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Abstract

When employing deep neural networks (DNNs) for semantic segmentation in safety-
critical applications like automotive perception or medical imaging, it is important to
estimate their performance at runtime, e.g. via uncertainty estimates or prediction qual-
ity estimates. Previous works mostly performed uncertainty estimation on pixel-level. In
a line of research, a connected-component-wise (segment-wise) perspective was taken,
approaching uncertainty estimation on an object-level by performing so-called meta clas-
sification and regression to estimate uncertainty and prediction quality, respectively. In
those works, each predicted segment is considered individually to estimate its uncertainty
or prediction quality. However, the neighboring segments may provide additional hints
on whether a given predicted segment is of high quality, which we study in the present
work. On the basis of uncertainty indicating metrics on segment-level, we use graph neu-
ral networks (GNNs) to model the relationship of a given segment’s quality as a function
of the given segment’s metrics as well as those of its neighboring segments. We compare
different GNN architectures and achieve a notable performance improvement.

1 Introduction

In recent years, DNNs for visual perception tasks have increasingly been used in safety-
critical applications such as advanced driver assistance systems [28, 35], autonomous driving
[25, 34, 60], or medical diagnostics [19, 32, 45, 53, 54].
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Figure 1: An illustration of our graph-based uncertainty estimation and prediction quality
estimation approach.

However, their decision-making process for predictions is mostly opaque, and the quality
of a particular prediction is not quantified in standard semantic segmentation DNNs. Typi-
cally, the quality of such models is evaluated empirically by using collected data samples to
test the model’s predictive ability, resulting in a quantity averaged over the whole test set.
When a semantic segmentation DNN is deployed for a given safety-critical task, it is of im-
portance to have an indication of the performance of the DNN for the given data rather than
an average performance over a greater test set [27]. Most of the early works in uncertainty
estimation for semantic segmentation DNNs focused on a pixel-wise representation of the
uncertainty estimates [30, 31] also rather focussing on a Bayesian point of view. It can be
argued, however, that in practice a strict separation of aleatoric and epistemic uncertainty is
not necessarily of importance [27].

Inspired by the idea that an uncertainty estimate on an object level, rather than pixel level,
would be desirable, a line of research pursues uncertainty estimates and prediction quality
estimation on the level of class-wise connected components (segments) in the predicted se-
mantic segmentation masks obtained by the DNN [5, 6, 48, 50].

These works focus on extracting features or hand-crafted metrics from the DNN’s soft-
max output, therefrom performing a so-called meta classification and meta regression. Both
tasks require a little hold out dataset to train on. In the given context, meta classification
refers to discriminating true positive from false positive predictions and meta regression
refers to the task of estimating the segment-wise intersection over union (IoU) of the given
predicted segment with the ground truth. In both tasks, small-scale post-processing models
perform predictions based on the hand-crafted metrics that are aggregated over the given
segment under inspection. The works [18, 39] extend this post-processing framework by a
temporal component. However, the spatial component has not been considered up to now.
Neighboring segments may provide additional hints on whether a given predicted segment
is of uncertain or of low quality, e.g. in street scenes it might be unlikely to observe a human
in the sky.

To study the neighbor dependence in the tasks of meta classification and meta regression
for semantic segmentation DNNs, we use different GNNs [21, 58] to model the neighbor
relations of the predicted segments and their effect on the segment-wise IoU as well as the
correctness of the given predicted segment. Those different GNN models include the utiliza-
tion of basic aggregation functions [21] and attention-mechanisms [58]. The overall method
is illustrated in Fig. 1. We evaluate varying architectures of the different GNN types on the
publicly available Cityscapes [14] dataset. The best GNN models outperform the baseline
models, not considering any neighboring segments, by up to 1.78 percentage points in terms
of AUROC in the classification task.
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Our main contributions in this work are:

• We incorporate information from neighboring predicted segments into meta classifi-
cation and meta regression for semantic segmentation DNNs by modeling the spatial
relationship between neighboring segments as edges in a graph.

