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Abstract— Robot navigation under visual corruptions
presents a formidable challenge. To address this, we propose
a Test-time Adaptation (TTA) method, named as TTA-Nav,
for point-goal navigation under visual corruptions. Our “plug-
and-play” method incorporates a top-down decoder to a pre-
trained navigation model. Firstly, the pre-trained navigation
model receives a corrupted image input and extracts features.
Secondly, the top-down decoder produces the reconstruction
given the high-level features extracted by the pre-trained model.
Then, the decoder feeds the reconstruction of a corrupted
image back to the pre-trained model, which outputs the final
action. Despite being trained solely on clean images, the top-
down decoder reconstructs cleaner images from corrupted ones
without gradient-based adaptation. The pre-trained navigation
model with our top-down decoder significantly enhances nav-
igation performance across almost all visual corruptions in
our benchmarks. Our method improves the success rate of
point-goal navigation from the state-of-the-art result of 46%
to 94% on the most severe corruption, showing the potential
for broader application in robotic visual navigation. Project
page: https://sites.google.com/view/tta-nav

I. INTRODUCTION

Robot navigation faces substantial challenges when con-
fronted with visual corruptions [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], as
illustrated in Fig. 1: The robot is equipped with a state-
of-the-art (SOTA) navigation model trained on 2.5 billion
clean frames with deep reinforcement learning (DRL). De-
spite being trained on a great amount of data, the robot
still fails to navigate to the target position under dimmed
lighting. Unforeseeable visual corruptions can occur during
the test time and these corruptions are harmful to navigation
performance.

This challenge raises questions about the adaptability of
robots: How can a robot dynamically adjust in real-time
to visual corruptions that are unforeseeable in the training
phase? And how can it maintain effective navigation when
encountering such corruption despite being trained solely
on clean observations? The previous work [5] considers the
navigation with a map, which can be deteriorated if the
camera images are corrupted, and proposes a map refiner to
generate a more precise map. However, their method requires
the robot to collect data and gradient-based fine-tuning in
the test time. That means the robot has a distinct fine-tuning
and test phase. This is impractical in some applications that
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Fig. 1. Point-Goal Navigation Under Visual Corruptions: A robot is
tasked to move from start to goal position. Top: The robot is equipped
with the state-of-the-art navigation method [6]. It fails to navigate from the
bedroom to another room when facing the dimmed light condition. Bottom:
The robot is equipped with our method. It receives the reconstructed image
as the “surrogate observation” instead of the real observation from the scene.

require the robot to immediately adapt to corruption, such as
self-driving cars.

To this end, we propose a Test-time Adaptation (TTA)
method for robot navigation under visual corruptions. Our
method is inspired by the top-down processing observed in
human cognition [8]. This processing is deemed as a funda-
mental mechanism for solving challenging visual tasks [9],
[10]. Specifically, consider a Deep Neural Network (DNN)
model as an architecture with low-level visual processing at
earlier layers and high-level visual processing at later layers,
our method relies on top-down modulation from a decoder,
which receives the high-level features of an image extracted
by the pre-trained visual perception model, reconstructs the
clean observation and feeds reconstructed inputs back to the
visual perception model. The other key mechanism of our
method is adaptive normalization (AN) in the pre-trained
visual perception model. During the test phase, AN adjusts
normalization statistics via a moving average update, de-
noises image features, and enables the decoder to reconstruct
cleaner images. Our method enables the robot to navigate
using these reconstructed images as surrogate observations
instead of the actual observations. The decoder is trained
via self-supervised learning on “uncorrupted” images to
learn a representation capable of reconstructing input images.
Interestingly, the decoder can reconstruct cleaner images
given corrupted images during the test phase.

