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Abstract

The proliferation of Deep Neural Networks has resulted in machine learning systems becoming
increasingly more present in various real-world applications. Consequently, there is a grow-
ing demand for highly reliable models in many domains, making the problem of uncertainty
calibration pivotal when considering the future of deep learning. This is especially true when
considering object detection systems, that are commonly present in safety-critical applications
such as autonomous driving, robotics and medical diagnosis. For this reason, this work presents
a novel theoretical and practical framework to evaluate object detection systems in the context
of uncertainty calibration. This encompasses a new comprehensive formulation of this concept
through distinct formal definitions, and also three novel evaluation metrics derived from such
theoretical foundation. The robustness of the proposed uncertainty calibration metrics is shown
through a series of representative experiments.
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1 Introduction

Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) have revolutionized the applicability of Machine Learning (ML)
systems in real-world scenarios. Deep Learning (DL) models are now extensively used in critical
domains such as medicine, transportation, remote sensing, and robotics, where the consequences of
erroneous decisions can be severe. Consequently, it is vital for DNNs to provide reliable confidence
scores that accurately quantify the true likelihood of their predictions, thus properly estimating
their predictive uncertainty. For this reason, the problem of uncertainty calibration (also referred
as confidence calibration [11] or simply calibration [6]) is becoming ubiquitous when developing DL
models that are reliable and robust enough for real-world applicability.

The importance of uncertainty calibration of DNNs is illustrated by the growing body of sci-
entific work developed in recent years regarding this subject [6, 15, 21, 24, 10, 25]. Nonetheless,
most of these works are developed around the problem of uncertainty calibration in classification
problems. Contrastingly, a significant number of DL safety-critical applications are related to object
detection problems (e.g., autonomous driving, human-robot interaction, surveillance). We argue
that one of the main reasons for a lack of scientific work regarding uncertainty calibration in object
detection scenarios is due to the fact that there is no complete/proper theoretical and practical
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formulation regarding the understanding and evaluation of this problem. As such, this work aims
at filling this gap, by proposing three uncertainty calibration evaluation metrics for object detec-
tion, based on a comprehensive theoretical framework (introduced in Section 3). This framework
focuses on semantic/label uncertainty (instead of spatial uncertainty, like other approaches to eval-
uate the probabilistic quality of detections [7, 12]), by leveraging Intersection Over Union (IoU)
in a threshold-based evaluation, akin to the conventional Mean Average Precision (mAP). For this
reason, our formulation for the problem of uncertainty calibration is consistent with the classical
conception of an object detection problem. Additionally, and like in a standard evaluation framework
for object detection, the metrics proposed in Section 4 can also have a stronger focus on localization
performance, by averaging over different IoUs (e.g., from 0.5 to 0.95 in intervals of 0.05).

The key contributions of this work are twofold: 1) A comprehensive theoretical formulation
of the uncertainty calibration problem in object detection (Section 3) that, to the best of our knowl-
edge, is absent in relevant literature. 2) Three novel uncertainty calibration metrics 1 specifically
designed for the context of object detection evaluation (Section 4), consistent with the mentioned
theoretical formulation.

2 Related Work

The problem of uncertainty calibration is introduced to the DL community through the work pre-
sented in [6], where the calibration quality of various modern DNNs is evaluated on classification
problems, with distinct datasets, from computer vision and natural language processing domains.
The authors argue that despite their increased accuracy, modern DNNs suffer from significant mis-
calibration issues, which surpass those observed in ‘older’ but less accurate architectures.

The evaluation of uncertainty calibration in classification problems often relies on the widely used
Expected Calibration Error (ECE) [18]. However, limitations of this metric have been acknowledged
in relevant literature [19, 25]. On the other hand, the use of proper scoring rules [5] like the Brier
score [1] has been an increasingly common practice in recent literature regarding uncertainty cali-
bration for classification problems [21, 24, 15].

The lack of evaluation metrics specifically designed to the problem of uncertainty calibration
in object detection is addressed in [11], that proposes the Detection Expected Calibration Error
(D-ECE). Since then, this metric has been adopted as a “go-to” evaluation metric in different works
regarding uncertainty calibration in object detection [17, 22, 16]. Comparably to the metrics pro-
posed in this work, the D-ECE leverages the IoU for a threshold-based evaluation, thus being also
focused on semantic uncertainty. Nonetheless, D-ECE is built on an incomplete formulation of the
problem of uncertainty calibration in object detection, and therefore does not incorporate the effect
of False Negative detections (see Section 4 for further details), which can be critical in safety-related
applications.

Other approaches to assess the reliability and probabilistic quality of object detector’s predic-
tions were proposed in recent years. The authors in [7] propose Probability-based Detection Quality
measure (PDQ), focusing on both label and spatial probabilistic quality; because of the focus on
spatial quality, “PDQ has been primarily developed to evaluate new types of probabilistic object
detectors that are designed to quantify spatial and semantic uncertainties”, which is not the case for
most common state-of-the art object detectors like YOLO [23], Fast R-CNN [4] or SSD [14]. The
work in [12] focuses specifically on spatial uncertainty and therefore proposes evaluating uncertainty
calibration for object detection as a probabilistic regression task, by evaluating only object detectors
with probabilistic regression output “where a mean and a variance score is inferred for each bound-

1Code for the proposed uncertainty calibration metrics available in the Supplementary Material.
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ing box quantity” [8]. Also, the authors in [20] propose the Self Aware Object Detection (SAOD)
task, a testing framework which includes uncertainty calibration evaluation; for this evaluation, Lo-
calization Aware ECE (LaECE) is introduced, through the inclusion of spatial evaluation into the
existing D-ECE [11], by multiplying precision with IoU; nonetheless, and similarly to the D-ECE,
this metric is not affected by the existence of False Negatives.

3 Uncertainty Calibration for Object Detection

In this section we formally introduce the concept of uncertainty calibration for the object detection
domain. Since the proposed theoretical framework focuses on semantic uncertainty, the presented
definitions are inspired in the concept of uncertainty calibration for classification problems [25],
though adapted to the particularities of the object detection’s case.

