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Abstract: Robot learning papers typically report a single binary success rate (SR),
which obscures where a policy succeeds or fails along a multi-step manipulation
task. We argue that subgoal-level reporting should become routine: for each tra-
jectory, a vector of per-subgoal SRs that makes partial competence visible (e.g.,
grasp vs. pour). We propose a blueprint for StepEval, a cost-aware plug-in evalua-
tion framework that utilizes vision—language models (VLMs) as automated judges
of subgoal outcomes from recorded images or videos. Rather than proposing new
benchmarks or APIs, our contribution is to outline design principles for a scalable,
community-driven open-source project. In StepEval, the primary artifact for pol-
icy evaluation is the per-subgoal SR vector; however, other quantities (e.g., latency
or cost estimates) are also considered for framework-optimization diagnostics to
help the community tune evaluation efficiency and accuracy when ground-truth
subgoal success labels are available. We discuss how such a framework can re-
main model-agnostic, support single- or multi-view inputs, and be lightweight
enough to adopt across labs. The intended contribution is a shared direction: a
minimal, extensible seed that invites open-source contributions, so that scoring
the steps, not just the final goal, becomes a standard and reproducible practice.

Keywords: Robotic manipulation; Subgoal-level evaluation; Vision—language
models (VLMs)

1 Introduction

Robotic manipulation research largely evaluates policies with a single binary metric (success or fail-
ure). While simple to report, success rate (SR) provides a general, non-granular view of performance
[1,2]. A policy either achieves the task or not, with no insight into partial progress or which sub-task
caused the failure. This is especially problematic for long-horizon tasks composed of multiple se-
quential subgoals (e.g., grasp, lift, place in a pick-and-place task). A low success rate might indicate
failure, but it does not reveal where the policy struggled. As a motivating example, Kress-Gazit et al.
[1] describe a pancake-flipping task consisting of several stages (picking up spatulas, flipping the
pancake, then plating it). One policy in their study had only 17% overall success, yet it completed

9th Conference on Robot Learning (CoRL 2025), Seoul, Korea.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2509.19524v1

the first two subgoals 100% of the time; it consistently grasped the spatulas and flipped the pancake,
failing only at the final plating step. If judged solely by overall SR, this policy would be deemed
poor, obscuring the fact that it mastered over half the task. Granular evaluation is essential: without
it, researchers cannot pinpoint failure modes (e.g., was it the grasp or the pour that failed?), making
improvements guesswork.

The need for fine-grained, nuanced evaluation in robot learning has been increasingly recognized.
Recent best-practice guidelines explicitly recommend reporting subgoal completion metrics and fail-
ure mode analyses alongside overall success [1, 3, 4]. However, adopting such practices in everyday
research is challenging: manually labeling each sub-step success for dozens or hundreds of experi-
ments is labor-intensive and subjective. Some works have automated subgoal checks in simulation
(where the state is known) or relied on human labeling for physical trials. Vision-language models
(VLMs) offer a promising middle ground, a way to automatically classify outcomes from visual
data. Indeed, initial attempts have been made to use learned classifiers [5, 6] or VLMs [7] to detect
task failures.

Our goal is to reframe evaluation practice by advocating a subgoal-first view of manipulation met-
rics. We present StepEval as a blueprint for a cost-aware, plug-in framework that treats the per-
subgoal success-rate (SR) vector as the primary artifact for policy evaluation. In this view, a VLM
acts as a black-box automated judge that maps recorded imagery to subgoal outcomes. We articulate
design principles for a community-built, scalable open-source project. All other quantities (e.g., la-
tency, token/image cost, or confusion matrices based on ground-truth subgoal labels) are framed as
framework-optimization diagnostics that help tune evaluation efficiency and accuracy when ground-
truth labels are available, rather than as core evaluation metrics.

We contribute by articulating the following pillars for subgoal-based evaluation:

* Subgoal-first evaluation perspective. We formalize the evaluation target as a trajectory-
level vector y € {0,1}™ of per-subgoal SRs and argue that this granular object, rather than
a single binary task SR, should become the standard reported outcome for manipulation
studies.

* Model-agnostic judging concept. We propose using a VLM as a judge to infer subgoal
outcomes from RGB image frames (single- or multi-view) without instrumenting policies
or environments, keeping the framework post-hoc and lightweight. The design is inten-
tionally policy- and model-agnostic, with the aim of making scoring the steps a routine,
reproducible practice across labs.

