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Abstract

Timely detection and treatment are essential
for maintaining eye health. Visual acuity (VA),
which measures the clarity of vision at a dis-
tance, is a crucial metric for managing eye
health. Machine learning (ML) techniques
have been introduced to assist in VA measure-
ment, potentially alleviating clinicians’ work-
loads. However, the inherent uncertainties in
ML models make relying solely on them for VA
prediction less than ideal. The VA prediction
task involves multiple sources of uncertainty,
requiring more robust approaches. A promis-
ing method is to build prediction sets or inter-
vals rather than point estimates, offering cov-
erage guarantees through techniques like con-
formal prediction and Probably Approximately
Correct (PAC) prediction sets. Despite the po-
tential, to date, these approaches have not been
applied to the VA prediction task. To address
this, we propose a method for deriving predic-
tion intervals for estimating visual acuity from
fundus images with a PAC guarantee. Our ex-
perimental results demonstrate that the PAC
guarantees are upheld, with performance com-
parable to or better than that of two prior works
that do not provide such guarantees.

Keywords: Visual Acuity Prediction, Fundus
Images, Prediction Intervals, PAC Guarantees,
Uncertainty Quantification

Data and Code Availability The Visual Acu-
ity dataset was obtained from a previous study (Kim
et al., 2022) which consists of fundus images and cor-

responding visual acuity labels. This dataset is not
publicly available due to restrictions on sharing pa-
tient images, but it is available from the correspond-
ing author upon reasonable request and permission
of the Institutional Review Board. Code is available
at this code repository. 1

Institutional Review Board (IRB) The appro-
priate approval was acquired for the study by the IRB
at the institution where the data was collected. The
procedures used in this study followed the principles
of the Declaration of Helsinki. The requirement for
informed patient consent was waived by the IRB due
to the retrospective nature of the study. Additional
details will be provided in the camera-ready version.

1. Introduction

In eye health management, early detection and timely
treatment are crucial. Deep learning-based models
have the potential to support large-scale screening
programs, helping to detect abnormalities, support
clinicians, and enable earlier diagnosis for individuals.
However, the inherent uncertainty in machine learn-
ing predictions challenges the effectiveness of such
models in safety-critical applications like large-scale
screening and clinician decision-support systems.

A common approach to addressing uncertainty is
to predict a set (or interval) of labels with a Probably
Approximately Correct (PAC) guarantee (Valiant,

1. https://github.com/precise-ai4oph/va pred pac
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Figure 1: Uncertainties in VA prediction: Although
VA prediction is based on fundus im-
ages, the ground truth acuity measure-
ments were not obtained from these im-
ages. The VA test (e.g., using a Snellen
chart) measures visual acuity, and the VA
regressor estimates value measured by a
human. Additionally, the human measure-
ment process itself introduces uncertainty.

1984) or to employ Conformal Prediction (Vovk et al.,
2005), both of which provide formal guarantees on
the reliability of predictions. Machine learning ap-
proaches for analyzing fundus images—a type of reti-
nal imaging—have been limited in providing formal
guarantees compared to the vast amount of prior
work in that field, which lacks such assurances (Ay-
han et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2022; Rahaman et al.,
2021; Ge and Wang, 2021; Filos et al., 2019; Leibig
et al., 2017; Ayhan et al., 2022; Gulshan et al., 2016).

The situation is similar for visual acuity (VA) pre-
diction, where the goal is to predict a subject’s visual
acuity based on fundus images. The VA prediction
task introduces uncertainties from multiple sources,
as illustrated in Figure 1. First, the ground truth
acuity value is obtained from a separate VA test con-
ducted interactively with a human examiner and not
derived directly from fundus images. Additionally,
the VA test itself introduces variability and devia-
tions from the true VA level (Siderov and Tiu, 1999;
Veselỳ and Synek, 2012). Given these various un-
certainties, it is crucial to use prediction sets (or in-
tervals) with guarantees for this task. However, to
the best of our knowledge, no previous studies have
addressed this issue.

Two previous studies (Kim et al., 2022; Paul et al.,
2023) propose models to estimate visual acuity from
fundus images. Both studies evaluate their models
on their respective datasets and demonstrate good
performance. However, neither study provides any
guarantees, which limits their clinical applications,
such as in the aforementioned screening programs.

