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Abstract

Test-Time Adaptation (TTA) aims to adapt pre-trained models to the target domain
during testing. In reality, this adaptability can be influenced by multiple factors.
Researchers have identified various challenging scenarios and developed diverse
methods to address these challenges, such as dealing with continual domain shifts,
mixed domains, and temporally correlated or imbalanced class distributions. De-
spite these efforts, a unified and comprehensive benchmark has yet to be established.
To this end, we propose a Unified Test-Time Adaptation (UniTTA) benchmark,
which is comprehensive and widely applicable. Each scenario within the benchmark
is fully described by a Markov state transition matrix for sampling from the original
dataset. The UniTTA benchmark considers both domain and class as two indepen-
dent dimensions of data and addresses various combinations of imbalance/balance
and i.i.d./non-i.i.d./continual conditions, covering a total of (2 x 3)? = 36 scenarios.
It establishes a comprehensive evaluation benchmark for realistic TTA and provides
a guideline for practitioners to select the most suitable TTA method. Alongside this
benchmark, we propose a versatile UniTTA framework, which includes a Balanced
Domain Normalization (BDN) layer and a COrrelated Feature Adaptation (COFA)
method—designed to mitigate distribution gaps in domain and class, respectively.
Extensive experiments demonstrate that our UniTTA framework excels within the
UniTTA benchmark and achieves state-of-the-art performance on average. Our
code is available athttps://github. com/LeapLabTHU/UniTTA,

1 Introduction

Deep learning has achieved significant success across various tasks [19, 21} [11} [16} 15} 24} [25]].
However, the performance of models often degrade due to domain shifts of test data in practical
deployments [[7} 13} 20} 22} 23| [29] |5, 4]]. To mitigate this issue, a new line of research called Test-
Time Adaptation (TTA) [18} 11} 16, 141} [10] has emerged, focusing on adapting models to the target
domain of test data. The core method of TTA involves using shifted domain normalization statistics
to recalibrate the model’s Batch Normalization (BN) layers [[17], addressing the mismatch between
the normalization statistics of BN layer and target domain. Early TTA methods assumed that test
data is independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), primarily re-estimating normalization statistics
based on the current test batch 28} 31,[36]]. In reality, scenarios are often more complex, and the i.i.d.
assumption may not hold [2]. Moreover, domain shifts can be more severe [37]], necessitating robust
adaptation methods.

Recent studies have extended TTA to more realistic scenarios, proposing various methods to address
challenges such as continual domain shifts [[37], mixed domains [26}[34]], and temporally correlated [2}
8L 139]] or imbalanced class distributions [32]]. As representative examples, NOTE [8]] introduces an
instance-aware BN method to adjust normalization for temporally correlated data. Balanced BN is
proposed in TRIBE [32] to achieve unbiased estimation of statistics, aiming to address imbalanced
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class distributions. UnMIX-TNS [34] recalibrates the statistics of each sample by multiple distinct
statistics components. However, many of the current methods have only been evaluated in specific
scenarios and lack a unified and comprehensive benchmark for performance assessment.

To address this issue, we propose a Unified Test-Time Adaptation (UniTTA) benchmark that is
both comprehensive and widely applicable. We present a novel method for constructing test data of
various scenarios using a defined Markov state transition matrix. The UniTTA benchmark can assist
researchers in evaluating their methods in a more comprehensive and realistic manner, facilitating the
development of versatile and robust TTA methods. Moreover, it also provides a evaluating benchmark
for practitioners to select the most suitable TTA method for their specific scenarios.

Based on the UniTTA benchmark, we conduct a comprehensive evaluation of existing methods,
which reveals that these methods are not universally effective across realistic scenarios. To obtain a
versatile and robust TTA method, we need to simultaneously address domain and class distribution
shifts. This poses two primary challenges for BN recalibration: potential domain non-i.i.d. and
imbalance leading to inaccurate domain-wise statistics, and class non-i.i.d. and imbalance further
biasing domain-wise statistics towards majority classes.

In this work, we simultaneously tackle both challenges by proposing a novel Balanced Domain
Normalization (BDN) layer. Our primary insight is to unify both domain-aware and class-aware
normalization. We compute the statistics for each class within each domain and then average
across classes to obtain balanced domain-wise statistics, mitigating the impact of class imbalance
on domain-wise statistics. During prediction, we select the corresponding statistics based on the
current sample’s domain, effectively addressing domain non-i.i.d. and imbalance. Unlike class-aware
normalization, which can directly utilize pseudo-labels from network output, domain information
is agnostic, lacking effective criteria for determining a sample’s domain or even the number of
domains. Our method is inspired by the observation that the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence
between normalization statistics ¢ and o can effectively indicate domain-wise distribution shifts. We
utilize the KL divergence between the instance statistics and the domain-wise statistics to determine
the domain of the sample. Based on this, we also propose a dynamic method to adaptively expand the
domains, which regards the KL divergence between the instance statistics and the BN layer statistics
of pre-trained model as the expansion criterion.

Moreover, to address potential temporal correlation of class, we leverage the correlation characteristic
by referencing the feature of the previous sample, resulting in an effective and efficient method named
COFA (COrrelated Feature Adaptation), without requiring any modifications to model parameters.
However, a direct implementation of COFA may lead to performance degradation in i.i.d. scenarios.
To solve this issue, we propose a confidence-based filtering method to determine the appropriate
application of COFA. By filtering out samples with low confidence, we ensure that COFA is applied
only when necessary, thus improving the overall performance.

In summary, our contributions are as follows: 1) We propose a UniTTA benchmark, a unified and
comprehensive evaluation benchmark for Realistic TTA. 2) We introduce a versatile UniTTA frame-
work consisting of a Balanced Domain Normalization (BDN) layer and a COFA method, designed
to address domain and class distribution shifts, respectively. They are simple and effective without
additional training. 3) Extensive experiments based on the UniTTA benchmark demonstrate that our
method excels in various realistic scenarios and achieves state-of-the-art performance on average.

2 Related Work

Test-Time Adaptation (TTA) addresses distributional shifts in test data without requiring additional
data acquisition or labeling. Sun et al.[33]] propose an on-the-fly adaptation method using an auxiliary
self-supervised task. Subsequent TTA algorithms [28], |31} 136] leverage batches of test samples to
recalibrate Batch Normalization (BN) layers[17] using test data. These studies show that using test
batch statistics in BN layers can enhance robustness against distributional shifts. TENT [36] refines
this approach by adapting a pre-trained model to test data through entropy minimization [9]], updating
a few trainable parameters in BN layers.