• We perform a comprehensive study of the performance of several GNN architectures
as well as models for semantic segmentation of street scenes.

• Our method outperforms baseline models that do not consider neighboring segments
by up to 1.78 percentage points in the classification task.

We make our implementation publicly available under https://github.com/eheinert/
Uncertainty-and-Prediction-Quality-Estimation-for-SemSeg-via-GNNs.

2 Related Work
Quality and uncertainty estimation for DNN’s prediction are both closely related tasks, as
a high quality prediction is often associated with low uncertainty. Accordingly, both tasks
are addressed in the related work section, which is divided into two parts: pixel-wise and
segment-wise approaches for semantic segmentation and related tasks.

Pixel-Wise Uncertainty. One of the first uncertainty estimates at inference time in se-
mantic segmentation models was Monte Carlo (MC) dropout proposed in [31] as an exten-
sion of [20]. The authors employ Monte Carlo sampling, implemented through the use of
dropout [55] during inference, to estimate uncertainty for each pixel of the model’s predic-
tion. Dropout for uncertainty estimation for DNNs was initially proposed in [20]. A variety
of approaches [15, 30, 51] utilize an uncertainty measure in the prediction of semantic seg-
mentation models through MC dropout. However, this approach has the disadvantage of
requiring multiple inferences on an image to estimate the uncertainty. In real-time applica-
tions such as autonomous driving, the computational burden associated with the utilization
of MC dropout as an uncertainty estimation method may be considerable.

In [29], the authors propose to use a five ensemble for clinical target volume segmentation
of the prostate in ultrasound images, providing a predictive pixel-wise quality estimation.
Therein, the pairwise Dice Similarity Coefficient [16] of the ensemble predictions is used as
a quality estimate. In [26], knowledge distillation methods [24] transfer uncertainty estimates
from a teacher ensemble segmentation to a single student model, eliminating the necessity
for multiple inferences. This has the effect of reducing the computational burden associated
with estimating prediction uncertainty during inference.

A semantic segmentation approach that leverages hyperbolic embeddings instead of the
conventional Euclidean ones is proposed in [1], providing a pixel-wise quality estimate.
All of these methods ultimately yield pixel-wise or (via averaging) image-wise uncertainty
measures or quality estimates.

Segment-Wise Uncertainty. Initially, [49] proposed a methodology for estimating the
quality and uncertainty of each segment of a segmentation model’s prediction, as opposed
to the pixel or image-level. Estimates at the segment-level are more conducive to integra-
tion into a downstream automated decision-making process, such as that employed in au-
tonomous driving. The core concept of this methodology is the aggregation of per-pixel
dispersion measures, such as entropy and probability differences, pertaining to the predicted
class distribution, in conjunction with additional geometric information regarding the seg-
ment, including the number of pixels, as features. Based on segment-wise features carrying
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uncertainty, the segment-wise IoU with the ground truth is estimated (termed meta regres-
sion) as well as the probability of a correct prediction (termed meta classification). The
entire framework is termed MetaSeg. A variety of methods make use of MetaSeg for the
purpose of detecting or reducing false positive and false negative samples [5, 38, 50], iden-
tifying out-of-distribution objects [4, 6, 41], implementing active learning strategies [11],
anomaly detection [7, 56], detecting label errors in annotated datasets [47] or serving for
segment-wise analysis purposes [23, 46].

MetaSeg is employed in [48] on nested image crops of an image, yielding a batch of
pixel-wise class distributions, which are combined before applying MetaSeg. Using multiple
crops enhances the performance of the segmentation model and of the meta models - a term
we use to refer to both meta classification as well as regression models. In [39], an extension
of MetaSeg incorporates temporal aspects, integrating the segment-wise uncertainty derived
from preceding frames (in the context of video data) into the current frame’s segment-wise
estimation of uncertainty and quality. Furthermore, temporal MetaSeg is employed within
the domain of instance segmentation [37, 40]. Also extensions of MetaSeg to 2D objects
detection [43, 52], 3D object detection [44] and 3D Lidar point cloud segmentation [12, 13]
are available. However, none of the approaches to uncertainty estimation at the segment-level
make use of information from neighboring segments.