For the subsequent definitions we will consider X , the sample space of inputs, (Y,K) the sample
space of bounding-box locations and associated classes. We can now consider the respective random
variables, X and (Y,K), defined under those sample spaces. Let us note that a realization of (Y,K)
can define an arbitrary number of locations (bounded by the total number of possible locations) and
respective classes i.e., any realization of (Y,K), for a problem with C different classes, is a subset of
Ω×{1, . . . , C}, where Ω ⊂ N4. For this reason, we will denote as P

(
(y, c) ∈ (Y,K)

)
the abbreviation

of P
(
{ϑ, ψ ∈ (Y,K) : y ∈ Y (ϑ) ∧ c ∈ K(ψ)}

)
i.e., the probability that some singular bounding-box

location (with respective class) belongs to some realization of (Y,K).
Before considering the concept of calibration in the context of object detection, we have to define

the mathematical object for which such considerations are pertinent, i.e., a confidence-based
detector. Let us first consider the function Ψ : X → (Y,K), that maps an input from the sample
space X to the set of all possible bounding-box locations in that specific input. We are now in
condition to assert the following definition.

Definition 1 Let us define a confidence-based detector (for a problem with C classes) as a func-
tion f : X → Φ that maps each input to a set of all possible bounding-box locations and correspondent
confidence scores, for each respective class. Formally, ∀x ∈ X we have that

1. f(x) ⊆ Ω× {1, . . . , C} × [0, 1] (1)

2. (l, c) ∈ Ψ(x) ⇐⇒ (l, c, p) ∈ f(x). (2)

We note that (l, c, p) ∈ f(x) denotes a bounding-box detection of the form (Location, Class, Confi-
dence score).

Although in a practical scenario most object detection systems will not consider all possible
bounding-box locations, from a theoretical point-of-view Definition 1 is a reasonable definition, be-
cause we can associate all disregarded locations with a confidence score equal to 0. As such, this
definition is consistent with common state-of-the-art object detectors.

Let us observe that, since most object detection systems incorporate suppression strategies (like
Non Maximum Suppression), considering the concept of calibration for precise localization can be
unreasonable in a practical scenario. Therefore, let us take as F : Ω × Ω → [0, 1] to designate the
well known IoU function, and define (for some threshold value τ ∈ [0, 1]) φτ : Ω×{1, . . . , C} → [0, 1]
as

φτ (y, c) = max
{
p : (l, c, p) ∈ f(X) ∧ F(y, l) ≥ τ

}
, (3)

referring to the maximum confidence value, for a given class, under the IoU threshold conditions.
It is worth observing that, following the definition of a confidence-based detector (Definition 1),
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the value of φ(y, c) can be 0 (this is the case were there is no positive prediction that satisfies the
condition F(y, l) ≥ τ). We can now consider the following definition.

Definition 2 We say that a confidence-based detector f : X → Φ is globally calibrated (for some
threshold value τ ∈ [0, 1]) iff

P
(
(y, c) ∈ (Y,K) | (l, c, p) ∈ f(X)

)
= φτ (y, c). (4)

Based on Definition 2 we will develop new evaluation metrics with the purpose of assessing the
calibration of the predictive uncertainty of confidence-based detectors in a practical object detection
scenario.

Definition 2 requires that, for every portion of the input, there is a spatial bounding box neigh-
borhood (defined under IoU conditions) whose confidence value (that can be 0) correctly codifies the
likelihood of the existence of a certain object. On the other hand, a weaker (and therefore incom-
plete) formulation of the uncertainty calibration problem in object detection (similar to that used
in [11]) can also be defined, by considering only the probabilistic quality of the detections that have
a positive confidence score (i.e., the detections that are actually returned by a model in a practical
scenario). The latter is outlined below.

Definition 3 We say that a confidence-based detector f : X → Φ is locally calibrated (for some
threshold value τ ∈ [0, 1]) iff

P
(
(y, c) ∈ (Y,K) | (l, c, p) ∈ f(X), p > 0, F(y, l) ≥ τ

)
= φτ (y, c). (5)

We care to note that such formulation does not take into account the existence of False Negatives.

4 Evaluation Metrics

Note: For the remainder of this work we define bag (also called a multiset) as an extension of the
notion of set, that can have repeated elements (i.e., different instances of the same element).

Evaluating uncertainty calibration in a practical object detection setting encompasses some of
the same challenges found when evaluating this problem in a classification scenario, regarding the
nonexistence of ground-truth information for the true likelihood values (left side of both Equations
(4) and (5)). For this reason, arises the need to develop practical evaluation metrics in relation to the
previously outlined formal definitions. Therefore, considering the theoretical formulation presented
in Definition 2, we have developed uncertainty calibration evaluation metrics in the context of object
detection.

Before introducing such metrics, some concepts have to be outlined, that are common in the
context of object detection problems and will be necessary when evaluating uncertainty calibration.
Let us take a confidence-based detector f : X → Φ, a finite set of inputs X ′ ⊂ X , and the bag of
respective ground truth locations and classes (Y ′,K′) ⊂ (Y,K). In a setting of this type, and for
some threshold value τ ∈ [0, 1], we can define: TPτ , as the bag of confidence scores associated with
True Positives i.e., detections that have a corresponding ground-truth (with an IoU equal or greater
than τ); FPτ as the bag of confidence scores associated with False Positives i.e., detections that
do not have a corresponding ground-truth; and FNτ as the bag of confidence scores associated with
False Negatives i.e., ground-truth bounding boxes with no corresponding detection. Although FNτ

is a bag of identical (theoretically zero-valued) confidence scores, the number of such detections will
be fundamental in the computation of the proposed uncertainty calibration metrics.

In the following subsections we propose three novel uncertainty calibration metrics based on
Definition 2. The first two metrics (Subsections 4.1 and 4.2) are based on proper scoring rules [5],
while the third one (Subsection 4.3) relies on bin-wise computations, similarly to the ECE [18].
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4.1 Quadratic Global Calibration Score

Inspired in the Brier score [1] - a proper scoring rule widely used to evaluate uncertainty calibration
in classification problems - we introduce in this section the Quadratic Global Calibration score
(QGC), that leverages the same fundamental principle of its predecessor by computing the quadratic
difference between a confidence score and its true response.