In summary, we develop a benchmark consisting of 13
types of visual corruptions to evaluate how navigation per-
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Fig. 2. An overview of our proposed method (TTA-Nav): We present the pretrained navigation model (Pretrained-Nav), which contains Visual Encoder
(VE) and policy network, in the purple frame. TTA-Nav is a plug-and-play method. It has Top-down Decoder (TD) in the orange frame. TD receives the
output of the late layer of VE and projects the reconstructed image back to the VE’s input layer. Here, VE is SE-ResNeXt-50 [7] and TD receives block3’s
output. Left: During training, VE remains fixed, while TD is trained to predict VE’s input by minimizing Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss. Training occurs
offline, utilizing samples from Replay, which contains the visual experiences of a robot navigating 72 Gibson training scenes. Right: During testing, TD
is frozen and the BatchNorm layers of VE can adjust their normalization statistics µ̂k and σ̂k . See section III for more details. Finally, the reconstructed
image is input to VE for navigation. VE does feedforward computation again and the policy outputs actions.

formance degrades under each corruption type, as detailed
in Fig. 3. These challenges highlight the limitations of non-
adaptive models in maintaining effective navigation under
visual corruptions. Here, “non-adaptive” refers to models
that do not dynamically adjust their processing or decision-
making mechanisms in response to changes in visual input
quality. Then, we propose a TTA method for point-goal
navigation, named TTA-Nav, which can be seamlessly inte-
grated, i.e., “plug-and-play”, into existing navigation models
without re-training. Particularly, TTA-Nav leverages adaptive
normalization in the pre-trained visual perception model
to denoise image features, and uses a top-down decoder
to reconstruct cleaner versions of corrupted images from
the high-level features. Our method improves navigation
performance without explicitly fine-tuning the decoder on
corrupted inputs. It outperforms three state-of-the-art TTA
methods: DUA [11], TENT [12], and SHOT-IM [13]. This
is evidenced across our visual corruption benchmarks, where
TTA-Nav consistently shows improved performance.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Visual Navigation

Robotic navigation has a long historical background, ini-
tially relying on classical methods centered around planning
on constructed maps [14], [15], necessitating localization and
mapping techniques [16]. With the advent of deep learning,
there has been a shift towards end-to-end models [17] that
directly translate observations into actions. These models are
typically trained using Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL)
[18], [17] and/or Imitation Learning [19]. Navigation tasks
often involve various types of goals, such as point goals
[20], [6] (moving to a specified position), object goals [21],
[22] (reaching a position where a specific object is located),
image goals [23] (navigating to a position corresponding to
a target image), and language goals [24] (following verbal
commands). Despite their differing objectives, these goals

share the common structure of moving from one location
to another. Notably, certain navigation tasks, like object-
goal navigation, can be accomplished using point-goal agents
without additional training [25]. While point-goal navigation
achieves near-perfect performance under ideal conditions of
precise odometry and clear observations [6], the performance
may significantly decline in the presence of visual corrup-
tions [1], [3], [4], [2]. This comes to interest and contribution
of our study.

B. Domain Generalization (DG)
DG addresses a scenario wherein a model is tasked with

learning representations that can generalize across unseen in-
put distributions, while facing identical tasks as during train-
ing. To solve DG problems, data augmentation techniques are
the most common. It is implemented by introducing random
variations or perturbations to the training environment’s
parameters, such as textures, lighting, or physics, to create a
diverse set of training scenarios [26], [27]. During testing, the
learned weights and biases remain fixed, thereby preventing
agents from leveraging test data to adjust parameters. In
contrast, our approach advocates for the utilization of a test
data stream to dynamically adjust model parameters in real
time.

C. Domain adaptation (DA)
DA entails adapting a model trained on the data from the

source domain to the data from the target domain, notwith-
standing variations in distribution, characteristics, and other
factors between the two domains. Unlike DG, unsupervised
DA operates under the assumption that some portion of test
data is accessible [28], [29] (e.g., unlabeled test images).
In these studies [30], [5], researchers propose methods for
refining a generated map of an unseen scene with noisy
actuator and dynamic, visual corruptions. Subsequently, the
navigation model utilizes this refined map to make decisions.
In contrast to our approach, their models rely on map-based
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Fig. 3. Visual Corruptions: Two consecutive images of the same corruption type are in temporal order, as indicated by the arrow. Every corruption is
induced frame by frame, so the corruption in the frame t is independent to the corruption in the frame t +1. For instance, at the bottom right, the position
and color of a box at the time t is independent to the position and color of a box at the time t +1 in Occlusion type.

policies and undergo a fine-tuning phase using test data. Our
method, on the other hand, is an end-to-end DRL model that
learns to directly map raw observations to actions. Notably,
our adaptation process operates in real time and requires no
fine-tuning on test data.