3 Neighbor-Aware Meta Classification and Regression

Figure 2: Cityscapes image overlayed with a graph generated
from segment barycenters. Each segment is connected to adja-
cent ones

Our approach extends
a semantic segmentation
post-processing method
by Rottmann et al. [49],
which estimates the qual-
ity of each predicted seg-
ment using metrics, or in
other words constructed
features that carry uncer-
tainty information, de-
rived from the softmax
output. However, [49]
treats the derived met-
rics of each segment in-
dependently and does not
utilize information about a segment’s neighborhood. To incorporate neighborhood informa-
tion of predicted segments, we introduce a data structure that captures this information and
apply meta-estimators capable of leveraging it. The natural choice for such a data structure
is an undirected graph representing the information of each frame. For the estimators, we
employ inductive GNNs, such as GraphSAGE and Graph Attention Networks (GAT), which
are suitable for graphs of arbitrary shapes.

Graph and Feature Construction. In this paragraph, except for the graph construction,
we mainly follow [49]. For an image x ∈ [0,1]h×w×d and one of its pixels z, the ground truth
semantic segmentation with q+ 1 classes is y ∈ C = {y1, . . . ,yq+1} with class yq+1 being
unlabeled. The pixel-wise raw softmax output of a semantic segmentation network for z,
fz(y |x,w) is a probability distribution over the first q classes C′ and the networks pixel-wise
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prediction ŷz ∈ C′ is given by ŷz = arg maxy∈C′ fz(y |x,w).
Let K̂x = {k̂1, . . . , k̂M} be the set of predicted segments and Kx the set of ground truth seg-

ments of a given image. Herein, a segment refers to a connected component of a given class
in a segmentation mask where all eight surrounding pixels are considered to be adjacent. We
then define the image-wise graph Gx = (K̂x, Êx) with êl,m := {k̂l , k̂m} ∈ Êx, iff a pixel in k̂l

neighbors a pixel in k̂m. An illustration of such a graph can be found in Fig. 2. As before,
for each predicted segment k̂ in Kx, a number of scalar metrics h ∈ Rp are derived, which
are the node-wise input vectors of our meta estimators. The metrics are based on geometric
properties of the respective predicted segments like the set of inner pixels k̂in, the boundary
k̂bd = k̂ \ k̂in, as well as dispersion metrics like the pixel-wise entropy and difference in two
highest probabilities,

Ez(x,w) =− 1
log(q) ∑

y∈C′
fz(y |x,w) log fz(y |x,w), (1)

Dz(x,w) = 1− fz
(
ŷz(x,w) |x,w

)
+ max

y∈C′\
{

ŷz(x,w)
}fz(y |x,w). (2)

Further metrics can be found in [5, 49] and our implementation as we only present an excerpt:

• the number of all segments |K̂x| and the specific segment’s barycenter. (h̄k̂, w̄k̂)

• the number of all, inner, and boundary pixels of a segment and their relations S = |k̂|,
Sin = |k̂in|, Sbd = |k̂bd |, Srel = S/Sbd etc.

• average entropies and probability distances Ē, Ēin, Ēbd , D̄, D̄in, D̄bd defined as

Ē# =
1
S#

∑
z∈k̂#

Ez(x), D̄# =
1
S#

∑
z∈k̂#

Dz(x) for # ∈ {_, in,bd} (3)

and analogous variances.

• the class-wise average softmax probabilites p̄y =
1
S ∑z∈k̂ fz(y |x,w) for y ∈ C′.

