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Abstract— For scene understanding in unstructured envi-
ronments, an accurate and uncertainty-aware metric-semantic
mapping is required to enable informed action selection by
autonomous systems. Existing mapping methods often suffer
from overconfident semantic predictions, and sparse and noisy
depth sensing, leading to inconsistent map representations.
In this paper, we therefore introduce EvidMTL, a multi-task
learning framework that uses evidential heads for depth esti-
mation and semantic segmentation, enabling uncertainty-aware
inference from monocular RGB images. To enable uncertainty-
calibrated evidential multi-task learning, we propose a novel
evidential depth loss function that jointly optimizes the belief
strength of the depth prediction in conjunction with evidential
segmentation loss. Building on this, we present EvidKimera, an
uncertainty-aware semantic surface mapping framework, which
uses evidential depth and semantics prediction for improved 3D
metric-semantic consistency. We train and evaluate EvidMTL
on the NYUDepthV2 and assess its zero-shot performance
on ScanNetV2, demonstrating superior uncertainty estimation
compared to conventional approaches while maintaining com-
parable depth estimation and semantic segmentation. In zero-
shot mapping tests on ScanNetV2, EvidKimera outperforms
Kimera in semantic surface mapping accuracy and consistency,
highlighting the benefits of uncertainty-aware mapping and
underscoring its potential for real-world robotic applications.

I. INTRODUCTION

Semantic scene understanding is a key component in
robotic systems, enabling intelligent interaction [1] in appli-
cations such as autonomous driving, agriculture, and house-
hold robotics. However, for robots to operate reliably in
unstructured environments, they should not only recognize
objects and surfaces but also quantify the uncertainty in their
scene understanding, as wrong predictions over time can
lead to inconsistent world models and therefore unreliable
decision-making.

For scene understanding and mapping, traditional frame-
works initially focused on purely geometric representa-
tions [2], [3], which construct spatial occupancy maps but
lack semantic context. More recent semantic Truncated
Signed Distance Field (TSDF) mapping methods [4], [5]
have enabled dense volumetric representations by propa-
gating 2D semantic labels into 3D space [6]. However,
these methods often suffer from overconfident predictions,
unreliable depth sensing, and ambiguous 2D-to-3D label
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Fig. 1: Visualization of our evidential multi-task perception
pipeline. Given RGB data as input, our EvidMTL framework
predicts semantic labels and depth along with their corresponding
uncertainty estimates. The generated TSDF map from our Evid-
Kimera leverages these uncertainty measurements, only including
cells with low depth uncertainty and assigning unknown labels
(grey) to regions with high semantics uncertainty.

fusion, leading to inconsistent map representations [7], [8].
This motivates the need for uncertainty-aware methods that
quantify confidence in both depth and semantics, allowing
robots to make more informed decisions. Hence, semantic
and depth predictions have to not only be more accurate but
the uncertainties should correlate to the actual errors.

Therefore, Bayesian uncertainty estimation techniques,
such as Monte Carlo dropout [9] and ensemble learning [10],
have been explored for semantic segmentation but remain
computationally expensive due to multiple forward passes or
the need for separate network instances [11]. Similarly, while
monocular RGB-based depth estimation methods, either stan-
dalone [12] or integrated into multi-task frameworks such as
SwinMTL [13], help mitigate sparse and noisy depth sensing,
they still suffer from overconfidence and unreliability in
challenging conditions [14].

To address these limitations, we propose EvidMTL, an
evidential multi-task learning framework that extends Swin-
MTL [13] with uncertainty-aware depth and semantic seg-
mentation. We propose a novel Evidential Scale-Invariant
Log (EvidSiLog) loss, which integrates aleatoric uncertainty
regularization with a novel prior-anchored Kullback–Leibler
(KL) divergence loss. This KL divergence loss optimizes the
hyperparameters of evidential depth prediction by anchoring
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them to the ground-truth depth prior, ensuring stable and
effective joint learning of both tasks. Next, we introduce
EvidKimera, a semantic TSDF surface mapping framework
that extends the multi-view fusion of Kimera [4] by in-
tegrating evidential predictions for depth and semantics.
EvidKimera employs a weighting strategy for 2D-to-3D label
transfer, discounting unreliable depth estimates to mitigate
erroneous updates and incorporating viewpoint similarity to
prevent the reinforcement of systematic errors.