In this work, we address this limitation by con-
structing a prediction interval and providing a Prob-
ably Approximately Correct (PAC) guarantee in our
model’s predictions. In detail, we train a regressor to
estimate the visual acuity from fundus images, and
derive a prediction interval C(xi) on example (xi, yi)
with a PAC guarantees on coverage, i.e.,

PZn∼Dn

[
P(xi,yi)∼D [yi ∈ C(xi)] ≥ 1− ϵ

]
≥ 1− δ,

(1)
where Zn is the validation set, D is the data distribu-
tion, Dn = D×· · ·×D, and ϵ is an error bound and δ
is a significance level. Our experiments demonstrate
that our approach achieves the target coverage while
maintaining a sufficient average width of the predic-
tion interval. In summary, our contributions are as
follows:

1. We propose a method for generating prediction
intervals with example-dependent widths, ensur-
ing a PAC guarantee by combining the well-
established approach of training a model that
outputs a Gaussian distribution with the PAC
prediction interval technique.

2. We apply the aforementioned prediction inter-
val method on a visual acuity dataset and em-
pirically demonstrate that for a coverage bound
ϵ = 0.3 and a significance level, δ = 0.001 %, we
achieve a coverage rate of 71.49 % with average
interval width of 3.04.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows:
We discuss related work in Section 2, describe our
method in Section 3, and present our experimental
results in Section 4. Finally, we conclude the paper
in Section 5.

2. Related Work

In this section, we review the relevant literature. We
begin by discussing two key studies focused on vi-
sual acuity prediction from fundus images. Following
this, we discuss prior work on prediction guarantees,
with an emphasis on conformal prediction and PAC
prediction sets.

2



Fundus Image-based Visual Acuity Assessment with PAC-Guarantees

Fundus
Images
𝑥!

Label
𝑦!

Model
𝑓

PAC 
Prediction 

Interval
𝐶"

𝑓#

𝑓$

3. Predict interval (𝒟%&'%)
𝐶" 𝑥! = [𝑓# 𝑥! − 𝑐	×𝑓$ 𝑥! ,

	𝑓# 𝑥! + 𝑐	×𝑓$ 𝑥! , ]

2. Find 𝑐 for the coverage guarantee (𝒟()*)

1. Train (𝒟%+)!,)

Figure 2: Overall process: First, we train a Gaussian Distribution output model with the training data.
Next, we find c for the coverage bound with the validation data. Lastly, we compute the prediction
intervals using the test data.

2.1. VA prediction from fundus images

The Visual acuity (VA) prediction task is to estimate
VA from fundus images. VA can be represented in
various ways, such as a decimal number (e.g., 0.5,
1.0), a fraction (e.g., 20/40, 20/20), or a letter score
(e.g., 60, 35).

The VA prediction has been explored in two re-
cent studies (Kim et al., 2022; Paul et al., 2023). In
(Kim et al., 2022), the problem was formulated as a
classification task. The original eleven visual acuity
levels (ranging from 0.0 to 1.0 in increments of 0.1)
were mapped into four levels based on an ophthalmol-
ogist’s guidelines. They then employ a two-stage ap-
proach, with different classifiers at each stage. In con-
trast, Paul et al. (2023) treat the problem as a regres-
sion task, leveraging the ordinality of visual acuity
labels to predict visual acuity letter scores using var-
ious models such as ResNet50, ConvNeXt, Efficient-
NetV2, and Swin Transformers. Both approaches
demonstrate strong performance in their evaluations.
However, neither study provides any guarantees on
the reliability of their results.

2.2. Conformal Prediction and PAC
Guarantees

One approach to providing guarantees on model pre-
dictions is to construct prediction intervals that, with
high probability, include the true label. This can be
achieved using methods such as Conformal Prediction
(Vovk et al., 2005) and PAC Prediction sets (Vovk,
2012; Park et al., 2019). The two methods are sim-

ilar, but offer different types of guarantees. Confor-
mal prediction generates a prediction interval that
contains the ground truth for a test data point with
high probability. In contrast, the PAC prediction set
offers guarantees conditioned on the training data.