Realistic Test-Time Adaptation. Recent studies on Test-Time Adaptation (TTA) have investi-
gated more realistic scenarios, addressing distribution changes in test data. These studies consider
factors such as domain distribution shift [37, 3], temporal correlation [2, 8], and combinations of
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Figure 1: Data generation process for the UniTTA benchmark. Continual TTA describes a scenario
in which the domain remains consistent over an extended period before shifting to a new domain,
which exemplifies an extreme case of non-i.i.d. settings. We consider the domain and class as two
independent attributes, each associated with its own Markov matrix.

both 39126l 32, 34]]. A comprehensive comparison of these realistic settings is provided in Sec. [3.1}
The methods employed in these studies include self-training [37, |39} 3], which integrates semi-
supervised self-training techniques [14]] to enhance model performance, parameter-free methods [2]
utilizing Laplacian regularization, and Batch Normalization (BN) recalibration [8} 27,42} 39 [34} 33]].
RoTTA [39] introduces robust BN, estimating global statistics via exponential moving average.
TRIBE [32]] proposes a balanced BN (BBN) layer, consisting of multiple category-wise BN layers
for unbiased statistic estimation. UnMIX-TNS [34]] unmixes correlated batches into K distinct
components, each reflecting statistics from similar test inputs. Among these methods, BBN and
UnMIX-TNS are the most similar to our work. However, both BBN and UnMIX-TNS consider the
influence of category and domain distributions on statistics separately, which significantly limits
their applicability. In contrast, our approach simultaneously accounts for both category and domain
distributions by introducing a unified BDN layer to address their combined impact on statistics.

3 Benchmark

In this section, we first review and analyze existing realistic TTA settings in Sec.[3.I} Next, we propose
a unified UniTTA benchmark in Sec.[3.2] Finally, we discuss the advantages of our benchmark in
Sec.[3.3] particularly its scalability to more complex scenarios.

3.1 Ecxisting Realistic TTA Settings

The realistic TTA settings can be divided into two categories: domain setting and class setting,
as shown in Tab. [} For the class setting, real-world data streams are typically highly correlated
(non-i.i.d.), which means that data categories do not change abruptly. LAME [2] introduces the
concept of Non-i.i.d. TTA. to address this issue, focusing on scenarios where the domain remains
constant. For the domain setting, real-world environments can change over time, such as weather
changes in autonomous driving scenarios. CoTTA [37] introduces the concept of Continual TTA,
where the domain remains stable for an extended duration before shifting to a new one. RoTTA [39]
integrates these two settings and proposed Practical TTA, though it overlooks the data imbalance.
Subsequently, TRIBE [32] proposes GLI-TTA, which further complements the Practical TTA. Addi-
tionally, ROID [26] further expands the domain setting by introducing the concept of Mixed Domain,
where the data domain is not static but changes randomly.

Given these scenarios, we can classify the factors in existing realistic TTA settings into two categories:
Temporal Correlation and Imbalance. Therefore, a more general realistic TTA setting should consider
different combinations of these factors to better simulate real-world scenarios. Based on this analysis,
a natural question arises: how can we generate such a data stream?

3.2 UniTTA Benchmark

As previously mentioned, to efficiently construct unified datasets that adhere to various realistic TTA
settings, we propose a new UniTTA benchmark, based on a Markov state transition matrix from
a novel local perspective. In the following discussion, we consider the temporal correlation and



Table 1: Comparison of the proposed UniTTA benchmark with existing realistic TTA settings.

Domain Setting Class Setting
Realistic TTA Setting  Method Temporal Correlation Imbalance Temporal Correlation Imbalance
Non-i.i.d. TTA [2] LAME N/A (Single) N/A (Single) Non-i.i.d. Imbalanced/Balanced
Continual TTA [37] CoTTA Continual Balanced iid. Balanced
Practical TTA [39] RoTTA Continual Balanced Non-i.i.d. Balanced
GLI-TTA [32] TRIBE Continual Balanced Non-i.i.d. Imbalanced/Balanced
Mixed Domain [26) ROID iid. Balanced iid Balanced

UniTTA Benchmark ~ UniTTA  Continual/Non-i.i.d./i.i.d. Imbalanced/Balanced Continual/Non-i.i.d./i.i.d. Imbalanced/Balanced

imbalance of domains and classes as two independent factors. Specifically, the Markov state can
represent either the domain or the class of the data.

Our key idea is to generate data that satisfies temporal correlation by controlling the probability of
samples transitioning to themselves. While this method might appear to neglect the issue of data
imbalance, we have discovered that by properly configuring the Markov state transition matrix, we
can effectively address both temporal correlation and imbalance simultaneously.

First, we define a simple uniformly leaving Markov state transition matrix PP, where each element
P;; represents the probability of transitioning from state ¢ to state j. Intuitively, this transition matrix
implies that the probability of transitioning from any state to any other state is uniform.

Definition 1 (Uniformly Leaving Markov Matrix). A Uniformly Leaving Markov Matrix (ULMM)
is a transition matrix in a Markov chain where each non-diagonal entry P;;, representing the transition
probability from state 4 to state j (where i # j), is identical across all states j. Specifically, the matrix
is defined as:
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Based on the above definition, the ULMM can be characterized by a single vector o, where a; = P;.
Depending on the value of «;, we can distinguish the following cases:
1. When o; = % the transition probability is uniform. Consequently, the data sampled from
this matrix for the i-th state is i.i.d..

2. When «; = 1, the transition probability is inescapable, meaning that the data will remain in
the i-th state until the transition probability changes, thus exhibiting continual TTA.

3. When «a; > % the probability of transitioning to itself is greater than that to other states.
Thus, the data in the i-th state will exhibit temporal correlation (non-i.i.d.).

4. When o; < %, the data in the i-th state will exhibit temporal anti-correlation characteristics.
However, this scenario is rare in practice and is therefore not considered in our benchmark.

In summary, this matrix has n degrees of freedom. By adjusting o; € [+, 1], we can generate data
with varying levels of temporal correlation. Therefore, we refer to « as the (temporal) correlation
vector and «; as the (temporal) correlation factor.

