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Abstract

We develop a new method for creating prediction sets that combines the flexibility
of conformal methods with an estimate of the conditional distribution Py | x. Most
existing methods, such as conformalized quantile regression and probabilistic
conformal prediction, only offer marginal coverage guarantees. Our approach
extends these methods to achieve conditional coverage, which is essential for
many practical applications. While exact conditional guarantees are impossible
without assumptions about the data distribution, we provide non-asymptotic bounds
that explicitly depend on the quality of the available estimate of the conditional
distribution. Our confidence sets are highly adaptive to the local structure of
the data, making them particularly useful in high heteroskedasticity situations.
We demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach through extensive simulations,
showing that it outperforms existing methods in terms of conditional coverage and
improves the reliability of statistical inference in a wide range of applications.

1 Introduction

Conformal predictions are commonly used to construct prediction sets. Under minimal assump-
tions, they offer finite-sample validity [40, 36]. However, significant challenges arise with high
heteroskedasticity, often leading to incorrect inferences [11].

The split-conformal approach uses a set of n calibration data points {(X, Y%) }re[n) with X, € R
and Y}, € ) to create a prediction set C, (z) where o € (0,1). For each 2 € R?, the prediction set
based on a conformity score function V: R% x ) — R, is given by

1 n 1
Co(r) = {y eY:V(z,y) < Qi-a (n ) Zk:l OV (Xe,Yi) T M5oo> } ,

where (Q1_, represents (1 — «)-quantile of the adjusted empirical score distribution
T Y one1 Ov(xve) + 7r00e- If the calibrations data {(X, Yi)}repn) are drawn iid. from
a population distribution Px y-, then for any new data point (X, 41, Y,+1) ~ Px,y sampled inde-
pendently of the calibration data, the conformal theory ensures the marginal validity of Co, (X, 41),
meaning that

]P)(Yn+1 S Ca(Xn+1)) Z 1—oa.

Initially, most of the conformal methods focused on estimating a mean regression function for Y | X,
to then construct a fixed-width band around it; see [39, 40]. However, as pointed out by [21], this
marginal guarantee can hide significant discrepancies in the coverage of different regions of the input
space R?. In particular, certain regions may be over-covered while others are under-covered. To solve
this problem, it is necessary to construct adaptive prediction sets. Conditional conformal prediction



methods allow the generation of confidence intervals that adapt to the test point under consideration
X,41. For example, if a patient has certain characteristics, the goal is to guarantee that their treatment
will be successful with a confidence of 1 — a.. Therefore, we want to adapt the guarantees to the
profile of the individual instead of giving guarantees that only apply to the population as a whole. In
particular, for any point z € R, the set C,(z) is described as conditional valid if

P(Yn+1 € Ca(Xn+1) | Xn+1 = l’) Z 1-—a.

Although conditional validity is a more desirable guarantee than marginal validity, it is difficult to
achieve in practice without further assumptions about the data distribution. Indeed, it has been shown
to be incompatible with the distribution-free setting [38, 25]. For practical purposes, however, an
approximate conditional validity may be sufficient.

In regions with high heteroskedasticity, additional flexibility in the construction of prediction sets
is useful. Methods based on quantile regression approaches were investigated in [30, 22]. These
algorithms estimate the lower and upper conditional quantile regression functions g, /2 and §; _q/2;
see e.g. [23, 2]. In [30], conditional confidence sets for Y;,11 | X,,11 are constructed on the basis of
the conformity assessment, which is determined by

V($a y) = mnax {(ja/2(:c) Yy - ‘il—a/2(x)} :
Then, denoting by 11 = 2 37| 6v/(x, v;); the prediction set is defined as

Ca(m) = [(ja/2(X) - Q(l—a)(1+n*1)(ﬂ)7 qufoz/2(X> + Q(l—a)(l-{-n*l)(u)} ;

where Q(1_a)(14n-1) (1) is the (1 — &)(1 + n~ ') quantile of the distribution of y. Possible im-
provements of this conformity score are also investigated in [22, 34]. In particular, [34] has shown
that the constructed interval converges to the narrowest possible bands that achieve conditional
coverage under mild assumptions. However, when the conditional distribution of the response
has widely separated high-density regions, the ideal prediction set is not necessarily an interval.
In such cases, a conformal method should be able to generate disjoint regions instead of being
restricted to intervals; see Figure 1 for a simple illustration and [41] for a discussion and examples.

This paper is concerned with improving the construc-

tion of prediction sets, especially when an estimate Y °
of the conditional distribution Py|x is available. The Ou R A S N o ®
approach we propose utilizes the flexibility of con- %, m“’ R o oa, =
formal prediction methods to generate confidence . %0:‘__,.4:. Voo 0
sets that better capture the structure of the predictive s b
distribution. This leads to improved conditional cov- 7 %
erage and efficiency, especially in situations with high & ° - i N
heteroskedasticity where the width of the confidence  45° ® Training data N
Prediction set .

interval can vary significantly between regions.

In order to achieve this, we pursue the fundamental
question of how conditionally valid prediction sets
can be derived. There are many, mostly negative,
results on conditional validity, which can only be achieved under strong assumptions on the joint
distribution of (X, Y"), which often fail to be satisfied [13]. One possible solution is to divide the space
R? into several regions and learn a specific quantile for each of these regions [15, 16, 1]. However,
this approach has significant drawbacks, especially since splitting the space R¢ into multiple regions
for a given calibration set typically leads to an increase in the length of the prediction set [29, 27]. As
shown in [3, 28], the conditional coverage follows a beta distribution. The error deviation is therefore
of the order of 1/ /N, where n; is the number of calibration data contained in the bin associated
with . Thus, an accuracy of 0.01 would require almost 10# data points in each bin, which limits the
feasibility of binning methods.

Figure 1: Bimodal example.

Our proposed method aims to overcome these limitations and provide a more feasible and efficient
solution for marginally valid prediction sets equipped with some conditional guarantees. In particular,
our work addresses these challenges through the following main contributions:

* We propose a new method for constructing conditional confidence intervals that adapts to
the local structure of the data distribution and allows the generation of confidence intervals
that are more informative; see Section 2.



* We develop a theoretical framework to analyze the properties of the proposed method,
establishing its approximate conditional validity; see Section 3.

* We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method through a series of experiments
on synthetic and real-world datasets; see Section 4. The results show that it outperforms
existing methods in terms of conditional coverage.

2 Conditionally valid Probabilistic Conformal Prediction

Problem Setup and Sketch of the Method.

Suppose we are given n samples { (X, Yi)}7_; T

and we must now predict the unknown value of R S

Y, 41 at a test point X, 1. We assume thatall _ _ _ _ _ _—"_ _ o TYS—
samples {(Xy, Y;)}"*! are i.id. from an arbi- |Conformal method | !Probabilistic method |

trary joint distribution Py y over the feature vec- JunderSFand the Pejarrj the conditional
tors X € R? and response variables Y € ). The F?f?f rfg'it'f'n set ,,4_f§'ﬂb,“§'°”

target set ) can be either finite or continuous. Our L_Rt) | L_yix=e ]

goal is to construct a prediction set Co (X, 41)

that contains the unobserved output Y,, 1 with @ (@; fr. (Ql—a(“)D

probability close to 1 — o, where a € (0,1) is modulate the parametor to
the user-specified confidence level. ensure the marginal validity

We aim to develop a flexible plug-and-play Figure 2: Schematic representation of CP2,
method that combines existing conformal meth-

ods with conditional distribution estimation Py | x. We want to construct marginally valid predictive
sets with approximate conditional validity. There are three main ingredients for our approach:

1. We specify a family of confidence sets R (x;t) parameterized by ¢ € R. For instance, ¢ can be
chosen as the radius of a ball centered around an estimate of conditional mean Py x.

