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Figure 1. (a) A dining table locates in the dining room, a drunk person mistakenly recalls its location, causing the Agent incorrectly makes
a fabricated answer. (b) A systematic taxonomy for human noisy questions. (c) Comparison between Agent’s exploration paths under the
accurate question(Green) and noisy question(Pink), the latter may be trapped in a loop, causing physical damage.

Abstract

The rapid advancement of Vision-Language Models (VLMs)
has significantly advanced the development of Embodied
Question Answering (EQA), enhancing agents’ abilities in
language understanding and reasoning within complex and
realistic scenarios. However, EQA in real-world scenar-
ios remains challenging, as human-posed questions often
contain noise that can interfere with an agent’s explo-
ration and response, bringing challenges especially for lan-
guage beginners and non-expert users. To address this,
we introduce a NoisyEQA benchmark designed to evalu-
ate an agent’s ability to recognize and correct noisy ques-
tions. This benchmark introduces four common types of
noise found in real-world applications—Latent Hallucina-
tion Noise, Memory Noise, Perception Noise, and Seman-

tic Noise—generated through an automated dataset cre-
ation framework. Additionally, we also propose a ’Self-
Correction’ prompting mechanism and a new evaluation
metric to enhance and measure both noise detection ca-
pability and answer quality. Our comprehensive evalua-
tion reveals that current EQA agents often struggle to de-
tect noise in questions, leading to responses that frequently
contain erroneous information. Through our Self-Correct
Prompting mechanism, we can effectively improve the ac-
curacy of agent answers.

1. Introduction
Embodied Question Answering (EQA) is a task where an
agent actively explores a scene, builds a comprehensive
understanding of the environment, and answers questions
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about it using natural language [3, 19, 21, 22]. Unlike Vi-
sual Question Answering (VQA), which relies on a single
static image [2, 16, 27, 33, 38], EQA requires responses
based on multiple images collected during the agent’s ex-
ploration.

Existing QA systems often assume that the questions
posed to them are clear and accurate, leading to challenges
when erroneous human presumptions or biases are present.
This issue is concerning for EQA, as it must interact with
diverse clients and conditions in the real world, where in-
correct responses can frustrate or even harm users. The
situation is more severe in critical or high-stakes environ-
ments. For instance, when assisting an Alzheimer’s patient,
the agent might be asked to locate a commonly misplaced
object, such as glasses. If the agent repeatedly searches this
area based on the patient’s erroneous presumptions, it not
only becomes inefficient but may also collide with obstacles
or even the patient, posing serious safety risks. Unlike ideal
scenarios with accurate questions, real-world queries often
contain ambiguities and inaccuracies. It highlights the need
for EQA systems to flexibly handle these noisy questions,
thereby enhancing practicality for real-world applications.

Figure 2. The accuracy of Explore-EQA decreases significantly
on noisy questions compared to clean questions.

To understand the limitations of existing EQA systems
in handling real-world ambiguities, we examined Explore-
EQA [26] and OpenEQA [22], which demonstrate weak-
nesses due to noisy queries. As shown in Figure 1 (a) and
the pink path in (c), when faced with a noisy question from
a drunk person, the agent may repeatedly search the same
location and produce incorrect responses, results in useless
exploration or even physical damage. The quantitive results
in Figure 2 further demonstrates our advocation. Here, we
treat the “noise” as inaccuracies and ambiguities within user
queries, which hinder the agent to accurately interpret and
respond. The results highlight a critical gap in current EQA
systems’ capabilities to handle clean and noisy questions.
We find that these noisy questions can be derived from the

concept of “Presumptuous Questions” where queries con-
taining incorrect or unfounded assumptions about the envi-
ronment. It is the misleading premises that introduced by
such presumptions that induce agents to make erroneous re-
sponses. Therefore, we advocate that it is significant to sys-
tematically model and define these noisy questions, which
facilitates the advent of noise-robust agents.

Hence, we introduce a novel multimodal benchmark,
NoisyEQA, specifically designed to assess agents’ perfor-
mance in handling noisy questions. With analysis of typ-
ical noise pattern observed in human-posed questions, we
model and define them into 4 types, as shown in Figure 1
(b). Specifically, latent hallucination noise arises when a
question refers to non-existent objects or entities in a given
scene; perception noise originates from the inaccurate ob-
ject descriptions caused by visual disturbances or occlu-
sions; semantic noise arises from errors in interpreting en-
vironment where the original objects are substituted by se-
mantically related but incorrect ones; and memory noise is
related to memory error where the object attributes recalled
by humans mismatch their actual attributes. We further sub-
divide memory noise into five attributes—location, color,
material, count, and shape—capturing common concepts of
mistaken presumptions. With these definitions, we design a
systematic framework powered by a LLM to automatically
generate noisy questions and ultimately 500 noisy questions
are incorporated in the NoisyEQA benchmark.

Furthermore, we take the first step in enhancing the ro-
bustness of EQA agents towards noisy questions. A sim-
ple yet effective Self-Correction mechanism is proposed,
which can be treated as plug-ins and seamlessly incorpo-
rated into any EQA system. The core motivation of our
Self-Correction mechanism is to prompt agents to inspect
the noise by comparing their visual observations with hu-
man questions. Once noises is detected, the agents is asked
to provide a clear explanation of the noise source, based on
which the noise-free responses can be generated. Notably,
the self-correction mechanism can be easily extended into a
human-in-the-loop approach, where the corrected responses
from agents further confirmed by humans before execution.
In this case, our proposed method sufficiently meet the AI
Act’s transparency requirements [6, 31], which is critical
for embodied systems.

