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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) are increas-
ingly employed for complex multi-step plan-
ning tasks, where the tool retrieval (TR) step is
crucial for achieving successful outcomes. Two
prevalent approaches for TR are single-step re-
trieval, which utilizes the complete query, and
sequential retrieval using task decomposition
(TD), where a full query is segmented into
discrete atomic subtasks. While single-step
retrieval lacks the flexibility to handle “inter-
tool dependency," the TD approach necessi-
tates maintaining “subtask-tool atomicity align-
ment," as the toolbox can evolve dynamically.
To address these limitations, we introduce the
Progressive Tool retrieval to Improve Planning
(ProTIP) framework. ProTIP is a lightweight,
contrastive learning-based framework that im-
plicitly performs TD without the explicit re-
quirement of subtask labels, while simultane-
ously maintaining subtask-tool atomicity. On
the ToolBench dataset, ProTIP outperforms the
ChatGPT task decomposition-based approach
by a remarkable margin, achieving a 24% im-
provement in Recall@K=10 for TR and a 41%
enhancement in tool accuracy for plan genera-
tion.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) (Brown et al.,
2020; Chowdhery et al., 2022; Ouyang et al.,
2022; Zhang et al., 2022; Zeng et al., 2022; Ope-
nAI, 2023b; Touvron et al., 2023; Bubeck et al.,
2023; Thoppilan et al., 2022) have witnessed re-
markable advancements in recent years, driven
by efficient pre-training on massive text datasets
and the application of sophisticated algorithms
like reinforcement learning from human feedback
(RLHF) (Ouyang et al., 2022) to better align these
models with human preferences. This progress has
unlocked emergent capabilities (Wei et al., 2022a)

*Equal contributions.

in LLMs, which can be further refined to enhance
their instruction-following abilities (Taori et al.,
2023; Chiang et al., 2023). Additionally, LLMs
have demonstrated the potential for in-context
learning (Brown et al., 2020; Xie et al., 2021; Min
et al., 2022) and chain-of-thought prompting (Wei
et al., 2022b; Kojima et al., 2022; Wang et al.,
2022), expanding their applicability across a wide
spectrum of application domains.

Harnessing the power of LLMs as language un-
derstanding agent (Shen et al., 2023a) to tackle
complex tasks has emerged as a burgeoning re-
search area. This endeavor presents a challenge
due to the inherent complexity of multi-step plan-
ning (Huang et al., 2022; Ahn et al., 2022; Singh
et al., 2022). To address this challenge, we em-
ploy a flexible planning framework that seamlessly
integrates an LLM with an external toolbox contain-
ing application specific atomic actions. The LLM
planner bridges the gap between natural language
instructions and executable actions by effectively
selecting appropriate APIs/tools from a curated
list presented in the LLM prompt. These tools
are retrieved using specialized techniques from the
external toolbox (Schick et al., 2023; Qin et al.,
2023a; Patil et al., 2023; Qin et al., 2023b; Shen
et al., 2023a). The terms tool and API are used
interchangeably throughout this paper.

Within multi-step planning framework with an
external toolbox, the tool retrieval (TR) step plays
a crucial role in determining the overall planner’s
performance. The TR step can be implemented
either as a single-step process utilizing the entire
query or as an iterative approach that decomposes
the query into individual atomic subtasks (Khot
et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2023). The single-step TR
approach, however, is unable to handle “inter-tool
dependency" in multi-step execution scenarios.
This limitation becomes evident, for instance,
when selecting between tool-A and tool-B, where
the choice depends on the successful execution
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of a previously chosen tool. In contrast, the
TD-based TR approach necessitates maintaining
the alignment between the exact subtask in
question and the appropriate tool to be used
from the employed toolbox version, thus creating
a “subtask-tool atomicity alignment," problem
when training the planner. This dependency often
requires either frequent fine-tuning of lightweight
TD models or the utilization of an LLM, such as
ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2023a), for TD. Furthermore,
both these approaches operate within the text space,
making them susceptible to various issues such
as “out of vocabulary" tokens, which can hinder
accurate semantic representation of the subtasks
and ultimately impact the planner’s performance.

To overcome these limitations, we introduce the
Progressive Tool retrieval to Improve Planning
(ProTIP) framework. Our TR strategy draws inspi-
ration from advancements in the word embedding
literature, where prior works (Mikolov et al., 2013a;
Pennington et al., 2014; Levy and Goldberg, 2014)
have shown the effectiveness of representing se-
mantic relationships between words by embedding
them in a vector space. Extending this concept
to complex queries and tools, we leverage task-
specific fine-tuning to achieve our progressive TR
requirements.