* Separation of evaluation vs. framework optimization metrics. We distinguish the
primary evaluation artifact (per-subgoal SR vector) from optional diagnostics (e.g.,
cost/latency; confusion matrices based on ground-truth subgoal labels; or optional prompt-
optimization procedures). The latter are intended only to help the community tune effi-
ciency and accuracy when labels exist, not to redefine the core evaluation target.

2 Methodology

In this section, we detail the formal problem setup and describe the design of the StepEval frame-
work, including its architecture and usage workflow.

2.1 Problem Setup

We formalize the subgoal evaluation problem and the VLM-based solution here. Let task 7" be com-
posed of an ordered set of n subgoals s1, so, ..., S,. Each subgoal sy, is a definable unit of achieve-
ment (e.g., “robot grasps the object” for s1). When a policy (controller) executes task 7', it produces
a trajectory 7 which is a sequence of states or observations. In our vision-based setup, we consider
T as a sequence of images: 7 = [I1, Io, ..., I;,] (these could be raw RGB frames from a single view
or sets of images from multiple views at each timestep). For each subgoal sy, there is an associated



ground-truth outcome y; € {0, 1} indicating whether that subgoal was successfully completed (1)
or not (0) in this trajectory. Hence each trajectory has an outcome vector y = [y1, ..., Y] € {0,1}™.
The traditional success metric for the whole task is essentially 1[ming v, = 1] (1 if all subgoals
succeeded, 0 if any failed) — a very coarse projection of the full vector . StepEval instead seeks to
predict the full vector y from the recorded trajectory, without manual labeling. Formally, we aim to
learn or leverage a function g : 7 — ¢ that maps a trajectory to a predicted success vector § € 0, 1"
for all subgoals.

We propose to use a vision-language model (VLM) fy to judge subgoal completion. In a simple
prompting strategy we can issue one query per trajectory: given the subgoal set S = {s1,...,8,}
and the recorded trajectory 7 = [I1, ..., I,,], we form a prompt p(S, T') asking the VLM to indicate
which subgoals were achieved, and we provide the entire visual context I = 7. The model returns
text that we parse into a binary vector

y= (?le' .- 7?271) = fg(p(S,T), I) € {05 1}n7

where 45, = 1 denotes success of subgoal s;. The simple strategy does not attempt to isolate frames
for individual subgoals; the VLM must infer outcomes from the global evidence in 7. Other potential
prompting strategies are also possible, for example, prompting once per subgoal with p(sy, T'), using
windowed or key-frame subsets 1(*) C 7.

We emphasize that fy is not trained on our task specifics; it might be a large foundation model
like GPT-40 [8], or an open model like GLM-4.5V [9]. These models have seen extensive vision-
language data and can often answer questions about images. By tailoring the prompt, we engineer
the model to act as a binary classifier for each subgoal. If needed, one could fine-tune a smaller
model on labeled examples of successes/failures, but StepEval’s advantage is avoiding any task-
specific training as we use the general knowledge in VLMs.

2.2 Framework Architecture

The StepEval architecture, as shown in Figure 1, is designed as a seed that can grow into a scalable
open-source project. The core objective is to produce, for each trajectory, a vector of per-subgoal
outcomes usable as a primary evaluation artifact in manipulation studies. The design keeps evalua-
tion post-hoc and policy agnostic: given recorded imagery and a subgoal rubric, a vision—language
model acts as a black-box judge to infer subgoal outcomes. Surrounding this core, the framework
exposes points where the community can plug in alternatives for prompt strategies, view and frame
selection, and result reporting.

The input processor allows fusing multiple views to improve the visibility of subgoal evidence.
Typical choices include front and wrist cameras, but the selector is not limited to these and depends
on the available camera views in a specific experiment. Prompt strategies can be task-specific or
generic and may use zero-shot or few-shot styles. Few-shot examples can improve judge accuracy
in some settings at the cost of longer prompts; zero-shot prompts reduce overhead. These choices
are configuration parameters rather than fixed implementations.

Results and reporting focus on the per-subgoal success vector. When ground-truth subgoal labels are
available, additional diagnostics can be computed to characterize judge behavior and efficiency. The
framework also allows optional tracking of computational or monetary cost and latency so that users
can reason about trade-offs among models, views, and prompt choices. None of these diagnostics
changes the primary evaluation goal.