A key question we address is whether the state distribution of data sampled from a ULMM satisfies
the criteria for imbalance. According to Markov Chain theory, this distribution corresponds to the
stationary distribution of the matrix, as stated in the following proposition:

Proposition 1 (Stationary Distribution). For a Uniformly Leaving Markov Matrix with diagonal ele-

ments o where a; = Py; for all i, there exists a unique stationary distribution © = (71, 7a, -+ , Ty ).
This distribution satisfies the following relationship:
(1—a1)7r1:(1—a2)7r2:-~-:(1—an)7rn. (2)

To ensure that the sampled data follows a long-tail distribution (assuming, without loss of generality,
that% = ... = % > 1, where :—1 = [ is the imbalance factor), the configurations of « are
described by the following corollary:



Corollary 1 (Temporal Correlation and Imbalance). If the category distribution of data sampled based
on a Uniformly Mixing Markov Matrix follows a long-tailed (power law) distribution characterized
by an imbalance factor § > 1. Under these conditions, o are constrained such that:

1
1-— 1 1-— 1-— 1—ap_ 1\~ 1
011:7’ and a1 Q2 _ 171 (1 ] (3)
l-a, f 1—as 1— a3 1-a, S8
Additionally, if the distribution exhibits temporal correlation, which implies that ay, Qa, . . ., 0ty > %,
then the following inequality holds between o1 and f3:
n—1
(1-ang <™. @)

In summary, as shown in Fig. [T} generating data that satisfies both temporal correlation and imbalance
requires tuning two parameters of the ULMM. Specifically, it is sufficient to set the (maximum
temporal) correlation factor ay € [1/n, 1] and the imbalance factor € [1,00) to satisfy Eq. .
The remaining cv; can then be determined by Eq. (3). Thus, four parameters are needed to define two
ULMMs for domain and class. We then combine the domain and class ULMMs using the Kronecker
product to obtain a final ULMM for sampling, where the (domain, class) pair is treated as a new state.

Moreover, to generate data where o and 3 do not satisfy Eq. (@), such as in the case of generating
i.i.d. and imbalanced data with «; = 1/n and 8 > 1, We can pre-calculate the number of samples
required for each state based on 5. During the sampling process, if the number of samples for a
particular state reaches the predetermined limit, the corresponding column of the ULMM is modified
to prevent further sampling of that state.

Sampling Time. A practical concern is the time required for the sampling process. Given that
the ULMM matrix remains stationary most of the time (except for certain special data points, as
previously discussed), we can pre-sample a sequence of transitions for each state before the actual
sampling begins. During the sampling process, we can then directly use these pre-sampled sequences,
significantly reducing the time needed. This approach ensures that the ULMM-based data generation
method does not result in significantly higher time costs compared to existing methods.

3.3 Discussion

In this section, we discuss the scalability of the UniTTA benchmark. By independently generating
domain and class ULMMSs, we can create a comprehensive ULMM for sampling. Moreover, the
sampling ULMM can be enhanced by considering the relationships between domains and classes.
This allows us to construct domain-dependent class ULMMs, where the transition probability of
a class depends on the current domain, and vice versa. Additionally, the ULMM can be adapted
for various scenarios, such as temporal anti-correlation scenarios, non-uniform scenarios where
transition probabilities to other states are unequal, and higher-order Markov Chains, where transition
probabilities depend on multiple previous states, not just the current one. In summary, the data
generation method defined by the UniTTA benchmark is highly flexible and can be efficiently
extended to meet the requirements of real-world scenarios.

4 UniTTA Framework

In this section, we first introduce the overall framework in Sec.[4.1] We then discuss its two core
components: Balanced Domain Normalization layer (Sec. and the COFA method (Sec. [4.3).

4.1 Overview

As illustrated in the Fig.[2] our framework substitutes the original BN with our BDN layer and equips
the linear classifier with our COFA method. The UniTTA framework utilizes a progressive prediction
strategy through three forward passes:

* Forward 1: In the absence of prior domain and class information, we perform a forward
pass using global statistics to obtain initial pseudo-labels.
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are replaced by BDN layers, and the linear classifier is equipped with the COFA method. The
UniTTA framework sequentially predicts the class label and domain label in the m-th BDN layer
through three forward passes, ultimately providing the final prediction.

* Forward 2: With class labels available, we conduct a second forward pass, updating both
class and global statistics. At a specified BDN layer (as a hyper-parameter), we also predict
the domain based on domain statistics.

* Forward 3: Finally, with both class and domain labels, we perform a forward pass using
domain statistics for the final prediction, updating both domain-class and domain statistics.

4.2 Balanced Domain Normalization

The core idea of Balanced Domain Normalization (BDN) is to implement a domain-aware normal-
ization in an unsupervised manner. To counteract the bias caused by imbalanced class data, which
skews domain statistics towards the majority classes, we suggest calculating both domain-specific
and class-specific statistics. By averaging these statistics, we can remove the class bias and obtain
more accurate domain statistics.

For each sample, we calculate the instance statistics [35]], which are essential for domain assignment,
expansion, and updating the statistics. The instance statistics are defined as follows:

1 H W 1 H W
i = ﬁ Z Z Fc,h,wa 012 = W Z Z(FCJL,UJ - ,uz)2 (5)

h=1w=1 h=1w=1

Here, F, ., represents the feature map of the c-th channel at position (h, w), and H and W denote
the height and width of the feature map, respectively.

Domain assignment (prediction) and expansion. First, all domain statistics, including those
generated by expansions, are initialized using the corresponding batch normalization (BN) statistics

of the original pretrained model (4o, ofri). Initially, the number of domains is set to one.

Next, domain assignment and the decision to expand the domain are performed at a specific layer,
which is the only hyper-parameter in our method. Specifically, we calculate the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence between the instance statistics of each sample and the domain statistics, assuming
they follow a normal distribution. If the KL divergence of the sample to all domain statistics is greater
than that to the original domain statistics, the sample is considered to belong to a new domain,
necessitating domain expansion during the Forward 3. This condition is satisfied when:

mdianfL(N(umU?) | N (Ba:03)) > DN (B 07) |V (Bori, 031)) ©)

where Dy is the symmetric KL divergence, defined as:
DR (pi, 07) [| N (4, 02)) = Dri(N (pa, 02) [| N (11, 7)) + Dri (N (pi, 7) || N (pas 02)). (D)
Otherwise, the sample is assigned to the domain with the minimum KL divergence:
ng = arg;ninDlgL(N<p’iao'i2) HN(/,Ld,O'?l)). (®)



Table 2: Average error (%) on CIFAR10-C within the UniTTA benchmark. ({i,n,1},{1,u})
denotes correlation and imbalance settings, where {4, n, 1} represent i.i.d., non-i.i.d. and continual,
respectively, and {1, u} represent balance and imbalance, respectively. Corresponding setting denotes
the existing setting and method as shown in Tab.[T]

Class setting i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) non-i.i.d. and balanced (n,1) non-i.i.d. and imbalanced (n,u)

