yN , rN )}, the adjudicator
A produces the final answer, denoted as

y = A(x, (y1, r1), (y2, r2), · · · , (yN , rN )). (1)

Finally, we introduce a evaluation mechanism S(y, y∗) that
scores the final output y based on its similarity with ground
truth y∗, and the entire problem could be presented as

maxS(y, y∗). (2)
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Fig. 1. The TeleMoM architecture.

This formulation sets the stage for a structured ensemble
approach, where multiple LLMs collaboratively refine and
validate answers to enhance accuracy, robustness, and domain
coverage.

III. CONSENSUS-DRIVEN MIXTURE OF MODELS FOR
TELECOM KNOWLEDGE

In this section, we describe how TeleMoM is designed,
how it manages the interactions among models, and why this
ensemble approach significantly improves resilience, accuracy,
and domain coverage in Telecom applications.

A. Mixture of Models Structure in TeleMoM

TeleMoM is based on the MoM paradigm, where multiple
models with different specializations collaborate to provide
robust and accurate answers. The key advantage of MoM in
TeleMoM is its ability to systematically integrate knowledge
from various knowledge bases and sources across the models.
By structuring interactions between different models, Tele-
MoM mitigates single-model failure points and ensures that
decisions are made based on a broader knowledge spectrum.

The proposed TeleMoM framework consists of two primary
components, an advisory committee and an adjudicator model,
which are arranged in an ensemble architecture presented
in Fig. 1, and example prompts for the proponents and the
adjudicator can be found in Appendix A.

• The advisory committee consists of multiple LLMs,
referred to as proponents, each attempt to solve the
query potentially from their respective knowledge bases
or domains of expertise.

• The adjudicator is also a LLM responsible for evaluating
and synthesizing responses from the advisory committee.
It determines the most accurate, reliable, and compre-
hensive final answer by either selecting the best response
or integrating multiple responses. The adjudicator works
without additional fine-tuning.

B. Proponent–Adjudicator Interaction

1) Parallel Query to Proposers: When a Telecom-related
query x is received, TeleMoM initiates its workflow by dis-
tributing x to all N proponents in the advisory committee
in parallel (or in sequence when the computing resource



is limited, since all proponents work independently). Each
proponent Mi, which may be a general LLM, a Telecom-
specialized LLM, or an LLM with RAG, receives specific
instructions to produce high-quality response for the adju-
dicator from a instructor. Each proponent then generates an
output pair (yi, ri) = Mi(x), where yi represents the candidate
response and ri provides supporting rationale or references.
An automatic check is performed after the proponents provide
their responses, evaluating the quality of the response (eg.
format, length, completeness, etc.). If a response does not
meet predefined criteria, the proponent is required to redraft
and resubmit its answer before proceeding to the next stage.
As an optional feature, we introduce a confidence leveling
mechanism from the inspiration of [11]. Each proponent can
also provide a score indicating its certainty in the response,
which is later categorized into high, medium, or low level
based on a threshold. This iterative mechanism ensures that
each candidate response adheres to high-quality standards
before being forwarded to the adjudicator.

2) Adjudication of Candidate Outputs: All candidate out-
puts (y1, r1), (y2, r2), . . . , (yN , rN ) are sent along with the
original query x to the adjudicator. The adjudicator evaluates
these responses by cross-referencing and comparing them.
If a consensus emerges among the proponents, i.e. multiple
proponents provide highly similar responses, the adjudicator
selects the best single answer. Alternatively, if the responses
vary significantly, the adjudicator synthesizes a composite
response by holistically considering the reasoning provided
by the advisory committee and making its own judgment.
As an optional feature, if major discrepancies exist, or weak
consensus among proponents exist, the adjudicator may flag
uncertainty by giving low or medium confidence levels fol-
lowing a similar mechanism in proponents.

3) Decision and Final Output: Upon completing the adju-
dication process, the adjudicator produces the final response y.
Depending on the nature of the query, the adjudicator may also
append relevant references, explanations, or justifications to
support its decision. Depending on the nature of the query, the
adjudicator may also append relevant references, explanations
from the advisor committee, or justifications to support its
decision. The final answer is then presented to the user in a
structured and interpretable format. In cases where confidence
levels are low or ambiguity remains, the adjudicator may
flag the response for further human verification or provide
alternative perspectives for the consideration of the user.

