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Abstract—The performance of imitation learning policies often
hinges on the datasets with which they are trained. Consequently,
investment in data collection for robotics has grown across
both industrial and academic labs. However, despite the marked
increase in the quantity of demonstrations collected, little work
has sought to assess the quality of said data despite mounting
evidence of its importance in other areas such as vision and
language. In this work, we take a critical step towards addressing
the data quality in robotics. Given a dataset of demonstrations, we
aim to estimate the relative quality of individual demonstrations
in terms of both state diversity and action predictability. To
do so, we estimate the average contribution of a trajectory
towards the mutual information between states and actions in
the entire dataset, which precisely captures both the entropy
of the state distribution and the state-conditioned entropy of
actions. Though commonly used mutual information estimators
require vast amounts of data often beyond the scale available
in robotics, we introduce a novel technique based on k-nearest
neighbor estimates of mutual information on top of simple VAE
embeddings of states and actions. Empirically, we demonstrate
that our approach is able to partition demonstration datasets
by quality according to human expert scores across a diverse
set of benchmarks spanning simulation and real world environ-
ments. Moreover, training policies based on data filtered by our
method leads to a 5-10% improvement in RoboMimic and better
performance on real ALOHA and Franka setups.

I. INTRODUCTION

Supervised learning via maximum likelihood estimation,
i.e., attempting to reproduce the training distribution, under-
pins several recent advancements in deep learning. Due to the
broad availability of high-quality data on the internet, models
in vision [62] and language [61] have continued to improve
through supervised learning on larger and larger datasets
[33, 74]. The observed trend of more data leading to more
performance has inspired parts of robot learning community,
spurring increased investment in data collection across both
academia and industry [57, 24, 34, 69] in hopes of training
better imitation learning policies, often with similar maximum
likelihood objectives [55, 9]. However, MLE-based approaches
benefit most from high-quality data, and as we have seen in
vision and language, not all data is equal [72]. In other words,
we should expect the performance of a large behavior cloning
policies to mirror the quality of the collected data, and we may
not be gathering the most optimal data. As an example, the
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recent DROID dataset [34] contains 76K demonstrations col-
lected across 13 institutions. Despite being one of the largest
and most diverse datasets in robotics, the DROID dataset was
significantly down-weighted when training OpenVLA [36] as
it was found to hurt performance rather than help. While many
hypotheses surrounding this exist, e.g., insufficient operator
supervision leading to an excessively broad data distribution,
one conclusion we can draw is that we should pay more
attention to data quality, not just quantity. This is particularly
important in robotics, as every demonstration requires labor,
time, and capital.

Even though data quality is critical to the performance
of imitation learning algorithms, little work has sought to
measure it [6] and unfortunately, techniques used for data
curation in vision and language do not transfer well to robotics.
For example, n-gram classifiers have been extremely effective
for web text [2] but are unable to handle high-dimensional
continuous states and actions. Pre-trained models have been
used to curate vision datasets [64], but are incapable of reason-
ing about actions. In contrast, we believe metrics for imitation
learning should be able to measure both the diversity of states,
which has been correlated with generalization performance
[26, 43], and the relative quality of actions, which affects how
well a policy is able to fit the expert distribution [6]. In this
work we explore how both of these desiderata can be captured
by the mutual information between states and actions.

Mutual information, or the bits of information learned about
one random variable by observing another, precisely measures
the difference between the marginal entropy of one variable
and the conditional entropy of another. In the context of
states and actions, this means that high mutual information
encourages a large diversity of states (state entropy) but a
predictable action distribution (low entropy of actions given
a particular state). We thus propose using mutual information
as a desirable metric for measuring data quality in imitation
learning.

Unfortunately, estimating mutual information is particularly
hard especially with low amounts of data. Common estimation
techniques like InfoNCE [56] used for models such as CLIP
[62] often require millions of data points from the same
distribution. In robotics, we often do not have access to data
at a similar scale due to the difficulty and cost of collection.
Moreover, even if we assume access to more data, existing
large robot datasets such as OpenX Embodiment [57] have
sporadic support across a few highly varied environments
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likely containing little to no overlap with new data collected
across different labs, platforms, and tasks. To address this
problem, we introduce Demonstration Information Estimation
or DemInf for short. We design DemInf to work across both
low- and high-data regimes in robotics. To do so, DemInf first
learns a structured low-dimensional representation of the state
and action space using variational autoencoders. Then, DemInf
leverages mutual information estimators based on k-nearest
neighbors to estimate the quality of state and action chunk
pairs. Critically we found these non-parametric estimators
to be more stable with datasets of 50-300 demonstrations
commonly used in robotics. Finally, we average mutual in-
formation estimates across time to identify the highest and
lowest quality demonstrations.

When applying DemInf to a number of different robot plat-
forms and environments, we find that it is able to consistently
partition high- and low-quality data as scored by expert human
annotators, outperforming both contemporary baselines and
alternative mutual information estimators like InfoNCE [56].
Furthermore, using DemInf to subsample demonstration data,
we are able to attain higher performing imitation learning poli-
cies across the RoboMimic [50] benchmark and real ALOHA
policies on RoboCrowd Mirchandani et al. [52].

II. RELATED WORK

As deep learning models have continued to scale, data
quality estimation has become an area of increasing interest.
Here we review works most relevant to our approach.

Data Quality in Vision and Language. Data quality has
most often been studied in the vision and language domains,
where modern training pipelines often include multiple steps
of quality estimation and de-duplication [2, 16, 58]. For text
data, this often consists of simple n-gram classifiers, or meta-
data filtering, which have been shown to have a large impact
on performance [72]. Other more advanced techniques use
unsupervised clustering [68, 67, 1, 8], most commonly for de-
duplication and balancing across clusters. Though these meth-
ods improve the diversity of large datasets, they work mostly at
scale and independent of label (or in our case action) quality.
Methods in group mixing have been shown to increase learning
efficiency by improving the dataset’s distributional properties,
but do so only at the coarse group level [12, 11, 71, 22]. This is
problematic in robotics as we often are actively collecting data,
and want to assess trajectories individually. Most related to our
approach are techniques based on pre-trained models such as
CLIP [23]. Though these methods do not explicitly make the
connection, contrastive models precisely estimate a bound on
mutual information [47, 56]. Due to the data requirements
of contrastive learning, such techniques rely on large pre-
trained models, e.g., CLIP [62], as priors for curation [23].
Unfortunately, such priors are useless for estimating the mutual
information between states and actions. Moreover, training a
similar contrastive model from scratch requires hundreds of
millions of training examples [72]. This is rather unrealistic for
the current behavior cloning paradigm where even the largest

datasets have less than 100,000 demonstrations [34], and we
do not have access to strong pre-trained action priors.