Finally, we argue that existing metrics (e.g., accuracy) is
incapable of evaluating agents’ performances to noisy ques-
tions. Therefore, a novel evaluation framework that spe-
cially designed for noisy questions is proposed. To be spe-
cific, we elaborately design a evaluation scale ranging from
1 to 5 to assess agents in terms of noise detection, noise
correction and accurate generation. To fully demonstrate
the fine-grained capabilities of agents in handling noises,
two noise-related metrics—Detection Rate (DR) and Cor-
rection Rate (CR)—are also introduced to specify whether



the agents achieve to detect and correct noise lied in the
questions. The combination of these metrics provide a
framework that can comprehensively evaluate the agents’
performance in real-world EQA tasks.

In summary, our contributions lied in 4 folds:
1. We propose the NoisyEQA benchmark, a benchmark

dataset with diverse noise types to evaluate the robust-
ness of EQA agents against noisy questions

2. We develop a novel LLM-powered framework to
systematically generate noisy questions across various
types, enabling controlled and scalable data generation

3. We introduce a Self-Correction mechanism, a method
meets AI transparency, to detect and correct the noisy
questions, allowing to generate noise-free responses.

4. We propose an innovative evaluation framework that
specially assesses agents’ ability to handle noisy ques-
tions, allowing to comprehensively evaluate the agents’
performance in real-world EQA tasks.

2. Related Work

2.1. Embodied Question Answering

The Embodied Question Answering (EQA) task aims to
navigate a robot agent to an appropriate location in real-
world scenarios and enable question-answering through
physical interaction with humans. Existing methods for
EQA can be divided into two categories: Traditional Neu-
ral Networks and those utilizing Large Language Models
(LLMs)/Vision-Language Models (VLMs) [19].

Traditional Neural Network. Daset al. [3] first defined
the EQA as a task requiring agents to navigate and answer
questions in a real environment. To address this task, most
early works employ traditional neural networks with rela-
tively small scales. For example, Das et al. [4] proposed a
modular, hierarchical strategy for learning long-range navi-
gation from language input. Yu et al. [35] further extended
EQA by addressing questions involving multiple targets.

LLMs and VLMs. Leveraging the strong reasoning and
generalization capabilities of large-scale LLMs and VLMs,
EQA has witnessed significant advancements, particularly
in complex reasoning, memory integration, and adaptive
exploration capabilities [5, 22, 26]. Based on LLMs and
VLMs, more complex EQA tasks that are similar to real ap-
plication can be achieved. For instance, OPEN-EQA [22]
focus on EQA tasks with episodic memory (EM-EQA)
and active exploration (A-EQA). Based on Open-EQA,
agents can memorize history observations and exploration
by LLMs equipped with scene graphs, enabling adaptively
recall them to answer queries. To explore the real environ-
ment more efficiently, Ren et al. [26] leveraged an external
semantic map to highlight regions worth investigating, op-
timizing agents’ exploration process by minimizing unnec-
essary actions.

2.2. Learning with Noisy Labels

Facilitated by availability of large datasets, deep learning
has achieved remarkable success across numerous domains.
However, the scarcity of high-quality data remains a sig-
nificant concern in many real-world applications. To de-
velop robust models that can effectively learn from noisy
training data, many methods has been developed for robust
learning with noisy labels [8, 23, 25, 28, 32, 37, 39]. For
example, Quinonero et al. [25] alleviated the distribution
shifts between training and testing data, enhancing model
adaptability in real-world scenarios. In the field of EQA,
Luo et al. [20] first proposed a noise-robust model that em-
ploys a hierarchical approach in the navigation module to
filter unreliable labels, along with dual-branch training in
the VQA module to enhance the performance in noisy envi-
ronments. Instead of only considering the noise in training
data, Northcutt et al. [24] highlighted that noise in testing
data is equally critical and should not be overlooked. Inspire
by this, our approach takes the first step in addressing the
noise in testing data specifically for EQA tasks, and focuses
on alleviating noise that will be encountered in real-world
EQA tasks.

2.3. Information Inconsistency

Information inconsistency is a tricky problem faced by
existing Vision-Language Models (VLM). Hallucinations,
where the generated language output does not align with the
visual input [9, 12, 18, 34], is one of the typical forms of in-
formation inconsistency. Oceans of works are proposed to
alleviate the hallucinations in VLMs [10, 11, 13, 15, 36].
For example, Li et al. [17] formed hallucination detection
as a binary classification problem, aiming at eliminating
the misalignment of objects between agent responses and
visual cues. However, existing works predominantly con-
centrate on hallucinations generated by agents and over-
look one of the most common types of information incon-
sistency: misalignment between user instructions and the
visual cues. Some researchers have tried to formulate this
issue. For instance, Taioli et al. [29] introduced a novel
benchmark for Vision-Language Navigation in Continuous
Environments (VLN-CE) that simulates realistic instruction
errors. Followed by a cross-modal transformer to detect
these errors, robustness against inaccurate human instruc-
tions is enhanced. Gao et al. [7] also introduced the Self-
Contradictory Instructions benchmark to evaluate agents in
recognizing conflicting commands, and they proposed the
Cognitive Awakening Prompting enhance the detection of
such noisy instructions. These methods address specific
inconsistency issues, however, a framework for systemat-
ically analyzing noise types in human inputs is absent. Our
work fills this gap by defining a thorough taxonomy on
noise types within human questions from a human-agent in-
teraction perspective, comprehensively modeling and solv-



Q: Where is the sofa?