2.2.1 Judge accuracy diagnostics

When ground-truth labels are available, agreement between predicted and true subgoal outcomes can
be summarized to assess a particular instantiation of the judge and configuration. Let y; , € {0,1}
be the ground-truth outcome for subgoal & in trajectory j, and §;,  the prediction.
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Figure 1: Detailed Framework Development and Potential Open-source Contributions. StepE-
val is modular. The Input Processor compiles the input for the VLM judge based on the selected
prompt, prompt strategy, camera view(s), and framerate. A Prompt Strategy module supports tem-
plated prompts and optional automated prompt optimization for stronger VLM queries. The VLM
Judge can be configured with either open-source models or commercial APIs. Results & Reporting
aggregates the evaluation results and optionally the framework-optimization metrics, including ac-
curacy, confusion matrices, and cost/time, with an optional public-leaderboard export. Around this
core, a Data-Collection Wrapper logs language instructions, runs policies in simulation or the real
world, and saves camera snapshots. A Cost Estimator and Configuration Optimization loop help
pick evaluation settings under time/budget constraints. Modules marked as open-sourceable could
be released by researchers to encourage community contributions and reproducible benchmarking.

Per-subgoal accuracy is
N
1 N
A =5 ; W[gsr = yjkl,

and the task evaluation accuracy (i.e., how accurate the framework is in predicting the exact subgoals
that have succeeded for a specific task) is

1 N
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=

(Gjh = yj,k)]
k

1

Confusion matrices per subgoal can reveal systematic biases. Because subgoals are ordered, corre-
lated errors may arise; for example, missed grasps can propagate to later steps. These diagnostics
help select prompts, views, or frame policies.

2.2.2 Cost and latency diagnostics

If a model provider charges « per 1,000 prompt tokens and 3 per image, and the prompt evaluating
a trajectory k uses T} tokens and M}, images, the expected cost per trajectory is

Ty
1000
These quantities allow users to compare configurations such as single- versus multi-view inputs
or shorter versus longer prompts. They are intended to guide configuration under budget or time
constraints. Latency can also be measured for each configuration.

Cr = « + B M.

In summary, StepEval proposed architecture standardizes a post-hoc, model-agnostic pathway from
recorded trajectories to per-subgoal outcome vectors while leaving implementation choices open for
community iteration. Optional accuracy and efficiency diagnostics can be computed when labels
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Figure 2: Example Plug-and-Play Evaluation in 4 Steps: How Any Lab Can Benchmark a New
Policy with Our Framework. (1) Define the task’s subgoals. (2) Collect policy rollouts. (3) Run
the StepEval pipeline to classify each subgoal outcome using a vision-language model (VLM). (4)
Obtain a results report.

exist to inform configuration choices, but the central object reported for policy evaluation remains
the subgoal-level success vector.

2.3 Usage Workflow

StepEval is designed to be a four-step plug-in process for evaluating a manipulation policy at the
subgoal level. The workflow is illustrated in Figure 2. A researcher can apply StepEval to any task
as follows:

1. Define Subgoals: First, specify the task’s sequence of subgoals. This can be done manually
(e.g., using domain knowledge to break down the task into meaningful steps: reach target, grasp
object, lift object, etc.) or automatically (via the assistance of Multimodal LLM or using known
task schemas). The output is a list of subgoal descriptions s1, ss, . . ., S, that the task comprises, in
order. For example, a “Transfer Water” task might be segmented into [pick up cup], [align cup over
bowl], [pour water], [place cup down]. Granular subgoals make evaluation more informative, but
too many trivial subgoals can inflate complexity; therefore, a balance in granularity is chosen by the
user or an automation module.

2. Collect Trajectories: Next, run the policy (controller or learned agent) to be evaluated and record
its execution trajectories. In practice, this means capturing videos or image sequences from one or
more cameras observing the scene. This step can be done in simulation or on real hardware. The
only requirement is that the visual record is sufficient to judge each subgoal outcome. Optionally, if
ground-truth labels for subgoal success are available (e.g., from simulation events or human label-
ing), these can be stored for later accuracy benchmarking of StepEval’s judgments. The output of
this step is a set of trajectories 7;, where each 7 is a sequence of RGB frames (or possibly multi-view
frame sets) documenting one full attempt of the task.