For Kx|k̂, the set of ground truth segments that intersect with k̂ and have the same ground
truth class as the predicted class for k̂, K′ =

⋃
k′∈Kx|k̂

k′ and Q =
{

q ∈ K̂x \{k̂} : q∩K′ ̸= /0
}

we finally define the adjusted IoU [49]

IoUadj(k̂) =
|k̂∩K′|

|k̂∪ (K′ \Q)|
(4)

as the target metric.
Meta Classification and Regression. Meta regression and classification are both segment-

wise tasks. For each predicted segment, we perfom two learning tasks. Meta Regression
refers to the task of predicting IoUadj(k̂) for a given segment k̂ based on its metrics / con-
structed features introduced in the previous subsection. Meta Classification refers in analogy
to meta regression to a corresponding classification task where the IoUadj(k̂) is replaced by
the binarized target quantity

IoU0(k̂) =

{
0 if IoUadj(k̂) = 0,
1 if IoUadj(k̂)> 0 .

(5)

While meta regression aims at estimating prediction quality of localization quality for a
predicted segment, meta classification aims at estimating the uncertainty about the correct-
ness of the prediction k̂.
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Graph Neural Networks. In the following we use the metrics from above as covari-
ables to estimate certain quantities, giving rise to uncertainty as well as prediction / localiza-
tion quality. To also incorporate the features of neighboring predicted segments, we utilize
GNNs. In the following we introduce the types of GNN layers used in our method.

GraphSAGE [21] was designed for inductive learning, which means that the model is
generally applicable to undirected finite graphs of arbitrary shape and, therefore, aligns well
with the objective of meta classification and meta regression. The fundamental concept of a
GraphSAGE layer is the aggregation of node features from a uniformly sampled subset of all
one-hop neighbors for each node, which are then concatenated with the node’s own features.
In this context, the term k-hop neighbor is defined as a node that can be reached via the
shortest path of length k from the node under consideration. The input-output characteristic
of a layer for each node k̂ ∈ K̂x is described by (cf. [21])

hÑ (k̂) = AGGREGATE
(
{hv̂ | v̂ ∈ Ñ (k̂)}

)
, (6a)

h̃k̂ = σ

(
W ·CONCAT

(
hk̂,hÑ (k̂)

))
, (6b)

where hi ∈ Rp is the feature vector of node i, W a learnable weight matrix, σ an activation
function, and the function Ñ (k̂) gives a uniformly sampled subset of all one-hop neighbor-
hood node indices of node k̂. As the set of one-hop neighbors feature vectors is unordered,
the authors propose the use of aggregation functions that are invariant to permutations of
their inputs. Examples of such functions include the mean and the maximum.

Graph Attention Networks (GATs) [58] are analogous to GraphSAGE in that they can
be utilized for inductive learning and leverage the local neighborhood structure. However,
the fundamental concept is to employ an attention mechanism [2] for the aggregation of the
one-hop neighbor’s features. A pairwise attention weight αk̂v̂ between a node k̂ ∈ K̂x and its
one-hop neighbors v̂ ∈N (k̂)∪{k̂} (including k̂) is employed to form the output (cf. [58])

h̃k̂ = ∑
v̂∈N (k̂)∪{k̂}

αk̂v̂Whv̂ (7)

of the GAT layer for each node. This is extended to a multi-head attention mechanism,
where Eq. (7) is applied K-fold in parallel with different weight matrices {W l} and attention
weights {α l

k̂v̂
}. The resulting set {h̃l

k̂
} is then averaged to produce the final output h̃k̂.

4 Numerical Experiments
In this section, we investigate the performance of our method and present an analysis of the
impact of the choice of hyperparameters, such as depth, width, layer types, and learning
rate, of graph-based meta classification and meta regression models. In all experiments, a
fixed 80/20 split of the validation set of the publicly available Cityscapes dataset [14] was
employed for training and evaluation of the meta models. The validation set comprises 500
pixel-wise labeled street scene images with a resolution of 2048 × 1024 pixels. Moreover,
we utilized the DeepLabv3+ [8] network for semantic segmentation with two backbones:
WideResNet38 [59] and ResNet18 [22]. For the sake of brevity, they will be referred to
as DV3+WRN38 and DV3+RN18, respectively. We use trained checkpoints from [61] for
DV3+WRN38, while we trained DV3+RN18 with only 50 annotated images to obtain a
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Model LR 1. Layer 2. Layer 3. Layer 4. Layer