NQ: Where is the ladder?

Q: Are the cushions on the sofa white?

NQ: Are the cushions on the floor white?

Q: What’s under the painting on the wall?

NQ: What’s under the mirror on the wall?
Q: Where is the red cushions?

NQ: Where is the blue cushions?

Q: Where is the round clock?

NQ: Where is the square clock?

Q: What color is the wooden floor?

NQ: What color is the tile floor?

Q: What shape are the three picture frames?

NQ: What shape are the four picture frames?

Q: Is the square fireplace in the living room?

NQ: Is the square stove in the living room?

Latent Hallucination Noise

Perception Noise Semantic Noise

Memory Position Noise

Memory Color Noise

Memory Shape Noise Memory Material Noise

Memory Counting Noise

Figure 3. Noise types in NoisyEQA benchmark: Latent Hallucination Noise, Memory Noise, Perception Noise, and Semantic Noise.
Memory Noise is further subdivided into Memory Position Noise, Memory Shape Noise, Memory Color Noise, Memory Counting
Noise, and Memory Material Noise.

ing the information inconsistency in EQA tasks.

3. Dataset

3.1. Overview

When querying about agents, humans often unconsciously
introduce various presumptions and implicit biases, which
can hinder the agents from generating accurate responses.
To model these presumptions and implicit biases in practi-
cal scenarios, we define them as different types of “Noise”
and taxonomize them into two main categories: Latent
Hallucination Noise and Active Noise. The primary differ-
ence between these two types of noise lies in the presence of
factual errors in human questions. Active Noise arises from
the factual errors caused by humans’ misperception or mis-
understanding of the environment during interacting with
agents. Latent Hallucination Noise occurs when questions
refer to non-existing objects or entities within the scene.

In this work, we aim to model such mistaken presump-
tions from humans with finer granularity. As shown in Fig-
ure 3, we subdivide the Active Noise into three subtypes:
Memory Noise, Perception Noise, and Semantic Noise.
Besides, Memory Noise is further classified into five cate-
gories based on the forgetting of different object attributes:
Position, Counting, Shape, Color and Material.

In total, we generate 500 noisy questions corresponding
to 4 types of noise. The distribution of “noise types” and
the “attributes of Memory Noise” is illustrated in Figure 4
(a) and (b), respectively. Please refer to supplementary ma-
terials for more details about the noise types distributions.

17.8%

58.2%

9.8%14.2%

Classification of Noise Types in EQA

Latent Hallucination Noise

Memory Noise

Semantic Noise

Perception

51.5%

18.9%

11.0%
10.0%

8.6%

Detailed Classification of Memory Noise

Position Noise

Color Noise

Shape Noise

Material Noise

Counting Noise

Figure 4. (a) Distribution of various types of noisy questions. (b)
Distribution of the attributes within Memory Noise.

3.2. Definition of Noise Types

In this subsection, we elaborate our definition of different
types of noises in the NoisyEQA dataset.

Latent Hallucination Noise refers that questions from
human contain non-existent objects in the scene. Such non-
existent objects could trigger the hallucination of the agent,
causing it to incorrectly generate fabricated responses that
incorporate non-existent items. This kind of noise is com-
mon in the tasks of scene understanding. For example,
when asked about the location of a non-existent object, the
agent tends to fabricate a position rather than indicate that
the object does not exist in the scene. This not only com-
promises EQA accuracy but also severely misleads users in
practical applications.

Memory Noise arises from memory errors, where the



The image appears to be a surveillance camera view of a cluttered 

room. There is a bed in the foreground, with a nightstand and lamp 

beside it. Beyond that, there is a desk with a computer or laptop on 

it. The rest of the room is filled with various objects, including a 

chair, a mirror, and what looks like a clothing rack. The overall 

impression is one of disorganization and neglect.

The image shows a spacious living room with a warm and inviting 

atmosphere. The room features a large rug in the center, a 

comfortable leather sofa, and a wooden coffee table. There is also a 

flat-screen television mounted on the wall, suggesting a space for 

entertainment. Large windows provide natural light and offer a view 

of the outdoors. The overall impression is one of relaxation and 

comfort.
a)

b)

Figure 5. (a) original image and description and (b) disturbed im-
age and description.

human inaccurately recalls an attribute of an object, results
in a mismatch between memory and reality. Imagine a scene
with a white vase in the living room. If a human incor-
rectly recalls the vase as being in the bedroom, an example
of memory noise about location attribute could be “Is the
vase in the bedroom white?”. For other attributes, similar
noise could be introduced into the questions.

Perceptual Noise originates from inaccuracies in hu-
mans’ perception of the environment, simulating the visual
ambiguities that they may encounter when observing ob-
jects in a scene. For instance, a nearsighted person without
glasses may misidentify the object A as another incorrect
object, B, in the scene. In this case, a question containing
perceptual noise could be “What’s the shape of object B?”.