3. Run StepEval: This is the core automated evaluation step. StepEval takes each trajectory and
passes it through an Input Processor module, then into a VLM-based Judge, and finally produces
evaluation results. The Input Processing involves configuring the input according to the require-
ments of the user. For example, this module can filter the image input based on the selected camera
views (e.g., front view vs. wrist camera images) and frame rate. Next, the Prompt Strategy compo-
nent prepares a textual prompt for the VLM. A few templated prompt options will be provided. If
enabled, the automated prompt optimizer (e.g., using DSPy [10]) can iteratively refine these prompts
by slight paraphrasing or context augmentation, aiming to maximize agreement with known ground-
truth labels on a validation set. Preliminary experiments suggest that automated prompt optimiza-
tion can provide useful task-specific context when small labeled datasets are available. The chosen
prompt p and corresponding image(s) I are then fed into the VLM (vision-language model) fy. This
model can be a large multimodal model, either open-source (run locally) or closed-source via an
API. For each subgoal, the VLM outputs a judgment (success/failure decision). StepEval thus pro-
duces a predicted success vector § = [¢1, Ja, - - - , Un| for each trajectory, where g5, € 0,1 indicates
failure/success of subgoal k as classified by the VLM.



4. Get Results: Finally, StepEval aggregates and reports the evaluation results. It generates a
summary report including the per-subgoal success rate across all trajectories (how often each step
was achieved), the overall task success rate (which could also be computed, but notably StepEval
provides more detail than this single number), and a confusion matrix if ground-truth labels were
provided (to analyze any misclassifications by the VLM judge). Crucially, the framework should
allow computing cost metrics — e.g., the average time and monetary cost to evaluate one trajectory.
Cost is primarily influenced by the chosen model (Self-hosted open-source models incur no API
cost but might require GPU time; commercial models often have API pricing) and the number
of prompts (which depends on the number of subgoals and prompt design). StepEval can thus
output, for example, “Using Model X with single-view input, evaluating 100 trajectories cost $5 and
took 3 minutes, achieving 90% subgoal classification accuracy.” This allows researchers to weigh
the cost-benefit of different evaluation setups. Optionally, StepEval’s results can be exported in a
standardized format or uploaded to a public leaderboard to compare subgoal success metrics across
different policies or labs.

3 Related Work

LLMs/VLMs in Robotics. Early work grounded language models in robot affordances, using
LLMs to choose feasible skills from high-level instructions [11]. Multimodal embodied LLMs scale
this idea by ingesting images and robot states directly for long-horizon reasoning and planning [12].
Vision—-language—action modeling pushes further by training a single model that maps visual-text
inputs to action tokens, yielding strong zero-shot generalization [13]. Off-the-shelf GPT-4V has also
been used to extract stepwise plans from human demos and to bootstrap executable task programs
[14], while general prompting principles show how ChatGPT can be harnessed as a high-level plan-
ner [15]. Scene-graph grounding improves scalability for building-size missions [16]. Open VLMs
adapted for imitation (e.g., [17]) demonstrate that frozen multimodal backbones with lightweight
policy heads can learn data-efficient manipulation. At the system level, embodied loops with GPT-4
enable long-horizon household tasks via retrieval-augmented planning and online replanning [18].
These works use LLMs/VLMs to act or plan. In contrast, StepEval uses VLMs as automated eval-
uators to score each subgoal post-hoc, is model-agnostic to the policy under test, and emphasizes
cost-aware and plug-and-play deployment with prompt optimization rather than policy control.

Automated Failure Detection. Domain-tuned VLMs can recognize and explain manipulation
failures from images (e.g., AHA [19]), trained on a large failure corpus generated via perturbations.
RoboFAC pairs a vision-language-action model with a trajectory failure dataset to localize failure
modes and suggest corrections that improve downstream success [20]. SAFE predicts impend-
ing failure by reading the latent features of generalist VLA policies and calibrates decisions with
conformal prediction [21]. VLMs can also supervise execution within Behavior Trees, detecting
step-level failures and triggering reactive recovery [22]. Complementary “crash-testing” approaches
proactively search for adversarial states that induce failures in a target policy [23]. MLLM-IL [24]
proposes using MLLMs to automate the binary success detection of trajectories. Prior to the current
VLM wave, multimodal fusion (vision + force) detected and classified failure types in real time,
offering taxonomies of manipulation failure modes [5]. These methods aim to detect, explain, or
recover from failures during control. StepEval instead standardizes subgoal-level evaluation as an
offline (or post-hoc) process that yields a binary success vector per trajectory. Our framework can
plug in such detectors as judges, but our core contribution is a general, scalable, and inexpensive
evaluation scaffold.