We start by considering a confidence-based detector f : X → Φ, a finite set of inputs X ′ and the
bag of respective ground truth locations and classes (Y ′,K′). In this context we can construct our
bags TPτ , FPτ and FNτ . The QGC can now be computed as

QGC =
∑

p∈TPτ∪FNτ

(p− 1)2 +
∑

p∈FPτ

p2 (6)

=
∑

p∈TPτ

(p− 1)2 +
∑

p∈FPτ

p2 + |FNτ |. (7)

We remind that p denotes a confidence score. A lower value of QGC translates a better performance
in terms of uncertainty calibration, reaching its optimal value at 0.

4.2 Spherical Global Calibration Score

The Spherical Global Calibration score (SGC) is inspired in a less common proper scoring rule, the
Spherical score [5]. Let us first denote

r(p) =
√
p2 + (1− p)2. (8)

A direct adaptation of the Spherical score would be formulated as

SGC∗ =
∑

p∈TPτ∪FNτ

p

r(p)
+

∑

p∈FPτ

1− p

r(p)
. (9)

Such formulation reaches its optimal value at N = |TPτ | + |FPτ | + |FNτ |, while a higher value
translates a better performance (similar to the original Spherical score). As such, we define the SGC
as

SGC =
∑

p∈TPτ∪FNτ

(
1− p

r(p)

)
+

∑

p∈FPτ

(
1− 1− p

r(p)

)
(10)

= N −
∑

p∈TPτ

p

r(p)
−

∑

p∈FPτ

1− p

r(p)
. (11)

A lower value of SGC translates a better performance in terms of uncertainty calibration, reaching
its optimal value at 0.

4.3 Expected Global Calibration Error

The Expected Global Calibration Error (EGCE) is an adaptation of the popular ECE [18]. The
ECE is widely used to evaluate uncertainty calibration in classification problems, and works based
on the principle of computing the bin-wise difference between average confidence scores and average
accuracy. Since the original ECE leverages the concept of “accuracy” - common in the evaluation
of classification systems - the use of the EGCE will require an adaptation of this concept to the
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context of object detection. In fact, such challenge is also addressed in [11] and is reflected on the
development of the D-ECE. Therefore, EGCE will be based on the same principle of the D-ECE,
but incorporating the necessary adaptations to address the previously discussed limitations of its
counterpart.

We start by creating the sets of bins {BTPτ
1 , . . . , BTPτ

M } and {BFPτ
1 , . . . , BFPτ

M }, where each bin
is a bag of confidence scores defined as

BTPτ
i =

{
p ∈ TPτ : p ∈ ](i− 1)/M, i/M ]

}
, (12)

BFPτ
i =

{
p ∈ FPτ : p ∈ ](i− 1)/M, i/M ]

}
, (13)

for i = 1, . . . ,M . Additionally, we can now consider the set of bins {B1, . . . , BM} where each bin is
a bag defined as Bi = BTPτ

i ∪BFPτ
i , for i = 1, . . . ,M . For each bin, we define the average confidence

and the precision per bin, respectively, as

conf(Bi) =
1

|Bi|
∑

p∈Bi

p, prec(Bi) =
|BTPτ

i |
|BTPτ

i |+ |BFPτ
i |

. (14)

We can now outline the definition of the D-ECE as

D-ECE =

M∑

i=1

|Bi| |prec(Bi)− conf(Bi)| . (15)

Note: in fact, the definition given in [11] is the average of (15) i.e., divided by |TPτ ∪ FPτ |.
Because D-ECE evaluates only the calibration of the detections that have a positive confidence

score (i.e., the bags TPτ and FPτ ), it can be considered a metric for local calibration (Definition 3).
The EGCE will leverage the D-ECE’s principle of contrasting precision and confidence. Nonethe-

less, contrarily to the latter, the EGCE will incorporate False Negative detections by considering
them analogous to False Positives with a confidence of 1, and therefore being incorporated in the
last bin. As such, let us start by considering

δ(Bi) =
|BTPτ

i |
|BTPτ

i |+ |BFPτ
i |+ |FNτ |

. (16)

We can now finally define the EGCE as

EGCE =
M−1∑

i=1

|Bi| |prec(Bi)− conf(Bi)|+ |BM | |δ(BM )− conf(BM )| . (17)

Following similar guidelines of those in [11], we will only consider detections with a confidence
value above a given threshold (in our case 0.1), when constructing the bags TPτ , FPτ and FNτ for
calculating the D-ECE and EGCE (this avoids a bias to the behaviour of low-confidence detections,
that is common in this type of bin-wise metrics). Both the D-ECE and the EGCE represent a better
performance (in terms of uncertainty calibrations) with lower values, reaching their optimal value
at 0. The common number of bins for these types of metrics is between 10 and 20 bins, thus, in our
experiments, we will use 15 bins.

5 Experiments and Results

Note: For readability purposes, we will subsequently use the acronyms for True Positive (TP), False
Positive (FP) and False Negative (FN), with no confusion with the associated mathematical objects
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TPτ , FPτ and FNτ .
The experiments described hereafter have been done with YOLOv5 [9] object detectors. When

using the COCO dataset [13], the pre-trained models provided by the YOLOv5 developers [9] have
been evaluated on the COCO validation set with 5000 images (since the official test set has no
available ground-truth). When using the PASCAL VOC (2012) [3] dataset, the models are trained
for 100 epochs starting with random weights and standard YOLOv5 hyper-parameters; the available
PASCAL VOC data is divided randomly into training and test sets, with a 70/30 split. A variety
of representative experiments, designed to give a wide understanding on how the proposed metrics
behave under various circumstances, have been performed and the results are compared to the ex-
isting D-ECE metric. Each subsection encapsulates one ore more pertinent scientific questions, as
summarized below.

Calibration vs. performance (Subsection 5.1): How do the uncertainty calibration metrics
behave when evaluating deep models with increasing mAP performance under distinct IoU threshold
conditions. Sensitivity tests (Subsection 5.2.): How do the metrics react to increasing proportions
of specific types of detections (e.g., FNs, high-confidence FPs, low-confidence TPs) and what specific
properties can be derived from their behaviour. Effects of distribution-shifts and calibration
strategies (Subsection 5.3): How does the introduction of distribution-shifts on the test set impact
the evaluation done with the employed metrics; how do state-of-the-art strategies - that improve un-
certainty calibration in classification problems - work in the context of these metrics, when adapted
to object detection.

