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Abstract—Surrogate models, crucial for approximating complex simulation data across sciences, inherently carry uncertainties that
range from simulation noise to model prediction errors. Without rigorous uncertainty quantification, predictions become unreliable
and hence hinder analysis. While methods like Monte Carlo dropout and ensemble models exist, they are often costly, fail to isolate
uncertainty types, and lack guaranteed coverage in prediction intervals. To address this, we introduce ConfEviSurrogate, a novel
Conformalized Evidential Surrogate Model that can efficiently learn high-order evidential distributions, directly predict simulation
outcomes, separate uncertainty sources, and provide prediction intervals. A conformal prediction-based calibration step further
enhances interval reliability to ensure coverage and improve efficiency. Our ConfEviSurrogate demonstrates accurate predictions and
robust uncertainty estimates in diverse simulations, including cosmology, ocean dynamics, and fluid dynamics.

Index Terms—Surrogate model, uncertainty quantification, evidential deep learning, conformal prediction.

1 INTRODUCTION

Ensemble simulations are widely used in scientific disciplines, includ-
ing cosmology and hydrodynamics, to model complex natural phenom-
ena [1,6,17,20]. These simulations typically involve solving systems of
ordinary and partial differential equations with approximated numerical
solutions. However, high-fidelity simulations, especially those with
high dimensionality, are computationally intensive and time-consuming,
thus severely affecting the possibility of large-scale or interactive vi-
sualization and parameter explorations. To overcome these compu-
tational challenges, machine learning (ML)-based surrogate models
have emerged as efficient alternatives to traditional numerical simula-
tions. Surrogate models can significantly accelerate data generation
and facilitate rapid exploration of parameter space [8, 9, 11, 24, 26, 27].

Despite their efficiency, existing surrogate models still face several
critical limitations. First, many models lack robust and efficient uncer-
tainty quantification (UQ) [13, 18]. They typically learn deterministic
one-to-one mappings between simulation parameters and output, ignor-
ing the need to model uncertainty. Ensemble datasets used for training
are approximations of real phenomena, and the surrogate models built
upon these datasets introduce an additional layer of approximation.
As a result, both the data sets and the surrogate models inherently
contain uncertainties, making it crucial to convey these uncertainties
associated with the models. Although some surrogate methods provide
UQ, such as dropout-based approaches [5, 28] and ensemble-based
approaches [14], they require multiple inference runs, leading to high
computational costs. This contradicts the core goal of surrogate mod-
els: rapidly generating data for efficient exploration and visualization.
Therefore, efficiently and accurately quantifying uncertainty remains a
critical challenge.

Second, existing surrogate models often struggle to distinguish dif-
ferent sources of uncertainty, whether arising from the ensemble data
or from the surrogate model’s prediction errors. This limitation signifi-
cantly reduces the practical usefulness of surrogate models. Identifying
uncertainty in the data can help scientists spot areas where data is in-
herently unstable or noisy, guiding them to improve their simulations
effectively [32]. On the other hand, recognizing uncertainty from the
surrogate model allows scientists to pinpoint where the surrogate model
isn’t reliable enough, thus increasing user confidence in the model.
Therefore, clearly separating these two types of uncertainty is crucial
for effectively evaluating both simulation quality and model reliability.
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Third, current surrogate models typically lack interval-based predic-
tions with coverage guarantees [18]. Coverage intervals ensure that
the true simulation results lie within these predicted intervals at a user-
specified probability. Without formal coverage guarantees, users lack
confidence in these bands, limiting the practical utility and trustworthi-
ness of the surrogate predictions.

To address these challenges, we propose ConfEviSurrogate, a novel
architecture that combines evidential deep regression (EDR) [2] and
conformal prediction [3, 21, 23, 29] for a robust and well-calibrated
UQ. Specifically, our model learns a flexible evidential distribution of
the simulation outputs to tackle the problem of lacking comprehensive
UQ. The evidential distribution enables accurate simulation outcome
predictions, clearly distinguishing between aleatoric (data-induced) and
epistemic (model-induced) uncertainty, and producing reliable predic-
tive intervals of simulation outcomes. To further ensure the reliability
of these intervals, we incorporate a conformal prediction-based cali-
bration step. This step adjusts the initial intervals generated by EDR,
guaranteeing that the true outputs fall within the calibrated intervals at
a user-specified coverage. While strict coverage guarantees often imply
wider intervals, our approach can yield narrower sets without sacrificing
the specified coverage level. In addition, we develop an interactive vi-
sual interface that facilitates real-time exploration of simulation outputs
and their associated uncertainties.

Our ConfEviSurrogate consists of three primary components. The
first component is the EDR-based distribution modeling. We assume
that our simulation data are sampled from a higher-order Student-t
distribution. This distribution modeling allows the model not only
to accurately predict simulation outcomes but also to simultaneously
capture two key sources of uncertainty: (1) the inherent uncertainty in
the simulation data, called aleatoric uncertainty, and (2) the predicted
error of the surrogate model, called epistemic uncertainty. We utilize a
convolutional neural network (CNN)-based architecture to learn the hy-
perparameters of this distribution, thereby deriving outcome predictions
alongside the two types of uncertainty. We can also construct initial
predictive intervals from the learned distribution, though these intervals
lack formal theoretical coverage guarantees. To mitigate the lack of cov-
erage guarantees, the second component applies conformal prediction
for calibration, ensuring reliable and well-calibrated predictive intervals.
We integrate a model-agnostic conformal prediction method to calibrate
these intervals, ensuring rigorous coverage guarantees. Specifically, we
use additional hold-out calibration data to compute a non-conformity
score for each calibration sample, quantifying its prediction errors.
Since the calibration dataset is drawn from the same distribution as
the true data, these scores form an empirical distribution that reflects
the model’s real-world error behavior. We then leverage these scores
to systematically adjust our initial intervals, ensuring that the bands
reliably contain the true outcomes at a user-specified coverage level.
The third component of our surrogate is interactive visualization. We
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develop a visual interface that allows scientists to explore simulation
results and analyze uncertainty estimates.