In VA prediction, an important consideration when
providing guarantees on prediction intervals is the
need for varying interval widths depending on the dif-
ficulty of each example. Ideally, easy examples (for
the model) should have narrow prediction intervals,
while more difficult examples should have wider in-
tervals. There has been extensive research in confor-
mal prediction to address this need, using techniques
such as scalar estimated uncertainty and locally adap-
tive conformal prediction (Papadopoulos et al., 2008;
Romano et al., 2020; Angelopoulos and Bates, 2021;
Gibbs and Candes, 2021; Seedat et al., 2023). These
approaches has been employed across various ma-
chine learning applications (Straitouri et al., 2023;
Ji et al., 2023; Park et al., 2022a).

When applying these techniques to the VA predic-
tion task, a critical aspect is constructing intervals
that have clinically useful widths. Specifically, the
interval width must be narrow enough to be practical
for VA prediction tasks. Although these techniques
aim to minimize the interval width (or set size) while
ensuring coverage, they do not address the practical
requirements for interval width in clinical settings.
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3. Method

Our approach first trains a regression model for pre-
dicting VA from fundus images. The output is used
to derive a prediction interval of the estimate with
PAC guarantees. The overall process is illustrated in
Figure 2.

3.1. Background - PAC Prediction Interval

The PAC prediction interval (or set) constructs a
prediction interval, C(x) with a Probably Approxi-
mately Correct (PAC) guarantee, as represented in
Equation (1). The PAC guarantee implies that the
prediction error is small (“Approximately Correct”,
described by the inner probability with ϵ), and holds
with a high probability (“Probably”, represented by
the outer probability with δ) as long as the test data
follows the same distribution D as the training and
calibration data. In our context, “Approximately”
means that the prediction interval includes the true
visual acuity with a coverage rate of at least 1 − ϵ,
while “Probably” indicates that this coverage rate
bound generally holds as long as all data—training,
calibration, and test—are drawn from the same dis-
tribution, D.

3.2. Regression model learning

Let X be the set of fundus images. We train a model
f : X → R

2, to predict visual acuity for a given
fundus image. We model the VA prediction with a
Gaussian distribution, where the mean represents the
predicted visual acuity, and the standard deviation
indicates the uncertainty of the prediction. The two
model output values correspond to the mean (µ ∈ R)
and standard deviation (σ ∈ R>0). That is, for the
ith fundus image xi, f(xi) = (fµ(xi), fσ(xi)), where
fµ(xi) and fσ(xi) predict the mean and standard de-
viation, respectively.
To train this model, we use the Negative Log Likeli-

hood (NLL) loss. The standard deviation represents
the prediction uncertainty and will be used to con-
struct the prediction intervals, as illustrated in the
following section.

3.3. Prediction Interval with PAC guarantee

From the output, we build a prediction interval for
VA, C(xi) = [Cl, Cu], that should contain the true
value with high probability, i.e., yi ∈ C(xi). Our
goal is to derive the prediction interval that contains

the ground truth with the minimum width, i.e., high
coverage and narrow width, that satisfies the follow-
ing PAC guarantee (Equation (1)).

With a constant c which controls the prediction
interval width satisfying Equation (1), we derive a
prediction interval Cc(xi) for (xi, yi),

Cc(xi) = [Cc,l(xi), Cc,u(xi)], (2)

where Cc,l(xi) = fµ(xi) − c × fσ(xi), Cc,u(xi) =
fµ(xi) + c × fσ(xi), with a constant c which satis-
fies Equation (1). Our interval uses the estimated
standard deviation (fσ(·)) for each example, allowing
each example to have a different prediction interval
based on its estimated uncertainty (standard devia-
tion).

We determine c by solving the following optimiza-
tion problem as described in (Park et al., 2019):

c∗ = argmin
c

c subject to c ≥ 1− ϵ,

where [c, c] is the Clopper-Pearson interval for W =
{1(yi ∈ Cc(xi))|(xi, yi) ∈ Z} with the significance
level δ. The prediction interval Cc∗ satisfies the PAC
guarantee (Park et al., 2019, 2022a).

4. Experiment

To evaluate our approach, we train models accord-
ing to Section 3.2 and compute prediction intervals
satisfying the PAC guarantee. The experiments are
repeated five times with different seeds, and we report
the mean and standard deviations across the repeti-
tions.