Semantic Noise is caused by the incorrect substitutions
of objects in a scene when humans attempt to describe the
environment. Unlike perceptual noise, which involves vi-
sual misidentification of objects, semantic noise contains
logically feasible substitutions with semantically related but
incorrect objects. Intuitively, in a living room, substituting
“fireplace” with a semantically related object (e.g., “stove”)
could introduce such noise.

3.3. Paradigms of Question Generation

Based on our definitions of different types of noise, we
present a systematic framework powered by structured tem-
plates and LLMs to automatically generate noisy questions,
as shown in Figure 6. Inspired by OpenEQA [22], we focus
on generating open-ended question-answer pairs to better
simulate the challenges of real-world environments.

For Latent Hallucination Noise, we use both Wh-
questions and yes/no-questions templates, such as
“Where is the <OBJ>?” and “Is the <OBJ>
{Attribute}?”. The non-existent objects <OBJ> and
the {Attribute} aim to induce hallucinated responses
and simulate the erroneous human presumptions, respec-
tively. Given a scene, we first establish a list of all present
objects, then introduce a non-existent object with a random
attribute to form a noisy question. For example, if a

living room contains a table, chair, and book, one of the
generated questions with latent hallucination noise could
be “Where is the vase in the living room?” or “Is the vase
in the living room white?” Although this question seems
to be reasonable, it introduces a phantom object (vase),
increasing the likelihood of hallucinated responses.

As for Active Noise, the facts (red boxes in Figure 6) are
pre-defined by assigning each object known attributes. We
then introduce different types of Active Noise by modifying
or substituting either the object or its attribute. In this way,
factual errors between the pre-defined facts (or scenes)
and the noisy questions are introduced. Except for Wh-
questions, a yes-no question template is also utilized to in-
troduce additional attributes ({Attribute2}), simulating the
erroneous presumptions from humans on object attributes.
By this way, noisy questions that contain both factual errors
and human erroneous presumptions can be generated.

Concretely, for Memory Noise, we first select an ob-
ject with its original attributes from a scene, then replace
the attribute with an incorrect one to introduce noise. For
instance, to create memory noise related to the location at-
tribute, we select a vase that located in the ‘living room’
and change its location to the ‘bedroom’, then ask “What
color is the vase located in the bed room?” or “Is the vase
located in the bed room white?”. This method can similarly
be applied to other attributes, allowing us to comprehen-
sively evaluate the robustness against various recall errors.

To generate Perceptual Noise, we add Gaussian noise to
the original image of the scene to simulate perceptual confu-
sion. Subsequently, a Vision-Language Model (VLM) [1] is
utilized to generate a description of the disturbed image, as
shown in Figure 5, some objects are incorrectly described
due to the distortion (marked by red). We then construct
questions with perceptual noise based on these misidenti-
fied objects. According to Figure 5, the sofa near the televi-
sion is recognized as a bed, and a noisy question is formu-
lated as “What’s the color of the bed near the television?”
or “Is the bed near the television made of wood?”.

Finally, we generate Semantic Noise by substituting the
object in the scene with semantic-related but incorrect ob-
ject. Particularly, objects from both OpenEQA [22] and
HMEQA [26] datasets are gathered, and BERT is adopted
to embed all candidate objects. We then create a pair-
wise similarity matrix to indicate the semantic correlations
among objects. For an original object in each question,
we first select the objects with top-10 similarities to form
a subset of candidates. Then, the logically related object
is further chosen from the subset by humans according to
two principles: category overlap or functional association.
Specifically, category overlap is defined by widely accepted
taxonomy, for example, ‘sofa’ and ‘armchair’ are both be-
longed to ‘furniture’. Functional association considers ob-
jects with similar roles in the same scene, for example, ‘fire-



Wh Questions:

--Where is the <OBJ>+Attribute?

--What color is the <OBJ>+Attribute?

--What material is the <OBJ>+Attribute?

--How many <OBJ>+Attribute?

--What is the shape of the <OBJ>+Attribute?

--What is next to the <OBJ>+Attribute?
Yes/No Questions:

--Is/Are the <OBJ> {Attribute1} {Attributes2}?cv

Wh Questions:

--Where is the <OBJ>?

--What color is the <OBJ>?

--What material is the <OBJ>?

--How many <OBJ>?

--What is the shape of the <OBJ>?

--What is next to the <OBJ>?

Latent 

Hallucination

Noise

Active

Noise

Fact

Fact

Yes/No Questions:

--Is/Are the <OBJ> {Attribute} ?

Figure 6. Different question templates for two main noise types.

place’ and ‘stove’ both support for heat function.
Consequently, we replace the original object with a log-

ically related one to introduce the semantic noise. Take the
scene of living room as an example, an question with se-
mantics noise could be “What material is the stove in the
living room?” or “Is the stove in the living room silver?”
while the “stove” is a “fireplace” in reality.

After generating the dataset, we recruit two dedicated
volunteers to conduct a thorough review and validation. The
volunteers meticulously examine each entry for inconsisten-
cies, errors, and potential biases. Additionally, they also
verify that the generated data accurately contains the in-
tended noise types across various scenarios.