We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed approach in cos-
mology, fluid, and ocean simulations, and compare our model’s pre-
dicted outputs with ground truth and existing surrogate models to assess
accuracy and uncertainty estimation. In summary, the main contribu-
tions of this paper are:

• We introduce an evidential deep regression-based surrogate model
that accurately predicts simulation outputs, robustly separates
both epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties, and provides intuitive
predictive intervals.

• We incorporate a conformal prediction-based calibration method
to produce narrower intervals with rigorous theoretical coverage
guarantees, thereby enhancing both reliability and precision.

• We employ an interactive visual interface enabling scientists to
intuitively explore simulation outputs, uncertainty distributions,
and coverage intervals, facilitating informed decision-making and
deeper insights into simulation phenomena.

2 RELATED WORKS

In this section, we review related work in surrogate models for en-
semble simulations, with a particular focus on models that incorporate
uncertainty quantification.

Surrogate Models for Ensemble Data. In scientific computing, high-
fidelity simulations are often computationally intensive. To accelerate
these processes, significant research has focused on developing sur-
rogate models as efficient alternatives. Early work by Bhatnagar et
al. [4] trains a convolutional neural network to predict steady 2D flow
fields (pressure and velocity) around airfoils, achieving results orders
of magnitude faster than a Reynolds-averaged Navier–Stokes solver.
Meanwhile, He et al. [11] propose InsituNet, a generative adversarial
network-based surrogate model that produces accurate image-based
predictions directly from simulation parameters. To facilitate user
interactions and exploration, Li et al. [16] introduce ParamsDrag, en-
abling intuitive manipulation of simulation outcomes. To handle the
irregular mesh structures commonly found in scientific datasets, Shi et
al. [27] introduce GNN-surrogate, which effectively leverages graph
neural networks. For high-resolution ensemble visualization, Shi et
al. [26] also propose VDL-Surrogate, a view-dependent deep surrogate
model that uses latent representations to address memory constraints.
To capture multi-scale physics, Le and Ooi [15] design a multigrid-
inspired U-Net surrogate that embeds coarse-to-fine feature hierarchies.
Together, these works demonstrate the growing adoption of diverse
machine learning architectures to tackle various challenges in scientific
visualization, such as improving predictive accuracy, handling unstruc-
tured data, and mitigating memory limitations. However, most of these
models do not quantify uncertainty, which is critical for robust scientific
decision-making and risk assessment.

Surrogate Models for Uncertainty Quantification. Uncertainty quan-
tification (UQ) plays a central role in surrogate modeling by assessing
prediction reliability and guiding downstream decisions. In recent
years, increasing attention has been devoted to developing UQ-capable
surrogate models. Xu et al. [31] employ a polynomial chaos expan-
sion (PCE)-based surrogate to emulate runoff generation in an Earth
system model. PCE can capture complex, nonlinear input–output rela-
tionships and supports global sensitivity analysis. Schram et al. [22]
review common approaches to UQ in data-driven surrogates, including
deep ensembles, Bayesian neural networks, and quantile regression.
Shen et al. [24] propose a normalizing flow-based surrogate model to
learn complex output distributions in scientific simulations. To handle
resolution-induced uncertainty, they also introduce PSRFlow [25]—a
probabilistic super-resolution model that learns conditional distribu-
tions from low- to high-resolution data using normalizing flows, en-
abling UQ in super-resolution tasks. While these methods offer various
forms of UQ, they lack the ability to produce interval predictions with
guaranteed statistical coverage. To address this, Gopakumar [7] et al.
propose a general conformal prediction framework that enables uncer-
tainty quantification for arbitrary surrogate models. Their approach

provides statistically guaranteed prediction intervals. However, their
work has only been demonstrated on 2D outputs, and, like the other
methods, does not differentiate between distinct sources of uncertainty.

3 BACKGROUND: UNCERTAINTY

In this section, we introduce background on uncertainty by clarifying
its definition, categorizing different types of uncertainty, and discussing
their respective sources within the context of ensemble datasets. Under-
standing these aspects provides a foundation for effectively quantifying
and visualizing uncertainty using our proposed approach.

3.1 Definition of Uncertainty
Uncertainty in scientific visualization refers to "the error, confidence,
and variation associated with the data," reflecting the degree of trust
that one can place in the values of the data and the processes that
visualize them [12, 19]. Due to inherent limitations, no simulation can
perfectly model real-world phenomena, nor can any surrogate model
exactly reproduce the outputs of ensemble simulations. Consequently,
there is always some degree of error arising from the generalizations
made by these models. Thus, effective quantification and visualization
of such uncertainty is necessary.

3.2 Types of Uncertainty in Ensemble Datasets
Uncertainty is broadly classified into two types: aleatoric uncertainty
and epistemic uncertainty, both of which are essential to the understand-
ing of prediction outcomes. Below we introduce each term.

3.2.1 Aleatoric uncertainty
Aleatoric uncertainty (also known as stochastic or data uncertainty)
refers to the inherent variability or randomness present within the data
itself. It typically originates from inherent randomness during data
acquisition. Importantly, aleatoric uncertainty can only be mitigated
by improving measurement precision or sample quality but cannot be
reduced simply by collecting additional data or refining the model struc-
ture. However, it can still be quantified explicitly using appropriate
probabilistic or statistical methods. For our proposed ConfEviSurro-
gate, aleatoric uncertainty primarily arises from the simulation-based
ensemble data. Specifically, there are four main sources:

• Stochastic Simulations: some simulations are governed by
stochastic equations. Thus, with identical input parameters, re-
peated runs yield different outputs due to intrinsic stochasticity.