ProTIP initially encodes the given query and tool
descriptions to minimize the Euclidean distance
between relevant tools corresponding to the first
subtask and the query in a semantic space, without
explicitly performing task decomposition. Subse-
quently, the ProTIP module iteratively transforms
the query embedding by subtracting previously re-
trieved tool description embedding from the query
embedding. The resultant embedding from this
iterative subtraction aligns more closely in seman-
tic space with a natural language query formed
by eliminating previously executed subtasks from
the full query, while focusing on the next most
important subtask to be executed out of the remain-
ing ones. ProTIP is fine-tuned using contrastive
loss to learn embeddings with above-mentioned
characteristics, more details in section 3.1. As a
consequence, ProTIP provides flexibility by en-
abling incremental TR, while incorporating execu-
tion history (e.g., the previously selected tool and
execution result) without the overhead of maintain-
ing atomicity for the TD. The contributions of this
work are as follows:

• We introduce ProTIP, a novel progressive TR

framework, that efficiently performs TR for
complex requests involving inter-subtask de-
pendencies, while factoring in the execution
history, without requiring explicit TD.

• We comprehensively compare various TR
methods and their impact on LLM-powered
planning agents using the public ToolBench
dataset (Qin et al., 2023b).

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first
to establish that lightweight (non-LLM) fine-
tuning based tool retrieval approaches, such as
ProTIP, can outperform state-of-the-art LLM-
augmented approaches, such as ChatGPT-
based TD for TR.

2 Data

We evaluate the efficacy of ProTIP-based LLM-
Planner in generating step-by-step plans using the
ToolBench (Qin et al., 2023b) dataset, one of the
most extensive instruction-tuning dataset for tool
utilization, encompassing 16,000 tools and 49 cat-
egories. ToolBench includes 27,000 complex re-
quests, each of which may require the use of one
or more APIs/Tools to complete subtasks in a spe-
cific order. Each request is accompanied by tool
and plan labels, which represent a series of more
granular step-by-step instructions.

Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of the number
of tools required for each query, providing insights
into the complexity of requests within the dataset.
The analysis reveals that the maximum number of
subtasks in a query is 6. This information is utilized
to establish the upper bound for top-k in TR and
planner experiments, as detailed in section 3.2.

Figure 2 shows the distribution of input token
length to the planner in train and test sets. Notably,
12.25% (97 data points) of the test set and 12.30%
(9,070 data points) of the training set exceed the
context window size of 2048. This substantial pro-
portion of lengthy inputs is expected to cause trun-
cation, potentially hindering the model’s ability to
achieve optimal performance.

Figure 3 depicts the distribution of ground truth
tool IDs in the dataset. Notably, a significant pro-
portion of tool IDs fall within the range of 0 to
2000 for both the training and test sets. This imbal-
ance in tool representation could potentially bias
the model towards these more frequently appearing
tools.



Figure 1: Distribution of requests in the ToolBench training (left) and test (right) sets according to the number of
subtasks involved in each request.

Figure 2: Distributions of input token lengths for the planner in training (left) and test (right) data. The input consists
of the query, top-k retrieved tools, planner-specific prompts, and execution history.

Figure 3: Frequency distributions of ground truth tools in training (left) and test (right) sets. Tool names have been
converted to IDs for visualization clarity.

The ToolBench dataset was generated using
ChatGPT. As is typical with LLM-generated data
without access to additional knowledge, ToolBench

is susceptible to hallucinations (Bang et al., 2023).
An example of this can be seen in figure 4, where
the synthetic dataset contains the hallucinated tool



Figure 4: An example of tool hallucination in the Tool-
Bench dataset.

invalid_hallucination_function_name at second
and third steps. To address this issue, we removed
requests with imaginary tool annotations, which
are tools not included in the toolbox. Additionally,
we manually reviewed and corrected remaining
incorrectly extracted tools resulting from grammat-
ical errors in the generated labels. Following the
data cleaning process, the revised training and test
datasets comprised of 25,489 and 274 complex
requests, respectively. Using this dataset, we addi-
tionally performed TD using ChatGPT as described
in section 3.1. After filtering out outliers with in-
valid tasks, we end up with a dataset size of 25,124
training data points and 268 test data points, which
we use for all our experiments. The average num-
ber of subtasks in our final datasets is 2.934 (Std
Dev. = 1.417) for the training set and 2.955 (Std
Dev. = 1.39) for the test set.

3 Methodology

To evaluate the ProTIP framework for TR and plan-
ning tasks, we use both text-based and vector-based
search baselines, as well as a strong baseline of TD-
based planning, on the train and test splits from the
ToolBench dataset after the preprocessing step to
remove bad-quality data, as described in Section 2.
Figure 5 illustrates the our envisioned end-to-end
flow of ProTIP-based step-by-step planning.

