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Abstract

We introduce WearVQA, the first benchmark specifically designed to evaluate
the Visual Question Answering (VQA) capabilities of multi-modal Al assistant on
wearable devices like smart glasses. Unlike prior benchmarks that focus on high-
quality, third-person imagery, WearVQA reflects the unique challenges of ego-
centric interaction—where visual inputs may be occluded, poorly lit, unzoomed,
or blurry, and questions are grounded in realistic wearable use cases. The bench-
mark comprises 2,520 carefully curated image-question-answer triplets, spanning
7 diverse image domains including both text-centric and general scenes, 10 cogni-
tive task types ranging from basic recognition to various forms of reasoning, and 6
common wearables-specific image quality issues. All questions are designed to be
answerable using only the visual input and common senses. WearVQA is paired
with a rigorous LLM-as-a-judge evaluation framework with 96% labeling accu-
racy. Open-source and proprietary multi-modal LLMs achieved a QA accuracy
as low as 24-52% on WearVQA, with substantial drops on lower-quality images
and reasoning-heavy tasks. These observations position WearVQA as a compre-
hensive and challenging benchmark for guiding technical advancement towards
robust, real-world multi-modal wearables Al systems.

1 Introduction

Imagine a shopper at a liquor store picking up a bottle of Rosé and asking which dishes it pairs
with. Picture a DIY enthusiast kneeling under the kitchen sink, asking how to use a basin wrench
to loosen the nut behind the faucet. Envision someone at a lunch table, holding a receipt and asking
how much to leave as a tip.

As wearable devices move closer to mainstream adoption, they offer new opportunities to meet
users’ real-world needs as illustrated above. However, the egocentric perspective introduces unique
challenges. The bottle might be obscured by the brim of a hat, the space under the sink might be
poorly lit, and the receipt’s numbers might be too small to read clearly—egocentric images often
suffer from lower quality than the well-lit, carefully framed shots taken by smartphones. Moreover,
users tend to ask questions as if the assistant shares their viewpoint, such as “how to fix this?” when
multiple objects are visible, or “should I use the tool on that corner to loosen the nut?”

!*First author with equal contribution.
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Question: What is the
word above pizza?

Answer: The word
above the pizza sign is
Stromboli.

(a) Reasoning (Text)

Question: Is the stove
on?

Answer: Yes, the stove
is on.

Question: What's the
colorful card I'm holding?

Answer: The colorful
card you're holding is a
Rainbow-Ralphing at
card.

(b) Recognition (Text)

Question: What country
is represented on the
label?

Answer: The country
represented on the label is
Italy.

Question: Solve k in this
equation.

Answer: kis 0.75.

(c) Math

4 Question: What game
is being played in the
picture?

Answer: The game
being played is seven
stones.

(d) Reasoning (Image)

: Question: What are these
™ bowls for?

Question: What is the
fruit to the left of the
1 bowl?

Question: How many
shelves are there?

— Question: What is the next step |
should take with the seeds in my
o hand?

4 Answer: These bowls hold
food and water for the cat.

Answer: There are 11

Answer: A pomegranate
shelves.

Answer: You should spread the
is to the left of the bowl.

seeds evenly across the soil and
gently press them into the surface.

(g) How to/Purpose (h) Counting (1) Spatial Reasoning (j) Next-state Prediction

Figure 1: Example image-question-answer triples across 10 visual cognitive task types in the
WearVQA benchmark.

Existing VQA benchmarks like VQA v2 [8] and OK-VQA [12] use high-quality images with clear
subjects, while egocentric benchmarks such as VizWiz [9] and EgoVQA [7] capture first-person
perspectives but are complexity-limited, or focus on videos. Recent benchmarks focus on spe-
cific capabilities: MMBench [10] for fine-grained abilities, MMMU [17] for expert reasoning,
MMQA [14] for cross-modal information, and MathVista [1 1] for mathematical reasoning. This
disconnect underscores the need for a dedicated VQA benchmark based on egocentric imagery with
diverse reasoning requirements, including sequential and causal reasoning to evaluate and guide
the development of state-of-the-art models in more realistic, everyday scenarios.

In this paper, we introduce WearVQA, which we plan to open source and build leaderboard soon. To
the best of our knowledge, WearVQA is the first benchmark specifically designed for visual question
answering in the context of wearable devices. WearVQA comprises 2,520 image-question-answer
triples that reflect practical scenarios encountered by users of wearable devices (see examples in
Figure 1). Compared to existing VQA benchmarks, WearVQA offers several distinctive features.

1. Egocentric imagery: All images in WearVQA are captured from a first-person per-
specitive, simulating the visual input typical of wearables devices. The image set includes
six types of media quality issues common in such contexts—unzoomed, occluded, rotated,
cut off, blurred, and low light. Notably, 54% of the images exhibit at least one of these is-
sues (see Figure 2). In addition, 42% of the images feature hand-holding or finger-pointing,
further emphasizing their egocentric nature.

2. Egocentric questions: Every question in the benchmark is designed to be answerable us-
ing only the image and common-sense, and is egocentric to reflect the type of queries a
wearables assistant might receive. The questions span ten diverse cognitive tasks, ranging
from basic visual recognition (e.g., “What am I looking at?”), to complex tasks such as
reasoning (“Is this assembly step correct based on this manual?’’), mathematical calcula-
tion (“What is the total price after a 20% discount?”), and spatial inference (“What is the
curvature of this road?”), as illustrated in Figure 1.