Data Quality in Robotics. Orthogonal to us, several works
have focused on increasing the size of robotics datasets,
through the development of tools [73, 15], human teleoperation
[34, 57, 32, 20, 65, 49, 59, 7, 54], or automatic data augmenta-
tion [28, 51, 5, 48], with the aim of training large-scale robot
policies [9, 77, 42, 55]. Through this process, data quality
in the context of robot learning has come into question, but
largely through the lens of inter-demonstration compositional
generalization to new objects or scenes [10, 70, 26, 43]. Unlike
our work, such approaches do not consider intra-demonstration
transition quality, e.g., how good the action labels are which
can ultimately determine the performance of imitation learning
methods. Other works that consider action quality do so at an
extremely coarse level. ReMix [30] learns group weights over
large robot datasets using robust optimization. Such dataset
mixing approaches require datasets to be partitioned into
groups a priori, and are thus unable to determine the quality of
individual demonstrations. Retrieval methods [53, 21, 44] use
a target dataset to retrieve state-action pairs from unstructured
data, but do not explicitly measure data quality, only similarity.
Perhaps most related to our work, Kuhar et al. [41] directly
estimate the quality of individual demonstrations using a latent
space from temporal contrastive learning. However, to actually
produce quality estimates they assume access to a dataset
of human quality labels. Moreover, the choice of temporal
contrastive learning means that the learnability of actions is not
explicitly considered. DemInf on the other hand is completely
unsupervised, and thus can be applied to broad amounts of
robot data without any hand annotation.

Mutual Information Estimation. Mutual information es-
timation has been a long studied problem in both statistics
and deep learning [60]. Direct mutual information objectives
like InfoNCE [56] are often used for representation learning
in vision [13] and language [75]. Other works have used the
dual formulation [3]. Unfortunately, these parametric methods
techniques often require on the order of a million samples for
accurate estimation, but having access to this scale of data is
rather uncommon when trying to measure data quality for imi-
tation learning in a specific environment. Instead, DemInf uses
non-parametric estimators based k-nearest-neighbors [39, 66],
specifically the KSG estimator [40, 27]. Prior works have used
k-nn estimators in unsupervised RL, but do so for maximizing
state entropy [45, 35], not mutual information or data quality.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Imitation Learning

Broadly, the objective of imitation learning is to learn a
policy πθ : S → A parameterized by θ that is able to
effectively reproduce the behavior of an expert πE within an
environment with state space S, action space A and horizon
T . Typically, we measure the similarity between the policy
and expert using a divergence between their state visitation



distributions:
min
θ
DKL (ρπθ

||ρπE
) , (1)

where ρtπ(s) is the probability that the policy visits state s at
time t and ρπ(s) = 1

T

∑︁T
t=1 ρ

t
π(s) is the average visitation

across time. In essence, the above objective states that we
want the learned policy to visit the same states as the expert.
However, optimizing Eq. (1) is challenging as it requires
sampling from the learned policy, which can usually only be
done accurately by interacting with the environment.

Instead, the most common approach to imitation learning,
Behavior Cloning (BC), reduces the problem to standard
supervised learning [63]. Using the opposite direction of the
KL divergence with respect to Eq. (1), πθ can be learned
purely offline.

LBC(θ) = Es∼ρπE
[DKL(πE(·|s)||πθ(·|s))] (2)

In this case, we only need samples from πE typically in the
form of a dataset of N demonstrations DN = {τ1, . . . , τN},
where each demonstration τi = (s1, a1, s2, a2, . . . , sTi , aTi)
of length Ti is a valid sequence through the state-action space
according to the dynamics.

Demonstrations are assumed to be sampled from an absolute
expert πE—however, this assumption in practice is unrealistic.
As an example, though we might only care about completing
a “task” when learning robot policies, there are often several
strategies of doing so, and even when using the same strategy,
different demonstrators may be subtly different in how they
complete the task, which ends up affecting our empirical
estimate of the expert. In robot demonstration curation, we
ask how we can better define the empirical expert.

B. Demonstration Curation.

While theoretical analyses fix the expert distribution, in
practice it is empirically defined by the users and practitioners
who collect data. In turn, choices made during data collection
can affect the performance of a policy trained with behavior
cloning. For example, a novice data collector may produce
less predictable actions than an experienced one, and pooling
together the data from multiple demonstrators may lead to
a more complex action distribution. Moreover, choices made
within individual demonstrations τ , such as using differing
strategies or varied approaches to complete a task, might make
learning from the overall dataset DN more difficult. Thus, the
problem of demonstration curation in imitation learning is con-
cerned with how we can shape the expert policy distribution
ρπE

such that we can attain the highest performance at a given
task. Mathematically, we do so by adjusting the empirical
expert distribution, ρ̂πE

(s) = 1
n

∑︁n
i=1

1
T

∑︁T
t=1 1(s = τi,t) of

the dataset, where τi,t is the tth state of the ith demonstration.
We consider the general problem of shaping the empirical

expert distribution ρ̂πE
(s) tabula rasa at the demonstration

level. Specifically, our goal is to determine a score function
S(τ) in a purely offline fashion that is able to predict the
quality of demonstrations, where quality is determined by the

performance of a policy trained with behavior cloning on the
score-filtered demonstration dataset

DN (κ, S) = {τi | S(τi) > κ,∀i = 1, . . . , n} (3)

for some quality threshold value κ. This is a more diffi-
cult problem than considered in prior work. Data mixing
approaches Hejna et al. [30] only modify ρ̂πE

(s) at the
mixture level, i.e. adjusting coarse coefficients α over groups
of demonstrations. Instead, considering data curation at the
individual demonstration allows us to have a fine-grained
understanding of what strategies and expert distributions lead
to the best performing policy downstream. Works in interactive
data curation necessitate both online access to the environment
and expensive oracle feedback [31, 18] for curation. Our
setting is purely offline and unsupervised, allowing methods
we develop to be applied to virtually any robotics dataset
available. However, given we have no explicit signal from the
environment in the demonstration curation setting, we aim to
define S according to unsupervised objectives, namely mutual
information. In the next section, we discuss why mutual
information between states and actions can be a valuable
scoring function for behavior cloning.