3.1 Tool Retrieval
Tool Retrieval (TR) aims to identify the top-k most
suitable tools to empower the planner to effectively

execute all subtasks within a given complex request.
The toolbox T = {(t1, d1), (t2, d2), ..., (tn, dn)}
encompasses a collection of diverse tools ti with
predefined functionalities, captured in their tool
descriptions di. A primary objective of TR is to ex-
tract subtasks from a complex query that align with
the predefined functionalities of the tools, a concept
we refer to as subtask-tool atomicity alignment and
subsequently retrieve those tools.

When employing vector-based retrieval ap-
proaches, the toolbox T is typically represented
as a vector database. An encoder Ew(.) parameter-
ized on w produces tool description embeddings,
Ew(di), which are then stored. Either the same or
a query-specific encoder maps the complex query
q into an embedding Ew(q). A similarity mea-
sure, such as cosine similarity, between Ew(di)
and Ew(q) is used to retrieve the top-k tools.

This study utilizes a comprehensive suite of re-
trieval methods, encompassing both pretrained and
fine-tuned approaches, including our proposed Pro-
TIP method, to evaluate the effectiveness of differ-
ent TR strategies using the Recall@k metric.

BM25 The text-based retrieval baseline em-
ployed in this study is BM25 (Robertson et al.,
1995). To retrieve the top-k tools, we utilize the
full complex query q to compute BM25 scores for
each tool description di.

Semantic Search For vector-based search, we
utilize GTR-T5-XL (Ni et al., 2021) as the encoder
for both query q and tool descriptions di. The
cosine similarity measure cos_sim(q, di) is em-
ployed to select the top-K most relevant tools.

Task Decomposition based TR Task Decompo-
sition (TD) (Khot et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2023)
breaks down a complex query q into a set of sub-
queries {q1, q2, ..., qτ}, where τ denotes the num-
ber of subtasks embedded within q, and each qi
represents a subquery corresponding to the ith sub-
task of q.

The evaluation of TD-based retrieval involves
employing both BM25 and semantic search us-
ing GTR-T5-XL models. For each qi from TD,
we perform parallel retrieval using BM25 for text-
based retrieval and GTR-T5-XL for vector-based
retrieval. This results in the identification of top-k
tools specific to each qi. Subsequently, we employ
an interleaving strategy to determine the final top-
k tools for q. This approach of interleaving tools
with TD serves as a straightforward yet powerful



Figure 5: End-to-end processing of complex queries with ProTIP-based planning.

baseline. We opt for tool interleaving instead of
directly utilizing all subqueries simultaneously, as
the top-k tools obtained using the subquery set may
not align with the desired top-k tools, where each
subtask effectively covers relevant tools. We use
the ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2023a) model to generate
TD rewrites.

ProTIP We propose ProTIP, a progressive tool
retrieval strategy, where top-k tools specific to each
subtask are iteratively retrieved conditioned on ex-
ecution history while retaining the subtask order.
TD-based retrieval generates subtasks without fac-
toring in the execution history. While TD-based re-
trieval can be adapted to leverage execution history,
it still requires either an expensive pretrained LLM
powerful enough to generate high-quality rewrites,
or explicit task decomposition labels to fine-tune
a lightweight model to generate rewrites. In addi-
tion, the TD labels should also ensure subtask-tool
atomicity alignment is maintained.

Figure 6: ProTIP’s implicit learning mechanism for han-
dling complex queries. Initial retrieval selects the tool
relevant to the first subtask. Subsequently, the execution
history, encompassing the tool description and query, is
utilized to produce a resultant embedding E(q′2). This
embedding is specifically crafted to align with E(q2),
which represents the second subtask, without the need
for the subquery label q2.

ProTIP is a lightweight retrieval model which
does not require explicit labels. Instead of relying
on intermediate text representation, ProTIP directly
operates in the vector space by transforming in-
put embeddings to eliminate subtasks which are
already addressed.

Given a complex query q comprised of n sub-
tasks, let q1...qn denote queries that only capture
each subtask from 1...n. We use BERT-base-
uncased* model as the encoder for both q and
tool descriptions di, represented by Ew(.). For
each training batch of size b, we fine-tune Ew(.)
to always choose the ground-truth tool tpos1 corre-
sponding to subtask-1 by minimizing the distance
between dpos1 and q, while maximizing the dis-
tance between q and a set of randomly drawn nega-
tive examples, Tneg = {tneg1 , tneg2 , ..., tnegb−1

},
from irrelevant tools. For subsequent retrieval
steps, starting with subtask-2, we iteratively sub-
tract Ew(tpos1) to Ew(tposi) from Ew(q) to arrive
at an embedding that approximates a query q

′
that

only represents subtasks from i + 1 to n. This
operation directly results in implicit learning of
task decomposition while maintaining subtask-tool
atomicity without the need for explicit labels, as
depicted in Figure 6.