4.1. Dataset

For training and evaluation, we use a fundus dataset
obtained from existing work (Kim et al., 2022). The
dataset consists of 54,781 fundus images labeled with
visual acuity levels ranging from 0.0 to 1.0 in incre-
ments of 0.1, which were obtained through a visual
acuity assessment. The dataset uses categorized in-
teger values from 0 to 10 (0, 1, 2, . . . , 10) to represent
visual acuity levels ranging from 0.0 to 1.0, consid-
ering visual acuity prediction as a classification task.
We utilize these categorized labels for our regression
task. The details of the data distribution and related
discussion are provided in Appendix A.

The dataset is randomly divided into training, val-
idation, and test sets in a 6:2:2 ratio. To evaluate the
robustness, we create five different dataset splits of
the dataset using different random seeds.
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4.2. Models

We employ four different base models: Simple-
CNN, ResNet18, ResNet50 (He et al., 2016), and
EfficientNetV2-S (Tan and Le, 2021). All models
have the final fully connected layer with two out-
put nodes for the two Gaussian distribution param-
eters. The Simple-CNN model that we implemented
comprises two convolutional layers followed by three
fully connected layers. All layers use ReLU activa-
tion functions, except for the final layer. For the
other models, we use pre-implemented versions avail-
able in PyTorch, modifying the final output layers
to match the required dimensions. The ResNet and
EfficientNet models are initialized with pre-trained
weights provided by PyTorch, while the Simple-CNN
is randomly initialized. After the initialization, the
models are trained using NLL loss as described in
Section 3.

4.3. Results

First, we present the performance of our regression
model and with respect to the prediction intervals.
In the subsequent section, we compare our results to
prior work.

4.3.1. Regression model

The mean absolute error (MAE) of point predic-
tions is displayed in Figure 3. Based on the result,
EfficientNetV2-S shows the best result with an av-
erage of 1.54, and the Simple-CNN shows the worst
with an average of 1.88. While these MAEs might

be acceptable considering the inherent inaccuracies
in the (manual) assessment of visual acuity (Siderov
and Tiu, 1999; Veselỳ and Synek, 2012), it is impor-
tant to note that the error can vary significantly for
individual subjects because the models do not pro-
vide any guarantees.

4.3.2. PAC prediction intervals

We compute a prediction interval with PAC guar-
antee according to Section 3. We utilize a range
of ϵ ∈ [0.2, 0.3, 0.4] for the coverage guarantee (i.e.
Coverage bound: 1 − ϵ) with a significance level δ=
0.001 %, and compute the coverage and the average
interval width as shown in Figure 4. Our method
consistently satisfies the coverage bound for all ϵ val-
ues. All models show higher coverage than the given
bound for all configurations.

Based on the results, EfficientNetV2-S generates
the narrowest prediction intervals, while Simple-CNN
produces the widest. This variation may be partially
due to differences in model complexity. More complex
models, like EfficientNetV2-S, tend to learn intricate
patterns in the data, allowing them to make more
confident predictions with lower estimated standard
deviation. As a result, these models produce nar-
rower intervals. In contrast, simpler models, such as
Simple-CNN, may have difficulty capturing such pat-
terns, leading to greater uncertainty and wider pre-
diction intervals.

Specifically, the average width for EfficientNetV2-
S is around 3.0, when coverage rate bound is 70 %
(ϵ = 0.3), However, for practical usage with this
70 % coverage, we require a slightly narrower width,
around 2, which aligns with the variability in VAmea-
surement by humans (Veselỳ and Synek, 2012).

4.4. Comparison to additional baselines

We implement a Bayesian Neural Network (BNN) for
ResNet18 and ResNet50 based on the code from the
repository (Krishnan et al., 2022) and vanilla confor-
mal prediction as other baselines.