• Limited Resolution: simulations discretize continuous physical
phenomena onto finite grids or discrete time steps. If the spatial
or temporal resolution is coarse, small-scale features or fluctua-
tions cannot be accurately captured. Consequently, uncertainty
manifests prominently in low-resolution outputs, particularly in
regions with complex, rapidly varying features.

• Truncation and Rounding Errors: numerical simulations inher-
ently involve truncation and rounding errors during computation.

• Simulation Systematic Error: simulations often include simpli-
fying assumptions or approximations that introduce systematic
deviations. For our ConfEviSurrogate, such systematic deviations
become intrinsic characteristics of the ensemble data, representing
irreducible uncertainty from the modeling perspective.

3.2.2 Epistemic uncertainty
Epistemic uncertainty (also called systematic or model uncertainty)
arises from incomplete knowledge about the data or the limitations of
the modeling approach itself. In other words, it is derived from what
we do not currently know but could potentially learn through additional
information. Unlike aleatoric uncertainty, epistemic uncertainty can be
reduced by collecting more training data and improving model structure.
In the context of our ConfEviSurrogate, epistemic uncertainty primarily
originates from two sources:

• Imperfections in surrogate model: any deep learning model,
including ConfEviSurrogate, inherently involves simplifying as-
sumptions and approximation errors. Simulation outputs often



have high dimensionality, requiring surrogate models to learn
a large number of parameters. Consequently, these models are
prone to overfitting, potentially leading to erroneous predictions.

• Insufficient Training Data: ensemble datasets typically contain
relatively few data points due to the high computational cost asso-
ciated with running simulations. Limited data coverage results in
epistemic uncertainty, as the surrogate model must extrapolate or
interpolate in regions with sparse or no data.

In our work, we leverage ConfEviSurrogate to explicitly distin-
guish between these two types of uncertainty. Clearly separating them
informs domain experts whether uncertainty primarily arises from in-
herent data variability or modeling limitations, guiding more effective
strategies to reduce uncertainty and enabling better-informed decisions.

4 METHOD

Existing surrogate methods do not yet provide effective uncertainty
quantification, making it difficult for researchers to evaluate model reli-
ability in high-dimensional predictions and complex parameter spaces.
As a result, they often resort to extensive computations and experi-
ments or simply ignore it, wasting considerable time and resources.
To address this challenge, we propose ConfEviSurrogate, a neural
network-based surrogate system that integrates uncertainty quantifica-
tion capabilities with an interactive visualization interface. By focusing
on regions of high uncertainty, ConfEviSurrogate enables researchers to
pinpoint critical areas more effectively, thereby significantly improving
the efficiency of the exploration of complex simulations.

4.1 Overview

Fig. 1: Overview of our approach. (1) Simulations are conducted with
different simulation parameters, yielding a range of output data. (2)
These data and their associated parameters are then used to train
our Conformal Evidential Surrogate Model, which provides uncertainty
quantification. (3) An interactive visualization interface allows users to
explore parameters, predicted results, and associated uncertainties.

Figure 1 shows an overview of our framework. We propose ConfEvi-
Surrogate, a conformalized evidential surrogate model for UQ, trained
on simulation-based ensemble datasets. First, we train an evidential
deep regression (EDR)-based surrogate on simulation parameters and
their corresponding simulation outputs. Once this model is well-trained,
scientists can predict unseen simulation results and their associated
uncertainties of different types, with new simulation parameters as
inputs. The model can also produce predictive intervals for simulation
output. Second, to ensure theoretically guaranteed coverage of these
intervals, we employ a conformal prediction-based algorithm to cali-
brate the initially generated intervals. The calibrated intervals not only
satisfy the required coverage level but also attain shorter widths. Third,
we integrate our ConfEviSurrogate into an interactive visualization
interface, allowing users to visualize and explore predicted outputs and
associated uncertainties.

4.2 Deep Evidential Regression Surrogate
Our proposed approach, ConfEviSurrogate, leverages the Deep Eviden-
tial Regression (DER) framework introduced by Amini et al. [2]. DER
is specifically designed for regression tasks, providing a principled
way to simultaneously capture both aleatoric uncertainty and epistemic
uncertainty. In this section, we discuss details about DER.

4.2.1 Evidential Distribution Modeling of Uncertainty
Due to inherent uncertainties, the same set of simulation parame-
ters x ∈ Rd may yield multiple plausible outputs yi ∈ RD×H×W (for
i = 1,2, . . .), or even a continuous range of possible values, where D,
H, and W denote the depth, height, and width of the simulation outputs,
respectively. For simplicity of exposition, we illustrate our method
using a one-dimensional scaler field output value y. The extension to
high-dimensional outputs y is conceptually straightforward and follows
the same reasoning. Consequently, simulation data can be naturally
viewed as samples drawn from an underlying conditional distribution
p(y|x), where x denotes the input simulation parameters and y rep-
resents the corresponding simulation outputs. A common modeling
strategy assumes the target values y are independently and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) samples from a Gaussian distribution:

y|x∼N (µ,σ2), (1)

where µ and σ2 denote the mean and variance, respectively. While this
Gaussian assumption effectively captures aleatoric uncertainty through
the variance term, it fails to account for predictive epistemic uncertainty
(the model’s uncertainty about its predictions). Alternative methods,
such as dropout [5] or deep ensembles [14], can approximate epistemic
uncertainty by producing variations in predictive outcomes, but these
approaches slow down inference due to multiple runs.