2. We split the available data into the training and calibration ones. An estimator ITy|x of the
conditional probability Py x is learnt using the training data; see Remark 2.2. Given z € RY, if
[Ty | x—, closely approximates the true conditional probability Py x—,, then for any 7, € R such
that ITy| x—, (R(z; 72)) > 1 — a, it follows that R(x; 7,;) is an approximately valid prediction
set; see Theorem 3.2 for more details.

3. We introduce A, , = inf {t € R: y € R(x;t)}, which can be considered as a conformity score
for the input = and the observation y. On the calibration dataset, we determine 7, using the model
Iy | x; see details later in (3). We also introduce an increasing function f;()) parameterized by
7 > 0. An example of such a function is f,(A\) = 7. We then calculate the empirical measure
of the transformed conformity values fT_Xlk (Ax,,v,. ). Finally, we determine the quantile Q1_q (1)
and construct the prediction set as follows

Ca(Xni1) = R (Xut13 frx, ,, (@1-ai) ) ()
which achieves marginal validity P (Y,,+1 € Co(Xn41)) > 1 — @, see Theorem 3.1.

Remark 2.1. Conformal prediction methods are based on a conformity score V' (z, y), which evaluates
how well the model prediction matches y. Given V, one can construct a family of confidence intervals
R(z,t) ={y € Y: V(z,y) < t}. With this definition, A, , = V(z,y); therefore, A, ,, plays the role
of conformity measure. In (1), if we take f,(\) = A, the standard conformal method is used. On the
other hand, if we set f,(\) = 7, then the confidence set is completely determined by the conditional
generative model (we trust our conditional distribution but lose conformal guarantees). Taking
Jrni1 (Q1—a (1)) provides a compromise between the “simple” conformal method Q1 _. () and the

confidence set derived from the conditional distribution, expressed by 7. In this context, f/(x, y) =
I 1(A\s,y) can be viewed as an “adjusted” conformity measure. Consequently, (1) represents the

conformal prediction set derived from the conformity score function V. This relationship directly
establishes the finite sample marginal validity.



Remark 2.2. If the predictive distribution has multiple modes, a single interval centered around
the predictive mean often fails to provide an informative prediction set. Ideally, R(x;¢) should
correspond to the intervals with the highest probability density (HPD) of Py|x; HPD regions are
difficult to determine in practice, even when the conditional predictive density is available. [41]
proposes a way to approximate HPD domains by using implicit conditional generative models. In
this case, the prediction sets R, (x; t) can depend on an exogenous variables z € Z, such as a union
of balls with radius ¢ centered at points sampled from Ty x.

2.1 The CP? framework

We will now present our method for constructing adaptive prediction sets defined in (1). These sets
are based on confidence set R, (x;t) satisfying the following assumption.

H1. For all (z,z) € R? x Z, the confidence sets {R.(x;t)}:cr are non-decreasing, and
NeerR (25 1) = 0, UserRz(31) = Y, Nt R (x; 1) = R, (w58).

In simpler terms, the size of R, (x;t) grows with ¢. If we select a large enough value for ¢, we
can cover the entire output space ). Let’s introduce the parameter A, , . which corresponds to the
minimal radius needed to guarantee that the confidence set contains the output value y

Apy.=inf{t e R:y e R (x;t)}. 2)

Lemma 2.3. Assume HI holds. For any (z,y,z) € R¢ X Y x Z, \yy. € (—00,+00) and
Y € Ro(25M5,y,2)-

Our method relies on a family of transformations, denoted as {A — f;(\)}-er, which balance the
following two factors:

* The optimal parameter A; , . that ensures y is included in the confidence set R, (z; Azy,z)-

* The parameter 7, . obtained from the probabilistic model Iy | x —,.

H2. There exists ¢ € R such that 7 € R — f,(y) is increasing and bijective. Additionally, the
function A € RU {oo} + fr, () is increasing for any € R, z € Z, where 7, is defined in (3).

Given the significance level « € [0, 1], consider
Ty, = inf {T e R: Iy x—»(R.(z; fr(¢))) > 1 — a} 3)
where by convention, we set inf ) = —co.

Lemma 2.4. Assume HI-H?2 hold, and let o € (0,1), x € R%, z € Z. If Iy | x =, is a probability
measure, then 7, . € (—00,00) and Ily | x—,(R.(z; fr, . (©))) > 1 —

In words, 7, . ensures that the confidence set R (x; f-, . (¢)) is approximately conditionally valid
when the distribution of Y given X = x is well approximated by the probabilistic model ITy| x —.

For notational simplicity, set 7 := Tx, z, and A\ := Ax, v;.z,- Given X,,11 € R%, we sample
Zn+1 ~ Uz x=x,,, and construct the resulting CP? prediction set as

Ca(XnJrl) = RZH+1 (XnJrl; fFTLJrl (Qlfa(/ff))) ) (4)

where QQ1_,(p) is the 1 — « quantile of the distribution  is given by

1 n 1
A | Zk=16fil<xk> oy 7 0 )

Now, let’s explore two examples of the CP? framework.



2.2 CP? with Explicit Conditional Generative Model: CP?-HPD

We illustrate a specific instance of our framework, called CP?-HPD. We suggest using this approach
when an approximate of the density function is known, denoted by vy |x—;. The confidence set
is defined as R(z;t) = {y € ¥: 7y |x=2(y) > t}. We omit the variable » from the notation, as
we do not consider exogenous randomization in this case. The parameter 7, is obtained by solving
Oy x—z(R(z; fr(v))) = 1 — a. We then compute A, , = 7y |x=(y) and derive the prediction set

as
Ca(z) ={y € Vi Wy ix=2(y) = fr, (Qr-a (1))} -

If we take f(\) = X and ¢ = 1, the method shares similarity with the CD-split method, proposed

in [20]. While CD-split uses A\, = Vy|x=«(y) as the conformity score, our method uses

f71(As,y), which incorporates the information from 7, to modify vy x—, (). Additionally, CP*-HPD

does not rely on binning, unlike the CD-split approach.

2.3 CP? with Implicit Conditional Generative Model: CP?-PCP

We also develop a second instance of the CP? algorithm, which is inspired by [41]. Unlike CP?-HPD,
this approach does not require the conditional density. Instead, it is designed for cases where the
conditional generative model (CGM) Ily|x is implicit, meaning we cannot evaluate it pointwise
while being able to sample from it. For each calibration point X}, we draw M random variables
{)A/M}l”il from Iy x—x,. We denote Z, = (Ym, cee Yk7M) and consider the confidence sets as
the union of spheres centered around the sample points:

Rz, (Xp;t) = UM B(Yii,t).

M

With such choice, we get Ay = min., ||V}, — Y4.;||. We then draw a second sample {Y; ;} j=1>and

compute 7, = {7 € Ry.: Z;\il Uy eRu (Xiifre) = 1~ a}. It can be verified that

T = (1= ()7 {Ql—a (ﬁ Zjl\;il Omin | H?j,k—m,in) } -

Given a new input X,,; € RY, we sample Z,, 1 = (Yn+171, - ,)A/,LH, ) and obtain prediction set
as follows

CalXo1) = {y € Vi mind ly = Vool < fr (Qua ()}

where 1 is given in (5). The CP?-PCP method employs the same confidence set R, (x;t) as the one
used by PCP. This method effectively captures multimodalities using balls centered at likely outputs

Y, +1,;. Furthermore, the conformity scores used by PCP correspond to our ), , .. However, the

key distinction between the two algorithms lies in the additional parameter 7, , for CP?-PCP, which
requires the generation of a second random sample from Ily | x—,.