Domain setting (1,1) @i,1) (1,1) a,1) (i,u) (n,1) (n,u) (1,1) ai,1) (i,u) (n,1) (nu)
Corresponding setting  CoTTA ROID RoTTA - - - - TRIBE - - - - Avg.
TENT [36 24.03 59.37 7029 8323 73.16 7879 69.18 4740 59.57 5148 62.00 5190 60.87
CoTTA [37 16.68 33.76 5321 6393 6277 61.67 6121 4146 5518 5027 5320 5042 50.31
BN [28] 21.00 34.18 4942 57.00 5482 56.26 5491 4152 50.65 46.52 50.08 4727 4697
ROID [26] 16.92 31.00 4379 5693 5378 5355 5275 41.35 5255 4847 5143 48.84 4595
TEST 43.46 43.45 43776 4352 4037 4345 40.68 4246 4283 3874 4229 3939 4203
LAME (2] 45.07 44.60 41.40 4048 3698 40.15 3749 4091 40.64 36.58 40.16 36.93 40.12
UnMIX-TNS [34! 24.53 32.82 2468 3299 29.03 3272 29.15 27.60 3581 31.88 3644 3248 30.84
NOTE [8 22.55 24.48 31.79 3852 27.58 3298 2849 3492 3479 2858 3399 3032 30.75
ROTTA [39 17.84 3345 19.52  36.89 3149 3566 3158 2039 3624 31.67 3633 3246 30.29
TRIBE [32 18.20 31.90 18.54 3237 2834 3257 2887 17.75 32.60 28.69 3292 2932 27.67
UniTTA 28.38 31.34 1640 1853 16.19 20.09 1720 1793 20.88 1846 22.89 19.88 20.68 (-6.99)

Domain-class statistics update. Based on the domain assignment, we update the domain-class
statistics (pqx, 0 4q) and domain statistics (pg, 04) using the instance statistics p; and o-f. The class
statistics (uy, o) and global statistics (g4, 04) can be considered as the domain-class statistics
and domain statistics for a single domain, respectively. Various updating methods can be applied
independently of our core method. We utilize the commonly applied Exponential Moving Average
(EMA) to update the domain-class statistics ptqx and ogi. Specifically, we adopt the EMA update
from Balanced BN [32] without modification. For detailed update rules, please refer to App.[A.2]

4.3 COFA

The COFA method leverages the correlation characteristics of data to enhance prediction accuracy by
utilizing the information of the previous sample when predicting the current sample. Implementing
this method is straightforward, requiring only the storage of feature from the previous sample.
Specifically, the classifier with COFA is defined as follows:

T(.,. )
p$OA = softmax (w (zl;r %) + b) , 9

where z; is the feature of the i-th sample, and w and b are the weight and bias of the original classifier
of the pre-trained model, respectively. However, direct implementation of COFA results in a marked
performance decrease under i.i.d. conditions To address this, we propose a confidence filtering
strategy to combine the predictions of the COFA and the original classifier, as follows:

pi = pEOTA, if max(pfO™) > max( pzingle) o
’ pzmg e, otherwise
where pi™° = softmax(w”2; + b). By filtering out low-confidence predictions, this approach

balances performance in both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. conditions, as shown in App.[B.4]

Furthermore, to enhance the robustness of the UniTTA framework, we also implement the confidence
filtering that considers the prediction results of the Forward 2 and 3.

5 Experiments

In this section, we first present the main results on our proposed UniTTA benchmark in Sec. [5.1]
Additional analysis, including ablation studies, hyperparameter sensitivity analysis and visualizations,
are provided in Sec.[5.2] For detailed information on the experimental setup, please refer to App.

5.1 Results

As discussed in Sec. 3] our UniTTA benchmark can accommodate various combinations of correlation
and imbalance settings, including i.i.d./non-i.i.d./continual, balanced/imbalanced configurations,
which results in 6 possible combinations. To better simulate real-world scenarios, we exclude the
continual setting for classes, as it is rare for all samples from a single class to appear consecutively



Table 3: Average error (%) on CIFAR100-C within the UniTTA benchmark. ({i,n,1},{1,u})
denotes correlation and imbalance settings, where {4, n, 1} represent i.i.d., non-i.i.d. and continual,
respectively, and {1, u} represent balance and imbalance, respectively. Corresponding setting denotes
the existing setting and method as shown in Tab. [T]

Class setting i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) non-i.i.d. and balanced (n,1) non-i.i.d. and imbalanced (n,u)

Domain setting a.n (i,1) an  G6aGhH Gw @b @ew @D GH Gw M) ()
Corresponding setting  CoTTA ROID RoTTA - - - - TRIBE - - - - Avg.
TENT [36 81.06 91.05 96.53  97.08 9426 95.08 89.75 93779 93.74 86.80 8826 83.97 90.95
BN [28] 36.20 46.48 76.55 7933 7855 79.15 7942 6442 6933 69.68 69.11 6849 68.06
CoTTA (37 32.74 43.02 7826 7995 7891 78.89 7938 6568 68.56 69.58 68.07 6846 67.62
ROID [26] 29.91 36.84 71.09 7757 76.80 76.14 7647 5527 6321 63.88 6270 6338 62.77
NOTE [8 65.96 63.07 79.69  67.67 57.69 59.75 5437 7152 5886 55.52 57.55 5425 62.16
ROTTA [39 33.46 46.54 3895 5380 5230 5325 5255 3779 5499 53.89 5536 53.63 48.88
TEST 46.35 46.43 46.64  46.66 45.11 4733 4489 4707 4686 4583 47.87 46.05 4642
UnMIX-TNS (34 38.94 46.32 39.12  46.88 45.66 46.92 4536 40.19 4744 4641 4755 4620 4475
TRIBE [32] 33.10 45.73 3469 4795 4375 47.89 4437 3274 46.67 43.19 4635 4437 4257
LAME [2 48.21 47.47 34.07 32.80 3044 33.19 29.84 3744 3643 3475 37.08 3486 36.38
UniTTA 44.17 48.86 2449 2899 2857 31.85 29.53 2581 3096 30.95 32.87 3216 32.43(-3.95)

Table 4: Average error (%) on ImageNet-C within the UniTTA benchmark. ({7,n,1},{1,u})
denotes correlation and imbalance settings, where {i,n, 1} represent i.i.d., non-i.i.d. and continual,
respectively, and {1, u} represent balance and imbalance, respectively. Corresponding setting denotes
the existing setting and method as shown in Tab. [T}

Class setting i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) non-i.i.d. and balanced (n,1) non-i.i.d. and imbalanced (n,u)