5.1 Calibration vs. performance

Figure 1 shows the performance of the different versions of the YOLOv5 object detector, namely
Nano, Small, Medium, Large and Extra Large (respectively with 3.2, 12.6, 35.7, 76.8 and 140.7 mil-
lion parameters), when evaluated using the proposed metrics (QGC, SGC, EGCE) and the D-ECE
(for comparison) against the classical mAP evaluation. The values of the uncertainty calibration
metrics are presented with absolute values (instead of the average) because, unlike what happens
in classification problems (where is common to present the averaged values), distinct object detec-
tion models can output a varying number of detections. As such, averaging could create problems
when comparing the performance of different models; e.g., a model that outputs a large number
of low-confidence FP detections could appear to perform better in terms of uncertainty calibration
than a model with a relatively lower number of FP detections, because of proportionality issues.
Additionally, we care to note that it is expectable to achieve an absolute value of the D-ECE smaller
than the QGC, SGC, and EGCE, because the D-ECE metric does not incorporate FN detections.

From Fig. 1 we can infer some key observations. When considering the evaluation with an IoU
threshold of 0.5 (Figures 1.a, 1.c), there is a relationship between the uncertainty calibration met-
rics and mAP, with the models showing better calibration results (i.e., lower scores) as the mAP
performance improves; this relation is stronger with the proposed metrics (QGC, SGC, EGCE) than
with the D-ECE. Considering the cases where we average the results from different IoU thresholds
(Figures 1.b, 1.d), similar conclusions can be made for the proposed metrics but not for the D-ECE,
where the latter is progressively aggravated with better performing models (Figure 1.b), or shows
an inconsistent relation to mAP evaluation (Figure 1.d). A deeper look into the reason behind
this phenomenon is taken in Supplementary Material by analysing the evolution of the scores with
increasing IoU threshold values, for the Nano and Extra Large versions of Yolov5.

The main take, from the results reported in this Subsection, is that the three proposed uncer-
tainty calibration metrics show a relation to mAP performance evaluation that is robust to different
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Figure 1: Evaluating QGC, SGC, EGCE and D-ECE - against mAP - using YOLOv5 models (Nano,
Small, Medium, Large and Extra Large). mAP increases proportionally to the model capacity shown
from left to right (highlighted as grey-text legend in (a)). The results were obtained: on the COCO
dataset with a) IoU threshold of 0.5, b) averaging the results with IoU threshold values between
0.5 and 0.95, with a step of 0.05; on the PASCAL VOC dataset with c) IoU threshold of 0.5; d)
averaging the results with IoU threshold values between 0.5 and 0.95, with a step of 0.05.

IoU conditions. Nonetheless, it is observable that strong improvements in performance do not trans-
late proportionally to uncertainty calibration evaluation.

5.2 Sensitivity tests

Figure 2 portraits a series of results that evaluate how different types of detections influence the
uncertainty calibration metrics (QGC, SGC, EGCE and D-ECE). As an example, in Figure 2.b we
gradually increase the number of FPs with confidence scores extracted from a Uniform distribution
in the interval [0.8,1]; for instance, an increase of 60% means that it has been added a number of
such detections equal to 60% of the original number of detections (i.e., 0.6×(|TPτ |+|FPτ |+|FNτ |)).
Specifically, we have carried out these experiments with FNs (Figure 2.a), low-confidence and high-
confidence FPs (Figures 2.b and 2.d) and also low-confidence and high-confidence TPs (Figures 2.c,
2.e and 2.f); further details can be found in the caption of Figure 2. In these experiments the “start-
ing point” results are based on the COCO pre-trained YOLOv5 (Large). The results are presented
from 5% until 100% increase, with a step of 5%. The values of the previously referred metrics are
averaged (contrarily to when we were comparing different models) because in this situation we are
actually interested in analysing how specific types of detections proportionally influence the uncer-
tainty calibration metrics. The IoU threshold is set at 0.5.

It is important to observe that, in the context of uncertainty calibration, it is expectable that
evaluation metrics penalise both overconfident and underconfident detections, specifically: overcon-
fident FPs (Figure 2.b), underconfident TPs (Figure 2.c) and also FNs (Figure 2.a). On the other
hand, the metrics are expected to reward higher proportions of high-confidence TPs (Figs 2.e and
2.f), and even low-confidence FPs (Fig. 2.d).

We start by comparing the behaviour of the proper scoring rule-based metrics, QGC and SGC.
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Figure 2: Evaluating QGC, SGC, EGCE and D-ECE for increasing proportions of: a) FN detections;
b) FP detections with confidence scores extracted from the Uniform distribution U [0.8, 1]; c) TP
detections with confidence scores extracted from U [0, 0.2]; d) FP detections with confidence scores
extracted from U [0, 0.2]; e) TP detections with confidence scores extracted from U [0.8, 1]; f) TP
detections with confidence scores extracted from U [0.98, 1].

It can be observed that the metrics present a similar behaviour in most cases; specifically, in Fig-
ures 2.e, 2.d, 2.f and 2.a their behaviour is illustrated as nearly identical. In Figures 2.b and 2.c,
although still similar, we observe that the SGC presents a more sensitive behaviour (reflected by
stronger increase in value) than the QGC.

We can now compare the behaviour of the EGCE with the QGC and SGC. We start by ob-
serving that QGC and SGC behave in a symmetrical way, meaning that adding high-confidence
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Figure 3: Evaluating QGC, SGC, EGCE and D-ECE, with increasing intensity of shifts in the
distribution of the test data, using Yolov5 (Small) with a) the COCO dataset and b) the PASCAL
VOC dataset.

FPs produces the same negative effect as adding low-confidence TPs (comparing Figs 2.b and 2.c),
just like adding high-confidence TPs produces the same positive effect as adding low-confidence FPs
(comparing Figures 2.e and 2.d). Contrarily, the EGCE penalizes high-confidence FNs more than
low-confidence TPs, as well as rewards high-confidence TPs more favorably than low-confidence FPs.
This behaviour can be advantageous since it is more consistent with a general evaluation of an object
detection model (that will obviously favour TP detections over the FP counterparts).