We use contrastive loss (Hadsell et al., 2006) to
fine-tune our retrieval which is suited for metric-
based learning. Given input pair with I1 and I2
inputs, contrastive loss encourages similar exam-
ples to be close, and dissimilar ones to have higher
distance of at least margin m from each other. We
define input I1 for query embedding as

I1 =

{
Ew(q), for initial retrieval.
Ew(q)−

∑
1≤i<n(Ew(di)), otherwise;

(1)
*https://huggingface.co/

bert-base-uncased

https://huggingface.co/bert-base-uncased
https://huggingface.co/bert-base-uncased


where
∑

represents element-wise vector sum. We
define tool description embedding* I2 as

I2 = Ew(dj+1), (2)

where j ≥ 0.
The margin-based contrastive loss function is

defined as

L =
1

2
lD2 +

1

2
(1− l){max(0,m−D)}2, (3)

where l is a binary label which indicates whether
the input pair consisting of the query I1 and tool
description I2 embeddings is a positive (l = 1) or
negative (l = 0) pair, m > 0 is the margin distance
for dissimilar pairs and we use 0.3. D is a distance
measure of choice and we use L2 norm between I1
and I2. Analogous to TD-based TR, we utilize a
tool interleaving strategy to identify the final top-K
tools for Recall@k evaluation.

3.2 Progressive Planning

To retrieve tools for the progressive planning task,
we employ the tool retrieval (TR) strategies pro-
posed in Section 3.1. We then perform supervised
fine-tuning of the OpenLLaMA-7B-v2 model (Tou-
vron et al., 2023; Geng and Liu, 2023; Computer,
2023), leveraging the HuggingFace Transformer
library (Wolf et al., 2019). The model operates
with a context window size of 2048 tokens. The
prompt provided to the model consists of a fixed
instruction, the complex request, and optional in-
formation such as the list of top-k API candidates
(along with their metadata) and the execution his-
tory. This combination generates multiple distinct
prompt variations.* In essence, our goal is to pre-
dict the next API to be executed in a multi-step plan
given an input prompt containing the instruction,
request, API candidates, and history. This requires
unrolling the original data to form a sequence of
prompts corresponding to each step in the plan.

Each interaction in the original data encom-
passes a natural language description of the full
query. Additionally, each interaction comprises a
total of p steps labeled assistant and f steps labeled
function, along with potential inputs from the user
labeled as user (we disregard system inputs). To
prepare training and testing data for the planner,

*While we use tool descriptions, any information that helps
predict the next tool could be used.

*Details in Appendix A.

we unroll each interaction into p distinct unrolled
data instances. Within each unrolled data instance,
the text generated by the assistant for that specific
step serves as the desired output, referred to as
the response, while the entire sequence of steps
preceding the current step constitutes the history.
As a general rule, we utilize the original full query
of the interaction as the request. In the event that
an input occurs amidst the steps, we simply append
it to the subsequent request segment. Notably, the
training and test data differ in terms of the tools
presented as API candidates in the input prompt.

Training: To provide the planner with a com-
prehensive set of potential tools, we utilize all p
ground truth tools identified in the original data’s
assistant steps as API candidates. The oracle TR
strategy employs the exact set of p ground truth
tools (p ≤ 6) required for the entire plan in the
prompt for each step, closely resembling a memo-
rization task. In contrast, top-k TR-based planners
augment the prompt with an additional (K - p)
randomly sampled tools for each step, where K
> p, alongside the p ground truth tools. This ap-
proach introduces an element of uncertainty and
challenges the planner to identify the most relevant
tool for the current step. To ensure the correct tool
is always present in the prompt, we maintain all
ground truth tools from the full plan during the
training of each step. This strategy guides the plan-
ner towards learning to select the most pertinent
tool for the current task. Balancing between the
LLM’s maximum context window size of 2048 and
the maximum value of p (6), we set k = 10 in our
experiments. To prevent the LLM from exploiting
the position of the correct tool, we randomize the
order of the tools presented in the prompt during
training and testing.

Testing: In the oracle TR strategy, we use ex-
actly p ground truth tools identified from the orig-
inal data’s assistant steps as API Candidates for
each step. This approach provides the Planner with
a complete set of the necessary tools for each step,
effectively making the task a tool selection prob-
lem. Conversely, for top-K TR-based planners, we
utilize the top-10 tools retrieved by the correspond-
ing algorithms, which may or may not include the
ground truth tool. Additionally, we employ tool
interleaving, where applicable.

Evaluation: While standard NLP metrics like
Exact Match (EM) * and ROUGELSum (Lin, 2004)

*https://github.com/huggingface/

https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate


are commonly used to assess the overall text qual-
ity of the generated plan, our primary focus is on
evaluating the LLM’s performance in selecting ap-
propriate tools. Therefore, we employ Tool Ac-
curacy (TA) and Tool Hallucination (TH) metrics,
specifically focusing on the API component of the
predicted output and disregarding the parameter
details.