IV. MUTUAL INFORMATION AS A QUALITY METRIC

Mutual information captures the bits of knowledge one gains
about one random variable by observing another, in essence
measuring predictability. In BC, we want to train a policy
πθ to predict the action a from the state s. Thus the mutual
information between states and actions is a rather natural
choice for a quality metric. In this section we interpret the
following factorization of mutual information in the context
of robot data curation:

I(S;A) = H(S)−H(A | S) (4)

where S and A represent random variables for the state and
action. First, we will discuss why minimizing the conditional
action entropy allows for more accurate policies. Second, we
discuss why maximizing state entropy can specifically improve
performance in the sequential decision making setting.

A. Minimizing Action Entropy

Our overall objective is to align the distribution of the
learned policy with that of expert data (Eq. (1)). Following
Theorem 4.1 of Belkhale et al. [6], we can bound the dis-
tribution matching objective from Eq. (1) using the log-sum
inequality in terms of the divergence between the learned
policy and expert policy at each time step:

DKL (ρπθ
||ρπE

) ≤ 1

T

T∑︂
t=1

(T−t)Es∼ρt
πθ

[DKL (πθ(·|s)||πE(·|s))] .

Intuitively, if we can keep the policies close enough to each
other at every state, then we should be able to better reproduce
the desired state distribution. Below, we use this fact to argue
why low conditional action entropy H(A | S) (term 2 in
Eq. (4)) leads to better BC performance [6].
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Fig. 1. A graphical depiction of the DemInf method. First, we begin by learning VAEs for states and action chunks to produce latent representations za and
zs. Using these latent representations, we apply the KSG k-nearest-neighbor based mutual information estimator. Finally, we filter demonstrations based on
their estimated mutual information.

Ease of Fit. Lower entropy distributions are generally simpler,
possibly making them easier to match. For example, an action
distribution that can only take on a single value has zero
conditional entropy. Note that BC (Eq. (2)) optimizes the
opposite direction of the KL-divergence with respect to the
above abound. The forward and reverse KL-divergences are
only equal when πE and πθ are the same. This is more likely to
happen for simple distributions, allowing us to make progress
towards the true state matching objective in Eq. (1).

Multimodality. Lower entropy distributions often have fewer
modes or peaks. Given the forward and reverse KL-
divergences have different behaviors around modes, e.g.,
mode-seeking versus mode-covering, they are more likely to
exhibit similar behaviors on unimodal datasets.

Privileged Information. It can be difficult for a policy to fit
demonstrations when the data collector has access to informa-
tion unavailable to the policy. For example, a data collector
may have extra sensory information–such as direct line-of-
sight to observe objects that are occluded in the robot’s camera
views. The resulting actions might only be predictable when
given access to the unobserved variable Z. Mathematically, we
can bound the mutual information between the unobserved
Z and actions A by H(A|S) ≥ I(A;Z|S) [17]. Thus, by
minimizing the entropy of the action distribution we ensure
that unobserved factors have a smaller effect on the data.

B. Maximizing State Entropy

In addition to minimizing conditional action entropy, mutual
information encourages high entropy in the state marginal
distribution H(S) (the first term of Eq. (4)). Assuming we
are unable to perfectly match the expert, during evaluation the
learned policy πθ is likely to make an imperfect prediction at
a given state st leading to a new state st+1. If this state is
not close to any other state in the training dataset, the policy
is unlikely to recover. However, if the dataset DN contains
higher coverage over the state space, we might expect to have
a state similar to st+1 in the dataset.

Though mutual information is perhaps a natural metric for
data curation, it can be practically difficult to estimate [19]. In

the next section, we detail our approach to obtaining accurate
estimates.

V. METHOD

In this section we propose the Demonstration Information
Estimation (DemInf) method for computationally estimating
mutual information. Though mutual information is usually
considered at the distribution or dataset level, we are interested
in scoring individual demonstrations for data curation. Thus,
we measure the contribution of individual episodes to the
overall mutual information of the dataset. Fortunately, this
can easily be done as the majority of of empirical mutual
information estimators can be decomposed into an average of
sample-wise estimators.

Î(S;A) =
1

|DN |
∑︂

(si,ai)∈DN

Î(si, ai;DN ) (5)

As previously outlined in Section II, there are several possible
neural estimators of mutual information which can be applied
to high dimensional robotics data. However, the majority
of existing methods like InfoNCE [56] and MINE [4] have
extremely high sample requirements for effective estimation
which are unrealistic for real world BC datasets. To over-
come this challenge we propose Demonstration Information
Estimation, which uses k-nearest-neighbor (k-NN) estimates
of mutual information. Our method involves three steps –
representation learning, mutual information estimation, and
scoring – which we outline below.

A. Representation Learning.

As k-NN estimators of mutual information do not require
training a deep neural network, they have been found to be
more sample efficient than other estimators. However, they
are typically applied to low-dimensional datasets in contrast
with robotics datasets which often contain multiple images
and sensors. Directly applying k-NN estimators to raw image
data may suffer poor performance as distances as become
meaningless due to the curse of dimensionality [38]. To
remedy this problem and provide a space suitable for non-
parametric estimation we train separate Variational Auto-



Encoders (VAEs) [37] to embed both the states and actions
into low-dimensional representations.

We denote embedded states as zs,i = fs(si) and embedded
actions as za,i = fa(ai). Though other techniques for rep-
resentation learning exist, we choose to learn VAEs because
they enforce an isotropic Gaussian constraint onto the latent
distribution p(z). This is particularly desirable for k-NN based
mutual information estimators for two reasons. First, enforcing
a prior over the latent distribution ensures that distances
between embedded states and actions are meaningful – a
necessary prerequisite for statistics based on k-NN. Second,
k-NN based mutual information estimators are commonly
assessed on Gaussian distributed data, where they are known
to perform well [19]. When training the VAEs fs and fa we
try to select the smallest latent dimension that we believe can
sufficiently capture the variable.

B. k-NN MI Estimation.

Given a latent representation of the states and actions, we
can estimate the contribution of an individual state-action pair
to the overall mutual information of the dataset using k-NN
based estimators. The general intuition behind these estimators
is that the probability density function around a sample is
proportional to how many other data points are near it, which
can be measured with the nearest neighbors. If the density
function is high near a data point, then we expect there to be
many samples around it and thus have a small k-NN distance.
Conversely, if the density function is low we expect a large
k-NN distance. Averaging these density estimates allows us
to estimate entropy [39], which can be extended to mutual
information. In particular, we use the KSG estimator from
Kraskov et al. [40], which we outline below.