IV. EVALUATION RESULTS

In this section, we provide a comprehensive evaluation of
the proposed TeleMoM framework across various Telecom-
related topics. Evaluation is performed using the TeleQnA
dataset [12], a corpus of 10,000 Telecom questions structured
into five major categories, detailed below:

• Standards Specifications: Detailed documents defining
technical standards for Telecom systems, sampled uni-
formly across standardization bodies.
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Fig. 2. TeleMoM vs. baseline models on accuracy score.
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• Standards Overview: Broader materials on summaries,
review publications, and white papers that offer a broad
perspective on Telecom standards beyond technical spec-
ifications.

• Research Publications: Technical insights derived from
research articles and open-access technical books, with
questions that require LLMs to demonstrate an in-depth
understanding of Telecom topics.

• Research Overview: Content derived from review and
survey publications that analyze and summarize research
findings in the field.

• Lexicon: A collection of technical terms extracted from
standards and research documents to assess the under-
standing of Telecom-specific terminology of the models.

In the evaluation, TeleMoM uses four open-source LLMs
as proponents: Qwen2.5-7B [13], Llama 3 [14], Mistral [15],
and Phi-4 [16]. Evaluation results of ChatGPT and Human
experts were drawn from [12]. For the evaluation, we use
Python 3.10 and SGLang [17] as inference framework. For the
adjudicator, we use Qwen2.5 series and use Qwen2.5-7B as the
default model. For clarity, we denote TeleMoM with Qwen2.5-
7B and Qwen2.5-72B adjudicator as TeleMoM-Qwen-7B and
TeleMoM-Qwen-72B, respectively.
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A. Comparison with Individual Models

To evaluate the effectiveness of TeleMoM, we compare
its performance against individual baseline models. The
results are illustrated in Fig. 2. It is demonstrated that
TeleMoM-Qwen-7B and TeleMoM-Qwen-72B, which incor-
porates Qwen-7B and Qwen-72B as adjudicators respectively,
achieve significant performance improvements. Specifically,
TeleMoM-Qwen-7B attains a average accuracy score of 74.70,
markedly surpassing Qwen-7B itself of 68.09, which is 9.7
% higher. Its performance is also comparable to Llama-
3.3-70B, which scores 75.96. Meanwhile, TeleMoM-Qwen-
72B achieves an even higher score of 77.13, outperforming
Qwen2.5-72B itself. This substantial improvement underscores
the benefits of integrating multiple specialized LLMs within
the TeleMoM framework. By leveraging the strengths and
sharing the knowledge base of different models, TeleMoM
enhances response accuracy beyond what individual models
can achieve independently.

Next, we analyze the performance of TeleMoM across the
five TeleQnA categories, as depicted in Fig. 3. The results
indicate that TeleMoM-Qwen-7B outperforms all compared
models in every category, even surpassing Phi-4 (14B param-
eters). Notably, all models achieve their highest performance in
the lexicon category and their lowest in standard specifications.
This trend may stem from the fact that standard specifications
require a high degree of specialized expertise and are less
connected to common knowledge. The performance gains
observed with TeleMoM confirm its ability to effectively con-
solidate insights from diverse LLMs, outperforming individual
models while maintaining efficient inference performance. Its
multi-model collaboration approach proves particularly advan-
tageous for tackling complex Telecom queries that demand
both high precision and deep contextual understanding. For a
detailed comparison of answer accuracy score across various
models and categories, please refer to Table I in Appendix B.

B. Evaluation with Different Size of Adjudicator

We further investigate the impact of adjudicator model
size on the performance of TeleMoM by experimenting with
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different model scales. With the default settings, we select the
Qwen-2.5 series spanning from Qwen2.5-3B to Qwen2.5-72B
ad adjudicators to analyze the relationship between adjudicator
size and the overall effectiveness of TeleMoM. The results
presented in Fig. 4 reveal varying levels of improvement
across different question categories. Among all categories,
standard overview exhibits the highest performance gain with
an increase of 5.1 points, while research overview improves by
3.65 points. This trend suggests that as the adjudicator scales
up, it becomes more proficient at analyzing and synthesizing
information from the advisory committee, leading to enhanced
decision-making accuracy. The observed gains across different
categories suggest that TeleMoM benefits from a hierarchical
reasoning process in which the adjudicator carefully weighs
diverse perspectives and resolves inconsistencies among pro-
ponents to reach well-informed decisions.