Robotic Policy Evaluation and Benchmarks. Meta-evaluation work urges the community to re-
port statistics beyond binary SR (e.g., confidence intervals, robustness, safety) and to surface sub-
goal achievements and failure modes for transparency and reproducibility [1]. Benchmarks such as
ARNOLD [25] probe language-grounded manipulation with continuous goal states and explicit gen-
eralization splits; The Colosseum [26] stresses systematic generalization across controlled perturba-
tions with open leaderboards; SIMPLER [27] provides high-fidelity sim testbeds that correlate with



real-world evaluation for cost-effective assessment. Frameworks like RoboMimic [28] standardize
imitation-learning evaluation across multi-task datasets and metrics. RoboEval [3] benchmarks bi-
manual manipulation with structured tasks and standardized diagnostics. Finally, Salfity et al. [29]
propose subgoal segmentation and alignment metrics (temporal/semantic) to grade trajectories be-
yond pass/fail. These efforts provide guidelines, datasets, or testbeds; some reward partial credit
or analyze generated code, and others quantify generalization. StepEval operationalizes the recom-
mended practice of reporting subgoal outcomes by offering a VLM-based, black-box evaluator that
turns raw videos into per-subgoal success vectors. Our focus is not on defining a new benchmark
but on a portable evaluation tool that can be attached to any manipulation study (simulation or real),
complementing existing benchmarks.

4 Discussion and Conclusion

Advantages: StepEval offers several clear benefits. First, it provides richer evaluation; instead of
a one-bit success/fail outcome, researchers get a vector of outcomes for each sub-task, enabling
pinpointing policy weaknesses. This is particularly useful for complex tasks or when comparing
two policies: one can see exactly which subgoals differ in performance. Second, it is easy to adopt.
After implementation, the proposed framework is plug-and-play with minimal integration: as long
as you can record videos of your experiment, you can apply StepEval post-hoc. There is no need
to instrument the robot or environment with additional sensors or to write custom evaluation code
for each new task — a simple subgoal definition file suffices. Third, it is affordable and scalable.
Using off-the-shelf models (especially open ones) means the cost per run is low, so one can evaluate
hundreds of trials without worrying about annotation fatigue or budget. This could enable large-scale
benchmarking of robot policies in a consistent way across labs (something that has been historically
hard due to evaluation costs and protocol differences).

Limitations: Despite its promise, StepEval has some limitations. First, the accuracy of VLM judg-
ments is inherently tied to what the camera can see. If a critical aspect of a subgoal is off-camera
or ambiguous in the image (e.g., whether water actually flowed into the bowl might be hard to tell
from one angle), the VLM may be unreliable. Careful camera placement or multi-view setups can
mitigate this, but in practice, robots might not always have optimal viewpoints. We also assume the
environment is similar to what the VLM has seen in training (common objects, etc.). If the scene is
very novel (specialized lab equipment or poor lighting), the VLM’s reliability may drop, though big
models are fairly robust in many settings. Another limitation is the need to define subgoals and suc-
cess criteria manually. Camera resolution also introduces an accuracy—cost trade-off where lower
resolutions can degrade recognition, whereas higher resolutions increase cost and latency. While
this is flexible (the user can define what they care about), it does introduce some subjectivity and
requires effort for each new task. In future work, we envision more automated ways to suggest
subgoals and success criteria with the help of Multimodal LLMs. Additionally, current VLMs, even
powerful ones, are not 100% accurate. They can make errors, for example, misidentifying an object
or producing a false positive result. However, model performance is rapidly improving.

Future Vision: We see StepEval as a starting point toward community-driven evaluation standards.
One near-term vision is to create a public repository of subgoal evaluators for common benchmarks.
For example, a user evaluating on CALVIN [30] or ARNOLD [25] would simply be able to down-
load a configuration and run StepEval to obtain a complete report. Researchers could contribute
improvements (new prompts, better models), which are then shared. Another idea is a leaderboard
for policy performance, not just by overall score but by subgoal profile, encouraging reporting of,
for instance, “[Method X] achieves 95% overall success, struggling mainly at the final placing step
(80% success in that subgoal), whereas [Method Y] excels at placing but has occasional grasp fail-
ures.” Such a detailed comparison could spur targeted research to improve specific sub-skills. Over
time, as this becomes common, reproducibility will improve, and future papers can compare where
each method fails, not just how often it fails.



In conclusion, StepEval aims to make “scoring the steps” a natural part of robotics research, provid-
ing fine-grained insight at low cost. By leveraging the power of VLMs, we turn robotic manipulation
policy evaluation, often the dull part of experiments, into something that is efficient, informative, and
standardized. We invite the community to adopt StepEval, contribute to it, and collectively move
toward more reproducible and rigorous evaluations in robot learning.
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