First, we compare the BNN performance for the
point estimates with models from Section 3.2. We
compute the macro-averaged MAE to account for
the dataset imbalance and compare the point esti-
mate performance between our base model and the
BNNs. This metric represents the average MAE
for each ground truth value. As shown in Table 1,
both BNN versions show similar point estimate per-
formance compared to their deterministic counter-
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Figure 4: PAC Guarantee Analysis Results (significance level δ = 0.001 %). The left column displays the
coverage, while the right column shows the average width. In the left column figures, the red
dotted line represents the coverage bound. For all ϵ and base models, our result show that the
coverage bound is satisfied.
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Table 1: Point Estimate Performance Comparison

Method Base Model Macro-Averaged MAE

Ours

Simple-CNN 2.51 ± 0.13
ResNet18 2.10 ± 0.06
ResNet50 2.14 ± 0.07

EfficientNetV2-S 2.12 ± 0.05

BNN
ResNet18 2.17 ± 0.06
ResNet50 2.29 ± 0.07

parts. However, it is essential to note that the BNN
approach does not provide a probabilistic coverage
guarantee like our method. To compare prediction
interval performance, we perform Monte Carlo sam-
pling to generate multiple predictions and compute
the interval based on the 0.5 and 99.5 quantiles. This
enables us to then calculate coverage and interval
widths. Since intervals from the BNN model do not
ensure a coverage rate bound, the empirical coverage
rate is not relevant to the expected quantile percent-
age (99%).
We also implement a vanilla conformal prediction

(VCP) with the nonconformity score, |ŷi − yi|. The
results are presented in Table 2. BNN interval widths
are comparable to those of our models; however, they
do not provide the guaranteed coverage. VCP, de-
signed to ensure coverage, does not always exceed the
target rate of 70% due to small fluctuations, which is
expected (Angelopoulos et al., 2023). While the aver-
age interval width is comparable to our model’s, this
approach produces the same interval width for all ex-
amples. In contrast, our method provides adaptive
widths based on the estimated standard deviation.

4.5. Comparisons to previous studies

We compare our approach with other methods for
estimating visual acuity, as described in (Kim et al.,
2022; Paul et al., 2023). These two approaches differ
in their label scheme and the dataset, making a fair
comparison challenging. Nevertheless, we have made
every effort to ensure the most accurate comparison
possible.

4.5.1. Comparison with (Kim et al., 2022)

There are four main differences in the settings, a)
Class scheme (4-level vs. 11-level), b) Dataset split
(balanced test-set vs. imbalanced test-set), c) Pre-
diction Type (Point vs. Interval), and d) Repetition

Table 2: Vanilla Conformal Prediction Performance

Method Base Model Coverage Width

Ours

Simple-CNN 72.38 ± 1.25 4.09 ± 0.16
ResNet18 71.83 ± 0.75 3.31 ± 0.09
ResNet50 71.57 ± 1.04 3.15 ± 0.04

EfficientNetV2-S 71.49 ± 0.85 3.04 ± 0.06

BNN
ResNet18 49.14 ± 2.69 3.03 ± 0.06
ResNet50 51.57 ± 4.12 3.11 ± 0.31

VCP

SimpleCNN 70.04 ± 0.71 3.94 ± 0.16
ResNet18 69.72 ± 0.89 3.24 ± 0.09
ResNet50 69.69 ± 1.13 3.07 ± 0.09

EfficientNetV2-S 69.43 ± 1.17 2.96 ± 0.07

Table 3: VA level mapping in (Kim et al., 2022).
Top row shows 11-level classes, bottom row
shows corresponding 4-level classes.

11-level 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

4-level 0 1 2 3

(single experiments vs. repeated experiments). Con-
sidering the differences, we first map the visual acuity
levels into 4 categories, as described by the authors
in their paper (see Table 3). Next, we compute the
macro-average accuracy (MA-ACC) of our prediction
intervals on our imbalanced test set and compare it
with the accuracy of their point predictions on the
balanced test set. For our MA-ACC calculation, we
consider the interval correct when it contains a true
label. In addition, we set ϵ = 0.2 for our intervals as
per their final accuracy (82.4 %).

The result is shown in Table 4. Our MA-ACC of
prediction intervals is comparable with (Kim et al.,
2022) with a width of around 4.37. In addition to
comparable performance, we have the advantage of
providing a guarantee on the coverage. However, we
note that a fair comparison is challenging due to dif-
ferences in settings.

It should be noted that our MA-ACC in the table
may be below 80 % (1 - ϵ), because the guarantee is
not targeted for this metric. This metric is computed
by macro-averaging classwise accuracy for the com-
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Table 4: Accuracy comparison with (Kim et al.,
2022).