4 Results

4.1 Tool Retrieval

For Recall@K, we start at K=6 given the maxi-
mum number of subtasks for a complex query in
the ToolBench dataset is 6, as described in Sec-
tion 2. Table 1 shows the recall of various retrieval
approaches for different values of K.

Method Recall@K

K=6 K=10 K=15 K=20

Full query based BM25 31.87 41 45.72 48.71
TD based BM25 41.26 47 50.70 54.74
Full query based SS 54.24 60.86 65.93 69.52
TD based SS 57.81 65.57 69.85 72.8
ProTIP 80.55 81.36 82.35 83.48

Table 1: Evaluation of various tool retrieval methods on
the ToolBench test set. “TD-based" methods use task
decomposition by ChatGPT and run retrieval in parallel
for all subtasks, arriving at the top-K tools through in-
terleaving. “SS" refers to Semantic Search.

Figure 7: A comparison of cosine similarity distribu-
tions between Semantic Search and Progressive Tool
Retrieval. Cosine similarity was computed between
ground-truth tool descriptions and complex queries from
the ToolBench test data.

evaluate

Vector-based retrieval methods surpass text-
based retrieval approaches, and TD-augmented
retrieval employing an interleaving tools strategy
demonstrates substantial gains over these baselines.
ProTIP outperforms the best-performing TD-based
retrieval method across all K values. As illustrated
in Figure 7, ProTIP’s utilization of contrastive
learning enhances the cosine similarity between
relevant tools and implicit subqueries. This im-
provement stems from iterative transformations per-
formed directly in vector space, circumventing the
requirement for intermediate text as in TD-based
approaches. Consequently, ProTIP acquires im-
plicit learning capabilities to predict the subsequent
subtask and relevant tool while preserving the sub-
task order. The effectiveness of the ProTIP frame-
work in handling queries characterized by complex
language phenomena, such as disfluency, remains
to be evaluated.

4.2 Progressive Planning

The progressive planning framework offers a mul-
titude of configurable options, encompassing the
prompt construction (with or without history, with
or without candidate tools, etc.) and the type of tool
metadata employed (e.g., tool name only versus
tool name and description). To provide a represen-
tative assessment of the progressive planning task,
we selected a subset of these configurations and
evaluated the performance of various TR strategies
on the preprocessed test set. The results are pre-
sented in Table 2. Settings 1-6 utilize various TR
strategies introduced in this paper, while settings
7-10 employ the oracle TR strategy. To ensure a
fair comparison with full-query-based TR strate-
gies, we adopted the interleaving strategy (detailed
in Section 3.1) for generating candidate tool sets
for progressive TR (PTR).

Oracle Planner: To assess the performance of
our proposed PTR-based fine-tuned planner, we es-
tablish a benchmark using several fine-tuned Oracle
planners. These Oracle planners utilize the com-
plete set of p ground truth (GT) tools, necessary for
executing the entire plan, in the prompt, mimicking
the Oracle TR algorithm. Setting 7-8 incorporates
a total of 10 tools, comprising p GT tools and (10 -
p) randomly sampled tools, while setting 9-10 em-
ploys precisely the p GT tools in the prompt. Set-
ting 9-10 can be considered a strong upper bound
achievable using Oracle TR for two reasons: a) the
input prompt contains all GT tools required for ex-

https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate
https://github.com/huggingface/evaluate


ID Tool Retrieval Setting Prompt EM RLSum TA (%) TH (%)
1 BM25 with full query [T+H] 0.0442 0.3672 14.77 12.37
2 SS with full query [T+H] 0.0619 0.4086 21.72 7.7
3 BM25 with TD query (Tool interleaving) [T+H] 0.053 0.39 16.29 8.96
4 SS with TD query (Tool interleaving) [T+H] 0.0833 0.4424 25.88 8.21
5 PTR (Tool interleaving) [T] 0.0543 0.4129 19.82 2.02
6 PTR (Tool interleaving) [T+H] 0.0896 0.4772 36.49 7.95
7 Oracle (GT + random tools) [T] 0.0896 0.5232 44.57 4.17
8 Oracle (GT + random tools) [T+H] 0.1805 0.6669 77.53 17.55
9 Oracle (only GT tools) [T] 0.2146 0.579 46.59 5.3
10 Oracle (only GT tools) [T+H] 0.3952 0.757 80.3 17.55

Table 2: Performance of progressive plan generation using various combinations of tool retrieval algorithms and
prompt generation strategies. The prompt may comprise solely the list of tools ([T]) or both history and tools
([T+H]). We present the results for scenarios where the prompt includes only the tool name as tool metadata. For a
given prompt setting (i.e., [T+H]), ProTIP consistently outperforms other baseline approaches, such as BM25 and
SS, both with and without task decomposition. A substantial 15.79% absolute improvement in Recall@10 between
TD-based SS and ProTIP translates to a 10.61% absolute increase in Tool Accuracy for the Planner, accompanied
by a 0.26% reduction in Tool Hallucination.

ecuting the entire plan, and b) the fine-tuned model
partially memorizes the tool selection process for
each step given a specific query. We believe this
represents an approximate upper bound on the per-
formance attainable by a fine-tuned LLM-Planner
employing the Oracle TR strategy, assuming the
TR step achieves 100% Recall for the tools required
for each step of the full query.