Finally, we compare the behaviour of the three uncertainty calibration metrics proposed in this
work (QGC, SGC, EGCE) against D-ECE. As previously referred, the D-ECE can be interpreted
through our theoretical formulation as a local calibration metric (in contrast to the proposed global
calibration metrics); therefore, as illustrated in Figure 2.a, the D-ECE has no sensibility to FNs,
while the other metrics show a significant decrease in performance when exposed to increasing pro-
portions of FNs. Furthermore, contrarily to the other metrics, the D-ECE still has small increases in
values when exposed to a larger proportion of supposedly “desirable” detections (i.e., high-confidence
TPs and low-confidence FPs); however, in the edge case presented in Fig. 2.f we witness a slight
decrease in D-ECE.

Finally, the main conclusions are: contrarily to the D-ECE, the metrics QGC, SGC, and
EGCE show robust sensitivity in the presence of FNs and behave as expected with increasing pro-
portions of “desirable” detections; the QGC and the SGC show similar behaviour, with the SGC
being sightly more sensitive to increasing proportions of “undesirable” detections; the EGCE, con-
trarily to both the QGC and SGC, does not have a symmetrical behaviour towards TPs and FPs,
and also shows higher sensibility with increasing proportions of “desirable” detections than the latter
referred metrics.

5.3 Effects of distribution-shifts and calibration strategies

We start by evaluating the effect that distribution-shifts have in terms of uncertainty calibration, as
quantified by the proposed metrics and the D-ECE (results shown in Fig. 3). These type of shifts
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Figure 4: Evaluating QGC, SGC, EGCE and D-ECE, after applying histogram binning (H.B.) and
TTA, compared to a vanilla (V.) approach - i.e.with no calibration strategy - using Yolov5 (Small)
in the PASCAL VOC test set a) with no distribution-shift and b) with level 5 distribution-shift.

induced on the test data have shown to induce negative effects in the uncertainty calibration of
DNNs in classification scenarios [21]. For the purpose of these experiments, and similarly to what is
done in [21], the distribution-shifts are artificially induced with 5 different degrees of intensity (see
details in Supplementary Material).

Regarding the results, similar conclusions can be derived from both Figures 3.a and 3.b. First,
all three proposed uncertainty calibration metrics demonstrate a consistent increase as the intensity
of the shift rises; this is more evident on the PASCAL VOC dataset (Figure 3.b) where the scores
almost double in value. This type of consistent increase is in line with what is observed with classical
uncertainty calibration metrics used in classification problems [21]. On the other hand, when looking
at the D-ECE, the behaviour of this metric is inconsistent to what is expected, with small increases
in low degrees of shift intensity, followed by a decrease in the score as the intensity of the shift is
aggravated.

The latter portion of this subsection is focused on a concise examination of how calibration
strategies impact the uncertainty calibration metrics employed earlier. Histogram binning [26, 11]
(code in Supplementary Material) and test time augmentation (TTA) are the techniques chosen for
these experiments (details on these techniques in Supplementary Material). The rationale behind
this choice lies in a relevant fundamental difference between these two techniques: while histogram
binning only acts on the confidence value of existing detections (therefore only addressing local cali-
bration), TTA can also decrease the rate of FNs besides altering existing confidence values (possibly
addressing global calibration in the process). On an additional note, although not a common strat-
egy, some evidence of the positive effects of TTA-based strategies in uncertainty calibration has
already been outlined [2].

For the discussion of the results, we start by analysing Figure 4.a, where the experiments are
made in the in-distribution (i.e., with no distribution-shift) PASCAL VOC test set. As expected,
histogram binning is not capable of improving the global calibration metrics (QGC, SGC, EGCE)
- improving only the D-ECE - while TTA induces small decreases in those metrics (but not in the
D-ECE). Regarding the results in Figure 4.b, where the experiments are made with a shifted test set,
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we start by observing that histogram binning is not capable of improving any uncertainty calibration
metric; this is somewhat expected given that this technique relies on the distribution of its training
data, which, in this case, differs from that of the test set. TTA shows relatively good improvements
in terms of QGC, SGC and EGCE, and a small improvement in terms of D-ECE.

The main observations are: contrarily to the D-ECE, the three proposed metrics show a be-
haviour under distribution-shifts that is congruent to what has been already observed in classification
problems; there is evidence to suggest that typical post-hoc calibration methods, that only alter the
confidence value of existing detections, may not be sufficient in the context of global calibration
evaluation in object detection scenarios.

6 Final Remarks

This article introduces a comprehensive theoretical and practical framework for assessing uncertainty
calibration in object detection. The conceptual distinction between global and local calibration, out-
lined in this work, proved to be not only useful as theoretical foundation for the development of
new evaluation metrics, but also for understanding the underlying fundamental differences between
these metrics and the existing D-ECE.

The evaluation metrics proposed in the context of our framework are successfully used to evaluate
the calibration of uncertainty estimates in various object detection scenarios. From these experi-
ments, some interesting concluding remarks can be derived regarding some of the intrinsic properties
of the proposed metrics that, in contrast, were not found in D-ECE: 1) they show consistent rela-
tion to mAP evaluation under different IoU threshold conditions; 2) they show robust sensitivity to
varying proportions of representative types of detections; 3) their response under distribution-shifts
is in line with what has been observed in classification scenarios.

Since it was outside the main scope of the article, this work has some limitations regarding the
experimentation with different calibration strategies. Nonetheless, the presented evidence seems to
suggest that, under a complete formulation for the problem of uncertainty calibration, there is a
need to re-think the way calibration techniques are developed and applied, specially when consider-
ing post-hoc strategies that only act on the confidence values of existing detections.

On a final note, since the QGC and the SGC have a fairly similar behaviour as uncertainty
calibration metrics, we suggest that the application of one of these metrics - paired with the EGCE
- is sufficient for assessing the global calibration of object detection systems.
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Supplementary Material

Additional results
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Supp. Figure 1: Evaluating QGC, SGC, EGCE and D-ECE, with increasing values of the IoU
threshold τ (from 0.5 to 0.95, in steps of 0.05). The COCO dataset is used with a) YOLOv5 Nano
and b) YOLOv5 Extra Large, for comparison.