4. Self-Correction Mechanism
Once the presumptions and implicit biases are incorporated
into the human questions (noisy questions), the accuracy of
responses generated by agents will significantly degrade. To
address this issue, we propose a Self-Correction mechanism
to enhance the robustness of agents against noisy questions.

As illustrated in Figure 7 (a), for a scene with multi-
ple views, the noisy question is marked by blue. Instead
of directly answering the question, we design an additional
“confidence question” in yes/no format (which is marked
by green) for the agent to answer first. By taking the proba-
bility regards to “yes” token as confidence score, the agent
could identify the most reliable view from the scene. Then,
the agent equipped with our Self-Correction mechanism an-
swers the noisy question based on the selected view. The
Self-Correction mechanism has two formats: Noise Aware
Prompt (NAP) and Noise Aware Chain of Thought (NA-
CoT), which are elaborated in the following.

4.1. Noise Aware Prompt (NAP)

The Noise Aware Prompt (NAP) adopts an extra cogni-
tion prompt to enhance agents’ sensitivity towards poten-

Consider the question {What's the shape of the 

yellow coffee table in the living room?}.Are 

you confident about answering the question 

given the current view?

Answer with Yes or No

0.156 0.332 0.741 0.253 0.185

Self-Correction NACoT + <Noisy question>: 1. Object Identification and 

Presence Check 2. Attributes Verification 3. Function and 

Semantic Verification

NAP + <Noisy question>:There may be some inaccuracies 

in the question. Please carefully check the accuracy of all 

information in the question based on the image

What's the shape of the yellow 

coffee table in the living room?

choose a)

b)

Agent

Agent

Correct response

Wrong response

Figure 7. (a) Selection of reliable view. (b) Insights for our Self-
Correction mechanism.

tial noise in human questions. As shown in Figure 7 (b),
a simple yet effective prompt is appended to the input of
the agent, which reminds the agent to carefully review the
question-related information before generating a response.
Instead of altering the reasoning process of the agent, NAP
encourages the agent to aware the mismatches between hu-
man questions and visual clues. By this way, the agent
achieves to identify the noisy question more accurately, re-
sulting in more robust and reliable responses.

4.2. Noise Aware Chain of Thought (NACoT)

Instead of simply prompting the agent to recognize the noise
in human questions, we explore a more fine-grained mech-
anism, called Noise Aware Chain of Thought (NACoT), to
guide the agent in detecting and addressing noise step by
step. Particularly, NACoT deconstructs a specific question
into key components, and systematically prompts the agent
to verify whether each component is consistent with the vi-
sual content in the scene. As shown in Figure 7 (b), this pro-
cesses starts with object identification, ensuring that all ob-
jects mentioned in the questions are presented in the scene.
Followed by attributes checking, the agent makes sure that
the attribute of objects are consistent between questions and
real scene. Finally, the function and semantics verification
utilized to detect any semantic noise. Once any discrepan-
cies are detected, the agent will provide a clear explanation
of the detected noise, then the expected responses that not
contaminated by noises can be adaptively generated.

5. Evaluation Criteria
As discussed in section 1, existing metrics for question-
answering systems (e.g., accuracy) are insufficient for eval-
uating the agents’ performances in the presence of noisy
questions. Therefore, we propose a novel evaluation frame-
work that simultaneously considers both the quality of re-
sponses and the robustness towards noises.



The quality of responses is evaluated based on three as-
pects: noise detection, noise correction and accurate gen-
eration. Assessing these aspects by humans are time-
consuming and may introduce biases across different evalu-
ators. Therefore, we elaborately design an evaluation scale
based on all three aspects and employ a Large Language
Model (LLM) for automatic assessment, as shown in Figure
8, please refer to supplementary materials for detailed eval-
uation scale. Based on the evaluation scale, for each noisy
question qi, let a∗i and ai represents the ground-truth and
agent-generated responses, respectively. We then prompt
the LLM to score ai based on aforementioned three aspects
by comparing it with a∗i .

Followed by OpenEQA [22], the LLM-Match accuracy
is adpoted to evaluate the overall quality of all responses
generated by an agent, which is formulated as follows:

C =
1

N

∑
i

σi − 1

4
× 100% (1)

where N represents the number of noisy questions in
NoisyEQA, and σi denotes the score for response ai.

In addition to the overall quality, two novel noise-related
evaluation metrics—Detection Rate (DR) and Correction
Rate (CR)—are introduced to specifically evaluate the ca-
pability of an agent in handling noisy questions. To be spe-
cific, the DR or CR are designed to quantitatively measure
whether the agent can detect or correct different types of
noise in noisy questions. Mathematically, we denote the
responses to all noisy questions as A = {ai}Ni=1, the re-
sponses from the agent that successfully detect (correct) the
noise as Ad = {ai|σi ≥ 3} and Ac = {ai|σi ≥ 4}, re-
spectively. Then, the DR and CR could be formulated as:

DR =
|Ad|
|A|

× 100% (2)

CR =
|Ac|
|A|

× 100% (3)

Considering all these metrics, we comprehensively as-
sess an agent’s ability to generate accurate responses and
handle the questions with substantial noise and presump-
tions. Agents scoring high on all three metrics are more
likely to achieve satisfactory performance in real-world
EQA tasks.