To efficiently approximate epistemic uncertainty, DER introduces ev-
idential priors over the parameters of the Gaussian distribution, thereby
modeling both aleatoric and epistemic uncertainties without requiring
sampling during inference. Rather than directly predicting fixed Gaus-
sian parameters (µ,σ2), the evidential framework places a higher-order,
Normal Inverse-Gamma (NIG) prior on (µ,σ2). Formally,

y|x∼N (µ,σ2),

µ ∼N (γ,σ2
ν
−1), σ

2 ∼ Γ
−1(α,β ),

(2)

where Γ−1(·) is the Inverse-gamma function, with γ ∈ R,ν > 0,α >
1,β > 0. Under this hierarchical formulation, the variance term σ2

directly captures the inherent data uncertainty (aleatoric uncertainty).
Meanwhile, modeling the mean parameter µ as a distribution rather than
a fixed value naturally encodes the uncertainty arising from the model’s
limited knowledge or incomplete training data (epistemic uncertainty).
Thus, the NIG prior effectively integrates both types of uncertainty
within a single coherent probabilistic framework.

Equivalently, the above hierarchical formulation implies that the
posterior distribution q of the mean µ and variance σ2 follows a Normal
Inverse-Gamma (NIG) distribution:

q(µ,σ2) = NIG(µ,σ2 | γ,ν ,α,β ). (3)

Then the joint probability density function of the NIG can be obtained:

p(µ,σ2︸ ︷︷ ︸
θ

| γ,ν ,α,β︸ ︷︷ ︸
m

)
=

β α
√

ν

Γ(α)
√

2πσ2

(
1

σ2

)α+1
exp
(
−2β +ν(γ−µ)2

2σ2

)
, (4)

where Γ(·) is the gamma function, θ = (µ,σ2), and m = (γ,ν ,α,β ).
In this formulation, the NIG can act as a higher-order distribution
placed over the parameters (µ,σ2) of the Gaussian distribution, which
serves as the lower-order likelihood distribution that the observed data
is drawn from. Drawing multiple samples θ j = (µ j,σ

2
j ) (for j =

1,2, . . .) from the NIG distribution corresponds to generating a family of
possible Gaussian distributions, each capable of producing the observed
data. Thus, the NIG hyperparameters (γ,ν ,α,β ) encode not only the
aleatoric uncertainty originally captured by the Gaussian parameters
(µ,σ2), but also the epistemic uncertainty arising from variability in
predictive output µ .



Given the posterior distribution in Eq. (4) and the Gaussian likeli-
hood, we can further derive an explicit form of the predictive distri-
bution p(yi |m). This distribution serves as the foundation later for
constructing interval predictions for the simulation output yi. Impor-
tantly, this derivation highlights the mathematical rigor of evidential
formulation, naturally bridging the NIG prior and the robust Student-t
distribution (see detailed derivation in supplemental material):

p(yi |m) =
∫

∞

σ 2=0

∫
∞

µ=−∞

p(yi | µ,σ2)p(µ,σ2 |m)dµ dσ
2

= St
(

yi;γ,
β (1+ν)

να
,2α

) (5)

where St
(
y; µSt ,σ

2
St ,νSt

)
is the Student-t distribution, µSt is the lo-

cation parameter, σ2
St is the scale parameter, and νSt represents the

degrees of freedom. Compared to the Gaussian distribution, Student-t
distribution has heavier tails, making it more robust to outliers.

4.2.2 Prediction and Uncertainty Estimation
The aleatoric uncertainty is representative of unknowns that differ each
time we run the same experiment. The epistemic uncertainty describes
the estimated uncertainty in the prediction.

Given the Normal-Inverse-Gamma (NIG) prior distribution and
the Student-t predictive distribution, the four hyperparameters m =
(γ,ν ,α,β ) can be used to derive output prediction, aleatoric uncer-
tainty, epistemic uncertainty, and initial predictive intervals as follows
(see detailed derivation in supplemental material):

• Simulation output prediction: E[µ] = γ

• Aleatoric uncertainty: E[σ2] = β

α−1

• Epistemic uncertainty: Var[µ] = β

ν(α−1)

• A prediction interval for yi at a confidence level 1−δ is given by:[
γ− t2α,1− δ

2

√
β (1+ν)

να
,γ + t2α,1− δ

2

√
β (1+ν)

να

]

4.2.3 Model Architecture

Fig. 2: Architecture of ConfEviSurrogate, which generates the hyper-
parameters (γ,ν ,α,β ) of the higher-order evidential distribution given
input simulation parameters. The size of our model is defined by ch and
k. Here, ch controls the number of channels in the intermediate layers,
while k determines how many times we upsample the low-resolution
tensor (h,w,d) to match the final output resolution (H,W,D).

To model the evidential distribution of simulation outputs, our Con-
fEviSurrogate utilizes a CNN-based architecture to predict hyperpa-
rameter m = (γ,ν ,α,β ). As illustrated in Fig. 2, the architecture first
encodes the simulation input parameters x through fully connected
layers, producing a latent representation. This latent vector is then
reshaped into a low-resolution 3D tensor suitable for convolutional

processing. Subsequently, several residual blocks [10] perform suc-
cessive 3D convolutions and upsampling steps, gradually producing a
high-resolution feature map.

In the final layer, we generate a four-channel feature map correspond-
ing to the four hyperparameters, applying specific activation functions
to satisfy parameter constraints: a tanh activation for γ ensuring it
lies within [−1,1], and a softplus activation for (ν ,α,β ) ensuring
positivity, with an additional offset of +1 for α to ensure α > 1.