In Supp. Figure 1, we contrast the results obtained with the Nano (Supp. Figure 1.a) and Extra
Large (Supp. Figure 1.b) YOLOv5 versions, in the context of uncertainty calibration evaluation with
increasing IoU threshold values. This results can shed some light on those discussed in Subsection
5.1 of the main document, specifically on the differences found between the proposed metrics (QGC,
SGC, EGCE) and the D-ECE, when we average across different IoU thresholds.

It is observable, with any of the metrics, that the aggravation of score in higher thresholds is
stronger for the Extra Large model than for the Nano model; in fact, for every uncertainty calibra-
tion metric, there is a threshold above which the Extra Large model has worse performance than
the Nano model. Nonetheless, for the proposed global calibration metrics (QGC, SGC, EGCE), this
is only true for IoU threshold values above 0.9; contrarily, with the D-ECE, this phenomenon is
observable for threshold values starting from 0.65. This justifies what can be observed in Figure 1.b
of the main document, where the D-ECE increases as the capacity (and mAP performance) of the
model also increases, contrarily to the other uncertainty calibration metrics.
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Distribution-shifts

The distribution-shifts used in Subsection 5.3 of the main document are created by inducing - in
the COCO and PASCAL VOC test sets - artificial shifts in distribution, through the injection of
Gaussian noise and Gaussian blur, in 5 different levels of intensity. Specifically, for i ∈ {1, . . . , 5},
where i represents a level of shift intensity:

• The Gaussian noise perturbation has a mean of 0 and variance taken from U(20i, 100 + 80i)
for each input, independently for each channel.

• The Gaussian blur perturbation blurs the input image using a Gaussian filter with a random
kernel size within the interval [−1 + 2i,1 + 2i].

Calibration strategies

In this Supplementary Section we discuss further the calibration strategies used in Subsection 5.3 of
the main document.

Histogram binning

Histogram binning [4] is a non-parametric method commonly used to calibrate uncertainty estimates
of classification models. In [3] this method is adapted to the context of object detection, by substi-
tuting the the concept of average accuracy per bin, with precision per bin, showing positive effects
in terms of D-ECE.

Specifically, we create a set of bins {B1, B2, . . . , BM} with boundaries

0 = a0 < a1 < . . . < aM = 1 (1)

such that, for each confidence value p

p ∈ Bi, if ai−1 < p ≤ ai, (2)

After defining the binning scheme, the histogram binning method replaces each prediction p with a
new prediction

prec(Bi), if ai−1 < p ≤ ai, (3)

where prec(Bi) is defined as the precision calculated with the set of detections that belong to Bi.
Each precision value is calculated in a training set and those values are used at inference, replacing
the confidence scores. The bin boundaries are, in our case, defined as equally spaced intervals, and
M = 15.

Test time augmentation

TTA refers to the set of techniques that leverage the use of data augmentation ate inference time (test
time), i.e., applying different augmentations to the input (often resulting in multiple inputs) before
passing it through the model for inference. Intelligently combining multiple outputs, from such
augmentations, has shown evidence of improving uncertainty calibration in classification problems
[1].

In the case of this article, TTA is applied with the standard YOLOv5 policy [2], by applying
horizontal inversions in 3 different scaling version (full, 0.83, 0.67), combining the resulting outputs
before Non Maximum Suppression.
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Code

In following outlined files, is the Python code necessary to apply the uncertainty calibration evalua-
tion metrics outlined in the article (the novel metrics QGC, SGC and EGCE, and also the D-ECE).
Specifically, the metrics are in the file metrics.py, while the file utils.py has some necessary ad-
ditional code. To apply the metrics, the input needed is the directory of a folder with all the
ground-truth labels (labels folder) and the directory of a folder with all the predicted bounding
boxes (preds folder); these folders must be in the common YOLOv5 format.

Additionally, the code for the version of histogram binning used in the article is also made avail-
able in the histogram binning.py file. For both the training (HB train function) and prediction
(HB predict function) phases of the method, the folders must be organized in the previously re-
ferred form. The output of the HB train function is used as the second argument of the HB predict
function. The detection bounding boxes with the new confidence scores are saved in a new folder
detections hb, on the current directory.

utils.py

import torch
import numpy as np
import os

de f t e x t t o t o r c h ( t x t f i l e ) :
array = np . l oadtx t ( t x t f i l e )
i f array . ndim == 2 :

re turn torch . from numpy ( array )
i f array . ndim == 1 :

re turn torch . unsqueeze ( torch . from numpy ( array ) , 0 )

de f IoU ( boxes preds , b o x e s l a b e l s ) :

box1 x1 = boxes preds [ . . . , 0 : 1 ] − boxes preds [ . . . , 2 : 3 ] / 2
box1 y1 = boxes preds [ . . . , 1 : 2 ] − boxes preds [ . . . , 3 : 4 ] / 2
box1 x2 = boxes preds [ . . . , 0 : 1 ] + boxes preds [ . . . , 2 : 3 ] / 2
box1 y2 = boxes preds [ . . . , 1 : 2 ] + boxes preds [ . . . , 3 : 4 ] / 2
box2 x1 = box e s l a b e l s [ . . . , 0 : 1 ] − box e s l a b e l s [ . . . , 2 : 3 ] / 2
box2 y1 = box e s l a b e l s [ . . . , 1 : 2 ] − box e s l a b e l s [ . . . , 3 : 4 ] / 2
box2 x2 = box e s l a b e l s [ . . . , 0 : 1 ] + box e s l a b e l s [ . . . , 2 : 3 ] / 2
box2 y2 = box e s l a b e l s [ . . . , 1 : 2 ] + box e s l a b e l s [ . . . , 3 : 4 ] / 2

x1 = torch .max( box1 x1 , box2 x1 )
y1 = torch .max( box1 y1 , box2 y1 )
x2 = torch . min ( box1 x2 , box2 x2 )
y2 = torch . min ( box1 y2 , box2 y2 )