To demonstrate the benefits of our loss design, we
train and validate our networks on the NYUDepthV2 [15]
dataset and justify our approach. Zero-shot testing on Scan-
NetV2 [16] shows that EvidMTL achieves superior un-
certainty estimation compared to conventional approaches
while maintaining comparable depth estimation and semantic
segmentation performance. To further explore the impact
of uncertainty-aware semantic surface mapping, we conduct
zero-shot mapping tests on ScanNetV2, confirming that Ev-
idKimera outperforms Kimera in semantic surface mapping
accuracy and consistency. The code of our complete pipeline
will be made available upon publication.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Joint Prediction of Semantic and Depth Information

While dense semantic segmentation is a well-established
field of research with convolutional architectures such as
U-Net [17], and DeepLab [18], monocular depth estima-
tion methods including Eigen et al.’s [19] pioneering work
and later works such as Monodepth [20] have investigated
learning architectures to predict dense depth maps from
monocular RGB images to mitigate noisy and sparse depth
sensing. Jointly learning these two modalities not only re-
duces computational costs but also enhances robustness by
leveraging their inter-dependencies.

Recent advancements have shifted towards transformer-
based architectures, such as SETR [21] and Swin Trans-
former [22] for segmentation, and Dense Prediction Trans-
formers (DPT) [23] and AdaBins [24] for depth estimation.
These models significantly improve global context modeling
but come at the cost of high computational complexity.

Multi-task learning (MTL) has emerged as a promising
solution to combine both, leveraging shared representations
to improve both semantic segmentation and depth esti-
mation [25]. In this regard, SwinMTL [13] demonstrates
how a shared transformer encoder with task-specific output
layers can improve accuracy while reducing model size and
enhancing computational efficiency.

However, classical deep learning models provide over-
confident predictions without quantifying uncertainty, which
is critical in safety-sensitive applications like multi-view
mapping and autonomous navigation. Bayesian deep learning
techniques, such as Monte Carlo dropout [9] and deep
ensembles [10], attempt to address this by providing uncer-
tainty estimates. However, their reliance on multiple forward
passes significantly increases computational cost, making
them impractical for dense prediction tasks.

To overcome these challenges, alternative uncertainty
modeling approaches have been proposed, such as evidential
classification by Sensoy et al. [26] and evidential deep
regression by Amini et al. [27], which estimate uncertainty
without requiring multiple forward passes. While these meth-
ods have been explored individually, to the best of our
knowledge, no prior work has investigated evidential multi-
task learning for jointly predicting semantic segmentation
and depth estimation, which we address in this study.

B. Semantic Mapping

By integrating 3D semantic information derived from
2D images, semantic mapping extends traditional metric
maps [2], [3]. Many existing approaches, such as [5], [6]
and Kimera Semantics [4], employ Truncated Signed Dis-
tance Fields (TSDFs) for dense volumetric mapping. How-
ever, they assign semantic labels using majority voting over
hard labels from 2D projections, which limits the reliability
of the final map.

An alternative approach incorporates raw segmentation
logits to represent class probabilities [28]. While this method
improves expressiveness, it still suffers from overconfident
predictions and lacks a principled way to estimate uncer-
tainty. To mitigate this issue, Bayesian fusion has been
explored [29], but it relies on probabilistic neural networks,
which introduce significant computational overhead.

The most relevant works to ours are those of Gan et
al. [30], Kim et al. [31] and Marques et al. [32], as all
four approaches model prior and posterior semantic states
using Dirichlet concentration parameters. [30] directly con-
vert one-hot labels from classical segmentation networks into
Dirichlet distributions, neglecting measurement uncertainty
and thus lacking a true evidential framework. [31] improve
upon this by normalizing class probabilities from an eviden-
tial segmentation network. However, their method discards
individual measurement strength, leading to potential infor-
mation loss. Both approaches also rely on computationally
expensive Bayesian Kernel Inference and infer occupancy
states from semantic predictions. While [32] represent 2D
semantic states using evidential posteriors, they represent
3D map grid occupancy as binary states in evidential form
using the Beta distribution. They do not consider continu-
ous occupancy states nor do they perform evidential depth
regression for metric reconstruction. In contrast, our method
introduces occupancy-aware evidential fusion, which directly
updates semantic posteriors while preserving uncertainty.
This ensures a more principled and robust integration of
semantic and depth information.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to
integrate evidential multi-task learning for uncertainty-aware
semantic TSDF mapping from monocular images. Our ap-
proach leverages both depth uncertainty-based and viewpoint
similarity-based discounting, enhancing fusion quality.