Model
Metric

MA-ACC Width

Simple-CNN 73.09 ± 5.63 6.05 ± 0.17
ResNet18 79.27 ± 1.31 4.72 ± 0.07
ResNet50 80.58 ± 2.66 4.54 ± 0.15

EfficientNetV2-S 80.77 ± 2.03 4.37 ± 0.15

Kim et al. (2022) 82.4 -

parison to the (Kim et al., 2022), while the prediction
interval is computed to satisfy the coverage bound on
the whole dataset. Because of this difference, some
of the computed MA-ACC in the table can be lower
than the guaranteed coverage. However, an appropri-
ate interval could be computed if targeting the same
metric.

4.5.2. Comparison with (Paul et al., 2023)

We note two major differences from our settings in
terms of a) Dataset and b) Visual Acuity Score Sys-
tem (Letter score vs. Fraction of Snellen chart). Al-
though the datasets are different, we compare the two
results based on the error distributions reported in
their paper. In (Paul et al., 2023), they present the
distribution of errors by computing the percentage of
test examples that fall into three error ranges in the
VA letter score: between 0 and 5 ([0, 5]), between 6
and 10 ([6, 10]), and greater than 10 ([11,]). We also
compute the errors of our predictions using the same
VA letter score and compare the error distributions
across these ranges. The difference in visual acuity
scores was addressed using the conversion formula.2

As shown in Table 5, our models have more exam-
ples in the small error range([0,5]) compared to the
model in (Paul et al., 2023) Again, based on these
results, our model is at least comparable to or better
than the model presented in (Paul et al., 2023) while
providing coverage guarantees.

4.6. Discussion

As shown in Section 4.3.2, our results indicate that
the more complex model (EfficientNetV2-S) demon-

2. The conversion formula between the letter score (L) and
the fraction (F ) is: L = 85 + 50× log10 F.

Table 5: Error distribution comparison with (Paul
et al., 2023). Each number shows the per-
centage of data in the error range.

Model
Error Range

[0,5] [6,10] [11,]

Simple-CNN 58.09 ± 1.70 18.41 ± 1.66 23.50 ± 0.14
ResNet18 60.97 ± 1.08 16.16 ± 0.59 22.87 ± 0.88
ResNet50 60.56 ± 0.23 15.19 ± 0.54 24.25 ± 0.67

EfficientNetV2-S 61.55 ± 0.76 15.14 ± 0.27 23.31 ± 0.68

Paul et al. (2023) 33 28 39
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Figure 5: MAE and standard deviations: Absolute
errors are binned by equal mass, and aver-
age error and standard deviations are com-
puted for each bin, plotted with a 95 %
confidence interval.

strates better accuracy and produces narrower pre-
diction intervals compared to less complex models.
This suggests that more complex models may offer
improved performance in terms of prediction interval
width. We believe that models like EfficientNetV2-
L and RETFound (Zhou et al., 2023) are promising
candidates for future work due to their higher com-
plexity. In particular, as RETFound is a foundation
model specifically designed for retinal images, it may
be an especially suitable option.

Another point to improve the prediction intervals
in terms of the their width - narrower width, we ex-
amine the estimated standard deviation (fσ(xi)) of

8
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examples as our prediction interval width is derived
from the standard deviations (|Cc(xi)| = 2 × c ×
fσ(xi)). If the estimated standard deviation for
each example are lower, we can achieve narrower pre-
diction intervals.

Figure 5 illustrates the relationship between the
prediction error and estimated standard deviation for
EfficientNetV2-S model using a random seed of 100.
We compute both the prediction error (|yi − fµ(xi)|)
and estimated standard deviation, then divide the
prediction error space into five bins with equal mass,
i.e., each bins contains the same number of exam-
ples. For each bin, we calculate the average absolute
prediction error and the average standard deviation,
which are then plotted in the figure.

The figure reveals a positive correlation between
prediction error and standard deviation, indicating
that examples with lower errors has the lower stan-
dard deviations. This observation suggests that for
the subset of examples where the given model per-
forms accurately, lower standard deviations can be
achieved, resulting in narrower prediction intervals,
because the prediction intervals are based on the pre-
dicted standard deviation. It may be possible to iden-
tify such subsets of examples with low prediction er-
rors, enabling us to provide narrower prediction in-
tervals for the subset.