4.2.4 Loss function
To train our model introduced in Sec. 4.2.3 under the evidential frame-
work, we use a combination loss function that ensures the model can
learn the evidential distribution. Given simulation parameters x and cor-
responding outputs y, our loss consists of three components: a negative
log-likelihood loss (L NLL) that maximizes model fit to the data, and an
evidence regularization loss ( L R) to penalize overconfident or mislead-
ing evidence [2]. Additionally, we incorporate an extra regularization
term L U to further enhance robustness and stability [30].

First, the negative log-likelihood (NLL) loss is commonly used
in probabilistic models to optimize parameters by maximizing the
likelihood of observed data under the predicted distribution. Based on
the marginal likelihood of the output described in Eq. (5), the NLL loss
can be explicitly formulated as:

L NLL
i =−logp(yi |m)

=

(
α +

1
2

)
log
(
(yi− γ)2

ν +Ω

)
+

1
2

log(
π

ν
)−α log(Ω)+ log

(
Γ(α)

Γ(α + 1
2 )

)
.

(6)

where Ω = 2β (1+ν), and α,β ,ν are parameters of the NIG distribu-
tion. This loss ensures that the predicted evidential distribution aligns
closely with the observed data.

Second, we incorporate an evidence regularization term to better
capture epistemic uncertainty. Originally proposed by Amini et al. [2],
this term penalizes overly confident predictions with large errors and
can be defined as follows:

L R
i = |yi− γ| · (2ν +α). (7)

Although the original work introduced this formulation, it did not
provide a detailed explanation. We include a more comprehensive
discussion of this regularization term in the supplemental material.

Third, we incorporate the non-saturating uncertainty regularization
term proposed by Wu et al. [30] to address the evidence contraction
issue. Evidence contraction occurs when parameters such as ν ap-
proach zero, leading the model to underfit the data and thereby produce
unreliable uncertainty estimates. The non-saturating uncertainty regu-
larization loss is defined as:

L U
i = (yi− γ)2 ν(α−1)

β (ν +1)
, (8)

where ν(α−1)
β (ν+1) represents the inverse of the sum of two uncertainties.

In summary, our total loss Li integrates three key components to
achieve effective evidential regression:

Li = L NLL
i +λL R

i +ξL U
i , (9)

where λ and ξ control the trade-offs among model fit, evidence regu-
larization, and uncertainty calibration, ensuring that the model achieves
both accuracy and reliable uncertainty quantification.

4.3 Conformal prediction
As discussed in Sec. 4.2, the trained evidential model directly provides
predictive intervals derived from the evidential distribution. However,
these intervals do not inherently possess finite-sample coverage guaran-
tees—meaning they may not contain the true outcomes with a specified
probability. To rigorously address this limitation, we introduce a cali-
bration step based on conformal prediction, which leverages additional
calibration data to refine the initial intervals. This step ensures finite-
sample coverage guarantees at any predefined coverage level.



4.3.1 Definition of Coverage Guarantee
Given a coverage level δ ∈ (0,1) and data pairs (X ,Y )∼P drawn from
an unknown distribution P , a prediction interval C1−δ (X) satisfies the
coverage guarantee if:

P(Y ∈ C1−δ (X))≥ 1−δ . (10)

In other words, the constructed prediction intervals will cover the true
outcomes with probability at least 1−δ over repeated sampling from
the underlying distribution. Practically, there exists a natural trade-off
between the width (or volume) of prediction intervals and their coverage
probability: intervals can always be widened to trivially achieve high
coverage, but narrower intervals are usually preferable. Conformal
prediction provides a principled approach to optimize interval width
while simultaneously maintaining rigorous coverage guarantees. Below
we describe how this can be done.

4.3.2 Dataset Splitting
Applying conformal prediction requires splitting our dataset into two
independent subsets to ensure the validity of coverage guarantees:

• A training set I1, used to fit the evidential model. This set
determines the model parameters and initial predictive intervals
for simulation outputs.

• A calibration set I2, used to calculate non-conformity scores,
which quantify the discrepancy between the evidential model
predictions and ground-truth ensemble data. These scores are
subsequently used to calibrate and refine the prediction intervals.

This strict separation of roles between I1 and I2 is crucial, as the
independence of calibration data is essential to guarantee the finite-
sample validity of conformal intervals.

Moreover, conformal prediction relies on exchangeability (see the
formal definition in supplemental material), which is weaker than the
common i.i.d. assumption. Our ConfEviSurrogate dataset—pairs of in-
put parameters and corresponding simulation volumes—was generated
under i.i.d. conditions, thus inherently satisfying exchangeability. Con-
sequently, our dataset meets the requirements for conformal prediction.

4.3.3 Non-Conformity Score Design
In this work, we treat each voxel in the 3D volumetric data as an individ-
ual one-dimensional regression target and apply conformal prediction to
each voxel independently. Specifically, for each voxel v, we construct a
calibration dataset (Xi,Y v

i )
n
i=1, where Y v

i is the ground-truth simulation
value at voxel v. Subsequently, we use a split conformal procedure to
calibrate the initial predictive interval and obtain the refined interval
Ĉv(X) at a confidence level of 1−α . For notational simplicity, we use
the scalar representation Yi throughout the remainder of this section,
implicitly referring to an individual voxel’s one-dimensional output.

As described in Sec. 4.2.2, the evidential framework provides
an initial predictive interval of simulation output Yi, denoted as
[q̂αlo(Xi), q̂αhi(Xi)], based on the inferred Student-t distribution.

To calibrate this interval, we define two separate non-conformity
scores for each data point (Xi,Yi) in the calibration set I2:

E lo
i = q̂αlo(Xi)−Yi, Ehi

i = Yi− q̂αhi(Xi). (11)

Here, E lo
i measures the deviation of the observed value from the lower

bound, while Ehi
i measures the deviation from the upper bound. Positive

values of E lo
i or Ehi

i indicate violations of the initial predictive interval,
meaning the corresponding bound underestimated the uncertainty, re-
sulting in ground-truth values falling outside the interval. Conversely,
negative values imply a successful coverage by the initial interval. Pre-
dominantly negative values across the calibration set could indicate that
intervals are excessively wide, potentially reflecting overly cautious
and conservative predictions.