Let ρk,i be the k-NN distance of the ith state action pair
[zs, za] in the joint space ZS ×ZA defined using the metric

||[zs, za]− [z′s, z
′
a]|| = max{||zs − z′s||2, ||za − z′a||2}.

The L2 norm between individual latents follows the Gaussian
distribution learned by the VAEs. The infinity norm between
the ZS and ZA spaces allows the errors from estimates of
S and A to cancel in the final KSG estimator. Then, in the
context of Eq. (5), the KSG estimator is given by:

Î(si, ai;DN ) ∝ −ψ(n(zs,i) + 1)− ψ(n(za,i) + 1)

where ψ is the di-gamma function and n(zs,i) is

n(zs,i) =
∑︂
j ̸=i

1{||zs,i − zs,j ||2 ≤ ρk,i}

or the number of latent states zs less than or equal to the k-
nearest-neighbor distance ρk,i in ZS×ZA. The same quantity
is analogously defined for actions. We omit constant terms that
do not affect the relative contribution of different state-action
pairs to the mutual information. We refer the reader to Fig. 1
for a pictoral example.

As computing k-NN is computationally prohibitive as the
dataset size increases, we take a randomized approach. Using
a large batch size, we iterate over the dataset multiple times,

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Timestep
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Square MH MI by Timestep

Fig. 2. The average estimated Î(s; a) per timestep for high quality data
(“better” demonstrators) in “Square MH” from RoboMimic [50]. Notice that
at the start of the trajectory and after the grasp (75-100 steps), Î is highest,
while it is low during the grasp period (50-75 steps).

each time with a distinct shuffling order. We then compute the
mutual information contribution Î(s, a;B) within each batch
B for multiple values of k and average.

C. Scoring

Given a set of mutual information estimates, our goal is to
determine a scoring function S for each episode τ . Intuitively,
we can then define the scoring function for each demonstration
as the average contribution of that demonstration τ to the
overall mutual information estimator Î(S,A).

S(τ) =
1

T

T∑︂
t=1

Î(st, at;DN )

Since we are filtering datasets by the score, we primarily care
about the relative ordering of mutual information estimates
rather than their absolute values. In practice, we standardize
the dataset by first clipping state-action estimates Î(s, a) to
lie between the 1st and 99th percentiles to prevent excessive
influence of outliers.

Note that even though we have scores for each state-action
pair Î(s, a), we do not use them to directly filter the data.
Such an approach would not only be noisier, but also remove
all parts of a task that are inherently harder to predict, but
necessary for success. For example, free motion towards an
object is likely easy to predict, but the exact time-step at which
the gripper should close is hard to predict. We show this in
Fig. 2 for the high quality demonstrations in one dataset, where
Î(s, a) is significantly higher at the start during free motion
and lowest when grasping the object (∼ 50–75 steps). Filtering
data by mutual information at the state-action level thus might
drop data for crucial parts of a task that inherently have lower
mutual information in favor of easily predictable motion.

Using the score function S, we can subset the dataset to
include only demonstrations that contribute positively towards
the average mutual information estimate of the dataset.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

We aim to answer the following questions: (1) How well
does DemInf curate robot data? (2) How do different mutual
information estimators affect performance? (3) Can data cu-
ration via mutual information improve performance on down-
stream policy learning? and (4) What is important to DemInf’s
performance? Additional results are presented in Appendix A.



Fig. 3. Visualization of the tasks represented in the datasets we use
in this work, including the Can MH, Lift MH, and Square MH datasets
from RoboMimic; real-world PenInCup and DishRack datasets collected on
a Franka robot; and the real-world TootsieRoll, HiChew, and HersheyKiss
datasets from RoboCrowd for the ALOHA robot.

A. Experimental Setup

1) Datasets: To assess the performance of different robot
demonstration curation techniques, we perform experiments
on a broad set of datasets spanning simulated, real single-
arm, and real bi-arm robots with varying levels of data quality
as depicted in Fig. 3. Notably, we use datasets where human
experts have provided quality labels, allowing us to easily
assess different demonstration curation metrics:
RoboMimic. The multi-human datasets from the RoboMimic
benchmark [50] include 100 demonstrations from each of
three robot operators for three tasks in increasing difficulty:
“Lift” where the robot simply lifts a cube, “Can” where the
robot moves a can from one bin to another, and “Square”
where the robot places a nut onto a peg. RoboMimic provides
quality labels for each operator, which we use to assign quality
scores (with scores of 1, 2, and 3 for the “worse”, “okay”,
and “better” demonstrations respectively). We measure the
performance of different data curation methods from both
state, in which ground truth object information is provided,
as well as third-person images.
Franka. Using the setup from Khazatsky et al. [34] with a
Franka Panda robot we collect 60 and 80 demonstrations for
each of two tasks, “PenInCup” and “DishRack” respectively.
Within each task, we collect 50% expert demonstrations
(quality 1) and 50% poor demonstrations (quality 0), where

the operator intentionally makes a mistake (e.g. dropping an
object, taking a long inefficient path, jerky motion). We use a
single third person camera and a wrist camera to train policies
and action chunks of size 4.
RoboCrowd. The RoboCrowd benchmark from Mirchandani
et al. [52] contains crowdsourced robot data on the bimanual
ALOHA [76] platform from real, novice users in a natural
environment. Data in RoboCrowd varies widely in quality
– many trajectories contain suboptimal data or sequences of
“play” data that are irrelevant to the target task. RoboCrowd
serves as a suitable platform to study data curation as it
has a small number of expert demonstrations for each task
and human expert quality labels ranging from 0 to 3 for all
crowdsourced data. Specifically, we use the “HiChew Play,”
“TootsieRoll Play,” and “HersheyKiss Play” datasets which
contain both expert demonstrations and crowdsourced demon-
strations for candy bin-picking tasks. Every demonstration
contains some amount of task-relevant data, with the potential
of irrelevant play data in the crowdsourced demonstrations as
well. We additionally evaluate on versions of these datasets
(“HiChew”, “TootsieRoll’, “HersheyKiss”) where the unstruc-
tured play data has been removed, but where demonstrations
still contain task-relevant data of varying quality. The HiChew
and TootsieRoll datasets contain 40 demonstrations each and
the HersheyKiss dataset contains 100 demonstrations, half of
which are expert demonstrations. We use the wrist cameras,
overhead camera, and action chunks of size 10 for data
curation.