D. Test-time adaptation (TTA)

Unlike DA, TTA model does not have access to samples
or information about the specific distribution of the test
data it will encounter during inference [31], [12], [13], [32],
[11], [33]. TTA enables the model to adjust its predictions
dynamically based on the characteristics of the test data
it sees during inference. This adaptation can occur in real
time as the model encounters new examples, allowing it to
continually refine its performance based on the incoming
data stream. TTA methods improve the model’s accuracy
on multiple classification tasks when models face visual
corruptions such as image recognition [12], [13], [34], object
detection [11], semantic segmentation [35] and video recog-
nition [33]. Most of the SOTA methods are task-specific [35],
[36], [37], [38], [33], and TTA method for DRL is under-
explored. We investigate three methods (DUA [11], TENT
[12], and SHOT-IM [13]) because they are task-agnostic and
can be seamlessly integrated into a general DRL model.
Subsequently, we introduce TTA-Nav, which surpasses the
performance of all aforementioned approaches.

III. METHODS

In this section, we will present technical details of the
proposed TTA method for point-goal navigation under visual
corruption. We will first review the formulation of the point-
goal navigation problem. Then, we will describe the existing
navigation models that will be used in our experiments.
To conclude this section, we present the algorithm of our
proposed method.

A. Point-Goal Navigation Problem Formulation

In point-goal navigation, a robot is tasked to move to
the given relative direction: (∆xtarget, ∆ytarget) = (xtarget −
xstart,ytarget −ystart) in a cluttered indoor scene. For instance,
given the goal of moving to (∆xtarget = 0.5m,∆ytarget =
−2m), the robot has to move to the target position (xstart +
0.5,ystart −2), where (xstart,ystart) is the initial position. The
short path will lead to the high reward given to the robot. In
our setting, the robot is equipped with a navigation model
trained with clean RGB observations and GPS & Compass
(xtarget−xt ,ytarget−yt). The GPS & Compass is derived from
the error-free odometry (∆xt ,∆yt). Where ∆xt = xt − xt−1,
∆yt = yt −yt−1, and (xt , yt ) is the position of the robot at time
t. The robot can take 4 actions: move forward (0.25m), turn
left (10°), turn right (10°) and stop. Once the robot takes stop
action, an episode will end. During the evaluation, we allow
the robot to take up to 500 environment steps in an episode,
i.e., timed-out steps. We use the Gibson scene dataset [39]
by following the standard train and validation split as in
[23] which yields 72 training and 14 validation scenes. The
robot is trained with training scenes and evaluated with 14
unseen validation scenes (994 episodes). We use Habitat
platform [20], [40], [41] as an environment.

B. End-to-End Visual Navigation Models

Generally, an end-to-end visual navigation model can be
decomposed into two parts: Visual Encoder (VE) and a
policy network. VE gets an RGB observation and extracts
useful features for the task. Then, the policy network is given
the target destination and uses the extracted features along
with the target location to output action [17]. The models can
be trained with reinforcement (RL) and/or imitation learning
(IL) [19]. The overview architecture of the navigation models
we used is in the purple frame in Fig. 2. In our study, we
adopt the SOTA navigation model from [6]. It is trained
with 2.5 billion RGB frames on a point-goal navigation task.



These RGB frames are obtained from both Gibson 2+ dataset
(train) [39] and Matterport3D dataset (train and validation)
[42]. We will call this model DD-PPO in the remaining parts
of the text.

Our algorithm is based on the batch normalization (Batch-
Norm) [43] but the pretrained DD-PPO model has group
normalization (GroupNorm) [44]. Therefore, we replace all
GroupNorm layers with BatchNorm and fine-tune the model
on Gibson scenes for 120M frames using the same configu-
rations as in [6]. Specifically, we adopt SE-ResNeXt-50 [7]
for VE architecture and LSTM [45] with the hidden size of
512 for the policy network. We use the same reward function
as proposed in [6]. We will call this model as Pretrained-Nav.