2.4 Asymptotic Validity of CP?

To gain insights, we informally discuss the asymptotic conditional validity of CP2. We assume for
simplicity that Py|x = Ily|x, i.e., the predictive distribution is known. If HI and H2 hold, then
Lemma 2.3 shows that

PAxyz <[, 0| X=2,Z=2)=P(Y e R.(z; fr, .(1)) | X =2,Z = 2)
= 1_IY|X=ac (Rz(ﬂf; me,z (t))) .
Note that ITy | x—, (R.(z; f~, . (t))) > 1 — «if and only if ¢ > ¢, which implies that

P(f-! Meys) <t| X =2,Z=2)>1—a ifandonlyif t> . (6)

From (6) we deduce that the (1 — a)-quantile of T‘)}J(A x,v,z) is ¢. The Glivenko—Cantelli

Theorem [37, Theorem 19.1] demonstrates that sup,cp |u(—00,t] — P(f7! (Axy.z) <t)] = 0

TX,Z
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Figure 3: Examples of 7, and ), for two different scenarios. In both cases, 7, is selected such that the
probability of the corresponding confidence set Rz, (Xy; f7, (»)) under the distribution ITy | x_x,

is equal to 1 — «. On the other hand, A is chosen as the smallest real number such that the true label
Y} belongs to the confidence set Rz, (Xg; Ak )-

Table 1: Confidence sets R(x;t) found in the literature and also discussed in [18, Table 1].

[24] [24] [22]
[pred(z) — t,pred(z) +t] [pred(x) — to(x), pred(x) + to(x)] (14 1)[ga/2(2), q1—as2(@)] — tq1/2(x)
[9] [30] [34]
[qe(x), q1—e ()] [daj2(z) =1, q1_a/2(2) + 1] [Gas2(2), @1—a/2(2)] £ H@1—a/2(T) = Gaya(@))

almost surely as n — oo, where p is defined in (5). Applying [37, Lemma 21.2], under weak
conditions we deduce that Q1_,(¢) — ¢ as n — oo.

If the quantile Q1 (1) is greater than ¢, it indicates that there are insufficient calibration data points
Yi € Rz, (Xk; f7,(p)). Conversely, if Q1_, (1) is less than ¢, it means that an excessive percentage
of calibration data falls within the confidence set Rz, (X; f7,. (¢)). In this situation, the radius of
the confidence set is increased to ensure the correct proportion of observations Y}, covered.

2.5 Related Work

Approximating the conditional distribution of Y | X to construct prediction sets has been exten-
sively studied. Methods based on density estimation, such as [6, 25], achieve asymptotic validity
under appropriate conditions. [19] uses kernel density estimation to construct asymmetric prediction
bands. However, this method cannot handle bimodality as it generates a single interval. On the
other hand, [35] partitions the domain of Y into bins to create a histogram approximation of Py x.
The authors showed that their method satisfies the marginal validity while achieving the asymptotic
conditional coverage. This property has also been derived in the context of regression [24]. Asymp-
totic conditional coverage is also obtained in [34, 8] using quantile regression-based methods, or
using cumulative distribution function estimators [20, 9]. Conditionally valid prediction sets have
been shown to improve the robustness to perturbations [14]. [41] introduced a method adapted to
distributions with separated high-density regions and with implicit CGM. Recently, [17] converted
regression problems into classification problems by binning the range space and discretizing the
labels. They learn an approximation of the conditional density to generate prediction sets that match
the HPD regions. Similarly, [12] proposed a method that estimates the conditional density using
neural network parameterized splines. The concept of nested sets was investigated in the work of [18].
Additionally, [32] proposed an approach leading to a confidence set R(x; 7) = [Gio(x, T), Gni(x, 7)],
where §io(z, 7) and gy (, T) are quantile regressors for the conditional distribution Y | X. Moreover,
7 is set such that at least 100(1 — )% of the calibration data fall within the prediction set.



3 Theoretical guarantees

In this section, we provide both marginal and conditional guarantees for the prediction set C,, ()
given in (4). The validity of these guarantees is ensured by the exchangeability of the calibration data,
with the exception of Corollary 3.3 which relies on a concentration inequality and thus requires that
the calibration data are i.i.d. The following theorem establishes marginal validity of the predictive set
defined by CP2.

Theorem 3.1. Assume HI-H2. Then, for any o € (0,1), it holds
1—a<P(Yht1 €Ca(Xnt1))-

Moreover, if the conformity scores { f{k (i) Y721 are almost surely distinct, then it also holds that

1
P (Yot € Ca(Xpg1)) <l —a+ ——
n+1
The proof is postponed to Appendix A.l. Moreover, the upper bound on the coverage always holds

when the distribution of fgkl (Ax) is continuous. Now, we will investigate the conditional validity of
Co(z). Denote by drvy the total variation distance.

Theorem 3.2. Assume HI-H2, and let o € (0,1). For any x € R% and z € Z, it holds
P (Yoi1 € Cal®) | Xnp1 =2, Zng1 = 2) > 1 = — drv Py |x—oi Hy | x—0) — P37,

where p7 =P (Qu_a(p) < f7., Cor1) < @| Xng1 = 2, Zo i1 = 2).

The proof is postponed to Appendix A.1. The better the estimator Iy x—, is, the closer the result
is to 1 — a. Achieving accurate conditional coverage at x does not require knowledge of the entire
conditional distribution Py x. Instead, only a reliable approximation for the specific point x is
requlred dThe second term in the lower bound is pﬁl +1) Its expected value is upper bounded by

[p; 11 ] < «, but analyzing this term is difficult. We address this problem in the following corollary,
whose proof is postponed to Appendix A.2. Denote by F' and F' the cumulative distribution functions
of the random variables f7! (Ax,y,z)and f7! (Ayy ), where (X,Y,Z) ~ Px @ Py|x ®Ilzx

TX,Z

and (X, Y, Z) ~Px @ Ily|x @Iz x, respectively.

Corollary 3.3. Assume HI-H2, and suppose the distribution of fTX p
anyz € R, 2z € Zand e € (0,1 — «), it holds that

P < exp (-n@(€) + P (FH (1= a =) < [}, (hag1)  F 71— ) | X1 = 2, Znss = 2)

where ®(e) = e[(u-t — 1) log(1 +u.) — 1] and uc = e(a+ €)1 (1 —a —€)~L.

€

(Ax,v,z) is continuous. For

Setting € = /8a(1l — a)n—1logn ensures that exp(—n®(e)) < n~!. When F~! is continuous,
F~1(1 - q) is approximately equal to F'~*(1 — a — ¢) for small . Therefore, if F'~1(1 — ) closely

approximates F'~1(1 — «), then Corollary 3.3 demonstrates that pfﬁ) is always small.

The prediction set, defined in (4), is derived from the (1 — «)-quantile of the conformity scores

{2 (\)}p_, U {oc}. However, {oo} can be removed from these conformity scores. Inspired
by [30, 34], the Corollary 3.4 ensures the marginal validity of

Cal®) = R (@3 Fro.. (Qu-awin 1 (2 Zisi003,) ) -

Corollary 3.4. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 3.1, for any o € [1/(n + 1), 1], we have

1704<P(n+166( 7,+1))<1704+ 1

}n+1

where the upper bound only holds if the conformity scores { ka (Ax) are almost surely distinct.

The proof of Corollary 3.4 is along the same lines as [41, Corollary 1]; see Appendix A.3.
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Figure 4: Mixture Density Network: the multimodal case.
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Figure 5: Worst-slab coverage on real data. Results averaged over 50 random splits of each dataset.
Calibration and test set sizes set to 2000, 50 conditional samples for PCP, CP? and Hy| x. Worst-slab
coverage parameter (1 — ¢) = 0.1. Nominal coverage level is (1 — o) = 0.9 and is shown in dashed
black. Methods with conditional coverage below 0.75 shown as cross-hatched on horizontal axis.