2) Baselines: We compare against a number of different
data quality estimators from prior work in addition to a number
of alternative mutual information estimators, which we label
with “(MI)”.
Uncertainty. Following prior works in active learning for
imitation learning [18, 31], we select data based on the
uncertainty of an ensemble of 5 policies. Note that while this
metric makes sense for active learning, it does not necessarily
make sense in the offline setting, and in some ways may be
inversely correlated with quality if the ensemble converges
better on high quality data.
Compatibility. Following Gandhi et al. [25], we use a measure
of demonstration “compatibility” to score data. Namely, a
demonstration is compatible with respect to a policy if it has
either high “novelty” as measured by the prediction variance of
an ensemble, or low novelty and high likelihood as measured
by the average loss. In some sense, this could be akin to
mutual information if novelty captures H(S) and likelihood
captures H(A|S). Though this method was originally designed
to be used in the online setting, we adopt it to the offline
setting by training a policy on all data, then estimating the
“compatibility” for each demonstration with respect to the
overall policy.
VIP. Value Implicit Pre-training [46] is an action-free method
that leverages the dual formulation of the goal-conditioned RL
problem to learn a “universal” value function. We use VIP to
estimate data quality by considering the total predicted reward
over a demonstration.
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Fig. 4. Average quality of demonstrations remaining in datasets after filtering with different choices of S on the Lift, Can, and Square Multi-Human (Mh)
datasets from the Robomimic benchmark with states (Left) and images (right). Results are shown as an average of 3 seeds.
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Fig. 5. Average quality of demonstrations remaining in datasets after filtering with different choices of S on the Hi-Chew, Tootsie-Roll, and Hershey-Kiss
crowdsourced datasets from the RoboCrowd benchmark. We include results for datasets with a combination of expert and only task-relevant data (left), and
a version of the data that contains additional unstructured play data (right). Results are shown as an average of 3 seeds.

InfoNCE (MI). We use the symmetric InfoNCE [56] objective
used to train CLIP [62] which converges to an estimate of
mutual information. We compare to InfoNCE as CLIP is
commonly used to curate datasets in vision and language [64].
MINE (MI). MINE [4] leverages the dual form of the KL
divergence to estimate the mutual information using a learned
critic function.

3) Architectures: For all state-based experiments we use
MLPs with two hidden layers of size 512. For image-based
experiments we use ResNet-18 Encoders [29] with spatial
softmax activations following Mandlekar et al. [50], which are
concatenated with state information as input to a MLP with
two hidden layers of size 1024. When training VAEs from
images we use matching ResNet-18 Decoder networks for
each view. For each dataset we use the same architecture for all
methods, where the latent z dimension is set to be consistent
across both DemInf and baselines. For all experiments we use
the Adam optimizer with learning rate 0.0001 and a batch size
of 256. State-based models are trained for 50,000 steps and
image based models are trained for 100,000 steps using VMs
provided by a Google TPU Research Cloud Grant. We run
three seeds for all methods. More details and hyper-parameters
can be found in Appendix C.

B. How well does DemInf curate data?

To assess how well DemInf can curate data, we plot the
number of episodes filtered from each dataset against the aver-
age resulting expert quality label. This amounts to considering
every possible dataset generated by sweeping the threshold
level κ in the sub-setted dataset according to scoring function
S (see Eq. (3)). Doing so allows us to simultaneously assess
how well each method would does at every threshold level.
The closer the curve is to the “oracle” or curating directly by
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Fig. 6. Average quality of demonstrations remaining in datasets after filtering
with different choices of S on the Franka Datasets. Average of 3 seeds.

the expert labels, the better. Note that one should not over-
index on the right-hand size of the plot as with a typical
learning curve, as that represents performance only as the
dataset reaches 10% of its original size.
State-Based Results. We depict results on the state-based
RoboMimic benchmark on the left side of Fig. 4. DemInf
performs as well or better than baselines in all environments,
though there is not a particularly large gap with VIP.
Image-Based Results. In the image-based settings we find
that DemInf performs even better, surpassing all methods
on both RoboMimic (Fig. 4) and Franka (Fig. 6). On the
“DishRack” task, DemInf is able to exactly match the or-
acle. VIP performs comparably worse in this setting, likely
because its bootstrapping-based RL objective is more difficult
to optimize in higher dimensions. Conversely, the uncertainty
based metrics perform better in RoboMimic. The compatibility
metric performs quite well on the Franka tasks, likely because
the low quality data was explicitly collected with higher
entropy, making it easy to distinguish with policy loss alone.
Crowdsourced Data. To assess DemInf’s ability to filter data
from a wide variety of operators, styles, and quality levels we
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Fig. 7. Average quality of demonstrations remaining in datasets across RoboMimic and RoboCrowd after filtering with different mutual information estimators.
Again, all experiments are averaged over 3 seeds. We found InfoNCE and MINE to exhibit higher variance than DemInf and struggle with higher dimensional
inputs, especially with lower amounts of data.

turn to the RoboCrowd benchmark. We again find that DemInf
most consistently filters out low-quality data with respect to
the expert labels. The extreme diversity of these datasets,
combined with the limited number of demonstrations available
(40-100) proves extremely challenging for all baselines, which
often provide only a small edge over random sampling.
Selecting based on uncertainty performs quite poorly here –
demonstrating that when learning offline, uncertainty is a poor
metric, and certainty (its inverse) may perform better. These
results suggest that methods designed for active learning and
interactive data collection are not sufficient for the problem of
offline data curation. When comparing the left side of Fig. 5
with the right side, we see that VIP is able to perform better
on the “Play” datasets can contain task-irrelevant sequences
in the demonstrations. While this might be counter-intuitive
at first, VIP is goal-conditioned and scores state, next-state
tuples based on perceived progress towards the goal. Thus,
data with large amounts of irrelevant data extending the length
of trajectories, VIP has an easier time filtering.