Domain setting (1,1 (.1) an a6 Gw @b ew @D GH Gw o 1) ()
Corresponding setting  CoTTA ROID RoTTA - - - - TRIBE - - - - Avg.
TENT [36 70.58 91.88 98.72  99.31 99.53 99.12 9932 9750 99.22 99.13 97.03 98.86 95.85
ROID [26] 60.67 79.18 9851 99.71 99.84 99.52 99.61 91.76 99.77 99.57 98.15 99.37 93.80
NOTE [8 91.62 88.18 93.67 9527 96.82 9500 9581 9249 9593 9541 8893 9505 93.68
CoTTA (37 66.87 80.67 95.13  96.80 9733 96.22 9633 89.70 9520 94.50 92.11 9371 91.22
TRIBE [32] 75.85 84.78 89.78  92.62 96.54 95.19 9599 8872 92.85 93.71 89.37 94.05 90.79
BN [28] 69.33 82.87 9379  95.08 95.15 95.10 95.01 8840 9224 9225 9131 91.84 90.20
UnMIX-TNS [34] 79.64 85.55 79.74 8442 82.67 8457 8291 78.67 83.28 8234 8504 8238 82.60
TEST 81.99 82.05 8192 8210 81.66 8196 81.74 81.60 81.21 8142 8120 81.52 81.70
ROTTA [39 67.77 79.91 7172 80.54 79.65 80.30 79.63 68.74 7826 77.94 79.78 7836 76.88
LAME (2] 82.55 82.26 7448 7221 71.77 7352 7313 7570 7344 7354 7438 7439 7512
UniTTA 78.07 78.00 70.25 66.83 66.42 6829 68.05 72.02 65.68 66.87 6848 67.58 69.71(-5.41)

in practice. Therefore, we consider a total of 24 realistic settings, formed by pairing the 6 domain
settings with the 4 class settings. We present the results for 12 of these settings in the main paper,
encompassing both existing and the most challenging scenarios. Additional results for all methods
and components of all 24 settings for all three datasets are available in App.

Main results and comparison with existing methods. We can compare the robustness of different
methods across various datasets and settings in Tab. 2] Tab. 3| and Tab.[d] Each method typically
performs best in the context for which it was designed, such as CoTTA [37] and ROID [26]. However,
these methods generally do not generalize well to other scenarios. Notably, many approaches perform
worse compared to a vanilla test on CIFAR100-C and ImageNet-C, highlighting the need for a
comprehensive benchmark. Our method outperforms the others on all datasets across most settings,
consistently achieving superior performance, particularly in more realistic scenarios.

Evaluation under more correlation/imbalance factors. Additional experiments are conducted
under varying correlation and imbalance factors as shown in Fig.[3] The settings are both non-i.i.d.
and imbalanced in terms of domain and class distribution. The results indicate that our method
remains robust across different correlation and imbalance factors.

5.2 Analysis

Ablation Study. We conduct an ablation study across various settings and datasets to evaluate the
impact of different components, benchmarking them against similar methods as shown in Tab. [5|and
Tab.[6] This section presents the overall results, while detailed results are provided in App.

(a) Effectiveness of different components. We first investigate the impact of different components on
model performance across all settings and datasets. The results in Tab. [5|demonstrate the effectiveness
of our two core components, COFA and BDN. Additionally, applying the confidence filter further
enhances model performance.
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Figure 3: Average error (%) on CIFAR10-C under various correlation and imbalance factors. The
default factors for domain and class are (0.85, 5) and (0.95, 10), respectively. In two sets of
experiments, we kept either the domain or class factors constant while varying the other.

Table 5: Ablation study of different compo- Table 6: Comparison of our two components with
nents. The average of 12 settings are reported on parameter-free and normalization methods.
CIFAR10-C, CIFAR100-C, and ImageNet-C.

C10-C  C100-C IN-C  Avg.

C10-C  Cl100-C IN-C  Avg. Parameter-free Method
TEST 1205 4642 8170 5672 LAME [2] 4012 3638 7512 5074
COFA(w/o filter)  38.60 3825  76.04 50.96 COFA 3722 3734 7638 5031
COFA 3722 3734 7638 5031 Normalization Method
BN [28] 4697  68.06 90.20 6841 Robust BN [39] 3234 4633 8530 54.66
BDN (w/o filter) ~ 27.04 4279 7639 48.74 UnMIX-TNS [34] 30.84 4475 8260 52.73
BDN 26.64  40.88  77.15 48.22 Balanced BN [32] 30.10  43.83 8254 5217
UniTTA 20.68 3243  69.71 40.94 BDN 26.64 40.88 77.15 48.22

(b) Comparison with similar methods. We compare our two components with both parameter-
free method which do not require modifications to model parameters and normalization methods.
Our BDN consistently outperforms other normalization methods, including UnMIX-TNS [34] and
Balanced BN [32]. Notably, our COFA achieves performance comparable to LAME by leveraging
the temporal correlation characteristic (just averaging with the last feature). Additionally, COFA’s
performance remains entirely independent of batch size, whereas LAME’s performance is significantly
influenced by batch size, as shown in Fig. E}

Hyperparameter Sensitivity. As demonstrated in App. we also conduct experiments to assess
the sensitivity to hyperparameters. Fig. 4| shows the performance of several competitive baselines and
our method under different batch sizes. Our method’s performance remains unaffected by batch size,
which can be attributed to the inherent characteristics of the BDN and COFA methods. In contrast,
batch-based methods such as LAME and NOTE exhibit significant sensitivity to batch size.

Our framework has only one hyperparameter: the position of the BDN for domain prediction. The
results in Fig. [5|show that the performance of BDN is optimal when the first layer of an intermediate
block is selected. This also indicates that the network retains more of the original image information
in the shallow layers while learning more class-specific features in the deeper layers.

Visualization of dynamic domain expansion. We also visualize the domain expansion process in
Fig.[6] of App. The process demonstrates that the BDN layer effectively captures the domain
information and dynamically expands domains, which is crucial for accurate domain prediction.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we propose a unified benchmark, UniTTA, for Test-Time Adaptation (TTA), which is
comprehensive and broadly applicable. It sets a benchmark for evaluating realistic TTA scenarios
and provides a guideline for selecting the most suitable TTA method for specific scenarios. Building
on this, we introduce a versatile UniTTA framework that simultaneously addresses domain and class
distribution shifts. Specifically, the framework includes a Balanced Domain Normalization (BDN)
layer and a COFA method, which are simple and effective without additional training. Empirical
evidence from the UniTTA benchmark demonstrates that our UniTTA framework excels in various
Realistic TTA scenarios and achieves state-of-the-art performance on average.
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A Appendix: Method

This section provides the detailed proofs and the statistic update rules of BDN.