4.3.4 Conformal Calibration Procedure
We perform the following calibration steps to construct final prediction
intervals with rigorous coverage guarantees:

Algorithm 1 Conformal Calibration Procedure

1: Input: Training set I1, calibration set I2, significance level α ,
new test point Xn+1

2: Output: Calibrated prediction interval C1−α (Xn+1)
3: procedure CONFORMALCALIBRATION(I1, I2, α , Xn+1)
4: Fit evidential model on I1 to get [q̂αlo(X), q̂αhi(X)]
5: for each (Xi,Yi) ∈I2 do
6: E lo

i ← q̂αlo(Xi)−Yi
7: Ehi

i ← Yi− q̂αhi(Xi)

8: Qs
1−α
← Quantile

(
Es

i ,(1−α)(1+ 1
|I 2| )

)
, s ∈ {lo,hi}

9: C1−α (Xn+1)←
[
q̂αlo(Xn+1)−Qlo

1−α
, q̂αhi(Xn+1)+Qhi

1−α

]
10: return C1−α (Xn+1)

Firstly, given the calibration dataset I2, we calculate the non-
conformity scores defined in Eq. (11), quantifying the discrepancy
between the ground-truth values and the evidential prediction intervals.

Secondly, using these scores, we compute calibration thresholds
separately for the lower and upper bounds. Specifically, we obtain
(1−α)(1+1/|I2|)-th empirical quantiles from the calibration set:

Qs
1−α (E

s,I2) = Quantile(Es
i : i ∈I2,(1−α)(1+1/|I2|)) ,

s ∈ {lo,hi}.
(12)

These empirical quantiles are then used to calibrate and construct the
final prediction intervals, ensuring strict coverage guarantees.

Thirdly, with the empirical quantiles obtained from the calibration
set Eq. (12), we construct the final calibrated prediction interval for a
new input Xn+1 as follows:

C1−α (Xn+1) =
[
q̂αlo(Xn+1)−Qlo

1−α , q̂αhi(Xn+1)+Qhi
1−α

]
. (13)

This calibration procedure refines the initial evidential intervals, en-
suring finite-sample coverage guarantees. It prevents intervals from
becoming overly conservative or excessively narrow, achieving a prin-
cipled balance between coverage probability and interval width. From
conformal prediction theory [3, 21, 29], we can show that the result-
ing intervals satisfy the marginal coverage guarantee in Eq. (10). The
following theorem further establishes this result:

Theorem 1. If (Xi,Yi), i = 1, . . . ,n+ 1, are exchangeable, then the
prediction interval C (Xn+1) constructed by our ConfEviSurrogate sat-
isfies

Pr
{

Yn+1 ∈C(Xn+1)
}
≥ 1 − α.

Moreover, if the conformity scores Ei are almost surely distinct, then
the prediction interval is nearly perfectly calibrated. In particular, we
have:

Pr
{

Yn+1 ∈C(Xn+1)
}
≤ 1 − α +

1
|I2|+1

.

For a complete theoretical treatment, see supplemental material.
Here, we focus on providing an intuitive understanding of the calibra-
tion procedure. The key idea behind conformal prediction is that the
calibration dataset and future unseen data are independently drawn
from the same distribution. As a result, the distribution of prediction
errors—measured via non-conformity scores—on the calibration set
serves as a good approximation for the errors on unseen data. This en-
ables us to use empirical quantiles from the calibration set as thresholds
for future predictions. In other words, the quantile thresholds derived
from the calibration dataset can be viewed as representative thresholds
for future predictions. However, since the calibration dataset is finite,
it inevitably differs from the infinite future test dataset. To correct for
these finite-sample effects, the conformal method incorporates minor
adjustments—such as using the (1−α)(1+1/|I2|)-th when comput-
ing quantiles—to ensure mathematically valid finite-sample coverage
guarantees.



4.4 Visual Interface of ConfEviSurrogate Model

We integrate our ConfEviSurrogate as the backend and develop a user-
friendly interactive visual interface to facilitate the exploration of scien-
tific phenomena. This intuitive, code-free interface allows scientists to
focus on investigating predictions and uncertainties, rather than dealing
with command-line codes.

Our visual interface facilitates the parameter exploration process.
First, users can easily configure input parameters of interest through
the Parameter View (Fig. 3a). Second, based on the selected inputs, we
display our model’s predicted outputs along with the two associated
types of uncertainty in Visualization View-1 (Fig. 3b). This not only
allows users to clearly identify regions of high data noise (aleatoric
uncertainty) and low model confidence (epistemic uncertainty), but
also enables easy comparison across different ensemble data cases.
To further support robust and trustworthy predictions, we present the
corresponding prediction intervals in Visualization View-2 (Fig. 3c),
including the lower and upper bounds of the predictive interval, as well
as its width. We also provide an interactive calibration slider for the
post-processing calibration step, which can further tighten the inter-
val bands. These recalibrated intervals are theoretically guaranteed to
contain the true outcomes with the user-specified confidence level. To-
gether, these views form a cohesive, interactive interface for exploring
the relationships between inputs, predictions, and uncertainties in a
code-free environment.

Fig. 3: Visual interface for ConfEviSurrogate exploration. (a) Parameter
View for selecting simulation parameters of interest. (b) Visualization
View-1 for visualizing the predicted output and associated two uncertain-
ties. (c) Visualization View-2 for visualizing the prediction intervals.