III. OUR APPROACH

To enable reliable 3D scene reconstruction with uncer-
tainty estimation, we propose evidential multi-task learning
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Fig. 2: From an input RGB image our proposed EvidMTL model jointly predicts semantics and depth estimates as well as uncertainty
measurements for both. As shown, the uncertainty estimates correspond well to the error in prediction compared to the ground truth (GT).

for depth and semantic predictions from monocular RGB
images, along with an uncertainty-aware semantic surface
mapping method.

A. Evidential Multi-Task Learning

For simultaneous semantics and depth prediction, we
present EvidMTL, an evidential multi-task framework that
concurrently predicts semantic labels and depth estimates
while explicitly modeling uncertainty, all with a single pass
using a shared encoder-decoder architecture, to generate
inputs for the proposed mapping approach.

Building upon SwinMTL [13], our framework leverages
a Swin Transformer [22] for multi-task learning. This hier-
archical vision transformer uses shifted windows to enable
efficient self-attention, allowing for joint depth estimation
and semantic segmentation. In addition, our framework ex-
plicitly models evidential uncertainty for both tasks (seman-
tics and depth) and employs a tailored training scheme that
mitigates gradient conflicts caused by the evidential regular-
ization losses. Thus, in contrast to SwinMTL, our approach
enables stable multi-task learning and robust, uncertainty-
aware predictions for subsequent semantic mapping. Fig. 2
shows that from a single RGB input, our EvidMTL model
jointly generates not only semantic segmentation and depth
prediction but also their uncertainty estimates. The semantic
and depth uncertainty correlate with the semantic and depth
error respectively. This enables us to generate calibrated
uncertainty-aware semantic maps.

1) Evidential Depth Prediction
To predict the depth observation from RGB input, we

assume a Gaussian distribution [33] and model the pre-
dicted depth µ with a Gaussian prior, placing its conjugate
prior, the Normal Inverse Gamma (NIG) distribution, on
the variance σ2. We replace SwinMTL’s depth prediction
head with an evidential regression head [27] to generate the
evidential depth parameters from the shared decoder. Thus,
for each pixel, instead of predicting only the expected depth
µ, our evidential depth regression head additionally outputs
the hyper-parameters of the NIG distribution

[
α, β, ν

]
, where

α quantifies confidence in the expected depth, β captures
uncertainty in the depth noise, and ν represents the evidence
strength or virtual observation counts for µ. The expected
depth E[d], expected variance E[σ2], and variance in ex-

pected depth Var [d] are given as follows [27]:

E[d] = µ, E[σ2] =
β

α− 1
, Var [d] =

β

ν(α− 1)
(1)

Here, E[σ2] represents the aleatoric uncertainty in the depth
prediction ud

al , which is irreducible and attributed to the data,
while Var [d] represents the epistemic uncertainty ud

ep , which
reflects model uncertainty.

We extend the SwinMTL framework by modifying its
depth loss to incorporate evidential hyper-parameters. Our
novel evidential depth loss Led is defined as:

Lsilog =
√
E [(log dgt − logµ)2]− λE[log dgt − logµ]2

Lunc =E
[
log(1 + σ2)

]
, Lreg = DKL (NIGpred) ∥ (NIGprior ))

Led =Lsilog + λ1 · Lunc + λ2 ·min(1.0, (
nep
cur

k · nep
tot

)2) · Lreg

(2)

Here, Lsilog is the Scale-Invariant Log (SiLog) loss [13],
Lunc regularizes predictive uncertainty, and Lreg is the Kull-
back–Leibler divergence loss [27] between predicted hyper
parameters NIGpred and the prior NIG parameters NIGprior .
Additionally, λ1, λ2, and k are scaling coefficients, nep

cur is
the current epoch, and nep

tot is the total number of epochs.
To ensure stable learning, we introduce a square-law

annealing for Lreg , gradually increasing its influence dur-
ing training. This prevents excessive regularization in early
epochs while improving uncertainty-aware depth estimation.
Additionally, Lunc enhances robustness by accounting for
predictive uncertainty.