TR Planner: Consistently outperforming other
baselines like BM25 and SS, PTR demonstrates
superior performance under the [T+H] prompt set-
ting, regardless of whether TD is employed. This
superiority is further corroborated by the observed
correlation between Recall@K of the TR algorithm
(BM25 < SS < PTR) and Tool Accuracy (TA) of
the Planner. Additionally, the better performance
of BM25 and SS-based TR for task-decomposed
queries is reflected in the corresponding Planner
performance. This aligns with the Planner’s de-
sign, which mandates tool selection from the TR
algorithm’s retrieved set. Interestingly, the Tool
Hallucination (TH) percentage, which represents
the proportion of times the Planner creates non-
existent tools, reveals a consequence of failing to
adhere to this design principle. PTR without his-
tory exhibits the lowest TH percentage, despite its
relatively low TA. Upon incorporating history, both
PTR (setting 6) and Oracle (settings 8 and 10) expe-
rience an increase in TA and TH, potentially due to
truncation issues (discussed in Section 5). Notably,
higher TA in PTR leads to marginal improvements

in Exact Match (EM) and ROUGELSum (RLSum),
metrics that evaluate the entire predicted output,
including tool parameters. The relatively modest
gains in these metrics suggest that further perfor-
mance enhancements can be achieved by focusing
on tool parameter optimization. The performance
gap between Oracle planners (settings 6 to 10) and
the PTR-based planner highlights the potential for
further Planner performance improvements.

Importance of history for Planning: The inclu-
sion of the history of previous steps demonstrates
a significant performance boost in planning across
all settings. This improvement is particularly pro-
nounced for both Oracle-based planning (approx.
70+% improvement between settings 9 and 10) and
PTR-based planning (approx. 80+% improvement
between settings 5 and 6) in TA. Intuitively, incor-
porating history is crucial as it can aid in selecting
the most appropriate tool, especially during branch-
ing scenarios that may arise during the execution
of the previous tool (e.g., if the previous tool exe-
cuted successfully, select Tool-A; otherwise, select
Tool-B). However, incorporating history into the
prompt raises concerns about truncation due to the
increased token count (more details in Section 5).

5 Limitations and Discussion

Due to the computational demands of hyperparam-
eter tuning, we were unable to optimize the settings
for all configurations. Each configuration requires
8 A100 GPUs on AWS, resulting in significant



time and resource consumption. Consequently, we
focused our hyperparameter tuning efforts on the
ProTIP (settings 5 and 6) and Oracle (settings 9
and 10). The detailed hyperparameter values for
all settings in Table 2 are provided in Appendix B.
To ensure a fair comparison with the full query-
based TR strategies, we employed the interleav-
ing strategy (described in Section 3.1) for gener-
ating candidate tool sets for PTR. We recognize
that this approach is not ideal for evaluating the
planner’s performance under PTR, as the optimal
approach would involve retrieving tools step-by-
step and performing planning at each step. How-
ever, this would require a mechanism to execute the
predicted API call at each step and incorporate the
resulting output into the planning process for the
next step. While we are currently investigating po-
tential solutions for this challenge, planner design
is not the primary focus of this work. Therefore,
we defer the development and evaluation of end-to-
end step-by-step planning experiments, including
performance tuning, to future research.

The experiment results reveal a substantial per-
formance gap between the Oracle planner and the
TR-based planners. This disparity can be attributed
to two key factors. First, the Oracle planner (set-
tings 9 and 10) utilizes the exact set of p ground
truth tools specified in the prompt for each pro-
gressive planning step (p ≤ 6), whereas the TR
planners operate on a larger candidate set of K=10
tools. This restricted tool selection for the Oracle
planner (settings 9 and 10) likely contributes to its
improved performance. This observation is further
supported by the higher TA achieved in setting 10
(using exactly p ground truth tools) compared to
setting 8 (using K tools, with p ground truth tools
and (10 - p) randomly sampled tools).

The tool distribution discrepancy between the
train and test sets, particularly for tool IDs greater
than 8000, as evident in Figure 3, may partially ex-
plain the inferior performance of all retrieval-based
planners. This disparity in tool distribution could
hinder the effectiveness of the TR strategies, poten-
tially leading to suboptimal planning decisions, un-
less tool metadata is further enriched and included
in the prompt during training to support for better
generalization. Additionally, we observed a poor
Accuracy for the special Finish tool, which resulted
in overall low performance in all the TR settings.