3. Comprehensive and insightful: The 2,520 instances span across seven distinct image
domains, ten question categories, and six image quality issues. Instances are carefully
collected to achieve reasonable sizes of slices across each dimension, ensuring statistically
significant metric readings.



Table 1: Comparing our benchmark to existing single-image based multimodal benchmarks in the
literature.

Benchmark Egocentric Low-Quality Domain Question Reasoning Dataset Size Source

View Images Diversity Diversity Complexity (QA Pairs)
VQA [0] X X partial X Basic 265K COCO/abstract
VQA v2 [§] X X partial X Basic 1.4M+ COCO dataset
OK-VQA [12] X X partial partial Moderate' 14,000+ Curated COCO
MMBench [10] X X v partial Moderate? 2,974 Diverse public sources
MMQA [14] X X v v Moderate¥ 29,918 Wikipedia images
MMMU [17] X X v v Advanced$ 11,500 Academic materials
MM Vet [16] X X v v Advanced$ 200 Diverse web images
VizWiz [9] v v v partial Moderate 45,000 VizWiz mobile app
WearVQA v v v v Complex* 2,520 Consumer wearables™*

TKnowledge integration ¥ Attribute, relation & logic reasoning $Domain expertise reasoning

9 Cross-modal integration * Multi-step, sequential & causal reasoning

4. Forward-looking: To make sure the benchmark remains a meaningful challenge for the re-
search community, we filtered out questions that current SOTA models consistently answer
correctly. Moreover, 60% of the dataset consists of reasoning-based questions, aligned with
advanced yet practical use cases expected in real-world wearable scenarios.

5. Reliable metrics: We carefully curate questions to be unambiguous, each with a single
correct and concise answer. To enable scalable evaluation, we integrate an LL.M-as-a-
judge evaluation framework that scores responses based on factual correctness, relevance,
completeness and conciseness. We demonstrate that this evaluation setup—using GPT-
4o0—achieves an accuracy of 96% in assessing answer quality.

In this paper, we present the WearVQA benchmark in detail, including the dataset construction
(Section 2) and the evaluation methodology (Section 3). We use the benchmark to evaluate state-of-
the-art Multi-Modal Large Language Models (MM-LLMs) (Section 4). Results show that question-
answering accuracy on WearVQA ranges from 23% to 52%, and drops by 5-16% on images affected
by quality issues. Our analysis further highlights key challenges, such as image quality degrada-
tions, in particular lack of zoom and occlusions, and specific question types, such as mathematical
reasoning, object counting, and spatial inference, pointing to clear directions for future model im-
provements.

1.1 Related work

Recent multimodal benchmarks have advanced question-answering capabilities but fall short for
wearable context. Table 1 compares our benchmark with existing multimodal benchmarks. The
original VQA dataset [0] introduced the task of answering questions about images but used relatively
simple queries on clean images. Traditional VQA benchmarks such as VQA v2 [8] have advanced
multimodal reasoning but use high-quality images with clear subjects. Knowledge-based VQA
benchmarks like OK-VQA [12] incorporate external knowledge but still rely on curated imagery.
Recent comprehensive benchmarks such as MMMU [17] and MMQA [14] feature diverse domains
and questions but utilize well-framed imagery from curated sources. MM Vet [16] evaluates model
versatility across diverse tasks with varying visual complexities but includes only partially degraded
images and lacks the egocentric perspective crucial for wearable applications. MMBench [ 10] offers
fine-grained evaluation across multiple ability dimensions but lacks complex reasoning types.

While existing benchmarks excel in specific dimensions, WearVQA uniquely combines visual chal-
lenges with multi-step reasoning requirements. These features make our benchmark a robust testbed
for evaluating how multimodal systems handle real-world challenges close to typical deployment
scenarios in wearable computing applications.

2 Data Collection

2.1 Problem definition

The WearVQA benchmark is designed to evaluate Al capabilities in understanding what are in
the viewpoint of the user and answering the user’s questions. Formally, the WearVQA (Wearables
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Figure 2: WearVQA contains egocentric images, where 54% images contain at least one of six
quality issues common for wearables scenarios.

Visual Question-Answering) problem takes an egocentric image and an egocentric visual question
as input, and outputs an answer based on the image. The WearVQA benchmark contains a set of
image-question-answer triples, where the answer provides the ground truth for the question.

Egocentric images: An egocentric image is captured by a wearable device such as smart glasses
and Al pins, from first-person perspective, simulating the viewpoint of the wearer. Our benchmark
contains 7 image domains popular for wearables use cases, including text/documents, food/drinks,
landmarks/travel, shopping/products, gardening/plants, animals/pets, and hobbies/activities. Ego-
centric images are characterized by several core defining aspects: (1) images often have wide angles
and small main entities, (2) lower resolution, and (3) poor image quality, as listed below and illus-
trated in Figure 2.

e Blurred: Images that exhibit a lack of clarity and sharpness, leading to indistinct and
unfocused visual elements. Blurred images are prevalent in egocentric scenarios due to the
natural movements, and activities like walking, running, or gesturing which lead to blurred
images.