LLLLC 0.021 Linear (77) Linear (57) Linear (144) Linear (1)

GSGLC 0.015 GAT (91) SAGE-mean (93) GAT (154) Linear (1)
LLSGC 0.007 Linear (293) Linear (39) SAGE-mean (179) GAT (1)
LSC 0.002 Linear (242) SAGE-mean (1) - -
LSSC 0.009 Linear (373) SAGE-mean (269) SAGE-mean (1) -
SSSC 0.002 SAGE-mean (371) SAGE-mean (283) SAGE-mean (1) -
LLSSC 0.013 Linear (304) Linear (57) SAGE-mean (161) SAGE-mean (1)
LLSLC 0.015 Linear (117) Linear (22) SAGE-mean (154) Linear (1)

LLR 0.001 Linear (317) Linear (1) - -

LSR 0.001 Linear (314) SAGE-mean (1) - -
LLSR 0.006 Linear (145) Linear (103) SAGE-mean (1) -
LSSR 0.009 Linear (142) SAGE-mean (137) SAGE-mean (1) -
LLSLR 0.003 Linear (337) Linear (292) SAGE-mean (99) Linear (1)

Table 1: Selected meta classification (top) and meta regression (bottom) architectures.
Learning rate (LR) and the layer configuration of each selected model architecture are pre-
sented. The number of neurons in each layer is indicated in parentheses.

model with low mIoU. The model DV3+WRN38 demonstrates excellent semantic segmena-
tion performance with a mIoU of 83.45% on the Cityscapes validation set. DV3+WRN38
reaches a comparatively low mIoU of 46.29% on the same validation data. Our graph-based
meta model employs a combination of GAT, GraphSAGE, and linear layers (fully connected
layers). Specifically, a Bayesian optimization method from the SMAC3 package [36] was
employed to identify optimal model architectures by using the validation data of Citycapes.

The remainder of this section is organized in the following manner: First, the results of
the graph-based meta classification and graph-based meta regression experiments are shown
in a baseline comparison. Thereafter, the process of selecting the GNN architectures for the
graph-based meta estimators is described in detail, and an analysis of the impact of the choice
of hyperparameters is provided. Finally, a comprehensive examination of the performance
of the meta models with a particular focus on class-wise evaluation is presented.

Evaluation Procedure. All model architectures (cf. Table 1) identified in the selection
process were trained five times to account for the randomness inherent in the learnable pa-
rameter initialization process and the resulting randomness in the optimization trajectory
in parameter space. Moreover, the Mean Square Error (MSE) loss function and the Adam
optimizer [33] were employed during the training phase. The learning rates (cf. Table 1)
identified by the Bayesian optimization process for selecting the model architectures were
utilized for training. The meta models were trained for 200 epochs and the performance
metrics of the best model instances within each run are considered for evaluation. In addi-
tion, the performance of our proposed graph-based meta models is compared to a baseline
comprising a set of models that do not incorporate information from neighboring segments.
The baseline models are: logistic and linear regression as employed in the original MetaSeg
framework [49], a gradient boosting model, GNNs without neighbors (in essence fully con-
nected neural networks), and the two best-performing GNNs, which are utilized with graphs
without edges. All meta models have been implemented in Python by using either Pytorch
Geometric (PyG) [17] or Scikit-learn [42].