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1]

Proof of Prop.|l| By the convergence properties of Markov chains [30], a Uniformly Leaving Markov
Matrix (ULMM) P has a unique stationary distribution = = (71, 79, . . ., T, ) which satisfies w =
7 P. To solve this, we must find the nontrivial solution to the linear equation (P? — I)7w = 0, where
1 is the identity matrix and 7 is a column vector. Thus, we have

ap—1 =2 e\ 0
lar gy 1 . e | g 0
. . = ;
17;_0111 177_&12 oy, — 1 Tn O (] ])
1 1
—11 el et (1—a1)m 0
1 . | (1 —apn)m, 0

Observing that each row of the coefficient matrix sums to zero, there exists a non-trivial solution
1=(1,1,...,1). Hence,

(1—a1)7r1:(1—042)772:-~-=(1—an)7rn (12)
is one of the non-trivial solutions. By the uniqueness of the stationary distribution, the proof is
complete. O

A.2 Statistic Update Rules of BDN

Before introducing the statistical update rules of BDN, we define a mean notation to simplify the
expressions:

1 H W
Foor =2 2 D Fenw (13)

h=1w=1

which denotes the average over the omitted dimensions. Using this definition, we can simplify
instance statistics as follows:

w=Tos, oF = o —pi)E (14)

We adopt the update rules of Balanced BN from TRIBE [32]] to update the statistics of BDN. For a
sample with pseudo-label domain d and class k, the update rules are simplified as follows:

ugr < (1 —n)uar + k.. (15)
oi, — (L—n)a, +n(Fe.. —ua)? —n*(Fe.. — uar)? (16)
Bd < Ug- (17)
02— a2 + (ug — pa)? (18)

where the momentum coefficient 7 is set to 5 x 107* x K¢ following TRIBE [32] and K¢ is the
number of classes.

B Appendix: Experiments

This section provides the detailed experimental setup, additional results on all 24 settings of the
UniTTA benchmark, hyperparameter sensitivity analysis and visualization.
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B.1 Experimental Setup

We conduct experiments on three test-time adaptation datasets: CIFAR10-C [12], CIFAR100-C [12],
and ImageNet-C [12]. Each dataset includes 15 different corruptions at 5 levels of severity. We
evaluate all methods under the highest corruption severity level, level 5. Following previous works [36|
37,139, 132], we adopt a standard pre-trained WideResNet-28 [40], ResNeXt-29 [38]], and ResNet-
50 [L1] as the backbone networks for CIFAR10-C, CIFAR100-C, and ImageNet-C, respectively. The
batch size is set to 64 for CIFAR10-C and CIFAR100-C, and 32 for ImageNet-C. For all comparison
methods, we use the original optimizers, learning rate schedules, and hyperparameter settings as
described in the respective papers. All experiments are conducted on a single NVIDIA GeForce RTX
3090 GPU.

For our UniTTA framework, mainly following the results of Fig.[5] we set the BDN layer for domain
prediction to the block2.layer.0.bnl, stage2.0.bn and layer3.0.bnl for WideResNet-28, ResNeXt-29,
and ResNet-50, respectively. For all settings of the UniTTA benchmark, unless otherwise specified,
the correlation factor v; of non-i.i.d. settings for the domain and class is 0.85 and 0.95, respectively.
The imbalance factor 3 for the domain and class is 5 and 10, respectively. The correlation factor oy
is 1/K for the i.i.d. settings, where K is the number of classes or domains. For the balanced settings,
the imbalance factor (3 is 1. For the continual settings, the correlation factor o is 1.

B.2 Hyperparameter Sensitivity
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Figure 4: Sensitive analysis of batch size
on CIFAR10-C. The default correlation and
imbalance factors for domain and class are

Figure 5: Sensitivity analysis of the BDN
layer for domain prediction on CIFAR100-C.
The horizontal axis (m, n) indicates the nth

(0.85,5) and (0.95, 10), rspectively. layer of the mth block in the network.

B.3 Visualization of Dynamic Domain Expansion.
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Figure 6: Visualization of dynamic domain expansion on CIFAR10-C. The BDN layer dynamically
expands the domains based on the KL divergence of the domain-wise statistics. Only domains with
more than 100 samples are counted.
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B.4 Results on All 24 Settings

Table 7: Average error (%) on CIFAR10-C within the UniTTA benchmark. ({i,n, 1}, {1,u})
denotes correlation and imbalance settings, where {4, n, 1} represent i.i.d., non-i.i.d. and continual,
respectively, and {1, u} represent balance and imbalance, respectively. Corresponding setting denotes
the existing setting and method as shown in Tab. [T]

Class setting non-i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) non-i.i.d. and imbalanced (i,u)

Domain setting (1,1) a4,1) (i,u) (n,1) (mu) (1w (1,1) a4,1) (i,u) (n,1) (mu) (1w
Corresponding setting RoTTA - - - - - TRIBE - - - - -
TENT [36] 7029 83.23 73.16 78.79 69.18 60.13 4740 59.57 5148 62.00 5190 44.89
TEST 4376 4352 4037 4345 40.68 4030 4246 4283 3874 4229 39.39 38.77
LAME [2] 4140 4048 3698 40.15 3749 37.62 4091 4064 36.58 40.16 36.93 36.83
ROID [26] 4379 5693 5378 53.55 5275 4284 4135 5255 4847 5143 48.84 40.08
CoTTA [37] 5321 6393 6277 61.67 6121 5196 4146 55.18 50.27 5320 5042 4042
BN [28] 49.42  57.00 54.82 5626 5491 4847 4152 50.65 46.52 50.08 47.27 39.94
Robust BN [39] 23.34 3561 3199 36.04 3244 2201 2652 3852 3409 39.63 3516 24.78
UnMIX-TNS [34] 24.68 3299 29.03 3272 29.15 2525 27.60 3581 31.88 3644 3248 2748
Balanced BN [32] 21.37  34.13 30.28 3425 30.71 20.04 2225 3479 31.02 3568 31.64 2054
RoTTA [39] 19.52  36.89 3149 3566 31.58 2051 2039 3624 31.67 3633 3246 2053
NOTE [8] 31.79 38.52 27.58 3298 2849 2628 3492 3479 2858 3399 30.32 29.28
TRIBE [32] 18.54 3237 2834 3257 28.87 1775 1775 3260 28.69 3292 29.32 16.87
COFA(w/o filter) 37.63  31.19 2833 3626 32.10 3370 3791 3243 29.05 36.74 32.68 33.83
COFA 35.65 32,66 31.11 3587 3265 3384 37.09 3421 33.04 37.70 3341 3373
BDN (w/o filter) 2471 2746 24.62 2774 2449 2271 2557 29.64 26.04 29.62 2697 23.38
BDN 21.22 2816 25.02 2836 2485 1942 2253 30.18 2640 29.92 27.01 20.50
UniTTA 16.40 18.53 16.19 20.09 17.20 1534 1793 20.88 18.46 22.89 19.88 16.41

Table 8: Average error (%) on CIFAR10-C within the UniTTA benchmark. Continuation of the
previous table. "Avg." represents the average error rate across 24 settings.