2) Evidential Semantic Segmentation
In order to account for relative class probabilities and un-

certainty in predictions, we model semantic segmentation, a
multinomial classification task, as a Dirichlet distribution for
evidential prediction. Therefore, we extend SwinMTL’s [13]
semantic segmentation head with an evidence layer that
transforms logits into class-specific evidence values using
a softplus activation:

ei = softplus(zi), ci = ei + 1 (3)

where zi is the logit for class i, and ci parametrizes the
Dirichlet distribution. The expected class probabilities and
epistemic uncertainty are computed as:

S =
∑

ci, pi =
ci
S
, us

ep =
K

S
(4)



where K is the number of semantic classes, S is the total
evidence, and us

ep represents epistemic uncertainty, derived
from Dempster-Shafer theory [34]. The total evidential se-
mantic segmentation loss is defined as:

Lece =

K∑
k

lk · (logS − log ck )

LKL = DKL (Dir(c) ∥Dir(1))

Les = Lece + λ3 ·min

(
1.0,

nep
cur

k · nep
tot

)
· LKL

(5)

with Lece as the evidential cross-entropy loss [26], Dir(1)
the uniform Dirichlet distribution, Dir(c) the predicted dis-
tribution, and DKL the Kullback–Leibler divergence. LKL

acts as a regularizer, mitigating overconfident predictions.
This formulation ensures stable multi-task training by dy-
namically adjusting the strength of the regularization terms.
In particular, we apply evidential uncertainty modeling to
SwinMTL’s semantic segmentation pipeline and employ lin-
ear annealing for semantic regularization to prevent conflicts
with the squared-law depth regularization.

B. Evidential Semantic Surface Mapping

Fig. 3 shows an overview of our proposed architecture and
its three components. It comprises three modules: (1) our Ev-
idMTL network predicting depth and semantic segmentation
with uncertainty, (2) a cloud creator fusing predictions into
an evidential semantic point cloud, and (3) a mapping frame-
work refining the global metric-semantic map via multi-view
uncertainty-weighted integration. The individual components
are described in the following.

To combine the output of our evidential multi-task net-
work into a meaningful map representation, we propose an
uncertainty-aware semantic TSDF mapping framework that
integrates an evidential semantic point cloud, formed by
fusing the depth and semantic predictions:

P =
{
pi =

(
xi, rgb, u

d
ep i

, ud
al i, ci1, . . . , ciK

) ∣∣∣ i = 1, . . . , N
}

(6)

where xi = (xi, yi, zi) denotes 3D coordinates, rgb repre-
sents color, and zi is the expected depth µ in the camera
frame.

1) Evidential Depth Integration
In comparison to traditional TSDF mapping frameworks

such as Voxblox [3] and KinectFusion [35], that assign
TSDF weights based on an inverse square law of the
depth distance, we propose to incorporate uncertainty-aware
weighting. Specifically, we compute the total uncertainty and
update the TSDF weights as:

ud
tot = ud

ep+ud
al , wm =

1

ud
tot

, wpost = wprior+wm (7)

where ud
tot represents the total depth uncertainty, wm is the

measurement weight, and wpost is the updated weight after
incorporating the prior information.

In addition to updating TSDF weights, we also maintain
a separate voxel-wise epistemic uncertainty. This uncertainty
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Fig. 3: Our Kimera Semantics Evidential Mapping Framework: The
RGB image is processed through an evidential multi-task depth-
semantic segmentation network. The resulting semantic point cloud
undergoes uncertainty-weighted Bayesian fusion for the TSDF
layer, whereas the evidential semantic predictions are used as the
measurements for updating the voxel semantic priors The final
uncertainty-weighted fusion refines the semantic voxel posteriors.
The mapping framework outputs metric-semantic information with
corresponding uncertainties.

is updated in a Bayesian manner, using the harmonic mean
of the prior and measurement epistemic uncertainties:

1

upost
ep

=
1

uprior
ep

+
1

um
ep

(8)

This formulation ensures that the epistemic uncertainty is
refined progressively as more observations are incorporated.
Unlike conventional TSDF frameworks that solely rely on
depth confidence heuristics, our approach explicitly accounts
for both aleatoric and epistemic uncertainties, leading to a
more robust and uncertainty-aware reconstruction.