Graph-Based Meta Classification. In order to evaluate the meta classification models
that estimate the segment-wise uncertainty of the segmentation models’ predictions, the area
under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUROC) [3] and the F1-score [10, 57] are
employed as performance metrics. The results are presented in Table 2 where in each row the

Citation
Citation
{Lindauer, Eggensperger, Feurer, Biedenkapp, Deng, Benjamins, Ruhkopf, Sass, and Hutter} 2022

Citation
Citation
{Kingma and Ba} 2014

Citation
Citation
{Rottmann, Colling, Hack, Chan, H{ü}ger, Schlicht, and Gottschalk} 2020{}

Citation
Citation
{Fey and Lenssen} 2019

Citation
Citation
{Pedregosa, Varoquaux, Gramfort, Michel, Thirion, Grisel, Blondel, Prettenhofer, Weiss, Dubourg, Vanderplas, Passos, Cournapeau, Brucher, Perrot, and {{É}}douard Duchesnay} 2011

Citation
Citation
{Bradley} 1997

Citation
Citation
{Christen, Hand, and Kirielle} 2023

Citation
Citation
{Vanprotect unhbox voidb@x protect penalty @M  {}Rijsbergen} 1979



8 HEINERT, TILGNER, PALM, ROTTMANN: GRAPH-BASED META MODELS

DV3+WRN38 DV3+RN18

Model AUROC (%) F1-Score (%) AUROC (%) F1-Score (%)

logistic regression 95.06 ± 0.00 82.09 ± 0.04 83.22 ± 0.00 65.11 ± 0.00
gradient boosting 95.95 ± 0.00 83.54 ± 0.00 84.46 ± 0.00 66.06 ± 0.00
LLLLC 95.87 ± 0.02 83.46 ± 0.08 84.59 ± 0.04 66.57 ± 0.32
LSC,no edges 95.95 ± 0.02 83.48 ± 0.12 84.69 ± 0.06 66.73 ± 0.40
LSSC,no edges 95.89 ± 0.01 83.33 ± 0.08 84.65 ± 0.04 66.08 ± 0.26
LLSSC,no edges 95.93 ± 0.01 83.51 ± 0.18 84.65 ± 0.09 66.32 ± 0.54

GSGLC 87.95 ± 12.32 64.06 ± 32.05 80.79 ± 0.10 59.43 ± 1.12
LLSGC 95.20 ± 0.58 82.48 ± 1.25 83.11 ± 0.58 65.31 ± 0.88
LSC 96.10 ± 0.02 83.72 ± 0.11 85.00 ± 0.06 67.14 ± 0.26
LSSC 96.11 ± 0.02 83.81 ± 0.21 84.94 ± 0.04 66.69 ± 0.30
SSSC 96.04 ± 0.02 83.65 ± 0.30 84.73 ± 0.42 66.22 ± 0.56
LLSSC 96.10 ± 0.03 83.77 ± 0.10 84.83 ± 0.12 66.77 ± 0.51
LLSLC 96.05 ± 0.02 83.69 ± 0.06 84.84 ± 0.06 66.35 ± 0.29

Table 2: Evaluation results of the meta classification models for WideResNet38 (column
2+3) and ResNet18 (column 4+5) as respective backend of the DeepLabV3+ segmentation
model. The results are averages over five runs and the numbers are in percent.

means and the standard deviations of the performance metrics of the five model instances are
given. Furthermore, the results of the five baseline models are presented in the top section of
the table, while the GNNs’ utilising neighboring segments’ information are at the bottom.

The best-performing model for the DV3+WRN38 case is the LSSC GNN with an av-
erage AUROC of 96.11% and a mean F1-score of 83.81%. The LSSC model is composed
of a linear layer followed by two GraphSAGE layers with mean aggregation functions (cf.
Table 1). All baseline models are outperformed by LSSC, with the largest difference be-
ing 1.05 percent points relative to the logistic regression model and the smallest difference
being 0.16 percent points relative to the gradient boosting model. It should be noted that
five out of the seven GNN-based models demonstrate superior performance compared to the
strongest baseline models, namely the gradient boosting and LSC, no edges. Furthermore, the
standard deviations are notably small, with the exception of the GNNs that contain GAT
layers, specifically GSGLC and LLSGC. Indeed, the GSGLC model, comprising two GAT
layers, exhibits the poorest performance among all models, while LLSGC, which contains a
single GAT layer, outperforms only the logistic regression baseline.