C. Algorithm

Algorithm 1 TTA-Nav: Training
1: VE is denoted as fφ . TD is denoted as gθ

2: f b3
φ
(·) returns VE block3’s output

3: freeze fφ

4: while not converge do
5: o = sample(Dataset) ▷ batch of observations
6: z = f b3

φ
(o) ▷ get block3’s output

7: ô = gθ (z) ▷ reconstruction
8: Lmse(θ) = ∑i(oi − ôi)

2 ▷ calculate loss
9: θ = update(θ , Lmse(θ)) ▷ update by ADAM

10: end while

Algorithm 2 TTA-Nav: Adaptation
1: policy is denoted as πφ

2: ht is the hidden state of LSTM
3: µk,σk in fφ to be updated as in (2) and (3)
4: for every time step t do
5: Get ot from the environment
6: zt = f b3

φ
(ot) ▷ get block3’s output

7: ôt = gθ (zt) ▷ reconstruction
8: et = fφ (ôt) ▷ VE gets reconstructed input
9: at = πφ (et ,ht−1, target) ▷ policy returns action

10: end for

We now introduce TTA-Nav, a plug-and-play method that
can be added to Pretrained-Nav and requires no modification
of the main model. TTA-Nav introduces Top-down Decoder
(TD) denoted as gθ that receives the output of the late
layer of VE and predicts the reconstructed image ôt . See
Fig. 2. TD comprises residual block modules adapted from
architectures proposed in [46], [47]. This decoder produces
RGB images with dimensions of 256 × 256. It has 5.3M
trainable parameters.

Training: During the training of TTA-Nav, we freeze all
VE parameters and train TD with mean squared error (MSE)
reconstruction loss with samples from 72 training scenes of
Gibson [39] without visual corruption. TD is trained with a
very small subset of navigation data: 112k out of 2.5 billion
frames. We follow the same optimization hyperparameters as
in [47]. Specifically, we use ADAM optimizer [48] with the

learning rate of 2×105, and the momentum of 0.9999. See
Algorithm 1 for more details.

Adaptation: TTA-Nav allows batch statistics in the Batch-
Norm layers of the VE to be updated during the test
time. We call this test-time update adaptive normalization.
Specifically, each batch normalization layer normalizes an
incoming sample x by the estimated mean and variance as
in (1),

x̂ =
x− µ̂k

σ̂k
·β + γ, (1)

where β and γ are affine parameters that scale and shift
the data distribution respectively. Instead of estimating the
mean and variance by averaging samples in a batch, we set
VE to update the mean and variance by the moving average
equations as in (2) and (3) below,

µ̂k = (1−ρ) · µ̂k−1 +ρ ·µk, (2)

σ̂
2
k = (1−ρ) · σ̂2

k−1 +ρ ·σ2
k , (3)

where µ̂k is the estimated mean and σ̂2
k is the estimated

variance, µk and σ2
k are the sample mean and variance of

the batch data, and ρ is a hyperparameter called momentum,
which determines the contribution of the most recent sample
estimate (µk,σ

2
k ) to the calculation of the average. Here we

update µk and σk at every environment step, so the batch size
is 1. See Algorithm 2 for more detail. In subsection IV-D,
we will show that this simple adaptation can restore clean
images from visual corruption.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We will describe the experimental setup which includes
visual corruptions, baseline methods, and evaluation metrics.
Subsequently, we will show experimental results in the
following sequence. Firstly, we examine the visual content
reconstructed by TD to illustrate why TTA-Nav is effec-
tive for navigation under visual corruptions. Secondly, we
compare TTA-Nav with the baseline methods on clean and
corrupted observations. Lastly, we conduct an ablation study
to see what components lead to improvement in performance.
All models in all experiments are first trained on clean
observations and then adapt to changing environments with
different corruptions during the testing phase.