* Cut-off: Images that exhibit incomplete framing, with portions of the subject matter trun-
cated. In egocentric scenarios this occurs because the perspective is tied to the body, leading
to unintentional framing.

* Low light: Images captured under insufficient lighting conditions, leading to diminished
visibility and color accuracy. Egocentric wearables are often used in diverse environments,
including low-light settings, which can adversely affect image quality.

* Unmagnified: Images that suffer from a lack of sufficient magnification or zoom, resulting
in inadequate detail resolution. Egocentric images often have fixed focal lengths and wide-
angles that capture a broad field of view, resulting in images that lack detail when subjects
are at a distance.

* Occluded: Images where the primary object is partially obscured by intervening objects
or body parts, such as hands or hair, due to the natural interferences common in egocentric
captures.

* Rotated: Images presented with an incorrect orientation, disrupting the natural alignment.
This misalignment is a result of orientation changing with the wearer’s head or body move-
ments, especially during dynamic activities.

Egocentric visual questions: An egocentric visual question takes a first-person perspective and
asks questions regarding what is in the image. For example, a question can be “how to use the tool
on my left?” or “what type of flower am I holding?”.

To make the benchmark focused, we include questions that satisfy the following four criteria. 1)
Image-based: the question has to be answered with the image; for example, “who wrote this book?”
instead of “who wrote Harry Potter?”; 2) No external-source needed: the question can be answered
with the image and common sense, thus does not need external knowledge; for example, “what is the
price on the label?” instead of “is the product cheaper on Amazon?”; 3) Short-form: the question
can be answered with concise responses; for example, “what is this stuff animal?” instead of “write



a poem about this stuff animal”; 4) Unambiguous: the question has a single correct answer; for
example, “where is the dog relative to TV?” instead of “where is the dog?”

We consider 10 types of questions (considering text and images separately) to test a diverse set of
understanding and reasoning capabilities. The question types are designed to be representative of
wearables use cases, with a good coverage of deep reasoning tasks. We show an example of each
type in Figure 1.

* (Text/Image) Recognition: Questions that require identifying and recognizing texts or
objects.

* (Text/Image) Reasoning: Questions that require logical reasoning or deduction based on
commonsense knowledge, beyond simple recognition.

* (Text) Math: Questions that require math calculations or numerical reasoning.

* (Image) Activity recognition: Questions that require identifying or understanding the ac-
tions or activities being performed by individuals or groups in a given context.

* (Image) How-to/purpose: Questions that ask for explanations on how to perform a task,
or the purpose of a tool or an action.

* (Image) Counting: Questions that require counting the number of objects in an image.

* (Image) Spatial reasoning: Questions that involve understanding and interpreting spatial
relationships between objects or within an environment.

* (Image) Next-state prediction: Questions that involve forecasting the subsequent state of
an object or scenario based on current information.

2.2 Data collection

Image collection: We captured egocentric images using RayBan Meta smart glasses'. We curated
the image set in a structured manner, involving two key steps. (1) We instructed a group of annotators
to capture images and videos from daily life, focusing on scenarios plausible for interaction with
wearable devices. We also instructed annotators to include images with quality issues, such as poor
lighting and occlusion, to simulate real-world conditions. (2) We sampled frames from the captured
videos, such that we enrich the image set with a diverse set of visual inputs like motion blurriness.
These two steps resulted in a collection of approximately 4,000 images.

Question-answer collection: For each question type, we decided the number of questions needed
to ensure statistical significance. We instructed our annotators to write egocentric questions that
are image-based, no external-source needed, short-form, and unambiguous. For each question, we
instructed our annotators to write the ground truth answers in short sentences.

Finally, we removed questions where all main models discussed in Section 4 provided correct an-
swers, to ensure a challenging benchmark. In this way we downsized to 2,520 question-answer
pairs. We randomly split them into a public test set of 1,500 questions and private test set of 1,000
questions.

2.3 Data statistics

We created a benchmark of 2,520 image-question-answer instances, randomly split into 1,500 for a
public test set and 1,000 for a private test set. The instances covers 7 domains, a total of 10 different
question types, and 6 types of image quality issues. Figure 3 shows the distributions of questions
along the different dimensions, and Table 2 gives details regarding types and domains. The images
are of different resolutions, with ~2.1K of resolution around 720 x 1280, and ~413 of around 3024
x 4032, where the former represent typical size of images that can be fairly easily transferred to the
server through wifi.

We have a few highlights. First, 54% of images have at least one type of quality issues, consistent
with our observations in real production scenarios. Second, 48% of images have hand-holding or
finger-pointing, highlighting uniqueness of egocentric images. Third, 60% of questions require

"https://www.meta.com/ai-glasses/
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Figure 3: Instances are mostly uniformly distributed across different domains, question types, and
image quality issues in WearVQA.

Table 2: Distribution of question types across visual domains in WearVQA.

