EngiAgent: Fully Connected Coordination of LLM Agents for
Solving Open-ended Engineering Problems with Feasible Solutions
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An exporting province S supplies two receiving provinces R1 and R2 through uncertain DC corridors, with an AC

interconnection between R1 and R2. The objective is to maximize expected social welfare while reducing network

_% stress under two scenarios (High 0.6, Low 0.4).
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1. We identify feasibility as a core requirement in engineering problem
solving and build a benchmark across four engineering domains.
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