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Abstract—Object detection in autonomous driving consists in
perceiving and locating instances of objects in multi-dimensional
data, such as images or lidar scans. Very recently, multiple works
are proposing to evaluate object detectors by measuring their
ability to detect the objects that are most likely to interfere with
the driving task. Detectors are then ranked according to their
ability to detect the most relevant objects, rather than the highest
number of objects. However there is little evidence so far that
the relevance of predicted object may contribute to the safety
and reliability improvement of the driving task. This position
paper elaborates on a strategy, together with partial results, to
i) configure and deploy object detectors that successfully extract
knowledge on object relevance, and ii) use such knowledge to
improve the trajectory planning task. We show that, given an
object detector, filtering objects based on their relevance, in
combination with the traditional confidence threshold, reduces
the risk of missing relevant objects, decreases the likelihood of
dangerous trajectories, and improves the quality of trajectories
in general.

Index Terms—Autonomous driving, object detection, trajectory
planning, safety, reliability, object criticality

I. POSITION STATEMENT AND IMPLICATIONS

Today, emerging safety-critical technologies rely on object
detection as a fundamental part of their perceptual interface to
the environments. The most prominent example is automated
transportation systems and autonomous driving [1]: object
detection is a fundamental task for autonomous driving, as
it is at the basis of the autonomous driving pipeline. The
literature is rather unanimous that the general abstraction of
the pipeline scheme of autonomous vehicles first obtains data
from the observer and from the object detector, and then,
based on such information, a scene representation is created
to perform motion planning [2], [3]. Noteworthy, in the au-
tonomous driving domain, under the name of object detectors
are actually comprised perception models that go beyond the
mere identification of object location and classification, but
that instead also identify additional attributes required for
successive planning tasks, such as object size, distance from
the observer, and orientation [4], [5].

In the last four years, context-aware and safety-aware met-
rics for object detection have been proposed, with the objective
to evaluate object detectors with respect to the safety and
reliability of the system in which they will operate. Such
works have tried to measure criticality in object detection,
proposing it as an approach to rank object detectors, in
different ways. Lyssenko et al. [6] measures the maximum

distance at which pedestrians detection does not fail, while
Wolf et al. [7] weights detections according to the position
and estimated time-to-collision with the object. Volk et al. [8]
proposes a detection metric that includes the relevance of
predicted objects with respect to the observer, Ceccarelli et
al. [9] associate a criticality to each object based on distance
from the observer and the estimated velocity, and Topan et
al. [10] present a model to compute safety zones and define
safety evaluation metrics for analyzing perception performance
of an autonomous vehicle. Further, Bansal et al. [11] present
an improved recall metric for object detection systems, where
objects are categorized within three ranks, based on the risk of
collision; Cheng [12] formulates the need of ad-hoc detectors
to detect objects in critical areas, where a critical area is the
area nearby the observer where failed detection of an object
may lead to immediate safety risks.

Somehow related, other works address the problem of deep
neural network uncertainty in autonomous driving, where the
term uncertainty should be interpreted in the broad sense of
how certain an object detector is about its predicted objects
[13] and how to learn the uncertainty of a detector [14]. There
are numerous variants, as the work of Lo Quercio et al. [15],
that include information on uncertainty sources (e.g., sensor
noise) in the detection. However, the impact of uncertainty
to the safety and reliability of the driving tasks is rarely
investigated.

The reviewed works rarely or insufficiently demonstrate
that their proposed solution actually increases the safety of
the planning task, or of the encompassing system, despite it
being the driving force that inspired those works. To answer
this question, we believe it is necessary to consider trajectory
planning, that is a crucial step of the autonomous driving
pipeline that comes after object detection. It is evident that
the best detection models should make the planner compute
a trajectory as close as possible to the one computed using
ground truth information [16]. A non-optimal trajectory may
reduce the quality of the driving task or, in some cases, it
may also lead to safety issues. Consequently, it stems from
system safety requirements that object detectors should not fail
at detecting the elements that are most important for motion
planning.