Ty Image Text Total
pe Animals/| Food/ [Gardening/[ Hobbies/ [Landmark/[Shopping/|  Text/ ota
Pets |Drinks| Plants |Activities| Travel Product |Documents
Recognition 71 81 53 39 64 54 230|| 592
Activity Recognition 49 33 24 124 20 10 n/al| 260
How-To Purpose 32 44 31 62 33 92 n/a|| 294
Object Counting 37 58 42 34 63 70 n/a|| 304
Spatial Reasoning 44 49 55 28 62 42 n/a|| 280
Reasoning 53 48 44 39 46 55 220(| 505
Next-state Prediction 4 7 6 24 17 7 n/a 65
Math n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 220(| 220
Domain Total 290 320 255 350 305 330 670 [ 2520

various kinds of reasoning, such as counting, spatial reasoning, general reasoning, and inferential
reasoning. Finally, each slice contains at least 220 instances thus guaranteeing a margin of error
below 5.7% with 90% confidence, with the only exception of Next-state Prediction, which is unusual
in real scenarios.

3 Evaluation of models

We measure the accuracy of VQA systems, which calculates the percentage of answers that are
correct. Detailed prompt can be found in Appendix A.2. We illustrated using the first example
question “What is the word above pizza?” in Figure 1. A correct response needs to meet all of the
following five criteria.

* Factual correctness: The response must be factually accurate and free from hallucinations.
“The word is marinara” gives a wrong answer.

* Relevance: The response must be relevant to the question. “The book is red” is irrelevant.

* Completeness: The response should directly address and fully answer the question. “Sorry,
I can’t help with that.” is incomplete.

» Egocentric: The response should be phrased in an egocentric way. For example, “”The
image shows the word Strombolli” is not egocentric.

* Conciseness: The response should be brief and avoid unnecessary information; for exam-
ple, “Hello, the word is Strombolli, written in small black text in Times New Roman font.”

To investigate the performance of the LLM judge, we generated human annotations on 10% of the
model responses. The LLM Judge demonstrates an accuracy of 96% in deciding answer correctness.
In terms of identifying incorrect answers, its precision (percentage of real errors out of identified
errors) is 98.2%. recall (percentage of identified errors out of real errors) is 95.5%, resulting with a
F1-score of 96.8%. We thus can trust the LLM judge in benchmarking.

A manual audit revealed that approximately 1.2% of the dataset entries contained minor inaccura-
cies, primarily in attribute labeling.



Table 3: Model QA Accuracy (in percentage) on WearVQA.

License Type | Model QA Accuracy ngIh Quality | Low Quality
mages Images
Phi-4-mini-instruct (3.8B) 23.9 26.9 21.3 (-5.6)
Molmo-72B-0924 25.7 29.7 22.2 (-7.5)
Pixtral-12B-2409 25.8 29.5 22.7 (-6.8)
Open Source | Llama-3.2v-90B-Vision 37.7 41.6 33.8 (-7.8)
Llama-4-Scout-17B-16E-Instruct 41.5 45.6 38.0 (-7.6)
Llama-4-Maverick-17B-128E-Instruct 42.4 45.9 39.3 (-6.6)
Qwen2.5-VL-72B-Instruct 45.1 51.1 39.9(-11.2)
Claude-3.7-sonnet (175B) 339 42.6 26.4 (-16.2)
Proprietary Gemini-1.5-Pro (200B) 45.4 50.4 41.0 (-9.4)
GPT-40 (200B) 51.5 58.5 45.5 (-13.0)

4 Benchmarking

In this section, we conduct a systematic evaluation of state-of-the-art MM-LLMs on the WearVQA
Benchmark to assess the capabilities and limitations of each model in handling the unique challenges
posed by the wearables contexts. We answer two questions in this evaluation.

* Q1: Does the WearVQA benchmark have the right level of difficulty?
* Q2: Where do SOTA MM-LLMs fall short in answering wearables VQA questions?

4.1 Experiment setup

We evaluated a diverse set of MM-LLM models, across proprietary and open-source models, on the
public test set.

* Proprietary Models: GPT-40 (175B), Gemini-1.5-Pro (200B), Claude-3.7-sonnet (175B)

* Open-Source Models: Qwen2.5-VL-72B-Instruct [15], Llama-4-Maverick-17B-128E-
Instruct [2], Llama-4-Scout-17B-16E-Instruct [ 3], Llama-3.2v-90B-Vision [ | ], Phi-4-mini-
instruct (3.8B) [13], Molmo-72B-0924 [4], Pixtral-12B-2409 [5]

Experiments were conducted on NVIDIA H100-SXM5-80GB GPUs with varying configurations
depending on model size and computational requirements. We evaluated smaller models (Phi-4 and
Pixtral) on a single H100 GPU, and mid-sized models (Qwen2.5 and Molmo) on 4 H100 GPUs. We
evaluated Llama-4-Scout and Llama-4-Maverick on 8 and 16 H100 GPUs respectively. For propri-
etary models (GPT-40, Gemini, Claude-3.7), we conducted evaluations through their respective API
services.

4.2 Overall model performance

We observe that the quality of the models ranges from 23% to 52%, showing that the WearVQA
benchmark exposes challenges in addressing wearables VQA needs (Q1). Among all models, GPT-
40 stands out as the top performer with an accuracy of 52% 2, followed by Gemini-1.5-Pro with an
accuracy of 45%. Among open-sourced models, Qwen-2.5-VL is ranked first with an accuracy of
45%, followed by Llama-4-Maverick with an accuracy of 42%.