2) Evidential Semantic Integration
Typical semantic mapping frameworks use majority vot-

ing [36] for hard labels or Bayesian fusion [29] for proba-
bilistic neural networks, often treating the prior, measure-
ment, or posterior as probabilities during fusion. In con-
trast, we model the semantic state of each voxel entirely
within the Dirichlet framework, leveraging its conjugate
prior property. This enables a principled fusion process
where the prior, measurement, and posterior remain Dirichlet
distributions, avoiding conversions between probabilities and
distributions [37]. Our approach ensures consistent proba-
bilistic fusion while preserving uncertainty and accumulative
evidence.

Beyond the K semantic classes, we introduce two addi-
tional states: free space (F ) and unknown (U ), assigned
based on TSDF weighting. The semantic state of a voxel
is modeled as a Dirichlet distribution Dir(cprior ), where
the concentration parameters include both semantic, free-
space and unknown classes, resulting in L = K + 2 total
modeled classes. By modeling the background class in the
2D label space differently from the unknown voxel class,
we distinguish between confident unknowns and uncertain
unknowns.

Given a new measurement Dir(cm), the posterior update
follows:

cpost = cprior + λem , (9)

where λ controls the influence of the measurement relative to
prior evidence, and em = (cm − 1) represents the evidential



belief of the measurement. The class probabilities and hard
label assignment are computed as:

pk =
ck
S
, S =

L∑
k=1

ck. (10)

k̂ =

{
argmaxk ck, if us

ep < τ

U , otherwise.
(11)

where τ is the uncertainty threshold factor. This formulation
ensures a recursive evidential update, maintaining probabilis-
tic structure while accumulating confidence from multiple
observations.

3) Depth Measurement Weighting
Reliable depth estimates are critical for accurate 2D-to-3D

semantic fusion. Instead of assuming uniform confidence,
we introduce an occupancy belief weighting mechanism that
conditions semantic updates on depth uncertainty, ensuring
geometric consistency.

Occupancy belief modeling: Unlike prior approaches
that treat geometric and semantic uncertainties separately,
we explicitly incorporate TSDF-based occupancy confidence
into semantic updates. The occupancy belief o is defined as:

o = wm ·

{
1− exp(−|dm |), if dm > 0 (free space)
exp(−|dm |), if dm < 0 (occupied space)

(12)
where wm is the TSDF weight, and dm is the signed distance
function (SDF) value. The depth weighting factor λd is then
computed as:

λd = max(o, ϵ) (13)

where ϵ = 0.01, ensuring that low-confidence measurements
contribute minimally.

Handling free space and unknown regions: To main-
tain consistency, semantic updates incorporate depth-aware
adjustments:

em =


λd, d > 0 (free space)
em , d ≤ 0 (occupied space)
λd, w < ϵ (unknown).

(14)

By explicitly modeling free-space evidence and preserving
uncertainty in unknown regions, this approach ensures ro-
bustness to measurement noise while preventing erroneous
semantic updates.

4) Viewpoint Similarity Discounting
To prevent systematic errors from accumulating, repeated

measurements from similar viewpoints are discounted, en-
suring that redundant observations do not disproportionately
influence the voxel state. Hence, similar to [38], we calculate
the viewpoint dissimilarity factor which is used for weighing
dissimilar viewpoints over similar ones in semantic measure-
ments.

By integrating these two components into the weighting
factor, our framework ensures a robust and uncertainty-aware
semantic fusion that maintains consistency across multiple
observations while preventing erroneous updates.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

The experiments are designed to demonstrate that: (1) The
proposed EvidSiLog and KLµ loss functions in our EvidMTL
framework facilitate the generation of calibrated uncertainty
estimates. (2) Our EvidMTL network achieves comparable
depth and semantic prediction while delivering superior un-
certainty estimation compared to a state-of-the-art baseline,
particularly on out-of-distribution data. (3) Our evidential
mapping framework, EvidKimera, in conjunction with the
outputs of our EvidMTL network, produces an accurate and
uncertainty-aware semantic map compared to conventional
mapping.