5 RESULTS

We evaluate ConfEviSurrogate’s capabilities as a surrogate model for
data generation, uncertainty quantification, and interval prediction.

5.1 Dataset and Implementation

Our proposed ConfEviSurrogate is evaluated using three scientific
ensemble simulation datasets, as summarized in Tab. 1.

Nyx [1] is a cosmological hydrodynamics simulation developed by
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. Following expert recommen-
dations, we select three cosmological parameters as inputs: the Omega
Matter parameter (OmM), the Omega Baryon parameter (OmB), and
the Hubble parameter (h). The model predicts the log density field on
a 256×256×256 grid. We use 128 simulations for training, 200 for
calibration, and 100 for testing.

MPAS-Ocean [20] is a collection of simulation results generated
by the MPAS-Ocean model from Los Alamos National Laboratory.
We focus on four input parameters: Bulk wind stress Amplification
(BwsA), Gent-McWilliams eddy transport coefficient (GM), Critical
Bulk Richardson Number (CbrN), and Horizontal Viscosity (HV ). The
model output is defined on a 192× 96× 96 grid. Due to the high
simulation cost, only 90 samples are available: 70 for training and 20
for testing. Given the data scarcity, we evaluate only the evidential
method on this dataset, without applying conformal prediction.

CloverLeaf3D [17] is a proxy application developed by the Atomic
Weapons Establishment to solve the 3D compressible Euler equations
on a structured grid. Based on expert recommendations, we focus on
two simulation parameters: density and energy, which define three

Table 1: Simulation dataset name and simulation parameter range.

Dataset Simulation Parameter Range

MPAS-Ocean
BwsA ∈ [0.0,5.0], GM ∈ [300.0,1500.0],
CbrN ∈ [0.25,1.00], HV ∈ [100.0,300.0]

Nyx OmM ∈ [0.12,0.155], OmB ∈ [0.0215,0.0235], h ∈ [0.55,0.85]

CloverLeaf3D

State 1: Density 1 ∈ [0.01,1.0], Energy 1 ∈ [0.75,2.0]
State 2: Density 2 ∈ [0.5,2.0], Energy 2 ∈ [1.5,3.5]
State 3: Density 3 ∈ [1.5,3.0], Energy 3 ∈ [4.0,7.0]

(Energy 1 < Energy 2 < Energy 3,
Density 1 < Density 2 < Density 3, Density < Energy)

Table 2: Data dimension, model size, training time, and test time for each
dataset.

Dataset
Model
Name

Data
Dimension

↓ Model
Size

↓Training
Time

↓ Test
Time

MPAS-
Ocean

VDL [192, 96, 96] 0.63 GB 139.8h 21.0s
SurroFlow [192, 96, 12] 47.93MB 11.5h 0.81s

Ours [192, 96, 96] 193.25MB 24h 0.10s

Nyx
VDL [256, 256, 256] 1.98 GB 82.7h 9.20s

SurroFlow [128, 128, 128] 42.93MB 47.5h 0.90s
Ours [256, 256, 256] 227.03 MB 24h 0.36s

Clover-
leaf3D

VDL [64, 64, 64] 0.68GB 84h 0.16s
SurroFlow [64, 64, 64] 541.26MB 48h 0.15s

Ours [64, 64, 64] 212.19MB 18h 0.03s

distinct physical states under specific physical constraints. Each sim-
ulation produces a 3D energy scalar field with a spatial resolution of
64×64×64. In total, we generate 2000 members for training, 2000
for calibration, and 400 for testing.

Our ConfEviSurrogate is implemented in PyTorch1 and trained using
a single NVIDIA A100 GPU. The visual system is implemented with
Vue.js2 for the frontend and Flask3 for the backend server. VTK.js4 is
used for volume rendering of data.

5.2 Surrogate Prediction
In this section, we evaluate ConfEviSurrogate’s performance in generat-
ing high-quality surrogate data given simulation parameters, using both
voxel-level and image-level metrics. For voxel-level assessment, we
compute the Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) between the surrogate-
generated data and ground truth simulations. For image-level evalua-
tion, we use the Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) between
volume-rendered images derived from generated and actual simulation
outputs. Higher PSNR and SSIM values indicate more accurate and
visually faithful reconstructions.

We compare ConfEviSurrogate with two state-of-the-art surrogate
models:

• VDL-Surrogate (shorted for VDL) [26]: a view-dependent sur-
rogate model that leverages latent representations from selected
viewpoints to enable efficient inference.

• SurroFlow [24]: a flow-based surrogate model enabling invertible
prediction and uncertainty quantification.

Table 2 summarizes the training data dimensions, model sizes, train-
ing time, and inference time across datasets. Notably, SurroFlow’s
normalizing flow architecture requires consistent data dimensionality
across network layers, which leads to high memory usage. As a result,
its model architecture is constrained by memory limitations, hinder-
ing its ability to generate high-resolution outputs. In contrast, both
our ConfEviSurrogate and VDL successfully support high-resolution
predictions. Among the three models, ConfEviSurrogate achieves the
smallest number of parameters, the shortest training time, and the fastest
inference when operating on datasets of the same resolution. Although
SurroFlow shows shorter training time and smaller model sizes on
certain datasets, this stems from operating on lower-dimensional data,

1https://pytorch.org
2https://vuejs.org/
3https://flask.palletsprojects.com/
4https://kitware.github.io/vtk-js/



Table 3: PSNR and SSIM for ConfEviSurrogate and baselines’ results.