The training strategy of employing the p ground
truth tools alongside (K - p) randomly sampled

tools in the prompt may contribute to the lower
performance of the TR planner models. The pres-
ence of the ground truth tools alongside seman-
tically dissimilar randomly sampled tools during
training likely facilitates the models’ ability to iden-
tify the correct tool. However, during testing, the
prompt comprises top-K tools retrieved by the TR
algorithms, which may exhibit semantic similarity
to the ground truth tool. This semantic similar-
ity poses a challenge for the models during infer-
ence, leading to the observed low TA values for
all TR-based planner models. Utilizing the top-K
tools retrieved by the TR algorithms during train-
ing could exacerbate this issue, as there is a risk of
the prompt not containing the correct tool for the
corresponding step. This would further complicate
the learning process for the LLM and increase the
likelihood of hallucinations.

To address this limitation, in future, an alterna-
tive training data creation strategy could be em-
ployed. Instead of using randomly sampled tools,
the training data could incorporate tools retrieved
by the TR algorithm on the training set. Addition-
ally, to ensure that the training process effectively
addresses all steps, the ground truth tool for the
current step could be injected into the prompt if it
is not already present. By adopting this modified
training approach, we aim to enhance the perfor-
mance of the TR planner models and improve their
generalization capabilities. The Instructions part
of the prompt are generic and can be further modi-
fied (i.e., made more precise for each scenario) to
be more specific to various prompt settings. Also,
we did not conduct an exhaustive study to test the
robustness of the planner output to different types
of input prompt variations (e.g.: paraphrased query
as inputs, semantically similar tools, unseen tools
in the test set etc.), which we leave as future work.

Our experiments highlight the significance of
the history in achieving higher TA for both Oracle
(setting 9 vs. 10) and PTR (setting 5 vs. 6) based
planning strategies. However, we believe that
TA can be further improved while reducing TH,
particularly for TR planners with K=10 tools,
as the history contributes to the long context
issue. We observe that for the scenarios where the
input size becomes close to the maximum context
window size, the LLM could generate empty plans,
which contributes to 3% to 5% of the errors in our
experiments, thereby negatively impacting the TA.
Note that the original data contains intermediate



steps with verbose outputs that provide minimal
contextual information (e.g., weather API outputs
with latitude, longitude, last updated time, etc.),
all of which may not be essential for determining
the next API. Preserving these verbose outputs
in the history exacerbates the truncation problem,
thereby negatively impacting the learning and plan
generation capability of the model. This issue can
be further aggravated by incorporating more tool
metadata (tool description, parameters, API signa-
ture, etc.) into the prompt, which will increase the
input length of the prompt even further. However
for better generalization to unseen tools, ideally we
want to incorporate such additional metadata into
the prompt, which requires further investigation.

Increasing the context window size of LLMs
(e.g., to 4096 or higher) or employing techniques
that allow for larger input text (e.g., as proposed
in (Beltagy et al., 2020)) can largely alleviate the
truncation problem. However, even with large con-
text window, studies by (Liu et al., 2023) indicate
that LLMs tend to focus on information at the be-
ginning or end of the prompt, even with a large
context window. Therefore, alongside exploring
LLMs with larger context windows, there is a need
to develop methods for effectively compressing and
presenting relevant contextual information, partic-
ularly the history, to the LLM (Ge et al., 2023) to
enhance performance.

In the current work, we focused heavily on the
tool accuracy across the tool retrieval and plan-
ning steps (Patil et al., 2023). Tool parameter ac-
curacy is another important aspect of the planner
output (Shen et al., 2023b), which requires further
investigations to improve the performance. We
did not conduct any safety study or red-teaming
to evaluate the bias or risks emanating from the
outputs generated by the fine-tuned LLM. We want
to refer to a contemporary work by (Valmeekam
et al., 2023) which has pointed out that the abil-
ity of LLM’s to generate “executable plans” in a
completely autonomous way is very limited. In
our work, while planning is not the primary focus,
we observed that plan generation using supervised
fine-tuning of a LLM is not an easy task, specifi-
cally with a relatively small LLM (e.g.: LLM with
7B parameters). We believe further research is re-
quired to enhance our understanding of the true
capabilities of LLM’s for the planning task.

6 Related Work

Tool Retrieval using Neural embedding: Vector
databases enable storing tool name and description
embeddings generated by an encoding model (Cer
et al., 2018). These embeddings are then lever-
aged for semantic similarity computation, utilizing
measures like cosine similarity, with queries or sub-
queries. Building on the established approach of
utilizing neural networks to generate task-specific
semantic word/sentence embeddings for informa-
tion retrieval and NLP tasks (Zhang et al., 2016),
this work proposes a tool embedding generation
strategy specifically designed to facilitate step-by-
step planning.