A. EvidMTL Evaluation
1) Metrics and Baseline Methods
To evaluate our proposed EvidMTL model, we evaluate

the following metrics for semantic segmentation and depth
prediction

• mIOU: Semantic segmentation mean Intersection-over-
Union.

• Pixel Acc: Semantic segmentation pixel accuracy.
• Seg ECE: Semantic segmentation expected calibration

error,measures the alignment between predicted seman-
tic uncertainty given by Eq. (4), and actual semantic
errors.

• RMSE: Depth root mean squared error.
• Depth NLL: Negative Log-Likelihood, measures how

well the predicted depth distribution aligns with the
ground truth, penalizing both inaccurate predictions and
overconfidence.

• Depth ECE: Expected Calibration Error, measures the
alignment between predicted depth uncertainty given by
Eq. (1) and actual depth errors.

• ν: Evidence strength in predicted depth.
We train and validate our networks on the NYUDepthV2

dataset [15], which comprises 795 training images and 694
validation images. For out-of-distribution tests, we evaluate
the networks on ScanNetV2 [16]. To ensure consistency
in semantic labels, we convert the NYU40 labels to the
ScanNet20 label space. For a fair comparison, we retrain
the baseline method, SwinMTL [13], using a re-implemented
version on ScanNet20 classes with the Swin V2 Base SMIM
backbone [39], [40].

2) Evaluation Results on NYUDepthV2 Dataset
We conduct an ablation study and comparsion to Swin-

MTL to evaluate the impact of different depth loss formula-
tions within our multi-task learning framework. Specifically,
we compare Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL) [27] with our
proposed Evidential SiLog loss (Eq. (2)), in combination
with evidence regularization (Reg), as well as KL divergence
without (KL) and with (KLµ) ground truth prior. For KL-
based configurations, we set a prior of α = 2, ν = 1, β = 0.1
and apply the prior values as an initialization to Reg-based
setups. Additionally, in KLµ, we use the ground truth depth
as the prior for µ.

The results of these six ablation configurations are shown
in table Tab. I. While NLL serves as the maximum likelihood



Model mIOU ↑ Pixel Acc ↑ Seg. ECE ↓ RMSE ↓ Depth NLL ↓ Depth ECE ↓ ν
SwinMTL [13] 0.48 0.77 – 0.46 – – –
NLL+Reg 0.51 0.76 0.10 3.00 29.05 2.46 2.0× 10−3

NLL+KL 0.51 0.76 0.08 0.84 4.37 0.52 0.15
NLL+KLµ 0.46 0.74 0.07 0.64 5.67 1.77 ⋆53.7
EvidSiLog+Reg 0.53 0.77 0.08 0.47 1.60 0.31 1.0× 10−6

EvidSiLog+KL 0.53 0.77 0.08 0.47 1.18 0.83 1.0
EvidSiLog+KLµ (Our EvidMTL) 0.47 0.76 0.07 0.48 1.01 0.73 ⋆375.09

TABLE I: Semantic and depth performance comparison of the baseline SwinMTL and our proposed network with different losses on
NYUDepthV2 validation set. We present six different combinations of depth loss and regularization functions. ν represents the evidence
strength, indicating whether the depth uncertainty is calibrated. ⋆ indicates the calibrated results, meaning these values are not fixed
(no learned confidence) or approaching zero (under confident). As can be seen, (1) EvidSiLog loss outperforms NLL loss, achieving a
much lower RMSE. (2) Only the KLµ loss formulation learns to optimize ν based on the ground-truth prior. (3) Our method, EvidMTL
(EvidSiLog+KLµ), achieves performance comparable to SwinMTL and other alternatives, while also delivering calibrated depth uncertainty.