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, we conduct a comprehensive analysis demonstrating the advantage of CP2 compared to
standard and adaptive split conformal algorithms. Specifically, we benchmark our algorithm against
two state-of-the-art methods: Conformalized Quantile Regression (CQR; [30]) and Probabilistic
Conformal Prediction (PCP; [41]). We aim to answer these specific questions: how does CP? performs
in terms of coverage, conditional coverage and predictive set volume when compared to state-of-the-
art methods on synthetic and real data.

4.1 Synthetic data experiments

In this example, (X}, Y}) is sampled from a mixture of P = 4 Gaussians; see Figure 4a. The results
for other classical 2-d datasets lead to similar conclusions. The number of training and calibration
samples is 7' = 10* and n = 103, respectively. We fit a Mixture Density Network (MDN) as an

explicit generative model, vy |x—(y) = Ele mo(@)N (y; pe(x), 02 (x)), where pu(-), oo(-) and
m¢(+) are all modeled by fully connected 2-layers neural networks (the condition 25:1 me(x) = 11is
ensured by using softmax activation functions). We use CP2-HPD (the calculation of the HPD rates as

well as 7, and )\, , is explicit in this case). The parameters of the MDN are trained by maximizing
the likelihood on the training set.

We compare the plain CP?-HPD, PCP (with the same MDN as CP?-HPD and M = 50 draws) and CQR.
All methods achieve the desired nominal coverage 1 —a = 0.9. We illustrate the conditional coverage
in Figure 4b and the lengths of the predictive sets in Figure 4c. CP?-HPD with a fixed-width predictive
set performs poorly in this multimodal example, both in terms of the size of the confidence set and the
conditional coverage. CP?-HPD and CQR perform similarly in terms of conditional coverage (which
remains close to 1 — a = 0.9). The conditional coverage of PCP varies between 0.85 and 0.95.
CP? produces shorter prediction sets compared to CQR and PCP. This is because CP? uses an HPD
confidence set that is more suitable for multimodal applications than the confidence set used by CQR.
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Figure 6: Sizes of the prediction sets on real data. We divide the size of the set by the standard
deviation of response to present the results on the same scale.

4.2 Real data experiments

In this section, we study the performance of CP2-PCP on several real world regression datasets.

Datasets. We use publicly available regression datasets, which are also considered in [30, 41]. Some
of them come from the UCI repository: bike sharing (bike), protein structure (bio), blog feedback
(blog), Facebook comments (fbl and £b2). Other datasets come from US Department of Health
surveys (meps19, meps20 and meps21), and from weather forecasts (temp) [10].

Methods. We compare the proposed CP?-PCP method with Probabilistic Conformal Prediction (PCP;
[41]), Conformalized Quantile Regression (CQR; [30]) and Conformalized Histogram Regression (CHR;
[35]). We also consider CQR2 which is a modification of CQR that uses inverse quantile nonconformity
score. For our method and PCP we use a Mixture Density Network [4] to estimate the conditional
distribution Py|x, since it was chosen in [41] as best-performing. We also consider different choices

of f, for our method: CP2-PCP-L stands for CP2-PCP with f,(\) = A7 and CP?-PCP-D stands for
CP2-PCP with f,(\) = A+ 7. Our implementation of CP?-PCP is summarized in Algorithms 1 and 2.
They use Brent’s method to find the optimal 7,; see (3). Additionally, we consider Iy, x whichis a

special case of CP2-PCP with f,()\) = 7.

Metrics. Empirical coverage (marginal and conditional) is the main quantity of interest for pre-
diction sets. We evaluate worst-slab conditional coverage [8, 31] in our experiments, see details in
Appendix B.3. We also measure the total size of the predicted sets, scaled by the standard deviation
of the response Y.

Experimental setup. Our experimental setup closely follows [41]. We split each dataset into train,
calibration and test portions and train a Mixture Density Network with 10 components to approximate
Py | x. For each calibration and test point we first obtain the Gaussian Mixture parameters (this
becomes Ily|x) and then sample M = 5, 20, 50 samples from these distributions (gives us R, (x,7)).
We replicate this experiment on 50 different splits of each dataset.

Results of the experiments for M = 50 samples are presented in Figures 5 and 6, additional results
are available in Appendix B. In terms of marginal coverage, all methods achieve the target 1 — «
value, except for [Ty x.

Standard conformal prediction fails to maintain the conditional coverage as expected. We can also
observe that PCP consistently struggles with conditional coverage. On all the datasets CP?-PCP
provides valid conditional coverage, while CQR fails on blog and temp. CHR method shows unstable
performance not achieving conditional coverage more often than other methods but sometimes
providing narrower predictions sets. Additionally, CP?-PCP significantly outperforms quantile
regression-based methods in terms of size of the prediction sets on bike, bio and temp datasets.

Additionally, we assess conditional coverage with the help of clustering. We apply HDBSCAN [7, 26]
method to cluster the test set and then compute coverage within clusters. Results for £b1 dataset are
presented in Figure 7. We again observe that CP and PCP do not achieve conditional coverage and CHR
and CQR performance is unstable. CP2-PCP on the other hand maintains valid conditional coverage
on all clusters and even on outliers (cluster label -1). Not that these are all outliers combined and
they may not lie in the same region of the input space.
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Figure 7: Conditional coverage for different clusters, £b1 dataset. We have used HDBSCAN
algorithm with minimum cluster size of 100, min_samples hyper-parameter of 20 and /s metric.
Cluster label -1 corresponds to the outliers. Sample size for sampling-based methods was set to 50.
Nominal coverage equals (1 — «) = 0.9 and is shown in dashed blacks.

5 Conclusion

We address the challenge of conditional coverage in conformal predictions, and overcome previous
negative results by assuming the knowledge of a good estimator of Py |x. We develop a general
framework for constructing prediction sets, which encompasses many existing conformal methods and
refine their confidence sets using a probabilistic estimator of Y | X. Our key contributions include
theoretical studies of the conditional validity, holding significant implications for the development of
future methods.
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A Additional results and calculations

In this section, we analyze the theoretical results of Section 3. First, let’s recall the definition of the
quantile function for any distribution p living in R. For any @ € (0, 1), the quantile Q1_,(u) is
defined by

Q1-a(p) =nf{t € R: p((—00,t]) 21— a}.

Given a measure Hy‘ x— defined on o()), we consider for all z € Re, 2 € Z, the parameters 7 ,
and A, , . given by

Tz,» = inf {7’ e R: Ty x—2(Ra(z; f-(¢))) > 1 — 04},

Aoy =mf{AeER: ye R, (x;\)},
where ¢ is chosen as in H2, and by convention we set inf () = co. We denote by d,, the Dirac measure
atv € R, and write 7, = 7x, 7, and A\ = Ax, v;,z,. In this Appendix, we study the coverage of
the prediction set given V(x, z) € R X Z by

Ca(x) =R. (x; fTa:,z (Ql—a(ﬂ))) s

where the distribution p is defined as

(N

n

1 1
b= ;6fil(’\k) + n+ 1600'
The key idea behind the choice of 7 is to ensure that the conditional coverage of the prediction set
Ca(X}) is approximately 1 — o when the empirical distribution ITy|x—x, is close to Py x—x, . In
other words, 7, is chosen such that the probability of the observed value Y, given X, falling inside
the prediction set C, (X} ) is close to 1 — c. On the other hand, the parameter A, is used to ensure
that the prediction set Rz, (Xj; Ax) contains the observed value Y;. Moreover, note that 7, only
depends on the input data (X}, Zy), while A, depends on (X, Yy, Zi). Thus, the i.i.d. property of
{(Xk, Yk, Zx): k € [n+ 1]} ensures that the { (75, \,) }72} are also i.i.d.
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A.1 Proof of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2