C. Mutual Information Estimators

Fig. 7 shows the performance of different mutual informa-
tion estimators across RoboMimic and RoboCrowd. While In-
foNCE and MINE perform acceptably in state-based settings,
they begin to perform significantly worse in image based set-
tings as the dimensionality of the data increases. InfoNCE in
particular performs far worse in RoboMimic, underscoring the
raw amount of data needed to train a high quality contrastive
representation as documented by prior work. Both MINE and
InfoNCE perform poorly in the more data-limited regime
in RoboCrowd while DemInf, which uses non-parametric
estimation no top of representation learning, is able to retain
performance. Moreover, we find that DemInf exhibits far lower
variance across seeds, while the parametric estimators were
more unstable and had one or two runs that performed far
worse than the others. This is particularly problematic for
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Fig. 8. Performance of ResNet18 + MLP BC Policies trained on filtered
subsets of RoboMimic from Images. Evaluations are averaged over 200 trials
for each of 3 seeds (600 total) after 100K training steps. Each dataset begins
with 300 demonstrations.

downstream data curation, as one often does not have ground
truth labels to check the quality of the scoring function.

D. Does demonstration curation affect policy performance?

While comparing to ground truth labels allows us to assess
the quality of different approaches to filtering, we ultimately
care about the performance of downstream BC policies. In
Fig. 8 we train BC policies on RoboMimic Can MH and
Square MH from images when filtering different numbers of
episodes from the dataset DN according to the best baselines
for the tasks. Overall, we find that at all data scales DemInf
performs better than baselines, which exhibit far less consistent
performance trends overall. For example, uncertainty often
shows little improvement until the majority of the dataset
is filtered. Crucially, we see that filtering data with DemInf
performs better than training on all of the data by over 10%
in Can and is the only method to improve upon training on
all of the data in Square.

This trend continues in real world evals for both RoboCrowd
and Franka where we compare training policies on all of
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Fig. 10. Performance of DemInf with different ranges of k for k-NN

the demonstrations (no filter), training policies on a random
50% subset of the demonstrations, and filtering 50% of the
demonstrations with DemInf in Fig. 9. We train ACT [76]
for RoboCrowd and Diffusion Policy [14] for Franka. In
RoboCrowd, after scoring trials according to the methodology
in Mirchandani et al. [52] (1 for grasping any number of
candies, 2 for returning it to the user, and 3 for returning
only one as in the demonstrations), we find that the DemInf
policy not only more commonly successfully completes the
task, but also exhibits better motion when compared to training
on all of the data. When considering the same number of
demonstrations randomly selected from the dataset, we find
that the gap in score is larger, indicating that better perfor-
mance can be attained by collecting only good data. On the
Franka tasks DemInf always outperforms the random subset,
but training on all data does slightly better than filtering with
DemInf on “PenInCup”. This is likely because “PenInCup”,
being the harder task, requires more data for representation
learning even if the quality is poor. However, when dataset size
is kept at parity (50% random subset) we see a huge difference
in performance, indicating that in all tasks data quality matters.

E. Ablations

Finally, we consider which design choices of DemInf affect
its ability to curate demonstration data. Here, we consider the
value of k used for k-NN and the type of non-parameteric
mutual information estimator. In Appendix A we include
additional ablations over the size of the latent dimensions of
zs and za and the value of β for the VAEs. Fig. 10 shows
the performance of DemInf with different ranges of k used to
compute the mutual information. We average final predictions
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Fig. 11. Performance of DemInf with different k-NN mutual information
estimators

over this range. DemInf’s performance is generally robust to
this parameter, with no substantial change in performance
in both HersheyKiss and Square MH. However, the story
is different for the choice of k-NN estimator. As shown in
Fig. 11, we found the KSG estimator from Kraskov et al. [40]
to be superior to both the BiKSG estimator from Belghazi
et al. [3] and the naı̈ve application of the differential entropy
estimator from Kozachenko and Leonenko [39] (KL). This
indicates that the quality of the latent space, as well as
the quality of the estimator, are important for downstream
performance.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose the Demonstration Information
Estimation (DemInf) procedure as a method for data curation
in robot imitation learning. Specifically, we motivate mutual
information as a useful basis for measuring the quality of
individual demonstrations, and instantiate mutual information
estimators as a way to rank and select demonstrations. Across
several datasets of human-teleoperated demonstrations in
both the real-world and simulation, we find that the DemInf
outperforms several prior methods at measuring the quality
of demonstrations.

A. Limitations

Action Entropy. DemInf considers the mutual information
between states and actions to curate demonstrations. However,
this ignores the fact that in the sequential setting, action
entropy directly determines state entropy through time, e.g.
a more random policy will visit more states. In this sense,
DemInf may be over-indexing on H(A|S). A better approach



might be to consider measuring I(S1;A1, ...AT ), or the mu-
tual information between initial states and action sequences.
However, doing so reduces the amount of data available for
estimation by a factor of T , which is typically 100-1000,
making this approach more challenging in practice.
State Entropy. Because of the H(S) component, DemInf
could prefer outlier trajectories that visit a new part of the
state space, so long as there are no nearby trajectories with
conflicting actions. For this reason as well, the aforementioned
approach of measuring I(S1;A1, ...AT ) might be preferred in
a world of infinite data.
Pauses. Because DemInf considers the average estimated Î
across a trajectory, it is susceptible to preferring data that is
predictable, but might not make progress towards completing
the task. For example, if a robot pauses for an extended amount
of time, the action distribution is very predictable. However,
this behavior is not desired in practice. To mitigate this effect,
we recommend ensuring that all data completes the task and
pauses are filtered.
Greediness. Note that DemInf’s curation procedure is greedy
and not globally optimal – once we remove an episode we
have changed the data distribution, which in turn affects
the true mutual information. However, re-running the mutual
information estimator on the entire dataset for each filtered
demonstration would be far more computationally expensive.

B. Future Work
Exciting avenues for future work remain. For instance,

extending DemInf to the multi-task setting will require
disentangling task conditioning from mutual information
estimation as to not retain only the easiest tasks. This
problem becomes harder in settings where task definitions
are not enumerable, like natural language. Other directions
include scaling DemInf to larger datasets such as Open
X-Embodiment Collaboration et al. [57] and Khazatsky et al.
[34] to curate better subsets for the robot learning community.
Finally, integrating DemInf into an online data collection
interface could improve data collection efficiency. Though
there is more work to do, we believe DemInf is a step towards
addressing the data problem in robotics.
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Moutakanni, Nikita Smetanin, Marc Szafraniec, Hugo
Touvron, Camille Couprie, Maxime Oquab, Armand
Joulin, et al. Automatic data curation for self-supervised
learning: A clustering-based approach. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2405.15613, 2024.

[69] Homer Walke, Kevin Black, Abraham Lee, Moo Jin Kim,
Max Du, Chongyi Zheng, Tony Zhao, Philippe Hansen-
Estruch, Quan Vuong, Andre He, Vivek Myers, Kuan
Fang, Chelsea Finn, and Sergey Levine. Bridgedata v2:
A dataset for robot learning at scale. In Conference on
Robot Learning (CoRL), 2023.