Model mIOU ↑ Pixel Acc ↑ Seg. ECE ↓ RMSE ↓ Depth NLL ↓ Depth ECE ↓
SwinMTL [13] 0.35 0.57 – 0.42 – –
EvidSiLog+Reg 0.35 0.59 0.04 0.43 1.20 0.57
EvidSiLog+KL 0.36 0.60 0.04 0.41 2.48 0.34
EvidSiLog+KLµ (Our EvidMTL) 0.35 0.58 0.04 0.41 1.10 0.18

TABLE II: Zero-shot semantic and depth results on ScanNetV2 dataset. As can be seen, (1) With EvidSiLog loss, our networks achieve
a similar mIOU, Pixel Acc, and RMSE compared to SwinMTL. (2) The KLµ term facilitates zero-shot generalization of calibrated depth
uncertainty, resulting in lower Depth NLL and Depth ECE while maintaining similar Seg. ECE.

estimator for a Gaussian distribution, it performs poorly
in our setting, as indicated by its high depth RMSE. We
attribute this to gradient imbalance across tasks and the
limited training data (795 images versus 25,000 in [27]).

In contrast, EvidSiLog+Reg and EvidSiLog+KL achieve
high semantic mIOU and low depth RMSE. However, neither
model effectively calibrates depth uncertainty, as their pri-
mary loss function does not optimize evidence strength (ν).
Finally, although EvidSiLog+KLµ slightly underperforms in
mIOU and RMSE, it successfully calibrates depth uncer-
tainty by leveraging ground truth depth as prior. Note that
since the validation set is drawn from the same distribution
as the training data, the Depth NLL and Depth ECE metrics
show only marginal differences between our calibrated depth
uncertainty approach (EvidSiLog+KLµ) and the uncalibrated
alternatives. However, calibration offers substantial benefits
for out-of-distribution depth uncertainty prediction, which we
detail in the next subsection.

3) Out-of-Distribution Testing on ScanNetV2 Dataset
To assess the zero-shot generalization capability of

our model, we evaluate the SwinMTL, EvidSiLog+Reg,
EvidSiLog+KL and EvidSiLog+KLµmodels on 10 ran-
domly sampled scenes from the ScanNetV2 [16] dataset’s
tasks. Since the models are trained exclusively on the
NYUDepthV2 dataset, ScanNetV2 serves as a challenging
out-of-distribution (OOD) test set due to domain shifts,
despite both datasets containing indoor scenes. The OOD
testing results in Tab. II further confirm that: (1) The pro-
posed EvidSiLog loss facilitates effective joint learning of
both depth and semantic predictions along with their uncer-
tainties, achieving performance similar to SwinMTL. (2) The
proposed KLµ term calibrates the depth uncertainty, resulting
in lower Depth NLL and Depth ECE compared to Reg and
KL. To better understand depth uncertainty calibration, we
visualize them in Fig. 4. It clearly demonstrates that our
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Fig. 4: The top row shows the depth error for a random scene
for the zero-shot evaluation of EvidSiLog+Reg, EvidSiLog+KL and
EvidMTL on ScanNetV2 dataset. The error and uncertainty increase
from blue to red. Due to the extremely low evidence strength
ν, the EvidSiLog+Reg predicts uniformly high error whereas the
EvidSiLog+KL’s uncertainty while slightly better is still not cali-
brated. Our EvidMTL with the KLµ improves the predictive depth
uncertainty.

EvidMTL yields more visually plausible depth uncertainty
predictions.

Although SwinMTL, EvidSiLog+Reg, and EvidSiLog+KL
exhibit reasonable zero-shot performance in terms of mIOU,
Pixel Acc, and depth RMSE, the errors may remain sub-
stantial for downstream tasks such as mapping. In the next
section, we explore the importance of introducing uncertainty
for the network in the mapping task.

B. Evidential Semantic Mapping Evaluation

1) Metrics and Baseline Methods
To evaluate our evidential semantic mapping framework,

we consider multiple metrics to assess the quality of the
generated semantic TSDF maps:

• 3D mIOU: Semantic Mean Cumulative mIOU over all



Model 3D mIOU ↑ Seg. Voxel Acc ↑ Seg. Voxel ECE ↓
Kimera + 2DGT 0.46 0.53 –
Kimera + SwinMTL [13] 0.18 0.29 –
EvidKimera + EvidMTL (Ours) 0.28 0.46 0.44

TABLE III: Zero-shot 3D semantic surface mapping evaluation on the ScanNetV2 dataset. As can be seen, Our EvidKimera + EvidMTL
achieves much higher 3D mIOU and Seg. Voxel Acc compared to Kimera + SwinMTL, indicating the benefits of incorporating uncertainty
into the framework.

the scenes for voxels in the reconstructed mesh that have
a corresponding point in the ground truth mesh within
a threshold of the mapping voxel size.