Class setting i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) i.i.d. and imbalanced (i,u)

Domain setting (L1 @1,1) (iu) (n,1) (mu) (Lu (1,1 @1,1) (iu) (n,1) (mu) (Lu)
Corresponding setting CoTTA  ROID - - - - - - - - - - Avg.
TENT [36] 2403 5937 38.58 47.07 37.81 20.88 2336 48.18 3940 3645 3234 22.03 4923
TEST 4346 4345 4030 43.52 4049 40.22 4246 42.83 3893 4252 39.53 38.82 41.38
LAME [2] 45.07  44.60 4135 4494 41.62 41.68 4292 4293 39.02 4279 39.58 39.15 40.49
ROID [26] 1692  31.00 2739 28.03 26.13 1571 34.13 4568 41.53 4383 4120 3259 4044
CoTTA [37] 16.68 33.76 2875 27.67 2552 1599 1886 35.18 33.01 3339 3508 18.64 4034
BN [28] 21.00  34.18 30.23 32.12 2939 18.78 26.18 3846 34.04 36.13 34.00 23.78 39.80
Robust BN [39] 2090  33.81 29.89 3430 30.17 1935 26.00 38.25 33.86 3828 34.64 24.00 30.98
UnMIX-TNS [34] 2453 3282 28.80 3298 2891 2485 2759 3582 31.74 3582 3254 2750 30.39
Balanced BN [32] 21.18  33.85 30.03 3431 30.22 19.60 2225 3497 30.92 34.82 31.52 20.31 28.78
RoTTA [39] 17.84 3345 2950 3358 29.73 1878 18.88 35.62 31.21 3519 31.79 1932 28.67
NOTE [8 2255 2448 2233 24.06 2235 21.85 2639 30.62 25.87 29.37 2648 2479 28.28
TRIBE [32] 1820 3190 2797 3229 28.04 1729 17.77 3271 28.19 3196 28.82 1647 26.18
COFA(w/o filter) 6598 6297 6196 6545 6352 6431 6374 60.90 59.57 6322 60.88 61.65 48.17
COFA 4775 4671 43.82 4759 44.64 4458 46.18 4541 4199 46.08 43.15 42.65 40.06
BDN (w/o filter) 24.71 27.46 24.62 2774 2449 2271 2557 29.64 26.04 29.62 2697 2338 2635
BDN 2122 28.16 25.02 2836 24.85 1942 2253 30.18 2640 29.92 27.01 20.50 25.63
UniTTA 2838 3134 2844 31.81 28.58 26.25 28.89 3239 2899 3277 3031 26.54 23.95(-2.23)
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Table 9: Average error (%) on CIFAR100-C within the UniTTA benchmark. ({i,n, 1}, {1,u})
denotes correlation and imbalance settings, where {4, n, 1} represent i.i.d., non-i.i.d. and continual,
respectively, and {1, u} represent balance and imbalance, respectively. Corresponding setting denotes
the existing setting and method as shown in Tab. [T]

Class setting non-i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) non-i.i.d. and imbalanced (i,u)

Domain setting (1,1) i) Guw (1) (@muw (1w (1,1) il  Guw (1) (@mu (1w
Corresponding setting RoTTA - - - - - TRIBE - - - - -
TENT [36] 96.53 97.08 9426 95.08 89.75 9491 93.79 93.74 86.80 88.26 83.97 90.80
NOTE [8] 79.69  67.67 57.69 59.75 5437 6543 71.52 5886 55.52 57.55 5425 61.70
BN [28] 76.55 7933 7855 79.15 79.42 7622 6442 6933 69.68 69.11 68.49 63.69
CoTTA [37] 7826  79.95 7891 78.89 7938 76.77 65.68 6856 69.58 68.07 68.46 63.95
ROID [26] 71.09 77.57 76.80 76.14 7647 70.56 5527 63.21 63.88 62.70 63.38 54.83
RoOTTA [39] 3895 53.80 5230 53.25 5255 4044 3779 5499 53.89 5536 53.63 40.34
TEST 46.64 46.66 45.11 4733 4489 4511 4707 4686 4583 47.87 46.05 45.04
Robust BN [39] 40.90 50.09 4875 51.17 49.13 4036 39.33 4850 48.14 4990 48.48 38.64
UnMIX-TNS [34] 39.12 46.88 45.66 46.92 4536 40.19 40.19 4744 4641 4755 4620 41.00
Balanced BN [32] 36.36 4647 45.66 47.01 4516 3647 3677 46.67 4639 4730 4640 36.47
TRIBE [32] 3469 4795 4375 47.89 4437 3502 3274 46.67 43.19 4635 4437 32.83
COFA(w/o filter) 32.88  28.52 2698 32.69 2898 30.96 36.04 31.89 30.58 36.71 3345 34.05
COFA 35.65 32,66 31.11 3587 32.65 33.84 37.09 3421 33.04 3770 3497 3494
BDN (w/o filter) 38.85 4435 4352 4499 43.62 39.62 38.58 4437 4438 44774 4453 3848
BDN 36.19 4346 42770 44.10 42.86 36.37 36.03 4350 4341 43.63 4334 35091
UniTTA 2449 2899 28.57 31.85 29.53 2511 2581 30.96 30.95 32.87 32.16 26.26

Table 10: Average error (%) on CIFAR100-C within the UniTTA benchmark. Continuation of
the previous table. "Avg." represents the average error rate across 24 settings.

Class setting i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) i.i.d. and imbalanced (i,u)