While the impact of object detection to the planning tasks
is well understood, only very recently there have been efforts
to quantify it with metrics. In particular, the work in [17] and

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

10
23

2v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 2

5 
A

pr
 2

02
4



[16] evaluates the impact of object detection on the driving
performance, with the purpose of proposing metrics to evaluate
and compare object detectors.

Given these premises, we hypothesize that object criticality
has a relevance not only for selecting the most suitable object
detector, i.e., the most capable in ranking objects, but it is a
fundamental support, later in the pipeline, to prioritize objects
in situations where detection is uncertain. This is left out in
literature, where object criticality is rarely connected to the rest
of the pipeline: the benefit of being aware of criticality is not
exploited beyond the evaluation of the object detector itself.
As it can be seen in Table I, the related works focus merely
on the object detection issues, with the limited exceptions of
[15], which shows that the framework can be used to estimate
uncertainty on steering prediction without losing prediction
performance, and [12], which proposes to design the object
detection module based on the safety requirements of the en-
compassing system, without however providing experimental
results. In Table I, we say our approach is applicable at runtime
because it filters the predicted objects that are later used in the
pipeline.

In other words, in this paper we aim to understand the
impact of object criticality on the driving task and its safety,
beyond the mere evaluation of object detectors. We hypothe-
size that object criticality should be connected to the trajectory
planning task, so that better (safer) trajectories are computed.
More specifically, we propose two main lines of investigation:
i) understanding if filtering out less relevant objects can
improve trajectory planning; this is based on the assumption
that too many irrelevant objects may confuse the trajectory
planner; and ii) understanding if retaining objects with high
criticality, even if detected with low confidence, can improve
safety of the driving tasks; this is based on the assumption
that the amount of hazardous false negatives will be reduced.

We organize our research strategy in three Hypotheses, two
of which are partially answered in this paper, while the third
one is left for future research.

Hypothesis 1. We argue and show that filtering out boxes
based on criticality scores, i.e., removing predicted objects
that are not relevant for the driving task, has a positive impact
on the trajectory planner, meaning that it generally performs
better. Our hypothesis is that the reduction of elements avoids
creating unnecessary confusion to the planning task. Currently,
to the best of our knowledge, this is not known at the state of
the art.

Hypothesis 2. Further, we argue that objects detected with
low confidence should not be filtered out, if their potential
presence may critically affect the driving task. For example,
the prediction of a vehicle very close to the observer should
not be discarded, regardless of the confidence in the prediction,
because it is assigned high criticality. Our hypothesis is that
this will reduce the risk of False Negatives of relevant objects,
thus improving safety of the driving task, even if at the cost
of some additional False Positives. This is an hypothesis that
we aim to prove, and to contrast with the by-the-book, widely
known, application of confidence thresholds to filter predicted

objects.
Hypothesis 3. A consequence of Hypothesis 2 is that there is

a relation between confidence threshold and criticality, which
may lead to an improvement of the selection of predicted
objects that should be fed to trajectory planner. We aim to
investigate the benefits of filtering objects based on a combi-
nation of confidence threshold and assigned object criticality,
where a specific confidence threshold is applied based on the
predicted criticality of an object, to decide on the validity
of a detection. As Hypothesis 2, this hypothesis is again not
confirmed or disproved at the state of the art.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Object Detection

The task of object detection consists in locating and clas-
sifying semantic objects of certain object classes within an
input sample, with the sample being either (one or more)
2D visual images or 3D point clouds. The output of an
object detection model is a list of bounding boxes (BBs),
their labels and their confidence scores [19]. The label is
the predicted semantic class of the object, and the confidence
score reflects the confidence of the detection model in that
prediction. BBs are tightly bound boxes encompassing objects
in the sample, represented in 2D and 3D as rectangles and
cuboids, respectively. Object detectors compute BBs with an
assigned confidence score.

In practice, an object detection produces many bounding
boxes, each with a confidence score in the interval [0, 1]. Then,
to retain only the most credible bounding boxes, a confidence
threshold is applied as a configuration parameter: all BBs with
a confidence score above the selected threshold are considered
as predictions, while the others are discarded. This is graph-
ically represented in the birdview of Figure 1. Noteworthy,
models developed for autonomous driving tasks typically do
not stop at identifying BBs, but they also determine the kind
of object (i.e., they perform classification) and further they
compute key attributes like orientation, velocity, and distance
from the observer.