Lemma A.1. Assume HI hold. For any (x,y,2) € R x Y x Z, A\, . exists in R, and we have
Y € Ra(T5 Az,y,2)-

Proof Let (z,y,2) € R? x Y x Z be fixed. Since NierR.(x;t) = 0 and UyerR. (25t) = Y,
we deduce the existence of to and ¢; such that y ¢ R.(x;tp) and y € R,(x;t1). Therefore,
{t € R: y € R.(x;t)} is non-empty and lower-bounded by ¢¢. Thus, the infimum )\, , . exists.
Now, let’s prove that y € R, (x; Ay y.-). Since A, , , = inf{t € R: y € R, (x;t)}, we deduce the
existence of a decreasing sequence {,, }nen such that y € R (x; A,) and limy, ;00 Ay = Az .. By
definition of {\, } ,en, we have y € N,enR . (x; Ay, ). However, using H1, remark that

NneNRz(T; An) = Nnen Nisa, Ra(w5t)
== mt> 1i_1>n )\nRz (J,‘;t)
= mt>)\gsyyvz7?fz(x; t) = RZ($, )\m,y,z)'
Since y € NpenR:(z; Ay ), it implies that y € R, (x; Ay y,2)- O

We will now present the proof for Theorem 3.1, which establishes the marginal validity of our
proposed method.

Theorem A.2. Assume HI-H2 hold, if { fz." (\i)}} L] are almost surely distinct, then it follows

1
1—a<P(Y,q eca(Xn+1))<1—a+ﬁ ®)

Proof. By definition, we have

P(Yp1 € Ca(Xni1) =P (Yns1 € Rap vy (Xnits fror (Q1-a(1))))
=P (Ang1 < fry (Qia()) -

Since A — f7, . (\) is increasing by H2, we deduce that
P ()\n+1 < fi'n+1 (Ql—a(u))) =P (f-?—_,il ()‘n+1) < Ql—a(ﬂ)) .

Denote by Vi, = f=' (\), the exchangeability of the data {(Xy, Yy, Zi): k € [n + 1]} implies that

n (SVk B fasy 5Vk
P(Vn+1§Q1a (kz n+1>> —P(VnHSQla (kz_anrl
) nal n+1
1y, <Qi- a( +125Vk>]

= E
n+1z
n+1
]1V1§Q1a< +1Z(5Vk>’Vla--~ nt1

k=1
where I ~ Unif(1,...,n+ 1). Therefore, the definition of the quantile function implies the lower

bound in (8). Moreover, if there are no ties between the {Vk}Zii, then

_ 1
IP’( -T—nil(/\n+1) < Ql_a(,u)) <l—a-+ —

=E|E

)

The following lemma provides conditions under which Iy | x—, (R (%; fr, . (©))) > 1 — a.

Lemma A.3. Assume HI-H?2 hold, and let o € (0,1), z € RY e Z. If Iy x—, is a probability
measure, then 7, . is defined in R and Iy | x—(R.(z; fr, . (¢))) > 1 —
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Proof. Let x € R? be such that ITy| x_, is a probability measure, and fix z € Z. Since 7 — f,(¢)
is increasing and bijective by H2, we have

TEIIIOO HY|X=3:(RZ (z; fr(¥))) = Iy | x=¢ (UrerR:(z; f (1))
=Ily|x=¢ (UterR:(z;t)) = 1.

The previous equality shows the existence of 7 € R such that Ily | x—,(R.(z; f-(¢))) > 1 — .
Therefore {7 € R: Ily|x—(R.(z; f-(¢))) > 1 — a} is non-empty. This proves the existence
of 7, . = inf{7 € R: IIy|x—z(R.(x; fr(¢))) > 1 — a} in RU {—oc}. However, 7, . > —oo0,
otherwise we would have

l-a< TEI_IIOO My |x—2(Ra(; fr(¢))) = My | x=¢ (NterR:(2;1)) = My | x—o(0) = 0.
Therefore, we deduce that 7, , € R. Lastly, remark that

My x=2(R:(z; fr, . () = Uy | x=(Nr>r, . Ra(@; fr()))
= inf HY‘X:I(RZ(‘r;fT((p))) >1l—o.

T>Tg 2

O

Now, we prove Theorem 3.2. This result guarantees that the conditional confidence intervals
constructed by our method approximately satisfy the desired coverage of 1 — a.

Theorem A.4. Assume HI-H?2 hold, let z € R? be such that Iy x = is a probability measure. For
any z € Z, it follows that

P (Vo1 € Ca(Xnt1) | Xnt1 =2, Zn41 = 2) > 1 — a — dpv(Py x=o; y|x=2)
—P(Qi-a() < 2" Ouvisr2) €91 Xnst =2, Zps = 2).
Proof. First, recall that C,, () is given in (4), and Ay, ., . is defined in (7). Applying Lemma A.1,
we know that A\, y, ., - is defined in R, and also that Y, ;1 € R.(z; Az y,,,,-). Hence, it holds
]P(Yn+l S Ca(Xn—i-l) | Xnt1 =2, Zpt1 = Z)
=P (Yn+1 €ER. (x§ me,z(Ql_a(/’L))) ‘Xn+1 =%, 0ny1 = Z)
=P (/\x,YnJrl,z < lev,z (Ql—a(u)) |Xn+1 =, Zn—i—l = Z) .
Let’s introduce the term P(X\, )y, ., . < fr, . (¢) | Xnt1 = 2, Zyy1 = 2) as follows:
P (>\"I7Yn+17z < me,z (Ql—a(ﬂ)) |Xn+1 =T, Zpt1 = Z)
=P ()\IsYn+1:Z < sz,z (Qlfa(/l)) |Xn+1 =, Zn+1 = Z)
+P (Ax,YnJrl,z S fTT,,z (90) |Xn+1 =, Zn+1 = Z) . (9)

Now, we will control the difference between the two terms of the previous equation. Let A and B be
defined as

A=P (f;m,lz(kx,yn“,z) <Qi-op) <@ Xnp1=2,Z41 = Z) ;
B=P (7 (ayiers) €0 < Quoali) | Xntt =2, Zns1 = 7).
We have
P evis < oo (@uoali)) | X = 2, Zus = 2)
=A+B+P (@ < T_m,lz (A Yurn,e) € Qua(p) | Xns1 =@, Zngq = Z) ,

and also
P (AxvynJrle < f‘f'm,z (90) | Xn+1 =, Zn+1 = Z)
=A+B+P (Ql—a(,u) < f-r;lz ()‘$7Yn+1,2) <y ‘ X1 =72, Zp41 = Z) .
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Therefore, the difference between the terms introduced in (9) can be rewritten as
P (Ar,YnH,z < an:,z (Ql—a(ﬂ)) |Xn+1 =2,Zp41 = Z)
-P (/\JCaYnH:Z < sz,z(QO) |Xn+1 =, Zn-i—l = Z)
=P (SD < 7;1z (Ax,YnJrl,z) < Ql—a(,u) | Xnt1 =2, Zny1 = Z)
P (@) < 21 ey ) S X1 = 2, Zpsa =2) . (10)

Te,z

By definition of the total variation distance, we have

P (AI7Y,L+1,Z S me,z (SO) | Xn"rl = x? Z’I’L-"l - Z)
= (’\w%ﬂ,z < fro o (0) [ Xy = 2, Znn = Z) —drv(Py|x=zi Iy |x=2)-

Moreover, Lemma A.3 implies that

P (Mdore ()| Xt =, Zpa = 2)
=P (Yn—}-l € {y € y: Ax,y,z < fTTZ(SO)} |Xn+l =, Zn+1 = Z)

=P (Vo1 € Ru(ai fr, . (9)) | Xnt1 = @, Znir = 2)
=y |x=2(Rz(; fr, .(p))) > 1 —a.
Therefore, we deduce that
P(Aevosrz < fro (@) | X1 =2, Zng1 = 2) = 1 — o — dov (Py | x=o; Hy | x=s)-

Finally, combining the previous result with (9) and (10) shows that

P (Ao voirz < fron (Qima(p) | Xng1 =2, Znpr = 2) 21— a — dov(Py x=z; y | x=2)
+P (<P < ! ()\I,Y,L+1,Z) < Qlfa(,u> |Xn+1 =z, ZnJrl = Z)

Tx,z

—-P (Qlfa(ﬂ) < -1 ()\m,Yn_H,z) é 2] ‘ XnJrl - 1’7Zn+1 = Z) .