One significant challenge in applying Conformal
Prediction and PAC based approaches in practice is
the potential violation of their distributional assump-
tions. Specifically, the training (or calibration) data
and test data may come from different distributions,
a phenomenon known as dataset shift (Quiñonero-
Candela et al., 2022). To address this, several strate-
gies have been proposed. Detection algorithms (Jang
et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2020) can be employed to iden-
tify such shifts, enabling model retraining. Alterna-
tively, adaptation algorithms (Si et al., 2024; Park
et al., 2022b) can adjust the model to account for
the shifted distribution. These approaches can be
applied to the visual acuity prediction problem. For
instance, the adaptation algorithms in PAC predic-
tion sets could be incorporated into our approach.

Potential applications. Our approach can be
extended to applications beyond visual acuity pre-
diction. It can be applied to any regression task.
Additionally, since the PAC interval can be used in
classification tasks, this approach can be adapted for
tasks such as diabetic retinopathy detection and glau-
coma detection. In such classification tasks, the pre-
dictions will be sets of labels rather than intervals.

For both regression and classification tasks, we can
provide PAC guarantees for coverage.

Ethical Considerations. Guidelines for this ap-
proach can be established, such as specifying the
appropriate interval width based on the variability
in traditional visual acuity measurements (around
2 within the 0-10 label range) (Veselỳ and Synek,
2012). If the predicted interval exceeds this width,
its clinical usefulness may be diminished. Further-
more, previous studies (Straitouri et al., 2023; Bab-
bar et al., 2022) have demonstrated that prediction
intervals with probabilistic guarantees help clinicians
make more accurate decisions. By engaging in mean-
ingful discussions with clinicians about our approach,
we believe that the effectiveness of our methods can
be further maximized.

Additional Analysis. We perform qualitative
and robustness analyses in Appendix B. We visualize
samples categorized by accurate vs. incorrect predic-
tions and narrow vs. wide intervals, along with their
activation maps. We also show that our algorithm
remains robust under mild blurring conditions.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we developed a regression model that
predicts visual acuity, modeled as a Gaussian distri-
bution. From the output, our approach derives pre-
diction intervals with a PAC guarantee on coverage
while varying the prediction interval widths. Our em-
pirical results demonstrate that the approach meets
the probabilistic guarantee, with an average inter-
val width of 3.04 for a coverage bound of ϵ = 0.3.
These outcomes are comparable to, or surpass, those
of prior studies. Importantly, our method provides a
PAC guarantee on coverage, which is particularly ad-
vantageous for clinical applications - an aspect previ-
ously unaddressed. This represents a significant step
toward creating more trustworthy models for visual
acuity prediction.

Future work could further enhance these models
by: 1) employing more advanced base architectures,
as our findings suggest that increased model complex-
ity yields lower errors, and 2) leveraging the relation-
ship between prediction error and estimated standard
deviation, as discussed in Section 4.6. These future
directions have the potential to lead to more accurate
and clinically useful prediction intervals.
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Petr Veselỳ and Svatopluk Synek. Repeatability and
reliability of the visual acuity examination on log-
mar etdrs and snellen chart. Ceska a Slovenska Of-
talmologie: Casopis Ceske Oftalmologicke Spolec-
nosti a Slovenske Oftalmologicke Spolecnosti, 68
(2):71–75, 2012.

Vladimir Vovk. Conditional validity of inductive con-
formal predictors. In Asian conference on machine
learning, pages 475–490. PMLR, 2012.

Vladimir Vovk, Alexander Gammerman, and Glenn
Shafer. Algorithmic learning in a random world,
volume 29. Springer, 2005.

Yukun Zhou, Siegfried K Wagner, Mark A Chia,
An Zhao, Moucheng Xu, Robbert Struyven,
Daniel C Alexander, Pearse A Keane, et al. Au-
tomorph: automated retinal vascular morphology
quantification via a deep learning pipeline. Trans-
lational vision science & technology, 11(7):12–12,
2022.