Domain setting (LD 1,1 iw M) (mw (Qw (@) G&H  Gw () (mw  (Lw
Corresponding setting CoTTA ROID - - - - - - - - - - Avg.
TENT [36] 81.06 91.05 8337 8859 79.70 63.18 76.04 7353 5898 5384 50.11 60.56 81.87
NOTE [8] 6596  63.07 56.56 6347 56.10 57.57 67.54 56.62 5439 5559 52.80 57.30 60.46
BN [28] 36.20 4648 4493 4504 4427 3534 3736 47770 46.64 4645 4478 3653 57.74
CoTTA [37] 3274 43.02 4247 4122 4191 3261 3347 4437 4501 43.60 43.65 3356 5642
ROID [26] 2991 36.84 36.65 36.81 36.71 29.90 31.89 38.71 39.31 38.84 3842 31.70 51.57
RoTTA [39] 3346 4654 46.63 4728 4646 3541 3400 5143 5130 5371 50.63 36.07 46.68
TEST 46.35 4643 4455 4672 4453 4453 4694 4680 4584 4743 4448 4488 46.00
Robust BN [39] 3556 4599 4445 46.64 4456 3518 3673 4697 4632 4791 4499 3629 4437
UnMIX-TNS [34] 38.94 4632 44.66 46.61 4475 39.78 3996 47.16 4623 4758 4494 40.78 44.19
Balanced BN [32] 3584 4594 4438 4638 4443 3562 3632 4650 4582 4698 4471 3599 4275
TRIBE [32] 33.10 4573 4299 46.84 4338 3299 31.71 4528 43.01 4660 41.65 31.82 41.04
LAME [2] 4821 4747 4559 4790 4558 4634 4823 4734 4635 48.00 45.06 46.00 40.41
COFA(w/o filter) 70.82  69.50 6833 70.65 69.22 69.52 70.60 6943 68.70 70.66 6841 6945 50.79
COFA 51.64 5150 49.83 52.04 4998 50.02 52.18 51.71 50.73 52.65 49.99 50.29 42.76
BDN (w/o filter) 37.82 43770 42.17 4356 4195 3742 3777 4420 4344 4502 4233 3786 4197
BDN 34.65 4192 4055 4229 4041 3415 3506 4243 42,10 4354 4134 3458 40.19
UniTTA 44.17 48.86 47.72 4936 47.78 44.08 44.14 49.18 49.05 5033 47.57 43.72 38.06 (-2.35)
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Table 11: Average error (%) on ImageNet-C within the UniTTA benchmark. ({#,n,1},{1,u})
denotes correlation and imbalance settings, where {4, n, 1} represent i.i.d., non-i.i.d. and continual,
respectively, and {1, u} represent balance and imbalance, respectively. Corresponding setting denotes
the existing setting and method as shown in Tab. [T}

Class setting non-i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) non-i.i.d. and imbalanced (i,u)

Domain setting (1,1) @i,1) (i,u) (n,1)  (nu) (L) (1,1) i,1) (i,u) (n,1)  (nu) (L)
Corresponding setting RoTTA - - - - - TRIBE - - - - -
NOTE [8] 93.67 9527 96.82 95.00 95.81 8875 9249 9593 9541 88.93 9505 8585
TENT [36] 98.72 9931 9953 99.12 99.32 97.69 9750 99.22 99.13 97.03 98.86 94.71
TRIBE [32] 89.78  92.62 96.54 95.19 9599 78.04 8872 9285 93.71 89.37 94.05 69.34
ROID [26] 98.51 99.71 99.84 9952 99.61 9735 91.76 99.77 99.57 98.15 99.37 91.75
BN [28] 93.79 9508 95.15 95.10 9501 93.76 8840 9224 9225 9131 91.84 8834
CoTTA [37] 95.13  96.80 9733 96.22 96.33 9459 89.70 9520 9450 92.11 93.71 89.04
Robust BN [39] 80.76  89.58 89.58 91.74 90.40 81.08 74.69 87.16 8731 89.24 8846 75.82
UnMIX-TNS [34] 79.74 8442 82.67 8457 8291 8208 78.67 8328 8234 85.04 8238 81.52
TEST 81.92 82.10 81.66 8196 81.74 82.07 81.60 81.21 8142 81.20 81.52 81.95
Balanced BN [32] 76.63  87.03 86.54 88.87 87.23 7724 71.19 8438 8441 86.22 8535 7227
LAME [2] 7448 7221 7177 7352 73.13 7469 7570 7344 7354 7438 7439 76.25
RoTTA [39] 71.72  80.54 79.65 80.30 79.63 7359 68.74 7826 7794 79.78 78.36 72.47
COFA(w/o filter) 7537 70.61 69.75 7442 7322 7530 7632 71.07 70.57 75.06 7456 76.67
COFA 76.62 73.86 73.51 76.17 7541 7697 76.82 7328 73.59 75.82 75.77 7729
BDN (w/o filter) 77.80 7637 76.03 76.88 7638 79.21 76.69 75.13 75774 7597 7599 78.48
BDN 76.69 79.48 79.32 79.82 79.28 77.68 7287 77.83 7821 77.89 78.12 74.16
UniTTA 70.25 66.83 6642 68.29 68.05 7239 7202 65.68 6687 68.48 67.58 71.70

Table 12: Average error (%) on ImageNet-C within the UniTTA benchmark. Continuation of the
previous table. "Avg." represents the average error rate across 24 settings.

Class setting i.i.d. and balanced (i,1) i.i.d. and imbalanced (i,u)

Domain setting [N} @,1) (iw) @1 @u (Lw (1D @i1) (iu) (n,1) (mu) (Lu)
Corresponding setting CoTTA  ROID - - - - - - - - - - Avg.
NOTE [8 91.62 88.18 83.53 86.89 87.55 85.78 88.90 9475 94.02 91.06 94.64 83.18 91.21
TENT [36] 70.58 91.88 82.37 80.13 85.00 64.92 6821 97.29 96.06 87.28 9429 62.02 90.01
TRIBE [32] 7585 8478 83.59 84.61 83.61 6398 79.88 8548 87.38 87.02 84.86 62.18 84.98
ROID [26] 60.67 79.18 83.83 77.54 7846 6225 57.70 76.61 76.82 73.52 7620 58.95 84.86
BN [28] 69.33 8287 8322 7940 8045 6944 6757 81.79 81.58 7773 7933 68.19 84.71
CoTTA (37 66.87 80.67 82.07 76.28 76.81 66.13 6431 7942 7828 72.69 7574 6342 83.89
Robust BN [39] 69.81 8490 85.16 8735 85.64 70.55 6837 8437 84.17 86.22 85.65 69.36 82.8I
UnMIX-TNS [34] 79.64 8555 8841 86.68 8448 81.81 78.15 8291 8191 83.01 82.12 81.08 82.72
TEST 81.99 82.05 8346 8278 82.15 82.14 8093 81.00 81.15 80.69 81.40 81.17 81.72
Balanced BN [32] 69.31 8335 8471 8540 83.60 69.89 67.28 82.07 82.17 83.51 8290 6846 80.42
LAME [2] 82.55 8226 83.83 83.05 8241 8268 81.42 81.13 81.30 8098 81.65 81.75 78.02
RoTTA [39] 67.77 7991 81.22 8l.11 79.81 7198 66.16 7581 7571 77.65 7636 71.26 76.07
COFA(w/o filter) 91.83  89.69 9093 9195 91.15 92.01 91.32 88.99 89.19 90.75 90.93 91.64 8222
COFA 82.99 8277 84.07 8352 8326 8324 8203 81.81 8195 81.79 8246 82.19 79.05
BDN (w/o filter) 77.09  76.64 80.28 77.31 76.84 78.09 7579 74.93 7520 7572 75.88 7733 76.74
BDN 68.62 77.64 80.83 76.68 76.54 6896 66.64 7576 76.02 74.66 75.56 6743 75.69
UniTTA 78.07 78.00 80.89 7832 77.94 7928 76.76 7596 76.71 7645 7691 7830 73.26(-2.81)
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