• Seg. Voxel Acc: Fraction of voxels that have correct
semantic labels.

• Seg. Voxel ECE: Similar to 2D ECE, it measures the
correlation between the voxel uncertainty and the error
in the hard labels.

We consider EvidKimera + EvidMTL as our framework,
as our EvidKimera framework is only applicable to networks
with uncertainty predictions. We compare our approach
against Kimera [4], which uses TSDFs for dense volumet-
ric mapping and assigns semantics via majority voting on
hard labels from 2D projections. For Kimera, we use two
different configurations: Kimera + 2DGT that uses ground
truth depth and ground truth semantic labels as inputs, and
Kimera + SwinMTL that uses the prediction outputs of
SwintMTL. All the three methods use the fast integration
mode of Voxblox [3] for pointcloud integration, with a
voxel size of 0.04 m. Although we sample all the frames
for TSDF layer update, we sample only every fifth frame
for semantic layer update for all the methods. For Kimera
+ 2DGT and Kimera + SwinMTL, we use inverse square
law-based depth weighting and majority voting for semantic
posterior calculation. For our EvidKimera + EvidMTL, we
use the total uncertainty formulation as given in Eq. (7). We
randomly sample 5 scenes from the ScanNetV2 dataset [16]
for which the ground-truth-labeled meshes were available.
To mimic real application scenarios, we perform zero-shot
inference without fine-tuning the networks.

2) Zero-shot Evaluation Results
As shown in Tab. III, the Kimera + 2DGT establishes an

upper bound on the semantic mapping accuracy achieved
by conventional mapping pipelines, as it uses ground truth
semantic labels and ground truth depth for the surface
mapping. Even with 100 percent accuracy in semantic la-
bels, Kimera+ 2DGT is able to achieve only 44 percent
cumulative 3D mIOU and 51 percent Seg. Voxel Acc. We
postulate that this is due to 2D-to-3D projection errors
resulting from inconsistencies in multi-view images, as well
as the inherently overconfident nature of hard labels. Kimera
+ SwinMTL performs considerably worse than our Evid-
Kimera + EvidMTL in terms of 3D mIOU and Seg. Voxel
Acc. Although it uses predicted semantics and depth, the
absence of uncertainty quantification exacerbates the issue by
relying on overconfident yet inaccurate predictions. Unlike
the baseline methods, which do not quantify uncertainty, our
approach provides voxel-wise uncertainty estimates, enabling
more reliable decision-making in ambiguous regions. Note

that while our method has a voxel-wise semantic ECE of
0.44, comparable to state-of-the-art methods that perform
2D semantic calibration fine-tuning [41]. These results con-
firm that the evidential semantic map representation enables
improved uncertainty-aware semantic mapping by taking
advantage of the evidential semantic and depth predictions.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce EvidMTL and EvidKimera,
which integrate an evidential multi-task learning frame-
work for uncertainty-aware semantic surface mapping from
monocular images. Our network, featuring two novel loss
terms, jointly predicts semantic segmentation and depth
estimation while explicitly modeling uncertainty, thereby en-
hancing prediction reliability and consistency. Furthermore,
we present an evidential semantic mapping framework that
leverages uncertainty quantification in both semantic and
depth predictions to generate an uncertainty-aware semantic
TSDF map. Compared to baselines, our EvidMTL achieves
comparable performance in depth and semantic prediction
while providing superior uncertainty estimation, particularly
in depth uncertainty estimation, which in turn boosts 3D
mapping performance in our EvidKimera framework. To
our knowledge, this is the first evidential multi-task learn-
ing framework for semantic TSDF mapping. Overall, our
approach enhances reliability in real-world applications by
advancing semantic scene understanding.
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