Yukun Zhou, Mark A Chia, Siegfried K Wagner, Mu-
rat S Ayhan, Dominic J Williamson, Robbert R
Struyven, Timing Liu, Moucheng Xu, Mateo G
Lozano, Peter Woodward-Court, et al. A founda-
tion model for generalizable disease detection from
retinal images. Nature, 622(7981):156–163, 2023.

12



Fundus Image-based Visual Acuity Assessment with PAC-Guarantees

Appendix A. Dataset Imbalance

The distribution of the data across each class is provided in Table A.6, and the dataset is imbalanced, with
most of the data corresponding to good visual acuity (label = 9 or 10).

Table A.6: Dataset Overview: The dataset comprises 11 classes, with each class containing a varying number
of data points.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total

Count 3274 2164 1647 2091 2005 3240 3803 4261 4370 6358 21568 54781

Although the dataset exhibits class imbalance, we did not apply oversampling or weighting techniques, as
the PAC coverage still holds. The trade-off is that the intervals may be wider for minority classes due to the
model’s lower performance on these classes. For comparison, we apply a resampling technique based on class
frequency and evaluate the coverage rate and interval width of the EfficientNetV2-S model against those
achieved with the vanilla technique. As shown in Table A.7, we do not observe significant improvements
from resampling and therefore it is not included in the final version.

Table A.7: Comparison between the vanilla and resampling technique. ϵ = 0.3, δ = 0.001%

Technique Coverage Rate Width

Vanilla 71.49 ± 0.85 3.04 ± 0.06
Resampling 71.79 ± 1.35 3.21 ± 0.09

Appendix B. Additional Experiment Results

B.1. Qualitative Analysis

We conduct a qualitative analysis of our model’s results, specifically sampling images where the model’s
prediction interval either contains the ground truth or does not, as well as images with both wide and
narrow intervals. Additionally, we apply EigenGradCAM to analyze the model’s prediction behavior.
Figure B.6 presents sample images with different ground truth values, illustrating cases where the prediction
intervals either cover or fail to cover the ground truth. The second figure displays sample images with varying
ground truth values, comparing two scenarios: narrow prediction intervals (≤ 2.0) and wide intervals (≥
5.0). Generally, fundus images with higher visual acuity (higher class) tend to be clearer. Additionally, we
plot the activation maps from the neural network layers for deeper analysis.
Figure B.7 shows activation maps generated by EigenGradCAM (using code from

https://github.com/jacobgil/pytorch-grad-cam?tab=readme-ov-file) for the sample images drawn in
the previous figures. These maps indicate that the model mainly focuses on the macula region. Further-
more, when the model evaluates a wider region, the prediction interval tends to include the ground truth,
and the intervals are wider.

B.2. Robustness Analysis

We conduct experiments with multiple repetitions using different dataset splits based on various seeds,
reporting the average and standard deviation. We believe that this experimental setup demonstrates the
robustness of our approach across different participants. Additionally, the PAC interval algorithm provides
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Figure B.6: Image Samples for Different Cases.
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Figure B.7: Activation Maps from EigenGradCAM

a conditional guarantee based on the training data (as indicated in Equation (1), where the calibration set
Zn is sampled), ensuring coverage regardless of the calibration set.
In terms of image quality, our approach may yield wider intervals for low-quality images, which might not be
clinically helpful. Achieving accurate predictions in such cases is quite challenging. However, we believe this
issue can be addressed by utilizing automatic image quality detection algorithms (Raj et al., 2019; Coyner
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et al., 2019; Karlsson et al., 2021; Abramovich et al., 2023; Chuter et al., 2024). These algorithms can alert
users when a captured image is of poor quality and prompt them to retake it. Subsequently, our algorithm
will operate on high-quality images.
Since severe image quality degradation can be easily detected by the image quality detection algorithms,

we investigate how well our approach handles non-severe low-quality images. We simulate varying image
qualities by applying Gaussian blur with different kernel sizes (keeping sigma fixed at 5), as illustrated in
Figure B.8(b). The result with EfficientNetV2-S (Figure B.8(a)) indicates that up to a kernel size of 5,
the coverage rate remains valid, though the average interval width increases. However, with more severe
blurring, our model fails to maintain the coverage rate as the distributional assumptions are violated. These
results evidence the robustness of our approach to image quality degradation.
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Figure B.8: Robustness Analysis Under Varying Levels of Blur
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