6. Experiment
In this section, we thoroughly evaluate the performance of
different agents in addressing noisy questions.

6.1. Implementation details

Baseline Agents. Two common Vision-Language Mod-
els (VLMs) are selected as baseline agents, which show

NQ:

Is the square mirror on the wall?

Answer: 

Sorry, I find the mirror is round. 

And the round mirror is on the wall

➢ Score1: No, it’s not on the wall

➢ Score2: Yes, it is on the wall

➢ Score3: Sorry, there is no square mirror 

on the wall

➢ Score4: Sorry, I find the mirror is round. 

And the round mirror is on the dresser

➢ Score5: Sorry, I find the mirror is round. 

And the round mirror is on the wall

To mark a response, you should output a single integer between 1 and 5 (including 1, 5).

--1 means that the noise in the question is not corrected and the response is completely different from the 

answer.

--2 means that the noise in the question is ignored or corrected wrong but the response matches the answer.

--3 means that the response knows the noisy question is unanswerable like "No, it's not mentioned"

--4 means that the noise in the question is corrected rightly and the response is different from the answer.

--5 means that the noise in the question is corrected rightly and perfectly matches the answer.

LLM EVALUATE

Scoring Prompt

Figure 8. LLM-powered evaluation criteria to noisy questions.

strong question answering and spatial reasoning capabilities
based on clean questions. Following Prismatic-VLMs [14],
we adopt the mixed DINO+SigLIP as our vision encoder,
and replace the LLM with Llama-2 and GPT-4o to formu-
late our agents, which are denote as “Llama2-EQA” and
“GPT-4o-EQA”, respectively. Notably, the probability of
the predicted tokens is necessary in our method to select the
most reliable view from the scene. Therefore, LLMs whose
probabilities are inaccessible are not included in our exper-
iments, such as Gemini [30], Claude, and others.

Dataset and Evaluation Metric. All experiments are
conducted using our generated NoisyEQA Dataset, which
consists of 500 noisy questions in total. For evaluation,
the three metrics: Accuracy, Detection Rate and Correction
Rate, are adopted as described in section 5. Additionally,
two volunteers are recruited to provide human responses to
the noisy questions, creating a benchmark for comparing
the capability of agents versus real human.

6.2. Evaluation results

The evaluation results for different types of noisy ques-
tions for Llama2-EQA and GPT-4o-EQA are listed in Ta-
ble 1 and Table 2, respectively. As shown in the tables,
the original Llama2-EQA and GPT-4o-EQA agents exhibit
low performance when noise is present the questions. This
suggests that the presumptions or implicit biases in hu-
man questions pose challenges even for agents with strong
question-answering capabilities. It highlights that these
noises do hinder the application of agents on EQA tasks
in the real-world, forming an issue that must be addressed.
By incorporating NAP or NACoT for self-correction, both
agents show significant improvements across various types
of noisy questions. It fully demonstrates the effectiveness
of our proposed self-correction mechanism. However, the
best results of our agents (i.e., GPT4o-EQA+NACoT) still
fall short of real humans performance, especially for the Ac-



Method
Latent

Hallucination Noise
Memory Noise Perception

Noise
Semantic

NoisePosition Color Shape Counting Material

LLama2-EQA 6.08 16.00 15.91 18.55 12.07 20.00 12.86 22.45

LLama2-EQA+NAP 33.41 29.83 32.73 34.68 38.79 17.00 29.64 35.71

LLama2-EQA+NACoT 40.02 36.47 39.55 37.90 44.83 61.00 26.79 28.06

Humans 91.67 98.50 97.27 95.16 97.41 99.00 85.71 93.87

Table 1. Evaluation results of LLama2-EQA on NoisyEQA in terms of LLM-match accuracy (%).

Method
Latent

Hallucination Noise
Memory Noise Perception

Noise
Semantic

NoisePosition Color Shape Counting Material

GPT4o-EQA 51.59 24.50 19.09 12.90 24.14 25.00 27.14 25.00

GPT4o-EQA+NAP 86.98 53.50 40.45 41.94 57.76 64.00 43.57 46.42

GPT4o-EQA+NACoT 87.60 39.96 45.91 49.19 62.07 63.00 45.00 51.02

Humans 91.67 98.50 97.27 95.16 97.41 99.00 85.71 93.87

Table 2. Evaluation results of GPT4o-EQA on NoisyEQA in terms of LLM-match accuracy (%).

tive Noise (i.e., Memory, Perception and Semantics Noise).
This indicates that noisy questions containing factual errors
are extremely challenging to correct. In contrast to identi-
fying of non-existent objects, we conjecture that the agent
requires more fine-grained and complex reasoning to detect
and correct the factual errors related to the objects.

Method Detection Rate Correction Rate

LLama2-EQA 3.0 2.8

LLama2-EQA+NAP 47.4 13.8

LLama2-EQA+NACoT 52.0 23.6

GPT-4o-EQA 46.2 17.4

GPT-4o-EQA+NAP 79.0 42.0

GPT-4o-EQA+NACoT 77.6 35.0

Humans 97.6 93.4

Table 3. Evaluation results of LLama2-EQA and GPT4o-EQA on
NoisyEQA in terms of DR (%) and CR (%).