i n t e r s e c t i o n = ( x2 − x1 ) . clamp (0) ∗ ( y2 − y1 ) . clamp (0)
box1 area = abs ( ( box1 x2 − box1 x1 ) ∗ ( box1 y2 − box1 y1 ) )
box2 area = abs ( ( box2 x2 − box2 x1 ) ∗ ( box2 y2 − box2 y1 ) )

re turn i n t e r s e c t i o n / ( box1 area + box2 area − i n t e r s e c t i o n + 1e−6)

de f f i l l b l a n k p r e d s ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r e d s f o l d e r ) :
l 1 = os . l i s t d i r ( l a b e l s f o l d e r )
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l 2 = os . l i s t d i r ( p r e d s f o l d e r )
r e s = [ x f o r x in l 1 i f x not in l 2 ]
f o r f i l e in r e s :

with open ( f ’{ p r e d s f o l d e r }\\{ f i l e } ’ , ’w’ ) as f :
f . wr i t e ( ’−1 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 . 0 ’ )

de f d i v i d e d e t e c t i o n s ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , i ou th r e sh =0.5) :
f i l l b l a n k p r e d s ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r e d s f o l d e r )
TP = [ ]
FP = [ ]
FN count = 0

f o r f i l ename in os . l i s t d i r ( l a b e l s f o l d e r ) :

TP f i l e = [ ]

l a b e l s f i l e = os . path . j o i n ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , f i l ename )
p r e d s f i l e = os . path . j o i n ( p r ed s f o l d e r , f i l ename )
l a b e l s t e n s o r = t e x t t o t o r c h ( l a b e l s f i l e )
p r ed s t en so r = t e x t t o t o r c h ( p r e d s f i l e )

#TRUE POSITIVES and FALSE NEGATIVES
f o r i in range ( l a b e l s t e n s o r . s i z e (dim=0)) :

idx = −1
iou = 0
f o r j in range ( p r ed s t en so r . s i z e (dim=0)) :

i f ( l a b e l s t e n s o r [ i , 0 ] == pred s t en so r [ j , 0 ] and
IoU ( l a b e l s t e n s o r [ i , 1 : 5 ] , p r ed s t en so r [ j , 1 : 5 ] ) > i ou and
IoU ( l a b e l s t e n s o r [ i , 1 : 5 ] , p r ed s t en so r [ j , 1 : 5 ] ) >= iou th r e sh ) :

iou = IoU ( l a b e l s t e n s o r [ i , 1 : 5 ] , p r ed s t en so r [ j , 1 : 5 ] )
idx = j

i f idx < 0 : #i f the re i s no match , add to Fal se Negat ives count
FN count += 1

e l s e : #append to True Po s i t i v e s
TP f i l e . append (np . array ( [ p r ed s t en so r [ idx , 5 ] , iou , idx ] , dtype=ob j e c t ) )

TP. extend ( TP f i l e )

#FALSE POSITIVES
f o r i in range ( p r ed s t en so r . s i z e (dim=0)) :

c = −1
f o r j in range ( l en ( TP f i l e ) ) :

i f i == TP f i l e [ j ] [ 2 ] :
c = 1

i f c < 0 and pr ed s t en so r [ i , 0 ] != −1:
FP. append (np . array ( [ p r ed s t en so r [ i , 5 ] ] ) )

TP = np . array (TP)
FP = np . array (FP)
FN count = np . array ( [ FN count ] )

r e turn TP, FP, FN count
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metrics.py

import numpy as np
import os
from u t i l s import d i v i d e d e t e c t i o n s

de f QGC( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , i ou th r e sh =0.5) :

TP, FP, FN count = d i v i d e d e t e c t i o n s ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , i ou th r e sh=i ou th r e sh )

TP = TP[ : , 0 ] . astype ( f l o a t )
FP = FP. astype ( f l o a t )
FN count = FN count [ 0 ]

t p s c o r e = 0 .0
f p s c o r e = 0 .0
f o r i in range ( l en (TP) ) :

t p s c o r e += (1−TP[ i ] )∗∗2
f o r i in range ( l en (FP) ) :

f p s c o r e += FP[ i ]∗∗2

QGC total = tp s c o r e . item ( ) + f p s c o r e . item ( ) + FN count
QGC avg = ( tp s c o r e . item ( ) + f p s c o r e . item ( ) + FN count ) / ( l en (TP) + len (FP) + FN count )

re turn QGC total , QGC avg

de f SGC( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , i ou th r e sh =0.5) :

TP, FP, FN count = d i v i d e d e t e c t i o n s ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , i ou th r e sh=i ou th r e sh )

TP = TP[ : , 0 ] . astype ( f l o a t )
FP = FP. astype ( f l o a t )
FN count = FN count [ 0 ]

t p s c o r e = 0
f p s c o r e = 0
f o r i in range ( l en (TP) ) :

t p s c o r e += TP[ i ] / (TP[ i ]∗∗2 + (1−TP[ i ] )∗∗2 )∗∗ ( 1/2 )
f o r i in range ( l en (FP) ) :

f p s c o r e += (1−FP[ i ] ) / (FP[ i ]∗∗2 + (1−FP[ i ] )∗∗2 )∗∗ ( 1/2 )

SGC total = l en (TP) + len (FP) + FN count − t p s c o r e . item ( ) − f p s c o r e . item ( )
SGC avg = ( ( l en (TP) + len (FP) + FN count − t p s c o r e . item ( ) − f p s c o r e . item ( ) ) /

( l en (TP) + len (FP) + FN count ) )

re turn SGC total , SGC avg

de f EGCE( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , num bins=15, i ou th r e sh =0.5 , c on f th r e sh =0.1) :

TP, FP, FN count = d i v i d e d e t e c t i o n s ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , i ou th r e sh=i ou th r e sh )

TP = TP[ : , 0 ] . astype ( f l o a t )
FP = FP. astype ( f l o a t )
FN count = FN count [ 0 ]

TP new = TP[TP>=con f th r e sh ]
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FP = FP[FP>=con f th r e sh ]

FN count = FN count + ( l en (TP)− l en (TP new ) )

TP=TP new

bins = np . l i n s p a c e ( 0 . 0 , 1 . 0 , num bins +1)#[1: ]
b ins [ 0 ] = bins [0 ] −0 .001