A. Visual Corruptions

The implementations of Defocus Blur, Motion Blur, Light-
ing, Spatter, and Speckle Noise are from the Habitat robust-
ness benchmark dataset [3]. The implementations of weather
corruptions (Snow, Rain, Fog, Glare, and Shadow) are from
Albumentations [49]. The rest corruption types are imple-
mented in the following ways: Light Out is implemented by
filling the entire frames with zeros with an 85% probability,
for example, if we sample 100 frames we will be likely to
have around 85 black frames. Color Jitter is implemented
by randomly adjusting the brightness, contrast, saturation,
and hue of a frame. Occlusion is implemented by adding
a 64× 64 box at a random position with a random color
in a frame. See Fig. 3 for the example visualization of all
corruption types.



Fig. 4. Reconstructions from Top-down Decoder (TD): The left columns are the inputs of Visual Encoder (VE). No Adapt: Images in this column
are the reconstructions from VE’s inputs without adaptation. Adapt: Images in this column are reconstructions from the same VE’s inputs with adaptation.
The quality of reconstructed images matters in navigation. For example, bad reconstructions, shown in row 12 (Fog) and row 13 (Shadow) in Table I, may
degrade navigation performance compared to non-adaptive approaches.

TABLE I
NAVIGATION PERFORMANCE OF AGENTS WITH DIFFERENT ADAPTATION METHODS: * INDICATES CORRUPTION TYPES THAT CAUSE SEVERE

DEGRADATION IN THE PERFORMANCE OF DD-PPO. BOLD INDICATES THE BEST SCORE AND BROWN INDICATES THE SECOND BEST SCORE

AMONG OTHERS IN THE SAME ROW.

Corruption Type
↓

TENT TENT-DUA SHOT-IM DD-PPO Pretrained-Nav DUA TTA-Nav (Ours)
SR SPL SR SPL SR SPL SR SPL SR SPL SR SPL SR SPL

Clean 0.52 0.45 0.96 0.86 0.90 0.82 0.98 0.91 0.97 0.88 0.94 0.83 0.97 0.86
Speckle Noise* 0.22 0.18 0.86 0.77 0.81 0.72 0.46 0.30 0.67 0.41 0.92 0.77 0.94 0.81

Lighting* 0.14 0.11 0.29 0.25 0.32 0.27 0.51 0.30 0.69 0.44 0.87 0.68 0.91 0.78
Spatter* 0.20 0.16 0.58 0.51 0.53 0.46 0.60 0.41 0.71 0.46 0.89 0.74 0.95 0.84
Rain* 0.17 0.14 0.28 0.24 0.30 0.25 0.75 0.53 0.78 0.56 0.87 0.71 0.93 0.81

Defocus Blur* 0.17 0.13 0.27 0.23 0.46 0.39 0.70 0.56 0.76 0.55 0.87 0.71 0.85 0.67
Snow 0.24 0.19 0.29 0.24 0.42 0.35 0.86 0.70 0.81 0.59 0.87 0.69 0.88 0.69

Motion BLur 0.20 0.16 0.30 0.26 0.79 0.70 0.83 0.71 0.82 0.64 0.88 0.72 0.86 0.70
Color Jitter 0.28 0.24 0.33 0.28 0.47 0.41 0.89 0.77 0.81 0.61 0.90 0.78 0.94 0.83

Glare 0.15 0.12 0.30 0.26 0.28 0.24 0.90 0.79 0.89 0.74 0.87 0.72 0.89 0.73
Light Out 0.18 0.13 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.07 0.91 0.81 0.90 0.75 0.89 0.74 0.91 0.79

Fog 0.14 0.11 0.20 0.17 0.20 0.17 0.92 0.82 0.91 0.76 0.87 0.72 0.84 0.69
Shadow 0.17 0.14 0.35 0.31 0.34 0.30 0.94 0.84 0.94 0.82 0.91 0.77 0.91 0.78

Occlusion 0.49 0.43 0.93 0.84 0.88 0.79 0.97 0.90 0.94 0.84 0.92 0.81 0.95 0.84
Average 0.23 0.19 0.43 0.38 0.49 0.42 0.82 0.67 0.83 0.65 0.89 0.74 0.91 0.77

Minimum 0.14 0.11 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.07 0.46 0.30 0.67 0.41 0.87 0.68 0.85 0.67

B. Baselines

We compare the proposed TTA-Nav with six base-
lines: Pretrained-Nav, DD-PPO, TENT, SHOT-IM, DUA,
and TENT-DUA. Among these baselines, TENT, SHOT-IM,
DUA are task-agnostic and can be seamlessly integrated into
our navigation model. Moreover, they have good perfor-
mance in image recognition under domain shift and visual
corruptions, the latter being a subset of domain shift. All
baselines are evaluated with the same Gibson validation
scenes used in [23]. Parameters of DD-PPO and Pretrained-
Nav are frozen during testing, while others have adaptation.