On images with quality issues, in general we observe similar rankings. Phi-4, Pixtral-12B, Llama-
4-Maverick are among the models with the smallest quality drop (2.5-4%), showing the robustness
against deteriorated image quality.

4.3 Comparison on different dimensions

We next chose the top-4 models and show their quality on different dimensions, including domains,
question types, image quality issues, and image resolutions.

2GPT-4.1 achieved an accuracy of 53%, though evaluation across other dimensions was not conducted.
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Figure 4: Performance of top-4 models across different dimensions, highlighting difficult user sce-
narios, and strengths and weaknesses of each model.

Quality vs. domains: Figure 4a shows performance of the models for different domains, and
Table 6 in Appendix A.l gives details for all models. We observe similar accuracy ranges across
domains, whereas Animals/pets in general is the hardest domain, followed by text and shopping.
The benchmark helps identify different strengths of different models: for example, GPT-40 domi-
nates in domains like animals, food, gardening, and hobbies, but do not show major advantages in
landmark, shopping, or texts; as another example, Llama-4-Maverick performs strong on gardening
and landmarks/travel.

Quality vs. question types: Figure 4b shows performance of the models for different question
types, and Table 7 in Appendix A.l gives details for all models. The quality diversity is more
pronounced along the dimension of question types. We observe much lower quality for Object
counting (38% top-1), Math (40% top-1), and Spatial Reasoning (41% top-1), but much higher
quality on How-to questions (69% top-1), Image general reasoning (59% top-1), Image recognition
(58% top-1), and Text Reasoning (58% top-1). While GPT-40 is the top-1 for the majority of the
question types, Llama-4-Maverick stands out in Math, and also performs well in Object counting
and Spatial reasoning.

Quality vs. images quality issues: The benchmark incorporates 1,341 images with at least one
quality issue, providing valuable insights into model robustness under challenging conditions. Fig-
ure 4c shows performance of the models with different quality issues, and Table 5 in Appendix A.1
gives details for all models. Among all quality issues, small images when unzoomed stands as the
biggest challenge (35% top-1), since it is harder for recognition, especially for small texts. Occlu-
sion presents another big challenge (42% top-1). Surprisingly, Low-light conditions exhibit minimal
impact on QA quality, with models demonstrating superior performance (58% top-1); we hypothesis
that this is because, in low light, the primary subject is more prominent with focused illumination,
whereas other distracting elements are obscured by darkness.

Quality vs. image resolution: Finally, we focus on a subset of 413 images with high resolution
(mostly 3024 x 4023), and experiment with two settings: low-resolution setting (960 x 1280) and
mid-resolution setting (1536 x 2048). Table 4 compares the performance of top-4 models on the
two resolution settings. Interestingly, we do not find clear patterns: 1) the performance drops on
lower-resolution setting for Llama-4 and Gemini-1.5, but increases for Qwen2.5 and GPT-4o; 2) the



Table 4: QA accuracy (in percentages) of top-4 models on images of different resolutions. There is
no clear pattern on how lower-resolution would impact VQA quality.

Model Overall Text/Documentations Visual Domains
Low-res Mid-res Low-res Mid-res Low-res Mid-res
Llama-4-Maverick 28.8 | 32.7 (+3.9) 30.9 34.8 (+3.9) 27.2 | 31.1 (+3.9)
Qwen2.5-VL 38.0 | 36.1(-1.9) 39.9 33.2 (-6.7) 36.6 | 38.3 (+1.7)
Gemini-1.5-Pro 34.9 | 42.4 (+7.5) 25.3 | 36.0 (+10.7) 42.1 | 472 (45.1)
GPT-40 43.8 | 41.7 (-2.1) 32.6 30.9 (-1.5) 52.3 | 49.8 (-2.5)

variations are bigger on text images than visual images for Qwen2.5 and Gemini-1.5, but similar for
Llama-4 and GPT-40; 3) on low-resolution images where text understanding intuitively is be more
challenging, the performance drops significantly for Gemini-1.5 and GPT-40 compared to visual
images, but increases slightly for Llama-4 and Qwen2.5. We suspect the performance highly rely
on distribution of image resolutions in the training data used by different models.

4.4 Summary

To summarize, the evaluation along various dimensions reveals several performance gaps that war-
rant attention (Q2). 1) For object counting and mathematical reasoning tasks, there remains a need
for more precise object localization and enumeration techniques. 2) Models also face challenges
in spatial reasoning tasks, which demand a nuanced understanding of spatial relationships within
images, highlighting the need for more sophisticated spatial awareness and reasoning capabilities.
3) For low-quality is images, particularly those that are unzoomed, or occluded, there is a marked
performance decline compared to high-quality images. 4) Text and document understanding on
low-resolution images can be challenging for certain models, and is worth tuning.

5 Limitations

One major limitation of the benchmark is the constraint of no external-source needed. A large
portion of voice questions requires external information, and thus research on RAG (Retrieval-
Augmented Generation) abounds. RAG for multi-model contexts (MM-RAG) has received sig-
nificantly less attention [ 18], and needs a benchmark to guide its development. Another significant
limitation of the benchmark lies in its exclusive focus on English-language queries, which poten-
tially limits the benchmark’s ability to evaluate models in diverse linguistic environments. Finally,
the benchmark’s reliance on static image-based design fails to adequately capture the temporal dy-
namics inherent in real-world scenarios, such as motion blur and fluctuating lighting conditions over
time, as well as video reasoning capabilities.