Te,z

O

A.2  Proof of Corollary 3.3

The objective of this section is to study the conditional guarantee obtained in Theorem A.4. Under
some assumptions, we have demonstrated that the conditional coverage is controlled as follows:

]P)(YnJrl S Ca(XnJrl) | XnJrl =, Zn+1 = Z) Z l—a- dTV(PY|X:x; HY|X:1‘) - pgif-zl)a

Pgﬁi) = ]P (Qlfoz(/J/) < —1 ()\z,Yn+1,z) S 2] | XnJrl =, Zn+1 = Z) )

Tx,z

where p = %_,_1 > k=1 5f:1 Go) T %4_1500- While E[pgzﬁriﬂ’znﬂ)] < a, studying pfffl) is chal-
Txk
lenging. However, we control this term in Corollary A.5. Remark, the quantile Q1 _, () is an order
statistic with a known distribution that rapidly converges to the true quantile gy, which is defined for
any € € [0,1 — a) by
g =inf{t eR:P(f7} (Axvz)<t)>1—a—e} (11)

TX,Z

Moreover, we define the cumulative density functions F': ¢ — P( ;Xl ,(Axy,z) <t)and Fits

]P)( —1 ()\X,Y,Z) < t),where (AXV7 Y, Z) ~ PX®PY\X®HZ\X and (X,Y,Z) ~ PX®HY\X®HZ\X

TX,Z

15



Corollary A.5. Assume HI-H?2 hold, and let x € R? be such that [y | x— is a probability measure.
Foranye € (0,1 —a), ifpe = P(f7} (Ax.v.z) < qc) <1— q, then it follows that

TX,Z

P SP(F1=a=0 < f2) (o) S F 1= ) | Xpor = 2. 2o = 2)

liaipe
+ exp (—np€ 1—pe)h ()) ,
( ) pe(l_pe)
where h : w — (1 +u)log(l + u) — u.

Proof. Lete € [0,1 — ),z € R<, and consider
A={Q1-a(p) <qc},
B, .= {y ey: sz,z(QG) < Ax,y# < f'rz,z(@)} .
‘We have
P (fT:c,z (Qi-a(p)) < )\$1Yn+1,z < f'rx,z(cp) | Xny1 =2, Zpns1 = Z)
< IP)(A | XnJrl = 1’7Zn+1 = Z) +P(Yn+1 S Bz,z | Xn+1 =, ZnJrl = Z) .

Now, let’s upper bound the first term of the right-hand side equation. First, remark that

1 n
{Qlfa(:u) < (k} ~ {TL+1 Z]lf-;kl(j\k)<Qe >1- a} .
k=1

Thus, we deduce that
P(A| Xps1 =2, Zpiy =2) <P (;1 Lpoieq 2 (n+ 1)1 = a)) .

Recall that p. = P(f! (Ax,v.z) < ¢c), and also that we assume p. < 1 — a. Therefore, the

TX,Z

Bennett’s inequality [5, Theorem 2] implies that

P(A| Xpi1 =2,Zp41 = 2) < exp <—np6(1 —pe)h ((n +1(L—a) - np€>) , (12)
npe(l 7pe)

where h : u — (1 + u)log(1 + u) — u. Moreover, define
_l—a—pe _ (n+ 1)1 —a)—np.
B p6(17p6)7 < npe(1 — pe) .
We have i, < ue, from the increasing property of A it follows that

P(A| Xpy1 =2, Zn11 = 2) < exp (—npe(l — pe)h(ue)) .

Furthermore, the definition of the cumulative distribution function:

Ue

P(Yn+l € Bz,z | XnJrl = $7Zn+1 = Z)
=P (fn»,z<q6) < Aw7Yn+17Z < fT:n,z (¥) | Xny1=2,Zp41 = Z) .

By definition of q. provided in (11), we have ¢. = F~1(1 — a. — €). Moreover, for any ¢ € (—o0, ¢),
we have

B =P (15, Oy 2) <)
_ /1}» ( L Oy ) St ‘ X=u7= z) T x—o (d2) Px (dz)

- /11» (Y eR (2, fr (1) ] X=u27= z) Tl x—o (d2) P (dz).

Using H2, the bijective property of 7 — f () implies the existence of v € R, such that f, () =
fr..(t). Note that, v < 7, . otherwise it would lead to f,,(¢) > fr, .(¥) > fr, .(t). The definition
of 7, . shows that

IP’(YGR(m,f,,(Lp)) ‘X:x,Z:z) <l-a.
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Therefore, we deduce that Pl (1 — «) > ¢, and we can conclude that
P(Yn+1 € Ba:,z | XnJrl = xvzn+1 = Z)
<P (F—1(1 —a =) < fi Cavans) S F ML= a) | Xogs = @, Zos1 = z) . (13)
Finally, combining (12) and (13) concludes the proof. L]

Given « € (0, 1), define the threshold

8a(l — a)logn

€p —
n

Lemma A.6. If the distribution of .} (\x,y,z) is continuous, then for all € € [0,1 — ), we have

pe =P(f7} (Axv.z) <qe) =1—a— e Moreover, if e, < w, then it follows

TX,Z
1—a—p. 1
exp [ —npe, (1 — pe, h(”)) <-,
( ‘ ( ‘ ) Pe, (1= De,,) n

where h : w — (1 +u)log(l + u) — u.

Proof. First, recall that q. is defined in (11). If the distribution of f 1_Z (Ax,v,z) is continuous, then
we have '

1—a-e<Fla) =swF(a -8 <P(f, Oxvz) <o) =p<1-a-e
>0 '

Therefore, we deduce that p. = 1 — a — €. Let’s denote

(n+1)(1 —a) —np.,
npen (1 - pen,) ’
For any u > 0, remark that log(1 + u) > u — u?/2. Thus, we deduce

O0n=(n+1)(1—-a)—np,, Up =

(14 up) log(1 + wy) — up

NPe,, (1 - pen) h (un) > 0,

U
n 1 - Un
> g, tn(l = Un) (14)
2

Now, let’s show that u,, < 1/4. We have

~ (n+ 1)1 - a) —npe,

" npe, (1 —pe,)
_ 1-a l1—a-p,
npe, (1 = Ppe,)  Pe,(1—Dpe,)
l—« €n

nla+e,)(1—a—e,) + (a+e)(l—a—e€,)
Therefore, u,, < 1/4 if and only if

1—oz_’_€nS (a—i—en)(l—a—en).
n 4

The function € € [0,1/2—a] — (a+€)(1—a—e¢) is increasing. Since e, < a(l—a)/8 < 1/2—aq,
it is sufficient to prove that