A comparable image can be derived from the evaluation results for the weaker DV3+RN18
model. Five of the seven GNNs demonstrate superior performance compared to all baseline
models. The LSC GNN exhibits the highest performance, achieving a mean AUROC of 85%
and an average F1-score of 67.14%. The difference between this result and that of the weak-
est baseline, namely logistic regression, is 1.78 percentage points. As was the case with the
DV3+WRN38 result, the GNNs containing GAT layers perform the worst.

Graph-Based Meta Regression. In the evaluation of the graph-based meta regression
models that estimate the segment-wise prediction quality of a segmentation model, the co-
efficient of determination (R2-score cf. [9]) is employed as a performance metric. As with
the meta classification case, all GNN architectures for graph-based meta regression (cf. Ta-
ble 1) that were identified in the selection process, were trained and evaluated five times
and the means and the standard deviations of the R2-scores are reported. The results for the
DV3+WRN38 and DV3+RN18 cases are presented in Table 3.

The best-performing meta regression model in the DV3+WRN38 case with an aver-
age R2-score of 85.71% is the baseline model LLR that is composed of two linear lay-
ers. The LSR model, which is the best-performing GNN that considers information from
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DV3+WRN38 DV3+RN18

Model R2-Score (%) R2-Score (%)

Linear Regression 83.45 74.59
Gradient Boosting 85.05 ± 0.00 77.41 ± 0.00
LLR 85.71 ± 0.04 78.27 ± 0.07
LSR, no edges 85.67 ± 0.03 78.25 ± 0.07
LLSLR, no edges 85.32 ± 0.03 77.92 ± 0.14

LSR 85.58 ± 0.04 78.29 ± 0.06
LLSR 85.39 ± 0.04 77.97 ± 0.10
LSSR 85.33 ± 0.07 53.05 ± 43.07
LLSLR 85.47 ± 0.09 78.20 ± 0.10

Table 3: Evaluation results of the meta regres-
sion models for WideResNet38 (column 2) and
ResNet18 (column 3) as respective backend of the
DeepLabV3+ segmentation model. The results are
averages over five runs and displayed in percent.

neighboring segments, shows a 0.13
percent point inferiority, and, unex-
pectedly, a 0.09 percent point lower
performance as well, in compari-
son to the corresponding LSR, no edges
model that does not incorporate in-
formation from the segments’ neigh-
borhoods. In the DV3+RN18 case,
the best-performing model is the LSR
GNN that is composed of a lin-
ear and GraphSAGE layer with a
mean aggregation function. The
model archives an average R2-score
of 78.29%, which is slightly superior
to the strong LLR baseline model.

Setup of the Architecture Selection Process and the Hyperparameter Analysis. A
Bayesian optimization method from the SMAC3 package [36] was employed to identify
model architectures for evaluation. This utilized the fixed 80/20 data split from the Cityscapes
[14] validation set and the trained DV3+WRN38 segmentation model. The hyperparameters
of the model’s architecture that were optimized include the types of layers, the depth of the
model, the width of the layers, and the learning rate. The algorithm has the option to select
for each layer stage (independently) either a linear layer, that does not consider information
from neighboring segments, or one of the three GNN layers: GAT, GraphSAGE with a maxi-
mum aggregation function, and GraphSAGE with a mean aggregation function, respectively.
Additionally, a rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function was incorporated between
each layer of the model. The remaining hyperparameter values were constrained as follows:
The maximum depth of the model architecture was fixed at four, as a GNN comprising a
total of four GraphSAGE and GAT layers, respectively, incorporates four-hop neighboring
features in the node embeddings (cf. [21, 58]). We observed in our experiments that depth
four is sufficient for the purposes of our investigation. Moreover, the minimum depth was set
at two. The number of neurons in each layer was explored in a range between 10 and 400.
Consequently, the identified model architectures through Bayesian optimization comprise a
depth of up to four layers, with up to 400 neurons in each layer. Each layer is either a linear
layer, a GAT layer, or a GraphSAGE layer with mean or maximum aggregation function. It
should be noted, however, that in all cases the final layer is composed of a single neuron and
that the subsequent activation function is always the sigmoid. Additionally, the learning rate
was explored in the range of [0.001,0.2].