6 Conclusion

The WearVQA Benchmark establishes a comprehensive and rigorous evaluation framework for
multi-modal Al in the context of wearable technology, addressing significant gaps in existing bench-
marks. By offering a diverse dataset of egocentric images and challenging question-answer pairs
across various image classes, question types, and image-quality categories, the benchmark enables
precise assessment of model robustness under real-world constraints. Our evaluation highlights
the strengths of state-of-the-art multi-modal language models, such as GPT-40, while also reveal-
ing persistent challenges in areas like spatial reasoning, counting, and handling occlusions. As
we move forward, we plan to expand the benchmark to include multilingual support and dynamic
video sequences, ensuring that WearVQA remains at the forefront of wearable Al research, adapts
to emerging challenges, and evolves to meet new research needs.

7 Ethics Statement

Data collection and release were subject to Meta’s internal privacy review and approval process.



Bystander privacy in data collection All images in the dataset were collected by paid participants
who signed a data-collection agreement which specifies that the data may only be captured within
approved locations. To protect privacy, all bystanders were irreversibly blurred using pixelation-
based methods (not Gaussian filters, which can be reversible).

Sensitive data removal All images were reviewed to remove those containing potentially sensitive
information, including but not limited to content related to child abuse, hate speech, dangerous
organizations, mental health, or political affiliations.

Demographic distribution of data collectors Collectors were U.S. residents with diverse demo-
graphics as shown in Figure 5.

Male SoutheaEsatSt Asian
Asian
South Asian

Hispanic

47.00%

Black or
African
American

Female

(a) Gender (b) Ethnicity

$100K+

Suburban

26.45%

38.00%

$50K-100K

Urban

(c) Geographic (d) Household income

Figure 5: Demographic distribution of data collectors

Limitations and intended use This dataset is intended strictly for research purposes and bench-
marking. It should not be used for model training or to infer personal attributes or identify individ-
uals. We request that all derivative works properly cite this dataset and adhere to ethical standards
regarding privacy and data protection.
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A Appendix

A.1 Model Performance on various dimensions
Table 5: Percentage of Errors on Images with Quality Issues across Models
Model At l'e ast Blurred Cutoff Rotated Lowlight Unzoomed Occluded
one 1ssue
Claude-3.7-sonnet 26.4 22.5 30.6 24.77 32.1 18.7 22.7
Gemini-1.5-Pro 41.0 39.0 43.0 43.4 49.5 34.7 352
GPT-40 45.5 46.3 50.2 43.1 58.5 30.9 41.8
Llama-3.2v 33.8 32.0 374 34.1 42.9 25.3 30.5
Llama-4-Maverick 39.3 39.0 46.0 38.8 43.9 29.6 36.6
Llama-4-Scout 38.0 38.5 449 36.3 41.0 309 34.1
Qwen2.5-VL 39.9 41.6 44.2 394 47.2 33.9 34.1
Molmo 22.2 19.9 26.8 19.7 31.1 13.7 20.8
Pixtral 22.7 23.8 28.3 18.8 34.4 14.9 21.3
Phi-4 21.3 19.1 24.5 21.3 28.3 13.7 19.9

Table 6: Performance comparison across different models and domains (in percentages).

Model Animals/ | Food/ | Gardening/ | Hobbies/ | Landmark/ | Shopping/ Text/
Pets Drinks Plants Activities Travel Product | Documents
Claude-3.7-sonnet 30.0 36.3 39.2 36.3 36.4 33.9 30.0
Gemini-1.5-Pro 414 48.1 44.7 48.3 46.9 47.6 42.8
GPT-40 49.3 56.3 53.7 56.9 51.5 50.3 47.1
Llama-3.2v 35.5 40.6 349 37.4 38.7 37.9 36.9
Llama-4-Maverick 34.5 44.7 45.5 39.1 46.9 43.9 42.5
Llama-4-Scout 31.7 47.8 40.8 39.7 45.3 44.6 40.8
Qwen2.5-VL 40.0 43.1 48.2 46.3 45.9 44.9 46.3
Pixtral 26.6 25.6 30.2 25.4 31.5 27.0 20.9
Phi-4 20.0 29.4 27.5 21.7 25.6 252 214
Molmo 259 27.2 23.1 30.3 28.5 28.5 20.8

Table 7: Performance comparison across different question types and models (in percentages).