• Pretrained-Nav is our navigation model that is fine-
tuned from DD-PPO as explained in section III.

• DD-PPO [6] is the SOTA on a point-goal navigation
task. See section III for more details.

• DUA [11] has the same model architecture as
Pretrained-Nav, with the difference in that DUA updates
the BatchNorm statistics µ̂k and σ̂k during the test time
with running mean and variance as explained in (2) and
(3).

• TENT [12] is initialized with Pretrained-Nav’s architec-
ture and parameters. Then, the model is fine-tuned with
entropy loss during the test time. We follow the original
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Fig. 5. Navigation Behavior: The figure shows examples of robot behavior in the same setting as used in Fig. 1. This navigation route is one of the
most difficult routes in the scene ranked by the distance between start and goal. * denotes the severe corruption1. No Adaptation refers to the non-adaptive
state-of-the-art navigation model, DD-PPO. Our Method refers to TTA-Nav.

implementation of TENT by updating BatchNorm affine
parameters but not updating other parameters.

• TENT-DUA closely resembles TENT, but differs pri-
marily in its treatment of BatchNorm statistics update.
While TENT-DUA employs moving average to update
BatchNorm statistics, TENT does not use moving av-
erage. We expect this method to outperform TENT
because it combines the advantages of both TENT and
DUA.

• SHOT-IM [13] is initialized with the architecture and
parameters of Pretrained-Nav. During the test time,
the model undergoes fine-tuning using the Information
Maximization (IM) loss. One of the two terms in IM
loss is the same entropy loss as used in TENT. We
fine-tune only γ and β , following the approach proposed
by [12], as we find it enhances training stability. Addi-
tionally, BatchNorm statistics are updated with moving
average during this process.

C. Evaluation Metrics

Success Rate (SR) measures the proportion of success
episodes among all evaluation episodes. An episode is
deemed to be successful if an agent takes stop action within
0.2m distance to a target position.

Success weight by normalized inverse Path Length
(SPL) is proposed in [50]. We follow the same definition.
Particularly, SPL = S l

max(l,p) , where S is a binary indicator
of success in an episode. l is the shortest path between the
start and target of an episode, and p is the length of a path
the agent takes. SPL is a strict metric in the sense that in
order to achieve SPL = 1 the agent must make no mistake,
successfully arrive at the destination, and follow one of the
shortest paths.

Regarding the last two rows of Table I, Average is the
average of SR or SPL over all corruptions. Minimum is the
minimum SR or SPL over all corruptions, delineating the
lower bound of navigation performance.

TABLE II
ABLATIONS: THE TABLE SHOWS AVERAGE AND MINIMUM SR AND SPL

OVER 14 SCENARIOS. SEE SUBSECTION IV-D FOR ANALYSIS.

Average Minimum
SR SPL SR SPL

No Adapt 0.84 0.65 0.64 0.36
Block 1 0.90 0.75 0.81 0.63
Block 2 0.90 0.76 0.81 0.62
Block 3 0.89 0.75 0.78 0.60

All 0.91 0.77 0.85 0.67

D. Results

Adaptive Normalization implicitly does Image Restora-
tion: We compare reconstructions from test input images
by TD with and without updating normalization parameters.
Qualitatively, we can see in Fig. 4 that the reconstruction
from adapted TD is brighter when input is dimmed and
clearer when input is blurred or noisy. Color is changed to
normal when the input image is dyed with yellow. Some
water drops are removed by adapted TD. Moreover, if the
input is clean, we can barely see the difference between the
reconstructions of adapted and non-adapted TD.

Navigation Under Visual Corruptions: TTA-Nav shows
remarkable improvement across all methods, achieving above
90% SR and above 78% SPL on the four most severe
corruptions1. Additionally, TTA-Nav achieves the highest
average SR and SPL across all types of visual observations.
DUA is the second best-performing method, showing strong
performance across multiple corruptions.