Furthermore, we show how NAP and NACoT enhance
agents’ robustness to noises. As shown in Table 3, our
NAP and NACoT achieve to improve agents by signifi-
cantly boosting the detection and correction rates of the
noisy questions. (Please refer to our supplementary materi-
als for more visualization results.) Besides, although both
agents achieve relatively high detection rate, the correction

rate remains much lower compared with humans. Correct-
ing noisy questions requires to trigger agents’ reasoning ca-
pability at more fine-grained level, we leave it as an open
question for future works.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce the NoisyEQA benchmark, a
dataset specially designed to evaluate agents’ capability to-
wards noisy human questions. To fully simulate human-
posed questions in the real-world scenario, we define four
types of noise including Latent Hallucination, Memory, Per-
ception and Semantic noise. Based on these noise types, we
systematically generated 500 noisy questions using a novel
LLM-based framework, which can be easily scalable. By
evaluating various baseline agents on our NoisyEQA bench-
mark, we reveal that our dataset essentially model the issues
existed in real-world EQA tasks, forming a problem must
be solved for practical application. To this end, we propose
a simple yet effective self-correction mechanism with two
formats to help agents detect and correct noise before an-
swering. significantly boosting the robustness of agents. Fi-
nally, two novel evaluation metrics that separately focus on
noise detection and correction are proposed, providing more
thorough evaluation for agents in the real-scene. This work
paves the way for building reliable agents for real-word ap-
plication and a more comprehensive benchmark exploring
the noise at finer-grained level is underway.
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NoisyEQA: Benchmarking Embodied Question Answering Against Noisy
Queries

Supplementary Material

In this supplementary materials, we first illustrate that
NoisyEQA achieves AI transparency and accountability in
section 1. Then, more details of existing datasets and eval-
uation metrics are elaborated in section 2 and section 3, re-
spectively. Eventually, we provide more experiment results
and comprehensive analysis regarding to noise impacts and
the effectiveness of our methods in section 4.

1. Transparency and Accountability

1.1. AI Transparency in NoisyEQA

Transparency in AI systems is essential for reliable [6] and
interpretable decision-making, especially in noisy scenarios
addressed in NoisyEQA. In this work, we propose the Self-
Correction mechanism to tackle the transparency gap in
Embodied Question Answering (EQA) agents. This mech-
anism enables agents to identify noise in user queries be-
fore generating corrected responses. By separating the de-
tection and correction phases, the reasoning process of the
system becomes explicit, allowing users to understand both
the identification of noises and the rationale behind correc-
tions. This enhances the transparency in agents and makes
the responses more trustworthy and interpretable. In con-
trast, correcting without an explicit detection of noise makes
the decision-making process obscure and harder for users
to trust the corrected responses. Furthermore, our detailed
evaluation framework, incorporating Detection Rate (DR)
and Correction Rate (CR) metrics, offers a more trans-
parent and fine-grained understanding of the agents’ perfor-
mance. By separating noise detection and correction, our
approach aligns with transparency principles. It enables
users and developers to trace the reasoning process, iden-
tify potential vulnerabilities, and correct agents‘ decisions
in time.

1.2. AI Accountability in NoisyEQA

Accountability in AI systems is crucial to ensure that ev-
ery phase of development, deployment, and operation are
traceable to responsible actions [31]. In the context of
NoisyEQA, the Self-Correction mechanism assures ac-
countability by compelling agents to both detect noise and
suggest actionable corrections. It guarantees that agents’
decisions are validated and can be scrutinized at every step,
minimizing the risk of error propagation. Additionally,
the Self-Correction mechanism can incorporate a human-
in-the-loop processes, which allows humans to review and
confirm critical decisions. In this way, the agents com-

pletely meet regulatory standards and ethical requirements,
ensuring the robust and trustworthy responses. The step-
wise accountability, achieved through the combination of
detection, explanation, and correction, promotes the devel-
opment of responsible agents capable of effectively manag-
ing real-world noise.

2. More Details of Existing Datasets

As shown in Figure 9, we observed that in existing
OpenEQA [22] and ExploreEQA [26] datasets, “Posi-
tion” constitutes the largest proportion of all attributes in
the questions. This aligns with the natural tendency of hu-
mans that we usually rely on positional information to iden-
tify different objects in a scene, especially when multiple
similar objects are presented. Followed the observation, our
dataset also treats “Position” as a primary attribute. By this
way, our dataset can better simulate realistic interactions,
where users frequently depend on location for precise ob-
jects identification, enhancing its applicability and usability
in real-world scenario.

Position

Color

Count
Material

Shape

a)

OpenEQA

Position

ColorCount
Material

Shape

b)

Explore-EQA

Figure 9. The proportion of different Noise types in (a) OpenEQA
and (b) ExploreEQA dataset.

3. Evaluation Details

3.1. Evaluation Scale

To comprehensively evaluate the quality of responses from
question-answering agents in the presence of noisy ques-
tions, we elaborately design a scoring scale ranging from 1
to 5. The evluation scale assesses three key aspects: noise
detection, noise correction, and accuracy of the generated
response. The detailed criteria for each score are outlined
as follows:



Latent Hallucination Noise0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Av
er

ag
e 

C
on

fid
en

ce

Memory Position Noise0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

Av
er

ag
e 

C
on

fid
en

ce

Memory Shape Noise0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

Av
er

ag
e 

C
on

fid
en

ce
Memory Material Noise0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Av
er

ag
e 

C
on

fid
en

ce

Memory Color Noise0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Av
er

ag
e 

C
on

fid
en

ce

Memory Counting Noise0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

Av
er

ag
e 

C
on

fid
en

ce

Perception Noise0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Av
er

ag
e 

C
on

fid
en

ce

Semantic Noise0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Av
er

ag
e 

C
on

fid
en

ce

Clean Question Noisy Question

Figure 10. illustrates the decline in the agent’s answer confidence across different categories of noise.