B. Object Criticality metrics

The metrics typically used to evaluate object detectors (pre-
cision, recall, and average precision [22]) indicate the ability
of ODs to accurately predict instances of objects in a sample,
but they do not consider the importance of such objects within

(a) All predicted BBs (b) BBs filtered by confi-
dence threshold

(c) Ground truth BBs

Fig. 1. BBs generated by the object detector [20] using a sample from [21].
The optimal confidence threshold 0.33 is defined experimentally.



TABLE I
OVERVIEW OF RELATED WORKS AND POSITIONING OF OUR CONTRIBUTION

[6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [18] [13] [15] [12] [14] [16] Ours
Computes uncertainty × × ×
New metric or new evaluation method × × × × × × × × ×
Measures and compares object detectors × × × × × × × × ×
Includes trajectory planning × × ×
Applicable at runtime × × ×

the specific scenario. Research on applying ODs in safety-
critical environments has raised the problem of defining safety-
aware evaluation metrics. In this work, we rely on the solution
devised in Ceccarelli et al. [9]. The authors propose the
Object Criticality Model (OCM), in which a criticality score is
assigned to each object of a specific sample, based on safety-
relevant factors relating the object and the observer. Such score
is computed for both the ground truth objects and the predicted
objects. To compute the criticality of an object B, three
factors are considered: distance, colliding trajectory, and time-
to-collision, which result in three individual criticality scores,
κd(B), κr(B), and κt(B), computed for each object. Each
of these scores ranges in the interval [0, 1], with 1 meaning
maximum criticality. The model depends on three parameters,
Dmax, Rmax, and Tmax, each defining a scaling factor and a
threshold after which the corresponding criticality assumes
value 0. For example, Dmax = 30 means that for objects farther
than 30 meters κd(B) = 0. The overall criticality weight of an
object, κ(B), is defined as a linear combination of the three
above weights.

The performance of a detector is then measured in terms of
“how much criticality” it is able to detect. More specifically,
OCM includes two metrics called reliability-weighted preci-
sion (PR), and safety-weighted recall (RS ), as variants of the
Precision and Recall metrics, with objects weighted based on
their criticality score.

C. Evaluating the quality of trajectory planning

In [16], Philion et al. argue that the evaluation of the
performance of perception systems in autonomous vehicles
should be aligned with the downstream task of trajectory
planning. They propose the Planning KL-divergence (PKL)
metric, as a measure of the difference between the trajectory
planned based on ground truth objects, and the trajectory
planned based on objects predicted by an object detector.

In more details, PKL is a measure of the KL-divergence
[23] between the probability distribution of future positions of
the vehicle, at different time steps, given the semantic obser-
vations (predictions) of the detector and the ideal observations
represented by ground truth objects [16]. Very practically, PKL
computes trajectories using all the map data and the predicted
objects, and predicts the future position of the observer up to 4
seconds in the future. As a measure of divergence, a “perfect”
detector would receive a PKL score of 0, corresponding to
no divergence between the trajectories obtained with ground
truth objects and with predicted objects. Such divergence is

computed for each sample of a target dataset, and then mean
and median values of all the samples are computed.

III. APPROACH AND IMPLEMENTATION

Our approach relies on the combination of the object
criticality scores computed for the BBs using the technique in
[9], and the PKL metric. Very briefly, this allows us filtering
out the object detected in a sample, based on their criticality
and the confidence score, and feeding the resulting objects
to the PKL function. The output of the PKL function is an
indication of the quality of the trajectory computed with the
filtered objects.

However, it should be noted that PKL does not give indica-
tion on the safety of the trajectory, i.e., it is only a measure of
distance from the ground truth trajectories, but in practice even
small differences may have unsafe consequences. Consolidated
work will require some more detailed inspection of results
beyond the mere computation of PKL, on which we focus on
this proposal and that is anticipated below.