TP binned = np . d i g i t i z e (TP, bins , r i g h t=True)−1
FP binned = np . d i g i t i z e (FP, bins , r i g h t=True)−1

EGCE = 0

b in p r e c s = np . z e r o s ( num bins )
b i n c on f s = np . z e r o s ( num bins )
b i n s i z e s = np . z e r o s ( num bins )

f o r i in range ( num bins ) :
i f i == num bins −1:

b i n s i z e s [ i ] = ( l en ( TP binned [ TP binned == i ] ) + len ( FP binned [ FP binned == i ] ) +
FN count )

e l s e :
b i n s i z e s [ i ] = l en ( TP binned [ TP binned == i ] ) + len ( FP binned [ FP binned == i ] )

i f b i n s i z e s [ i ] > 0 :

i f i == num bins −1:
b i n p r e c s [ i ] = l en ( TP binned [ TP binned == i ] ) / b i n s i z e s [ i ]
b i n c on f s [ i ] = ( ( (TP[ TP binned==i ] ) . sum( ) + (FP[ FP binned==i ] ) . sum( )

+ FN count ) / b i n s i z e s [ i ] )
e l s e :

b i n p r e c s [ i ] = l en ( TP binned [ TP binned == i ] ) / b i n s i z e s [ i ]
b i n c on f s [ i ] = ( ( (TP[ TP binned==i ] ) . sum( ) + (FP[ FP binned==i ] ) . sum( ) )

/ b i n s i z e s [ i ] )

f o r i in range ( num bins ) :
a b s c o n f d i f = abs ( b i n p r e c s [ i ] − b in c on f s [ i ] )
EGCE += ( b i n s i z e s [ i ] ) ∗ a b s c o n f d i f

EGCE avg = EGCE/sum( b i n s i z e s )

re turn EGCE, EGCE avg

de f DECE( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , num bins=15, i ou th r e sh =0.5 , c on f th r e sh =0.1) :

TP, FP, = d i v i d e d e t e c t i o n s ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , i ou th r e sh=i ou th r e sh )

TP = TP[ : , 0 ] . astype ( f l o a t )
FP = FP. astype ( f l o a t )

TP = TP[TP>=con f th r e sh ]
FP = FP[FP>=con f th r e sh ]

b ins = np . l i n s p a c e ( 0 . 0 , 1 . 0 , num bins +1)#[1: ]
b ins [ 0 ] = bins [0 ] −0 .001
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TP binned = np . d i g i t i z e (TP, bins , r i g h t=True)−1
FP binned = np . d i g i t i z e (FP, bins , r i g h t=True)−1

DECE = 0
#DECE = 0

b in p r e c s = np . z e r o s ( num bins )
b i n c on f s = np . z e r o s ( num bins )
b i n s i z e s = np . z e r o s ( num bins )

f o r i in range ( num bins ) :
b i n s i z e s [ i ] = l en ( TP binned [ TP binned == i ] ) + len ( FP binned [ FP binned == i ] )
i f b i n s i z e s [ i ] > 0 :

b i n p r e c s [ i ] = l en ( TP binned [ TP binned == i ] ) / b i n s i z e s [ i ]
b i n c on f s [ i ] = ( ( (TP[ TP binned==i ] ) . sum( ) + (FP[ FP binned==i ] ) . sum( ) ) /

b i n s i z e s [ i ] )

f o r i in range ( num bins ) :
a b s c o n f d i f = abs ( b i n p r e c s [ i ] − b in c on f s [ i ] )
DECE += ( b i n s i z e s [ i ] ) ∗ a b s c o n f d i f

DECE avg = DECE/sum( b i n s i z e s )

re turn DECE, DECE avg

histogram binning.py

import numpy as np
from u t i l s import d i v i d e d e t e c t i o n s , t e x t t o t o r c h
import os
from os . path import j o i n

de f HB train ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , num bins=15, i ou th r e sh =0.5) :

TP, FP, = d i v i d e d e t e c t i o n s ( l a b e l s f o l d e r , p r ed s f o l d e r , i ou th r e sh=i ou th r e sh )

TP = TP[ : , 0 ] . astype ( f l o a t )
FP = FP. astype ( f l o a t )

b ins = np . l i n s p a c e ( 0 . 0 , 1 . 0 , num bins +1)#[1: ]
b ins [ 0 ] = bins [0 ] −0 .001

TP binned = np . d i g i t i z e (TP, bins , r i g h t=True)−1
FP binned = np . d i g i t i z e (FP, bins , r i g h t=True)−1

b in p r e c s = np . z e r o s ( num bins )
b i n s i z e s = np . z e r o s ( num bins )

f o r i in range ( num bins ) :
b i n s i z e s [ i ] = l en ( TP binned [ TP binned == i ] ) + len ( FP binned [ FP binned == i ] )
i f b i n s i z e s [ i ] > 0 :

b i n p r e c s [ i ] = l en ( TP binned [ TP binned == i ] ) / b i n s i z e s [ i ]
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r e turn b in p r e c s

de f HB predict ( p r ed s f o l d e r , b in prec s , num bins=15):

b ins = np . l i n s p a c e ( 0 . 0 , 1 . 0 , num bins +1)#[1: ]
b ins [ 0 ] = bins [0 ] −0 .001

ou t f o l d e r = ” de t e c t i on s hb ”

i f not os . path . e x i s t s ( o u t f o l d e r ) :
os . makedirs ( o u t f o l d e r )

f o r f i l ename in os . l i s t d i r ( p r e d s f o l d e r ) :

p r e d s f i l e = os . path . j o i n ( p r ed s f o l d e r , f i l ename )
p r e d l i s t = t e x t t o t o r c h ( p r e d s f i l e ) . t o l i s t ( )

f o r n in range ( l en ( p r e d l i s t ) ) :
f o r i in range ( num bins ) :

i f b ins [ i ] < p r e d l i s t [ n ] [ 5 ] <= bins [ i +1] :
p r e d l i s t [ n ] [ 5 ] = b in p r e c s [ i ]
break

with open ( j o i n ( ou t f o l d e r , f i l ename ) , ’w’ ) as fp :
f o r item in p r e d l i s t :

f o r i in item :
fp . wr i t e (”%s ” %i )

fp . wr i t e (”\n”)
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