Activity | How-to/ | Recognition | Reasoning Next State . Spatial |Reasoning | Recognition
Model Recognition | Purpose| (Image) (Image) Math Prediction Counting Reasoning| (Text) (Text)
Claude-3.7-sonnet 35.8 56.5 34.8 40.7| 23.5 23.1 17.1 30.4 34.1 31.7
Gemini-1.5-Pro 48.1 61.9 514 48.4| 28.0 44.6 352 32.1 514 47.4
GPT-40 53.1 69.4 57.2 59.0] 30.5 49.2 38.5 41.4 57.7 51.3
Llama-3.2v 37.7 44.6 41.2 39.7| 28.0 20.0 30.3 35.7 39.6 422
Llama-4-Maverick 36.9 51.7 44.8 44.6| 40.0 38.5 37.5 38.6 43.6 43.5
Llama-4-Scout 36.5 534 42.8 42.1| 36.0 41.5 36.5 38.6 44.6 41.3
Qwen2.5-VL 40.4 55.8 49.5 49.8| 34.5 49.2 33.9 36.4 514 51.7
Pixtral 19.6 41.8 254 309| 145 16.9 23.7 26.1 29.1 18.7
Phi-4 18.5 25.9 30.4 22.8| 95 16.9 31.3 19.3 25.9 274
Molmo 26.9 41.2 27.9 30.2| 15.0 15.4 17.1 24.3 27.3 19.6

A.2 Evaluation Prompt

The following prompt was used for all evaluations:

You are a multimodal assistant, designed to
objectively evaluate the answer to
image-related questions. Given the image and
the question "{queryl}", please assess the
response: "{responsel}" against the ground
truth: "{gtl}". Your evaluation should be based
on the following criteria:

Relevance: Does the response make sense in the
context of the image and the question? If the
response is incoherent, irrelevant, or fails to
answer the question (e.g., "I don’t know", "I
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can’t help you with that"), assign a grade of
false.

- Correctness: Is the response accurate compared
to both the image and the ground truth? Note
that the response doesn’t need to contain all
the information in the ground truth, but it
must correctly answer the question. For textual
information in the image, only evaluate if the
response recognizes the text correctly, without
judging its validity.

- Ego-centric: The response should be phrased in
an ego-centric way. This means that the model
should not regard the image as an image but as
a person’s point of view. For example, if the
image shows a cat, the correct response would
be "There is a cat" instead of "The image has a
cat". If the format is incorrect, assign a
grade of false.

- Conciseness: Does the response contain anything
not directly related to the question? It is
okay for the response to elaborate in detail as
long as the response is answering the question.
But if the response contains irrelevant
information such as greetings and side-tracks,
assign a grade of false.

Evaluation Guidelines:

- Assign a grade of true if the response meets all
the above criteria.

- Assign a grade of false if any of the above
criteria are not met.

- Provide a detailed explanation for your grade,
going over the above criteria one-by-one.

Required Response Format:

Please respond with a JSON object in the following
format: {"grade": [true or false], "reason":
[brief explanation]}

Note: Only include the required JSON object in
your response.

A.3 Human Data Collection Protocol

Compensation All participants were paid a minimum of 35 USD per hour, exceeding minimum
wage.

Instructions The following instructions were shared with data collectors (condensed for brevity).

Overall participant demographics: Please do not recruit participants from Washington, Illinois or
Texas. We cannot use data recorded in those states or from residents of those states. Multimodal Al
is enabled for all other areas of the United States and Canada.

Quality Specifications: To meet the minimum volume for this project, we require that the captures
you share with us meet our minimum quality specifications. Captures you share with us that do
not meet our minimum quality specifications will not count toward your total capture volume. To
ensure you are able to meet these requirements, we encourage you to over capture — we will review
your collected content and provide feedback to help you understand your performance. Before
your recording session, please capture a short (10-30 second) video and sync it back to your device
to make sure your lens is not occluded. We will provide continuous quality feedback for your
recordings. This will be communicated to you by your manager. Please do your best to record
quality videos for this collection.
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Topics Not to Record: Some topics should never be recorded for this collection. Please use good
judgment when taking captures and immediately delete any violating content that you might acciden-
tally record in this process. Violating content includes anything illegal, any personally identifying
information, such as contact information, financial information, medical or legal information, or any
sexual, illegal, or violent content. Please use the table below as a guide, but keep in mind that the
list of violating content in this table is not exhaustive. Use your best judgment, and do not record
anything that you think might count as violating.

Places not to record: There are some locations where you should never record content because of
the high likelihood of recording violating content in those locations. The provided devices record
audio/image/video content, as well as other types of data (including location data and device usage
data), as further described in the Research Participation and Data Collection Agreement. You will
turn off the device recording functionality in the following situations: (1) when involved in or ob-
serving a private conversation or situation, whether in person, via phone, or otherwise, where the
parties have a reasonable expectation that they will not be overheard or recorded; (2) in intimate
or sensitive spaces (such as restrooms and locker rooms, prayer rooms/active houses of worship,
mother’s rooms, government facilities, medical facilities, courthouses, schools/daycares, adult en-
tertainment facilities, political conventions, rallies, or protests); (3) in the presence of minors; (4)
when requested by a bystander or recording is otherwise prohibited; (5) in any other situation in
which individuals may have a reasonable expectation of privacy (such as when discussing sensitive
personal information like passwords, banking details, social security numbers, or PSC ratings); and
(6) in accordance with any training you may receive as a Participant in the Research.

If you mistakenly do not turn off the recording functionality in a situation described above, you will
immediately delete any such recorded information. If you mistakenly do not delete such recorded
information, or encounter any issues regarding the above instruction, you will immediately notify
your Research Administrator so that such information can be deleted.