[70] Annie Xie, Lisa Lee, Ted Xiao, and Chelsea Finn.
Decomposing the generalization gap in imitation learn-
ing for visual robotic manipulation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2307.03659, 2023.

[71] Sang Michael Xie, Hieu Pham, Xuanyi Dong, Nan Du,
Hanxiao Liu, Yifeng Lu, Percy S Liang, Quoc V Le,
Tengyu Ma, and Adams Wei Yu. Doremi: Optimizing
data mixtures speeds up language model pretraining. In
A. Oh, T. Naumann, A. Globerson, K. Saenko, M. Hardt,
and S. Levine, editors, Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, volume 36, 2023.

[72] Hu Xu, Saining Xie, Xiaoqing Tan, Po-Yao Huang,
Russell Howes, Vasu Sharma, Shang-Wen Li, Gargi
Ghosh, Luke Zettlemoyer, and Christoph Feichtenhofer.
Demystifying CLIP data. In The Twelfth International
Conference on Learning Representations, 2024.

[73] Sarah Young, Dhiraj Gandhi, Shubham Tulsiani, Abhinav
Gupta, Pieter Abbeel, and Lerrel Pinto. Visual imitation
made easy. In Jens Kober, Fabio Ramos, and Claire
Tomlin, editors, Proceedings of the 2020 Conference on
Robot Learning, volume 155 of Proceedings of Machine

https://huggingface.co/datasets/HuggingFaceFW/fineweb
https://huggingface.co/datasets/HuggingFaceFW/fineweb


Learning Research, pages 1992–2005. PMLR, 16–18
Nov 2021.

[74] Xiaohua Zhai, Alexander Kolesnikov, Neil Houlsby, and
Lucas Beyer. Scaling vision transformers. In CVPR,
2022.

[75] Yan Zhang, Ruidan He, Zuozhu Liu, Kwan Hui Lim,
and Lidong Bing. An unsupervised sentence embedding
method by mutual information maximization. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2020 Conference on Empirical Methods
in Natural Language Processing (EMNLP), pages 1601–
1610, 2020.

[76] Tony Z. Zhao, Vikash Kumar, Sergey Levine, and
Chelsea Finn. Learning fine-grained bimanual manip-
ulation with low-cost hardware. In Kostas E. Bekris,
Kris Hauser, Sylvia L. Herbert, and Jingjin Yu, editors,
Robotics: Science and Systems XIX, Daegu, Republic of
Korea, July 10-14, 2023, 2023. doi: 10.15607/RSS.2023.
XIX.016.

[77] Brianna Zitkovich, Tianhe Yu, Sichun Xu, Peng Xu,
Ted Xiao, Fei Xia, Jialin Wu, Paul Wohlhart, Stefan
Welker, Ayzaan Wahid, et al. Rt-2: Vision-language-
action models transfer web knowledge to robotic control.
In Conference on Robot Learning, pages 2165–2183.
PMLR, 2023.



APPENDIX

A. Extended Results

Here we provide results and ablations that could not fit in the main text.
Additional Results
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Fig. 12. The performance of different mutual information estimators on the Franka Datasets, cut from the main text due to space.
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Fig. 13. The effect of different values of k on RoboCrowd
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Fig. 14. The effect of different values of k on RoboMimic Image
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Fig. 15. The effect of different latent dimension sizes for zs and za on RoboMimic Image. we find that performance is relatively robust to this parameter.
Unlike all others, this experiment was run over 2, not 3, seeds.
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Fig. 16. The effect of different values of VAE β on RoboMimic Image. We find that performance is relatively robust to this parameter for RoboMimic.
Unlike all others, this experiment was run over 2, not 3, seeds.
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Fig. 17. The effect of using different action spaces for the RoboCrowd dataset.

Plots with All Baselines and Estimators. The below plots show the performance of all methods on the same exact plot,
allowing for direct comparison. We additionally consider another baseline “Policy Loss”, which simply measures the loss of
a BC policy.
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Fig. 18. RoboMimic results for all methods.
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Fig. 19. RoboCrowd results for all methods.

B. Method Details

Here we provide more details on each of the different methods used to for data curation. For each method we train the
requisite model(s), then run inference over the whole dataset. As we filter at the demonstration level, we aggregate scores for
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Fig. 20. Franka results for all methods.

all methods over each demonstration. Mathematically, all scoring functions take the form:

S(τ) =
1

T

T∑︂
t=1

h(st, at;Dn)

where h is some function of the state-action pairs in a set of data D comprised of trajectories τ . We use the subscript t
to denote that we index over the steps of a trajectory τ . In practice we clip state-action scores from h at the 1st and 99th
percentile. Below we provide the scoring function used for all methods.

Demonstration Information Estimation (DemInf). We first fit an action VAE za = fa(a) and state VAE zs = fs(s). Then,
we iterate over the entire dataset 4 times, computing scores in random batches of size 1024. The score function is then

h(si, ai;B) = Î(si, ai;B) ∝ −ψ(n(zs,i) + 1)− ψ(n(za,i) + 1)

where B is a random batch and n is defined as Section V.

BiKSG. We follow the same approach as in DemInf, except the mutual information is estimated as

h(si, ai;B) = Î(si, ai;B) ∝ − log n(zs,i)− log n(za,i)

and we use the l2 distance metric over ZS ×ZA without the l∞ norm:

||[zs, za]− [z′s, z
′
a]|| = ||[zs, za]− [z′s, z

′
a]||2

KL. We follow the same approach as in DemInf, except the mutual information is estimated using separate terms for H(S),
H(A) and H(S,A) where each term is given by the differentiable entropy estimator from Kozachenko and Leonenko [39].
Let zks,i be zs,i’s k-nearest-neighbor. Then, the estimator is given as

h(si, ai;B) = Î(si, ai;B) ∝ log ||zs,i − zks,i||
|ZS |
2 + log ||za,i − zka,i||

|ZA|
2 − log ||[zs, za]i − [zs, za]

k
i ||

|ZS |+|ZA|
2

where |ZS | is the dimension of the latent space.