C. Evaluation Incorporating Confidence Levels

As an optional extension discussed in Section III-B, Tele-
MoM can incorporate confidence levels from proponents to
inform the adjudicator about their certainty in their responses.
Additionally, the adjudicator can flag responses as medium or
low confidence level when it detects significant disagreements
among proponents or notable discrepancies.

To evaluate this mechanism, we conducted an experiment
as follows. The adjudicator now receives confidence level
from the proponents and requested to flag its confidence on
its output. In this experiment, we employ Qwen2.5-72B as
the adjudicator. The results, illustrated in Fig. 5, show a
significant improvement in high-confidence categories. For
instance, in the standard specification category, responses
with high confidence achieved an average accuracy score
of 72.07, a substantial increase from the original accuracy
score of 66.45. This demonstrates that the confidence-aware
adjudication mechanism effectively identifies cases that may
require external verification or human review, enhancing the
reliability of the TeleMoM.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the TeleMoM framework was introduced
to tackle the challenges of applying LLMs to the Telecom
domain. A consensus-driven ensemble of multiple LLMs was
employed, enhancing accuracy and reliability in addressing
Telecom-related queries. Through evaluations, a 9.7% increase



in accuracy score was achieved, demonstrating the frame-
work’s effectiveness. The structured approach, integrating pro-
ponent models and an adjudicator, was shown to strengthen
interpretability and trustworthiness, marking a valuable ad-
vancement in LLM-driven Telecom knowledge applications.

APPENDIX A
EXAMPLE PROMPTS FOR THE PROPONENTS AND THE

ADJUDICATOR

The prompts for the proponents and adjudicator in Tele-
MoM are designed to guide their specific roles. We provide
example prompts for the proponents and adjudicator in Tele-
MoM in this appendix.

First, the prompt for the proponents are given. As do-
main experts, proponents are required to offer structured
and detailed answers in the required format. This promotes
consistency and clarity, allowing for efficient quality checks
and enabling the adjudicator to easily process and evaluate the
responses.

Example Prompt for the Proponents

You are an expert in an telecommunication technical
committee. Your role is to give suggestion to the
adjudicator who make final decisions.
Please provide the answers to the following telecom-
munications related questions. The questions will be in
a JSON format, the answers must also be in a JSON
format as follows:
[format requirement]
Question: [question description]

Next, we present the prompt for the adjudicator, which
emphasizes the need to analyze and synthesize responses
from multiple proponents. This structured approach helps the
adjudicator can make informed and accurate decisions based
on the provided responses and justifications.

Example Prompt for the Adjudicator

You are an expert in telecommunication field, good
at analyzing and giving answers to complicated ques-
tions.
Based on the information given below, answers the
question in the telecommunication field.
Question: [question description]
Answer by each model and reason:
[model 1 name]: [answer by model 1]
[reason 1]: [reason by model 1]
· · · · · ·
Analyse the information given, and give your answer.
Respond in JSON with the following structure:
[format requirement]

These examples serve as templates to demonstrate the
expected format and logic. In practice, prompt wording can

Table I
MODELS AVERAGE ACCURACY SCORE ACROSS TELEQNA CATEGORIES

Model Name Le RO RP SO SS Avg.

Llama-3.2-3B 67.94 59.29 57.77 52.38 45.51 55.30
Llama-3.1-8B 79.05 67.83 68.50 63.20 54.72 65.64
Llama-3.3-70B 88.60 78.70 78.33 76.50 64.43 75.96
Qwen2.5-3B 79.79 65.37 64.18 61.26 50.99 62.12
Qwen2.5-7B 82.36 69.55 70.71 67.84 57.34 68.09
Qwen2.5-72B 88.80 77.45 78.88 76.82 67.48 76.61
Mistral-7B-v0.3 68.00 60.15 58.87 54.20 46.07 56.56
Phi-4 82.77 72.68 74.67 69.86 60.30 71.38
ChatGPT-3.5 82.20 68.50 70.42 64.00 56.97 67.29
ChatGPT-4 86.80 76.25 77.62 74.40 64.78 74.91
Human 80.33 63.66 68.33 61.66 56.33 64.86

TeleMoM-Qwen-7B 86.60 76.85 77.84 74.40 62.65 74.70
TeleMoM-Qwen-72B 89.00 78.85 79.71 77.50 66.45 77.13

be adapted based on task complexity, domain specificity, or
model behavior. They are not intended as fixed designs but as
starting points for building more refined prompting strategies.