Selection Process. From the optimization results, the best-performing model architec-
tures were selected for each model depth value. For a given depth value, if multiple architec-
tures obtained similar top performances, we selected two considerably different architectures
among them for further experiments. Moreover, in the graph-based meta classification case,
the two best-performing architectures that contain GAT layers were selected for further eval-
uation. Furthermore, each best-performing model for meta classification and meta regression
that contains only linear layers (LLLLC and LLR) was chosen as baseline. The selected ar-
chitectures are shown in Table 1.

Hyperparameter Analysis. In the course of Bayesian optimization of the graph-based
meta classifiers, 142 distinct model architectures were evaluated in accordance with the
methodology and definition of the hyperparameter space described before. The characteris-
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Figure 3: Illustration of the characteristics of the Bayesian optimization results for the top
80th ranked model architectures. (a) AUROC course over the model rank (models ordered
from highest to lowest AUROC). (b) histogram of the number of layers in the model (orange)
and the number of GNN-based layers within the architecture (blue). (c) distribution of the
learning rate of the model architectures. (d) histogram of the number of neurons in the layers
(blue, orange, green), except each last layer with only one fixed neuron, and the total number
of neurons in the architecture (red).

tics of the 80 best-performing models are analyzed in the following, as a notable decline in
the AUROC value is observed within that region (cf. Fig. 3(a)).

In Fig. 3(b), a histogram of the number of layers in the model and the number of GNN-
based layers within the architecture is presented. The number of layers in the model is
displayed in orange, while the number of GNN-based layers within the top 80 architectures
is shown in blue. Fifty-one of the top 80 ranked model architectures contain two layers.
The remaining 29 are distributed approximately equally between architectures with a depth
of three and four, respectively. Noteworthily, among the top 80 architectures, 65 contain
one or two GNN-based layers. This observation leads to the conclusion that integrating in-
formation from one- or two-hop neighboring segments is a sufficient approach. Only nine
architectures comprise three GNN-based layers, while six architectures have no GNN-layer
at all. Consequently, these latter six architectures are comprised by linear layers only. In
the top 80 architectures, 66 models contain at least one GraphSAGE layer, with 40 having a
mean and 26 having a maximum aggregation function. However, we found that maximum
aggregation was generally less reliable than mean aggregation, frequently exhibiting a ten-
dency to collapse in repeated training runs, resulting in an AUROC value of approximately
50%. Therefore, such model architectures were excluded from the final selection process.
Furthermore, 30 out of the 80 top-ranked architectures contain at least one GAT layer. It
should be noted that the first GNN comprising at least one GAT layer is ranked 45th. Archi-
tectures with GAT layers demonstrate a comparable outcome across multiple training runs
in our experiments, as evidenced by models with GraphSAGE and maximum aggregation
functions (cf. high standard deviation in Table 2).

The learning rate distribution of the top 80 architectures demonstrates a concentration
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around a learning rate of 3×10−3 (cf. Fig. 3(c)). During the Bayesian optimization process
of the top 80 architectures, no models were trained with a learning rate exceeding 8×10−2.
The distribution of the number of neurons in the first layer is approximately uniform (cf. blue
bars in Fig. 3(d)), while the distributions for the second (orange bars) and third layer (green
bars) are not. The former one has got two high-density intervals at approximately [10,112]
and [250,325] and the latter one at [125,175].

5 Conclusion and Outlook

In this work we have demonstrated that the relationships between neighboring predicted
segments produced by DNNs are helpful for uncertainty estimation and prediction quality
estimation. Notable performance improvements over the presented baselines were achieved.
Our hyperparameter study revealed that GNNs of moderate size are sufficient to address
corresponding estimation tasks. For future work it would be interesting to use GNNs not
only for spatial but also temporal relationships in a unified manner.
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