-« a(l —a)
+€nST-

Since €, < a(1 — «)/8, we just need to show that

1- 1 1-
o _oll=a) . Bel=a) _ gy (15)
n 8 n
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Again, using the fact that ¢,, < (1 — «)/8, we deduce that
8a(l—a) €2 < a?(1 — a)? (1-a)

S8logn

n

2
= = 1-— X
n logn = 8logn o’(1-a)

Since élo a) < 1, we deduce that (15) holds. This concludes that u,, < 1/4. Moreover, for any

€ [0, 0. 25], we have

Plugging the previous line in (14) implies that

2
exp (—npe, (1 — pe, ) h (uy)) < exp (_ [(n+1)(1 —a) —npe,] )

47”Lp5n (1 — DPe,, )

2
<exp| - (1 —a+mne,)
dn(a+e,)(1 —a—e€,)
’/l62
< - n . 16
—eXp< 4(a—|—en)(1—a—6n)) (16)
Lastly, since €, < a, it follows that
2 2a(1 — )1
ne. _ a(l —a)logn > logn.
dlat+e)l—a—¢€,) (ate)(l—a—e¢,)
Combining the previous line with (16) completes the proof. O

A.3 Proof of Corollary 3.4

In this last part of Appendix A, we prove a corollary of Theorem 3.1. Its result demonstrates the
marginal validity of the prediction set defined as

Cal) = Re (w3 fr,.. (Qucoion (A 01 0105,)) ) - (a7)
The prediction set C, (z) relies on the quantile of the distribution X Z ke1 f L) However, the

proof reveals that this prediction set is equivalent to C,, ().

Corollary A.7. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 3.1, for any o € [1/(n + 1), 1], we have

1—a <P Yoy €Ca(Xns1)) <l—a+ — moEE

where the upper bound only holds if { ka ()\k)}”+1 are almost surely distinct.

Proof. Let a € R such that (n 4+ 1)7! < o < 1, and recall that

1
:n+1z§m 3o+ 0
Since a > (n + 1)~ 1, the quantile Q1 _, (u) is the k,th order statistic of V7, ..., V},, where
Vi =fz'(M), and ko =T[(1—-a)(n+1)].
However, V3 € (k“n’l , %], we have

8 (7 k=1 ) = Vika):
Since Co(Xnt1) = Rz, ;1 (Xn+1; fr,.1 (Vik.)))> Theorem 3.1 implies that

l-a< ]P(Yn+1 € RZTL+1 (Xn+1;f7_'n+1 (Qﬁ (% ZZ:l 6VA)))) <l-a + — 1

Setting 3 = (1 — a)(1 +n~1!) in the previous inequality and using the definition of Ca( n+1) given
in (17) concludes the proof. O
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ADJUSTMENT  Trivial Linear Exp Tanh Sigmoid

fr(N) A TA exp(T) tan(T\) (1 + exp(—A7))~!
) A 771N 77llogA  7larctan A 77 llog((1— A)71N)

T

Table 2: Adjustment Functions f, and their inverses f 1.

B Experimental setup and results

This section aims to provide a comprehensive understanding of the CP? algorithm. We want to further
explore the CP? approach and to better explain the key concepts.

B.1 Algorithm structure and features

We detail the construction of the prediction sets given by CP2. The algorithm is divided into two
parts: the first part computes the quantile (91—, (1) (Algorithm 1), and the second part constructs the
prediction set C,, () (Algorithm 2).

Algorithm 1 Quantile Computation

Algorithm 2 Prediction Set Computation

Input: dataset {(Xg, Y%)}re[n), significance level

a, confidence set R, conditional distributions ITy| x Input: new d?‘ta_ z,  dataset
and Iz x, function f.. {(Xk,Yk)}rern), significance level
for k — 0 to n do «, confidence set R, conditional dis-

Sample Zj, ~ 7| x—x, tributions Ily|x and Ilz y, function

7o, Ar) < Equations (2) and (3 fr-
(7i M) quaicins_( ) and (3) Q1-a(p) < Algorithm 1
Compute Vi, = f~ " (Ar)
e Sample z ~ 1z x—

Setko = [(1 —a)(n+1)] ... + Equations (2) and (3)

Vika) ¢ ka-th smallest value in {V4 } pepn) U {00} Output: R (z; fr. (Q1_a(1))).
Output: V;, . :

Choice of f,. We present examples of mappings f, and their inverses f! in Table 2. The choice
of the mapping f; is crucial for the performance of the method, and we investigate their impact
in Section 4. For instance, choosing f;(A) = 7 results in conditionally valid prediction sets, as long
as ITy| x—, accurately estimates the conditional distribution Py | x—,; see Corollary 3.3.

B.2 Details of the experimental setup

We use the Mixture Density Network [4] implementation from CDE [33] Python package ! as a
base model for CP, PCP and CP2. The underlying neural network contains two hidden layers of 100
neurons each and was trained for 1000 epochs for each split of the data. Number of components of
the Gaussian Mixture was set to 10 for all datasets.

For the CQR [30] and CHR [35] we use the original authors’ implementation >. The underlying

neural network that outputs conditional quantiles consists of two hidden layers with 64 neurons each.
Training was performed for 200 epochs for batch size 250.

We replicate the experiments for 50 random splits of all nine datasets. To lower noise in calculated
performance metrics we reuse trained networks and samples across different top-level algorithms for
each replication.

"https://github.com/freelunchtheorem/Conditional_Density_Estimation
*https://github.com/msesia/chr
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Figure 8: Worst-slab coverage on real data, (1 — §) = 0.4.

B.3 Worst-slab coverage

Here we present some additional experiments related to conditional coverage achieved by different
methods. We have used Worst Slab Coverage metric, which is sensitive to the set of labs considered
during the search. Following [8, 31], recall that a slab is defined as

Sv7a7b={x6Rp:a<vTa:<b},

where v € R? and a, b € R, such that a < b. Now, given the prediction set C(x) and § € [0, 1], the
worst-slab coverage is defined as:

WSC(C,d) = 1)E]Rpirifd)eR]P Y elCX)|X €Syap) st.P(X € Spap) >1-04.

In Section 4, we presented the results obtained for (1 — ¢) = 0.1. In this case, the considered slabs
must contain at least 10% of the data. In Figure 8 we report results obtained for (1—¢) = 0.4. We can
see that performance improves a lot compared to § = 0.1, and most results become indistinguishable.

B.4 Extended results of real data experiments

Table 3 we summarize all metrics from our real-world data experiments. For conditional coverage we
report worst-slab coverage with (1 — §) = 0.1. On six out of nine datasets CP? method achieves the
best result in conditional coverage.

B.5 Other perspective on conditional coverage

The worst-slab coverage metric used in the previous section is not always helpful: (1) it provides a
single number for each method, and (2) the selected slab is different for each algorithm. In practice we
might be interested in how sharp the coverage is along the portion of the input space spanned by the
test data. To explore this, we used two approaches: dimensionality reduction and clustering. Results
for clustering with HDBSCAN are presented in the main part in Figure 7, here turn to dimensionality
reduction.

First we apply UMAP algorithm to project data to two dimensions and then construct a heatmap plot
to show coverage in each bin of the histogram. Results for meps_19 dataset are presented in Figure 9.
Nominal coverage is set to (1 — o) = 0.9 and corresponds to gray part of the color scale. We can see
that our method and baseline ITy| x perform better than CP and PCP across the space.

C Further discussion on the method

In this section, we address the limitations of CP2. This general framework was designed to combine
the advantages of both frequentist and Bayesian methods. The CP? method can create a broad range
of methods by combining f, and II, alongside existing conformal techniques.
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Table 3: Real data experiments: M. Cov. stands for marginal coverage, C. Cov. is worst-slab coverage
(here (1—¢) = 0.4) and ws, is average total length of the prediction sets, scaled by standard deviation
of Y. Nominal coverage level is set to (1 — «) = 0.9. For Hy|X, PCP, CP2-PCP we use the same
underlying mixture density network model with 50 samples. CHR and CQR(2) also share the same base
neural network model. We average results of 50 random data splits. For each dataset, we highlighted
the algorithm achieving the closest conditional coverage.