B NeurlIPS Paper Checklist

1. Claims
Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?
Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The claims made in the abstract and introduction are supported by the contri-
butions and experimental results presented in the paper, including the construction of the
WearVQA benchmark, the evaluation protocol, and the reported benchmarking results.

Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.
* The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the

contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

* The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

e It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these
goals are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The paper includes a dedicated limitations section that discusses known con-
straints of the dataset and evaluation setup, including language coverage, modality scope,
and task formulation.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means
that the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.
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* The authors are encouraged to create a separate “Limitations” section in their paper.

* The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to
violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The au-
thors should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what
the implications would be.

* The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

e The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the ap-
proach. For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image
resolution is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might
not be used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to
handle technical jargon.

* The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to ad-
dress problems of privacy and fairness.

* While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory assumptions and proofs

Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: This work is empirical in nature and does not present theoretical results or
formal proofs.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.

e All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-
referenced.

¢ All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theo-
rems.

* The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if
they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a
short proof sketch to provide intuition.

* Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be comple-
mented by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

* Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
4. Experimental result reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main
experimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclu-
sions of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The dataset is publicly released, and the evaluation methodology is described
in detail, including the LLM-based evaluation protocol and prompts. These details enable
independent reproduction of the reported results.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
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* If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.
If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps
taken to make their results reproducible or verifiable.
Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture
fully might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation,
it may be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with
the same dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data
is often one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via
detailed instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in
the case of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means
that are appropriate to the research performed.

While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all sub-

missions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend

on the nature of the contribution. For example

(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear
how to reproduce that algorithm.

(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe
the architecture clearly and fully.

(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should
either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to re-
produce the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to
construct the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case au-
thors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code

Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The WearVQA benchmark dataset is made publicly available, and the full
evaluation prompt used for LLM-based judging is provided in the appendix.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.

* Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not
be possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

* The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

* The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

* The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

* At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).
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* Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLSs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental setting/details

Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The paper specifies the dataset construction process, data splits, question
types, and evaluation criteria. The experimental setup for all reported results is described
in sufficient detail to understand and replicate the evaluation.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of
detail that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.

 The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental
material.
7. Experiment statistical significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropri-
ate information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer:

Justification: The paper mentions that the data distribution guarantees a margin of error
below 5.7% with 90% confidence, but does not include statistical significance for each
result.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The authors should answer ~’Yes” if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-
dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

 The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

* The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

* The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).

« It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
of the mean.

* Itis OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should prefer-
ably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis of
Normality of errors is not verified.

» For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

o If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

8. Experiments compute resources

Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Compute resources are detailed in Section 4.1.

Guidelines:
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10.

11.

* The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.

* The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,
or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.

* The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

* The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments
that didn’t make it into the paper).

Code of ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Our research conforms to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.

* If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

 The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

Broader impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Societal impact is described in the Introduction and Ethics Statement.
Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.

o If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal
impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.

* Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses
(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact spe-
cific groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

* The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

* The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

* If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitiga-
tion strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

Safeguards

Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [Yes]
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Justification: Safeguards are described for responsible data collection and release, includ-
ing participant consent, internal review processes, privacy filtering, and restrictions on in-
tended use of the dataset.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.

* Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by re-
quiring that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or
implementing safety filters.

 Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

* We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

Licenses for existing assets

Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer:

Justification: The paper references existing models and datasets but does not explicitly
enumerate their licenses or terms of use.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.
 The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.

* The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a
URL.

* The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.

* For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of
service of that source should be provided.

* If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the pack-
age should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets has
curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the li-
cense of a dataset.

* For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

* If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.
New assets

Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documenta-
tion provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The paper introduces a new dataset and benchmark (WearVQA) and pro-
vides documentation describing its construction, content, evaluation protocol, and public
availability.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.

* Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their
submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

* The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.
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14.

15.

16.

* At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can
either create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

Crowdsourcing and research with human subjects

Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the pa-
per include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable,
as well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Appendix A.3 provides the instructions given to human data collectors, along
with details regarding compensation. For brevity, the instructions are presented in con-
densed form, while preserving all task-relevant guidance.

Guidelines:

* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.

* Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contri-
bution of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should
be included in the main paper.

* According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, cura-
tion, or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the
data collector.

Institutional review board (IRB) approvals or equivalent for research with human
subjects

Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Appendix A.3 describes the potential risks associated with data collection
and the precautions communicated to human data collectors. The study protocol underwent
Meta internal privacy review and received the required organizational approvals.

Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.
* Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equiva-

lent) may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval,
you should clearly state this in the paper.

* We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

* For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity
(if applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.

Declaration of LLLM usage

Question: Does the paper describe the usage of LLMs if it is an important, original, or
non-standard component of the core methods in this research? Note that if the LLM is used
only for writing, editing, or formatting purposes and does not impact the core methodology,
scientific rigorousness, or originality of the research, declaration is not required.

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: LLM-as-a-judge is central; paper reports judge accuracy and provides the full
evaluation prompt; also mentions GPT-4o as the judge used.
Guidelines:
* The answer NA means that the core method development in this research does not
involve LLMs as any important, original, or non-standard components.

* Please refer to our LLM policy (https://neurips.cc/Conferences/2025/LLM)
for what should or should not be described.
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