APPENDIX B
DETAILED BENCHMARKING RESULTS

We provide a detailed accuracy comparison for various
models across different categories discussed in Section IV-A,
as shown in Table I. For clarity, here we use Le, RO, RP,
SO, and SS to denote lexicon, research overview, research
publications, standard overview, and standard specifications,
respectively.

According to the result, model size has a notable impact
on performance, particularly in Le and SO. Larger models
like Llama-3.3-70B and Qwen2.5-72B outperform smaller
ones in these areas, indicating that larger models better grasp
specialized terminology and complex standards. This trend
continues with RP and RO where the larger models excel.
Smaller models tend to underperform in these categories,
struggling to process specialized knowledge. In SS, which
requires deep understanding of Telecom standards, large mod-
els such as TeleMoM-Qwen-72B excel. Smaller models like
Llama-3.2-3B fall behind, likely due to their reduced capacity
to handle technical intricacies. However, TeleMoM-Qwen-7B
stands out with an average accuracy improvement of 9.7%
over its baseline counterparts, showcasing the advantage of
using multiple models to synthesize responses and improve
overall accuracy. The results highlight that combining multiple
models within the TeleMoM framework leads to improved
performance in Telecom-related tasks.

APPENDIX C
VISUALIZATION OF AN ADJUDICATION EXAMPLE

To illustrate the TeleMoM workflow, we present a concrete
example. In this scenario, the TeleMoM models are given a
multiple choice question, and their suggested answers, along
with the reasoning behind each selection, are displayed in the



table. Among the models, all except Mistral-v0.3-7B recom-
mended selecting option 3, while Mistral-v0.3-7B chose option
4. Ultimately, the adjudicator aligned with the consensus of the
other three models.

Example Adjudication Process

Question:
What do multiple cooperative half-duplex (HD) eaves-
droppers do in UAV (Unmanned aerial vehicle) wire-
less communication systems? Option 1: They transmit
jamming noise to the legitimate receiver, option 2:
They intercept the confidential signals only, option
3: They transmit jamming noise and intercept the
confidential signals simultaneously, option 4: They
mimic a full-duplex eavesdropper without transmitting
jamming.
Qwen-2.5-7B: [Selected option 3]
Reason: In a cooperative half-duplex eavesdropping
scenario, the eavesdroppers not only intercept the
confidential signals for potential malicious use or
intelligence gathering, but they also transmit jamming
noise to interfere with the legitimate communication,
potentially harming the intended receiver’s reception
of the signal.
Phi-4 (14B): [Selected option 3]
Reason: Cooperative half-duplex eavesdroppers in
UAV communication systems often perform both jam-
ming and interception to disrupt the legitimate receiver
while capturing the confidential signals.
Llama-3.1-8B: [Selected option 3]
Reason: This is the correct option as multiple co-
operative half-duplex eavesdroppers are known to si-
multaneously transmit jamming noise and intercept
confidential signals in UAV wireless communication
systems.
Mistral-v0.3-7B: [Selected option 4]
Reason: Cooperative HD eavesdroppers in UAV com-
munication systems can both transmit jamming signals
to make it difficult for the legitimate receiver to receive
the signal and intercept the confidential signals to
gather information.
Adjudicator (Qwen-2.5-7B): [Selected option 3]
Reason: The majority of the models consistently select
option 3, indicating that multiple cooperative half-
duplex eavesdroppers in UAV wireless communication
systems both intercept confidential signals and transmit
jamming noise simultaneously. This dual-action ap-
proach disrupts legitimate communication while allow-
ing eavesdroppers to capture sensitive information. The
consensus among these models, alongside the detailed
reasoning provided, strongly suggests that option 3 is
the most accurate choice.
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