DUA’s performance decreases compared to its non-
adaptive counterpart (Pretrained-Nav) when the visual obser-
vation is clean. In contrast, TTA-Nav maintains consistent
performance levels akin to Pretrained-Nav under the no-
corruption circumstance.

In real-world scenarios, it is imperative for a robot to

1As shown in Table I, Speckle Noise, Lighting, Spatter, Rain, and Defocus
Blur can be classified as severe corruptions due to the substantial perfor-
mance degradation observed in column 4, which is the SOTA navigation
model (DD-PPO).



maintain a high SR under all circumstances. TTA-Nav is
one of the best and closely comparable to the DUA in the
minimum score regard. Generally, our TTA-Nav either ranks
top 1 or 2. Its overall average performance is the best among
all methods.

We also observe that TENT performs the worst among
all the methods. A recent study [34] shows that TENT
[12] has poorer performance compared to the same model
without adaptation when the test data stream exhibits tem-
poral correlation. The temporal correlation is a characteristic
inherent in navigation images. Therefore, it is expected that
TENT would struggle in this scenario. Moreover, SHOT-IM
[13], which closely resembles TENT, also suffers from the
temporal correlation.

Ablations: We study what layer with adaptation has the
most effect on average and minimum SR and SPL scores. No
Adapt refers to no update on normalization parameters, Block
1,2 and 3 refer to update normalization parameters in VE’s
block 1,2, and 3 respectively, while freezing the others. All
refer to update all normalization parameters in the networks.
By comparing rows 1 and 2 with row 3 in Table II, updating
BatchNorm statistics in early layers seems to have the similar
effect as our full model, while updating them on the later
layer has less effect on boosting SR and SPL performances
as indicated by the much lower minimum scores. This study
suggests that updating BatchNorm statistics across all blocks
is the best choice.

Remark 1: The main factor contributing to the improve-
ment of navigation performance by TTA-Nav is adaptive nor-
malization. It involves dynamically updating normalization
statistics during the test phase. As illustrated in the first row
of Table II, the model lacking adaptive normalization signif-
icantly underperforms compared to its adaptive counterpart.
Additionally, adaptive normalization causes the emergence of
image restoration within the VE without training on clean-
corrupted pairs of images, as demonstrated earlier in Fig.
4.

Remark 2: The concept of image restoration emerging
from adaptive normalization draws parallels with certain
style transfer methods. Style transfer, which involves syn-
thesizing a novel image by mixing the content of one image
with the style of another, has been explored in [51], [52].
These studies demonstrate that γ and β in normalization
layers represent styles, given that x, µ̂ and σ̂ correspond
to content. See the definitions of these variables in (1).
Essentially, the stylistic information is encapsulated within
γ and β . Altering the style representation can be achieved
by either training γ and β with a particular style [51] or
setting them as style image statistics without training [52].
Regarding the parameters γ and β of our VE, they are pre-
trained on ”clean” images and remain fixed during testing.
This suggests that they encapsulate the ”style” of ”clean”
images. Meanwhile, our µ̂ and σ̂ are recalculated at each
environmental step via a moving average, signifying that they
capture the content of the corrupted images. Consequently,
given corrupted content images, our normalization layers
facilitate the transfer of the style from the clean images to

generate cleaner reconstructed images.

V. CONCLUSION

We present Test-time Adaptation (TTA) for point-goal nav-
igation through our method TTA-Nav. Its key ideas are Top-
down Decoder (TD) and adaptive normalization in the pre-
trained navigation model. TD is integrated seamlessly with
the pre-trained navigation model, offering robust adaptabil-
ity to visually corrupted conditions without explicitly fine-
tuning. TTA-Nav enhances navigation performance under
visual corruptions without gradient-based optimization dur-
ing the test time. Experimental results showcase TTA-Nav’s
superior performance compared to SOTA TTA methods,
including DUA [11], TENT [12], and SHOT-IM [13]. The
results underscore its potential for widespread applications
in robot navigation and other robotic tasks.
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