MINE. MINE optimizes a critic function fθ(s, a) to predict the mutual information using the objective

max
θ

E(s,a)∼D[fθ(s, a)]− log
(︂
Es∼D,a∼D[efθ(s,a)

)︂
where the first term is sampled from the joint and the second is sampled from the marginals. The scoring function is then
simply:

h(si, ai;B) = fθ(si, ai)

In practice MINE uses an exponential moving average of gradient’s denominator to un-bias the estimator. We refer to this
parameter as α as in the original paper and leave it at 0.9.

InfoNCE. We optimize the symmetric InfoNCE objective from CLIP, which converges to the mutual information up to a
constant [47]. To do so, we train a state encoder fs and an action encoder fa. After training, the scoring function becomes:

h(si, ai;B) = fs(si) · fa(ai)

or simply the dot product between the two representations.



VIP. VIP [46] uses the dual form of the goal-conditioned RL problem, with the negative L2 distance between encoded states
as a proxy for the value function V (s, g) = −||f(s)− f(g)||2. The VIP training objective is

min
θ

Es1∼ρ1,g∼D[||fθ(s1)− fθ(g)||2] + logEst,st+1,g∼D[exp (||fθ(st)− fθ(g)||2 − 1{st = g} − γ||fθ(st+1)− fθ(g)||2)]

Then, using the learned value function we estimate the “reward” of each transition by

h(st, st+1, g;B) = −||fθ(st+1)− fθ(g)||2 + ||fθ(st)− fθ(g)||2

which captures the progress of the transition towards the goal. During training we sample goals uniformly from the future, but
during quality estimation we set the goals to be the final state in each demonstration.

Compatibility. Following Gandhi et al. [25] we train an ensemble of 5 policies. Then, the compatibility score is estimated as:

h(si, ai;B) =

{︄
1−min (L2Loss(πθ(si), ai)/λ, 1) if std(πθ(si)) < η

1 otherwise

where L2Loss is the average L2 loss of the ensemble and std is the standard deviation of the predictions.

Uncertainty. The uncertainty score is estimated from the same ensemble of 5 policies by the standard deviation of the
predictions:

h(si, ai;B) = std(πθ(si))

Policy Loss. The Policy Loss metric is simply the negative L2 Loss of the network, such that demonstrations with lower loss
have a higher score.

h(si, ai;B) = −L2Loss(πθ(si), ai)

C. Implementation Details

Architectures. We use the same architectures for all methods whenever possible. For state-based experiments we simply use
MLPs with two hidden layers of size 512 with ReLU activations. When training BC policies, we add dropout of 0.5 as we
found it to be important to performance. For VAEs we use a symmetric decoder.

For Image experiments, we use ResNet18 architectures followed by a spatial softmax layer, similar to the original setup in
Mandlekar et al. [50]. We concatenate representations from all cameras along with the state information, and then feed that
to information to an MLP. For RoboMimic we use a three layer MLP with hidden dimension of size 512. For Franka and
RoboCrowd we use an MLP with two hidden layers of size 1024. For all methods using a state encoder, we use this architecture.
For BC policies we ensemble the MLP, add dropout and use the L2 Loss function for training. MINE additionally concatenates
the action before the MLP and InfoNCE trains a separate action encoder using just the MLP architecture. For action encoders
and decoders, we use the same architecture as for state. For training VAEs on images, we use the same architecture but in
reverse, with ResNet18 Decoders.

We trained all models on TPU v4-8 VMs provided by the Google TPU Research Cloud.

Hyperparameters We set hyper-parameters consistently across settings, e.g. RoboCrowd and try to choose the same parameters
for all methods when possible. Hyperparameters for all methods are shown in Table I.

Randomized k-NN Estimation. We estimate the mutual information using random batches for k-NN estimators. When doing
so, we use a batch size of 1024 and iterate over the entire dataset 4 times.

Checkpoint Selection. We train all state-based models for 50K timesteps and all image-based models for 100K timesteps. For
VAEs, BC policies, and VIP we select final checkpoints (e.g. 50K or 100K steps). We found that InfoNCE and MINE tended
to overfit quite fast. For InfoNCE we used checkpoints after 20K for state and 40K for images. For MINE we used 50K for
state and 60K for images.

D. Evaluation Details

RoboMimic For training policies in robomimic, we use the same architecture as in the image-based data quality experiments
with an MLP action head using L2 loss. We train for 100K timesteps before running 200 evaluation episodes. Episodes are
truncated after 400 timesteps.

RoboCrowd. We use an ALOHA robot setup to evaluate performance on the RoboCrowd benchmark, with ten trials per
method. As in Mirchandani et al. [52] each trial assigned one of the following scores: 1 point for successfully grasping any
number of candies, 2 points for returning any number of candies, and 3 points for returning exactly one candy. 0 points



Method Parameter RoboMimic State RoboMimic Image Franka RoboCrowd

All

Optimizer Adam
Learning Rate 0.0001

Batch Size 256
Training Steps 50,000 100,000
Action Chunk 1 1 4 10

Image Resolution – (84, 84) (128, 128) (128, 128)

DemInf

Augmentations – Random Scale and Crop (0.9, 0.95)
β 0.05 0.01

Image Recon Weight – 0.005
zs 12 16 24 16
za 6 6 16 12
k (5,6,7)

VIP z 8 16 24 16
γ 0.98

InfoNCE z 8 16 24 16

MINE z 8 16 24 16
α 0.9

Compatibility

Ensemble Size 5
Dropout 0.5

η 0.025 0.05 0.1 0.05
λ 8 4 2 4

Uncertainty Ensemble Size 5
Dropout 0.5

TABLE I
HYPERPARAMETERS FOR ALL METHODS.

are given otherwise. Policies are trained for 200K timesteps using the same architecture ad hyperparameters from ACT, e.g.
encoder-decoder transformer with L1 loss and action chunks of size 100.

Franka. We use the franka robot setup from DROID Khazatsky et al. [34], and run 15 trials per method. We score trails of
“DishRack” as fully successful (1) if the robot puts both items in the dish rack, and partially successful (0.5) if it puts only one
item of the bowl and fork in the dish rack. We score trials of “PenInCup” as fully successful (1) if the pen ends up completely
in the cup and partially successful (0.5) if it ends up on top of the cup. We use the same architectures and hyperparameters
as in Khazatsky et al. [34] for evaluation, e.g. Diffusion Policy [14] with action chunks of size 16 and execution size of 8
with a few differences. Instead of using pre-trained ResNet-50s as in Khazatsky et al. [34], we use ResNet34s initialized from
scratch with GroupNorm instead of BatchNorm. To compensate, we train for 200K steps as opposed to 50K.
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