1. Score of 1: The question’s noise remains uncorrected,
resulting in a response that is completely irrelevant or
different from the correct answer. This indicates a fun-
damental misunderstanding for both the noise and the
question’s core intent.

2. Score of 2: Although the noise in the question is not ad-
dressed or corrected, the response aligns with the correct
answer in meaning. This suggests that the agent achieves
the correct answer by coincidence, but fails to handle the
noise in the question.

3. Score of 3: The agent recognizes the question is unan-
swerable due to excessive noise and responds with a
statement such as “No, it’s not mentioned.” This demon-
strates the agent is able to detect unanswerable ques-
tions, rather than forging an inaccurate or irrelevant an-
swer.

4. Score of 4: The agent effectively corrects the noise in
the question, but the response is only partially aligned
with the correct answer. It shows that the agent fully
understands the question but not achieves a completely
correct answer.

5. Score of 5: The agent both corrects the noise in the
question accurately and generates a response that per-
fectly matches the correct answer. It demonstrates that
the agent has a full understanding of the question and
can provide a high-quality answer.

3.2. Effectiveness of LLM-Match

Inpsired by OpenEQA [22], we adopt LLM-Match as an
evaluation metric in our work. Specifically, the LLM-
Match achieves an impressive Spearman correlation coeffi-
cient of 0.909 to human evaluations, highlighting its strong
alignment with human judgment. Furthermore, OpenEQA
shows that GPT-4 achieves superior performance in scor-
ing tasks, with a correlation of 0.88 to human evaluations,
significantly outperforming earlier models such as GPT-3.5
and LLaMA-2. These findings motivates us to leverage
LLM-Match with GPT-4 in our evaluation framework.

4. More Experiment Results

4.1. Impact of Noise on Response Confidence

Figure 2 in the manuscript shows that the noise in the ques-
tion will significantly decrease the generation accuracy. Ex-
cept for it, we further show that the impact of noise can
deteriorate the response confidence as well. Recalling fig-
ure 7(a), the response confidence helps the agents to select
the most reliable view to answer human questions. There-
fore, the deterioration of response confidence will hinder
the agents to choose the optimal view from the scene and
indirectly make the responses worse. As presented in Fig-
ure 10, the agent consistently shows lower response con-
fidence across all types of noisy question compared with
the clean ones. Notably, more remarkable confidence drop
is observed in categories of Latent Hallucination Noise
and Memory Material Noise. We conjecture that it can
be attributed to the essential of these tow noise types: they
either introduce non-existent object or objects with totally
incorrect attribute, which incorporates a greater impact on
view selection. Conversely, Perception Noise or Semantic
Noise separately involves visually similar or semantically
related objects, which introduces milder impacts on view
selection but needs more complex reasoning ability from
agents to detect and correct. The facts revealed by Figure
2 and Figure 10 underline the dual impact of noise on both
accuracy and response confidence, underscoring the neces-
sity of our work to systematically investigate these noises
and to develop noise-robust agents in real-world.

4.2. More Analysis on Noise Detection and Correc-
tion

We visualize the Detection Rate (DR) and Correction Rate
(CR) regarding to various types of noise in Figure 11 to in-
tuitively show the effectiveness of our method. Besides, we
conduct a more comprehensive analysis on the difference
in effectiveness of our method when dealing with different
noises.
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Detection and Correction Rates for Different Noise Types

Detection Rate Correction Rate

Figure 11. illustrates the detection and correction rates under different types of EQA Noise.

Specifically, our method demonstrates significant effec-
tiveness in handling Latent Hallucination Noise. As shown
in Figure 11, the introduce of NAP and NACoT significantly
enhances detection capabilities of both agents. Besides, as
long as the noise can be detected, the model can success-
fully correct it. This indicates that the challenge in handling
latent hallucination noise primarily lined in detection and it
can be easily corrected once identified.

In addition, for memory noise regarding to Material
and Shape, the outstanding improvements are achieved in
both DR and CR. The Self-Correction mechanism allows
the agent to identify any misalignment between visual con-
tents and noisy questions by re-checking. It shows that
this mechanism is effective for material-related and shape-
related memory noise, since they always introduce rela-
tively straightforward difference between the scene and hu-
man questions, which can be handled by agents without
complex reasoning.

However, for Perception Noise and Semantic noise,
the correction rate remains low even when the noise is de-
tected. Particularly, these two noises incorporate either vi-
sually or semantically similar objects to replace the original
ones. In contrast to non-existent objects or objects with sig-
nificant differences, we conjecture that the agent requires
more comprehensive and complex reasoning ability to cor-
rect such fine-grained factual errors. This underscores that

noises related to subtle visual or semantic changes remain
challenging, suggesting a promising direction for future re-
search to develop more advanced mechanisms that are ca-
pable of addressing these nuanced distinctions.
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