A. Experimental setup

We rely on the nuScenes [21] dataset and on two object
detectors from mmdetection3d [24], [25]. The first is a re-
cent large-scale dataset for autonomous driving that reports
sequences of samples (images and point clouds) collected
from a vehicle. Each sequence is 20 seconds long. The latter
is an open-source object detection toolbox for 3D detection,
that offers state-of-the-art models trained on the nuScenes
dataset. We apply the object detectors REG [26] and FCOS3D
[27] on a validation set composed of 10 nuScenes sequences,
randomly selected amongst the 150 nuScenes sequences that
compose the original validation set. This subset is created
due to performance issues: computing pkl under multiple
configuration is a time-consuming task. The Average Precision
(AP) of the two object detectors on the 10 sequences is
respectively 0.45 and 0.32. On the whole validation dataset
(150 sequences), the AP is very similar, respectively 0.44 and
0.32, which means our validation subset can be considered
sufficiently representative of the original validation set.

To compute criticality scores for each predicted object,
we manipulate the nuScenes dev-kit [28] library. The rest of
computation and data analysis is carried out through Jupyter
Notebook. Code and instructions to reproduce results are
available at [29].

We note that an alternative course of action would be to
rely on a driving simulator like [30] to sample realistic scenes,
and use a complete autonomous driving pipeline from object



TABLE II
MEDIAN AND MEAN PKL COMPUTED ON 10 NUSCENES SEQUENCES,

(TOP) SELECTING OBJECTS BASED ONLY ON THE OPTIMAL CONFIDENCE
THRESHOLD, AND (BOTTOM) USING ALSO THE CRITICALITY THRESHOLD.

confidence
threshold

median
PKL

confidence
threshold

mean
PKL

REG 0.55 22.749 0.55 78.951
FCOS3D 0.25 0.986 0.15 4.104

confidence and
criticality thresholds

median
PKL

confidence and
criticality thresholds

mean
PKL

REG [0.55; 0.65] 9.044 [0.55; 0.60] 43.801
FCOS3D [0.25; 0.30] 0.966 [0.15; 0.15] 4.080

detector to the realization of motion actions. However, simula-
tors only provide biased estimates of real-world performance,
and, most importantly, such complete pipelines tailored for
simulators are exceedingly rare (necessarily excluding end-to-
end approaches) and with limited performance.

B. Investigation of Hypothesis 1

We show that removing predictions that are not relevant
for the driving task has a positive impact on the trajectory
planner, i.e., it improves driving quality. We measure the
optimal confidence threshold: we experimentally test multiple
confidence thresholds, until we find the one that provides the
best (the lowest) PKL. This leads to the results in the upper
part of Table II. This is a required step for the usage of PKL,
as well as a common approach to the configuration of any
object detector.

Next, we filter the predicted objects with confidence score
above the confidence threshold, i.e., we start from the pre-
dicted objects that are naturally used to compute PKL. We
discard the predicted object with a criticality score below
a threshold (as for the confidence threshold, the optimal
criticality threshold is defined experimentally). Finally, we
compute PKL using the remaining predicted objects. We show
results in the lower part of Table II.

The objects that are discarded because of low criticality
are either not affecting the driving tasks, or their removal has
a positive impact on the trajectory planner. This last case is
especially evident with the REG object detector. Note that
PKL is logarithmic, and a relatively small reduction of PKL
when it is close to zero is actually a relevant improvement.
It should be noted that, despite the average precision of
FCOS3D is lower (worse) than the one of REG, the PKL
of FCOS3D is significantly better than the one measured with
REG. This should not confuse the reader: average precision
is based on the ability to detect BBs and classify the object
type, while PKL relies on additional semantic, namely the
size, detected orientation and velocity of the predicted objects.
This observation is also an evidence that measuring average
precision, precision and recall is not indicative on the quality
of the object detector to support the autonomous driving
pipeline.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 2. a) ground truth BBs; b) BBs predicted by REG; c) we avoid removing
BBs with criticality score above 0.8.