Dataset | Metric | CP | PCP | IIy|y | CP?-PCP-L | CP?-PCP-D | CHR | CQR | CQR2

M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.93 0.90 0.90 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
bike C.Cov. | 0.79 | 0.85 0.92 0.90 0.90 | 0.88 | 0.89 | 0.88
Wsq 0.71 | 0.71 0.83 0.77 0.81 | 1.93 | 2.21 | 227
M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.91 0.90 0.90 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
bio C.Cov. | 0.88 | 0.89 0.91 0.90 090 | 090 | 0.88 | 0.89
Wsq 234 | 1.89 1.95 1.89 191 192 | 213 | 2.10
M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.91 0.90 0.90 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
blog C.Cov. | 0.60 | 0.74 0.91 0.89 0.90 | 0.88 | 0.88 | 0.87
Weqd 0.60 | 0.30 0.72 0.60 0.71 | 031 | 042 | 0.39
M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.93 0.90 090 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
bl C.Cov. | 049 | 0.64 0.92 0.88 0.89 | 0.86 | 0.89 | 0.88
Weqd 047 | 0.28 0.58 0.49 0.58 | 028 | 039 | 0.35
M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.93 0.90 090 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
b2 C.Cov. | 0.50 | 0.61 0.91 0.87 0.88 | 0.87 | 0.89 | 0.88
Weqd 0.53 | 0.32 0.65 0.53 0.65| 032 | 041 | 0.36
M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.89 0.90 0.90 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
meps19 | C.Cov. | 0.54 | 0.78 0.89 0.90 090 | 090 | 0.89 | 0.89
Weqd 1.05 | 0.73 1.02 1.06 1.04 | 076 | 1.09 | 1.17
M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.89 0.90 0.90 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
meps20 | C.Cov. | 0.58 | 0.80 0.89 0.89 0.89 | 090 | 0.89 | 0.90
Weq 1.06 | 0.75 0.98 1.02 1.00 | 0.76 | 1.08 | 1.16
M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.89 0.90 090 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
meps21 | C.Cov. | 0.54 | 0.81 0.89 0.90 090 | 090 | 0.89 | 0.89
Wsq 1.04 | 0.72 0.99 1.04 1.01 | 076 | 1.13 | 1.20
M. Cov. | 0.90 | 0.90 0.82 0.90 0.90 | 090 | 090 | 0.90
temp C.Cov. | 0.87 | 0.89 0.81 0.89 0.88 | 0.87 | 0.86 | 0.87
Wsq 0.87 | 0.92 0.78 0.94 093 | 132 | 148 | 1.30

However, it is important to recognize that our method has its own challenges. Specifically, it relies
on an estimator for the conditional distribution Py x, which may be difficult to obtain in certain
real-world situations. Additionally, our approach might not be compatible with all conformal methods,
like with binning procedures.

Our theoretical analysis of the conditional validity illustrates the benefit of more adaptive strategies.
These findings may prove helpful to improve the empirical performance of conformal prediction in
various problems.

We are excited about the potential of our work to contribute to the development of new uncertainty
management techniques. Specifically, when it comes to refining confidence regions obtained via
Bayesian methods.

In summary, our results showcase the promise of CP? in improving the reliability of machine learning
models. We hope that our research will motivate further progress in this field and inspire researchers
to explore the vast possibilities of this approach.
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Figure 9: Conditional coverage after dimensionality reduction, meps_21 dataset. Data projected to
two dimensions using UMAP algorithm with Canberra metric, with the n_neighbors hyperparameter
set to 2. Nominal coverage is set to (1 — «) = 0.1, it corresponds to gray on the color scale.
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Table 4: Summary results of experiments on real data: New version. M. Cov. stands for marginal
coverage, C. Cov. is worst-slab coverage (here (1 — §) = 0.1) and w4 is average total length of the
prediction sets, scaled by standard deviation of Y. Nominal coverage level is set to (1 — ) = 0.9. For
Iy x, PCP, CP2-PCP we use the same underlying mixture density network model with 50 samples.
CHR and CQR(2) also share the same base neural network model. We average results of 50 random
data splits. For each dataset, we highlighted the algorithm achieving the closest conditional coverage.

Ccp?
Dataset | Metric | Ily|x | HYB-D | HYB-L | PCP-D | PCP-L | CHR | CP | CQR | CQR2 | PCP
M.Cov. | 093 | 090| 090 | 090 | 0.90| 090 | 090 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90
bike C.Cov. | 092] 090 | 090 | 08 | 089 | 088|079 | 090 | 087 | 0.85
Wid 083 | 081 | 077 080 | 079 ] 1.94 071 | 225 | 231|071
M.Cov. | 091 | 090 | 090 | 090 | 0.90 | 090090 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90
bio C.Cov. | 091 | 090| 090 | 090 | 090 | 090 | 0.8 | 0.89 | 0.89 | 0.89
Wi 195 191 | 1.89 | 195 | 197 | 1.92 |2.34 | 213 | 2.10 | 1.89
M.Cov. | 091 | 090 | 090 [ 090 | 0.90| 090|090 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90
blog C.Cov. | 091 | 090 | 08 | 090 089 | 087 |0.60 | 087 | 0.86 | 0.74
Wi 072 | 071 | 060 | 071 | 072] 031|060 | 044 | 039 | 0.30
M.Cov. | 093 | 090 | 090 | 090 | 090 090|090 [[0.90| 0.90 | 0.90
fbl C.Cov. | 092| 08| 08| 08 | 088 | 087|049 | 090 | 087 | 0.64
Wi 058 | 058 | 049 | 059| 056 026 | 047 | 037 | 033 ] 0.28
M.Cov. | 093] 090 | 090 | 090 | 090 | 090|090 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90
b2 C.Cov. | 091 | 088 | 087 | 08| 088 | 088|050 | 089 | 0.89 | 0.61
Wsq 0.65| 065| 053] 065| 062]| 033|053 043 | 037 | 0.32
M.Cov. | 0.89| 090 | 090 | 090 [ 090 0.90 | 090 | 0.89 | 0.90 | 0.90
meps19 | C.Cov. | 089 | 090 | 090 | 0.89 | 090 | 090 | 054 | 088 | 0.89 | 0.78
Wig 1.02 | 1.04 | 1.06 | 107 | 119 076 | 1.05| 1.14 | 119 | 0.73
M.Cov. | 0.89| 090 | 090 [ 090 | 0.90| 090|090 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90
meps20 | C.Cov. | 089 | 089 | 089 | 090 | 090 091|058 | 088 | 0.89 | 0.80
Wsq 098 | 100 | 1.02] 1.04]| 1.15| 077|106 | 109 | 1.17 | 0.75
M.Cov. | 0.89| 090 | 090 | 090 | 090 090|090 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90
meps2]1 | C.Cov. | 0.89 | 090 | 090 | 089 | 0.89| 090 | 054 | 089 | 0.88 | 0.81
Wsq 099 | 101 | 104 | 1.04| 1.16| 079 | 104 | 113 | 121 | 0.72
M.Cov. | 0.82| 090 | 090 | 090 | 090 090|090 | 0.90 | 0.90 | 0.90
temp C.Cov. | 081 | 088 | 08 | 08| 088 | 086|087 | 085| 0.86 | 0.89
Wsd 078 | 093 | 094 | 093] 096 | 131 087 | 148 | 1.30 | 0.92
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