Word embeddings (Mikolov et al., 2013b; Pen-
nington et al., 2014; Levy and Goldberg, 2014; Jiao
and Zhang, 2021), learned vectors representing var-
ious linguistic and semantic aspects of words, have
revolutionized Natural Language Processing by en-
abling efficient solutions to diverse tasks like anal-
ogy queries (Levy and Goldberg, 2014; Allen and
Hospedales, 2019). Building upon this success,
research has extended to generating sentence, para-
graph, and document-level embeddings (Le and
Mikolov, 2014; Wieting et al., 2015; Li et al., 2015)
for various applications. Similarly, the Knowledge
Graph domain utilizes node embedding to encode
entity relationships, trained with custom objective
functions to capture latent relationships in the vec-
tor space for subsequent exploitation (Wang et al.,
2017). We leverage this paradigm, employing pro-
gressive tool retrieval with fine-tuned embeddings
optimized for the step-by-step planning task.

LLM as Planner: LLMs have emerged as po-
tent few-shot learners (Brown et al., 2020; Rae
et al., 2022), exhibiting remarkable prowess across
diverse language tasks. However, planning remains
a challenging research frontier despite their impres-
sive performance in these domains. Planning in-
volves decomposing a high-level natural language
(NL) task into a sequence of executable steps re-
alizable by an agent. This process demands both
language comprehension and an understanding of
a predefined set of actions, tools, APIs, and other
grounding elements. In the realm of embodied
agents, LLMs have been harnessed to decompose
NL instructions into simpler, more manageable
units (Huang et al., 2022; Ahn et al., 2022; Singh
et al., 2022; Khot et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2023;
Shen et al., 2023b). Notably, using LLMs to gen-
erate tool/API calls as part of the planning process



can be akin to multi-step program synthesis (Li
et al., 2023; Nijkamp et al., 2022, 2023). More
recent works have tried to further improve LLM
performance by adding the capability to reason/-
criticize the LLM outputs (Kim et al., 2023; Yao
et al., 2022).

While contemporary research has emphasized
leveraging tools to enhance LLM capabilities, most
existing retrieval systems rely on vector databases,
similar to the renowned Retrieval Augmented Gen-
eration (RAG) technique (Lewis et al., 2021), to
store and retrieve non-parametric knowledge ab-
sent in the LLM. Recent work has explored in-
dividual tools like web search engines (Nakano
et al., 2022), calculators (Andor et al., 2019), and
generic toolsets (Schick et al., 2023) for planning,
while others have integrated LLMs with expan-
sive API collections to address more open-ended
tasks (Patil et al., 2023; Shen et al., 2023a; Liang
et al., 2023; Qin et al., 2023b). Fine-tuning with
tool-specific data is often employed to improve
task performance. However, as the number of tool
grows, retrieval-based systems emerge as an effi-
cient means for selecting the relevant tools for a
given request (Patil et al., 2023; Qin et al., 2023b).
Building upon this paradigm, our approach pro-
poses the novel concept of incrementally generat-
ing tool candidates specific to the current sub-step
within a multi-step planning task, ultimately en-
hancing the LLM’s overall planning performance.

7 Conclusion

We introduce ProTIP, a novel lightweight tool re-
trieval framework, which surpasses LLM-based
planning agents equipped with state-of-the-art task
decomposition retrieval powered by ChatGPT. Pro-
TIP’s iterative vector transformations, enabled by
contrastive learning, facilitate implicit learning of
sequential subtask prediction, eliminating the need
for explicit subtask labels. Additionally, ProTIP
effectively handles "subtask-tool atomicity align-
ment." On the ToolBench dataset, ProTIP frame-
work surpasses the ChatGPT task decomposition
based approach by 24% on Recall@K=10 for Tool
Retrieval and by 41% on Tool Accuracy for plan
generation.
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A Prompt Variations

Figure 8: Prompt variants for plan generation with and
without execution history.

B Hyperparemeters

Due to time and resource constraints, we were un-
able to perform hyperparameter tuning for all ex-
perimental setups. The following table lists the
hyperparameters used for each of the settings.

Table 3: Hyperparameters for training

Setting
ID

Epochs LR Batch Warmup
Steps

1 3 3e-5 64 20
2 3 3e-5 64 20
3 3 3e-5 64 20
4 3 3e-5 64 20
5 3 3e-5 64 20
6 3 5e-5 128 20
7 3 5e-5 128 20
8 3 5e-5 128 20
9 3 2e-5 64 20
10 3 2e-5 64 20

This model utilizes a maximum context window
size of 2048 and employs a weight decay of 0
across all experiments.