C. Investigation of Hypothesis 2

We avoid removing objects with a high predicted criticality,
independently on the confidence score assigned by the object
detector. Technically, the implementation is as follows: i) first,
all the predicted objects with predicted criticality above a
defined threshold are kept; ii) the remaining objects are kept
only if the confidence score is above the confidence threshold.

Our experimental results show that PKL is not improving.
For example, the best mean and median PKL we obtain with
REG are respectively 81.364 and 27.325, with a criticality
threshold of 0.95 (which identifies only the objects that are in
a close proximity to the observer). This result is reasonable,
considering that we maintain every predicted object that is
potentially dangerous for the navigation of the observer. This
includes many predictions of non-existing objects, with the
result that the trajectory is modified unnecessarily. Summariz-
ing, the resulting driving experience would be inefficient and
unpleasant, as witnessed by the higher PKL.

However, selected examples can show that safety of the
navigation is improved. We discuss this with Figure 2, where
we show the birdview of a nuScenes sample. Figure 2a shows
the ground truth, with the observer in red, the trajectory in
black, and the existing object (specifically, a bus) in dark
grey. In Figure 2b, we observe that the object detector REG,
configured with its optimal confidence threshold 0.55, does
not detect the bus. Actually, the bus is amongst the prediction
of REG, but it has a confidence score lower than 0.55. In
Figure 2c we plot the BBs according to the criterion explored
in Hypothesis 2: all the objects with high criticality score
(above 0.8 in this example) are retained, independently on
their confidence score. In this case the bus is included among
the predicted objects, because of its potential criticality in the
sample. The bus is detected with a smaller size and slightly
wrong orientation, but the detection is sufficiently precise to
adjust the trajectory: as we can see, the trajectory of Figure 2c
is closer to the ground truth than the trajectory of Figure 2b,
and it is intuitively safer as it is computed being aware of the
existence of the bus.

D. Investigation of Hypothesis 3

From the discussion above, it is reasonable to infer that
maintaining all predicted objects above a criticality threshold
is safe but inefficient. We aim to relax the condition that all
the objects above a criticality threshold are maintained.



Practically, this can be realized by setting multiple pairs of
confidence threshold and criticality threshold, or with more
complicated approaches, e.g., by identifying functions that
relate the criticality and confidence scores. However, at the
present stage of our research, we do not have a preferred
approach to propose and related experiments.

It is also necessary to discuss that our ultimate goal is
improving safety, without significantly reducing the reliability
of the driving task. While the latter can somehow be measured
using PKL, the safety of the driving task needs to be measured
in a different way, as the counterexample of Figure 2 showed.

Given a sample at any time instant t, we propose to compute
the trajectory up to t + 4 seconds in the future, as done by
PKL, and project it on a birdview which displays the observer
at time t, the trajectory computed, and the ground truth BBs
of all vehicles within a window of [t; t+4] seconds. If, within
any moment in that time window, there are overlaps between
the trajectory and the ground truth BBs, we can suspect that
there is a violation of safety (i.e., a possible collision), and we
can also visually inspect the sample for confirmation.

Very practically, this can be realized by modifying the func-
tionality described in [31]. We are able to extract a birdview
map of the planned trajectory, and the ground truth position
of each vehicle, after t time, with t ∈ [0, 4] seconds (with 16
intervals of 0.25 seconds). In this way, if there are overlaps, we
can claim a safety hazard. There are some technical limitations
to this approach that need to be solved. In fact, PKL does
not provide a unique trajectory, but a map of positions; thus,
we can only extract the most probable trajectory as the set
of positions with the highest probability. This approach is
also used in [31] to draw trajectories. Second, an overlap
between ground truths and trajectory within 4 seconds does
not imply that in practice a dangerous situation will occur. It
is in fact challenging to provide a proper measure of safety in
this context, and this will be part of our future work. Besides
numerical evaluation, we aim to validate the hypotheses stated
in this paper by involving humans: individuals with driving
experience and safety experts. Ideally, the trajectories based
on objects filtered with our method should be considered safer
also from the user’s perspective.
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