Dataset Method Data Dimension ↑PSNR ↑SSIM

MPAS-Ocean
VDL [192, 96, 96] 41.3098 0.9643

SurroFlow [192, 96, 12] 46.6852 0.9950
Ours [192, 96, 96] 49.7259 0.9961

Nyx
VDL [256, 256, 256] 35.7962 0.9180

SurroFlow [128, 128, 128] 30.9263 0.8304
Ours [256, 256, 256] 37.0429 0.9312

Cloverleaf
VDL [64, 64, 64] 38.3946 0.9326

SurroFlow [64, 64, 64] 32.7111 0.8798
Ours [64, 64, 64] 47.7264 0.9817

Fig. 4: Volume rendering of Cloverleaf3D and Mpas-O data for predictive
outputs (top row) and corresponding error maps (bottom row). In Mpas-O,
SurroFlow operates at a lower resolution, we include a zoomed-in view
of the ground truth (bottom row) to ensure a fair visual comparison.

which simplifies the prediction task and limits fair comparison. Ta-
ble 3 further demonstrates that we achieve the highest PSNR and SSIM
scores across all datasets. Importantly, our model outperforms both
VDL and SurroFlow even though SurroFlow benefits from a simpler
task due to its lower data dimensionality. This superior performance can
be attributed to two key design choices. First, our model leverages the
negative log-likelihood (NLL) loss, whereas VDL uses a mean squared
error (MSE)-based loss. As formally shown in the supplemental mate-
rial, the NLL loss implicitly incorporates the MSE term, enabling more
effective joint learning of accuracy and uncertainty. Second, although
SurroFlow also adopts the NLL loss, its performance is limited by the
architectural constraint of invertibility, which enforces a fixed network
structure and restricts its capacity to capture complex data patterns.

Figure 4 qualitatively compares the volume-rendered outputs of
ground truth and model predictions for two representative datasets:
MPAS-O and CloverLeaf3D. For each dataset, we visualize one repre-
sentative example. In each example, the top row presents the ground
truth output alongside predictions from the three models. The bottom
row displays error maps that highlight voxel-wise differences between
predictions and ground truth. As shown, ConfEviSurrogate consistently
yields lower reconstruction errors, visually confirming its superior pre-
dictive accuracy compared to both VDL and SurroFlow. These results
demonstrate ConfEviSurrogate’s ability to deliver accurate and visu-
ally faithful surrogate predictions, while also supporting uncertainty
quantification and high-resolution outputs. This combination of preci-
sion, scalability, and flexibility makes ConfEviSurrogate a compelling
surrogate modeling solution for complex scientific simulations.

Fig. 5: Volume rendering of NYX and MPAS-Ocean data for error maps
between ground truth and predicted output (left) and predicted epistemic
uncertainty (right).

Table 4: Testing time, PSNR, Voxel-level Correlation, and Member-level
Correlation for ConfEviSurrogate’s epistemic uncertainty prediction.

Dataset Method ↓Testing
Time

↑PSNR ↑Voxel-level
Corr

↑Member-level
Corr

MPAS-
Ocean

MCD 2.88s 34.92 0.4252 0.5764
DE 1.60s 28.58 0.1050 0.2747

Ours 0.10s 49.73 0.7311 0.5990

Nyx
MCD 25.17s 28.05 0.1260 0.7043
DE 2.84s 29.58 0.0416 -0.3887

Ours 0.36s 37.09 0.3105 0.9957

Clover-
leaf3D

MCD 0.83s 47.71 0.1238 0.4629
DE 3.00s 47.52 0.0566 0.5396

Ours 0.03s 47.73 0.2428 0.9321

5.3 Uncertainty Quantification

In this section, we demonstrate our model’s capability to disentangle
aleatoric and epistemic uncertainty, and to accurately capture their
respective trends.

5.3.1 Epistemic uncertainty

Epistemic uncertainty arises from the surrogate model’s lack of knowl-
edge and often correlates with prediction errors. Accordingly, we
approximate it using the absolute difference between the predicted
output and the ground truth.

Figure 5 shows a qualitative comparison between the actual pre-
diction error (left) and the predicted epistemic uncertainty (right) for
the Nyx and MPAS-O datasets. In MPAS-O, the prediction errors are
spatially concentrated, and our model successfully captures both the
location and structure of high-error regions. In Nyx, errors are more
scattered, but areas with higher uncertainty still align well with regions
of larger error. These results demonstrate that ConfEviSurrogate effec-
tively identifies regions of low confidence, with its predicted uncertainty
closely matching the actual error patterns across diverse data distri-
butions. This indicates strong potential for reliable uncertainty-aware
surrogate modeling.

Based on our quantitative analysis, we compare ConfEviSurrogate
against two widely used methods for estimating epistemic uncertainty:

• Monte Carlo Dropout (shorted for MCD) [5]: applies dropout dur-
ing both training and inference to generate multiple predictions,
estimating uncertainty from their variance.

• Deep Ensemble (shorted for DE) [14]: trains multiple indepen-
dently initialized models and estimates uncertainty based on the
variance of their outputs.

To ensure a fair comparison, both baselines are implemented using the
same model architecture described in Sec. 4.2.3 and trained with the
MSE loss. For MCD, we set dropout rates to 0.2 (fully connected) and



0.3 (convolutional layers). DE consists of five models with different
random initializations.

We evaluate prediction accuracy using PSNR and the quality of
uncertainty estimation using the Pearson correlation coefficient (Corr)
between predicted uncertainty and actual error. Corr values range from
−1 (strong negative correlation) to 1 (strong positive correlation), with
higher values indicating better alignment between predicted uncertainty
and true error.

To comprehensively evaluate the alignment between predicted uncer-
tainty and true error, we consider two levels of correlation: fine-grained
voxel-level correlation and global member-level correlation. First,
we compute a voxel-level correlation to assess how well the model
captures spatial error patterns within individual ensemble members.
Each ensemble member is a high-dimensional volume that may con-
tain spatially localized high-uncertainty regions, making it essential to
evaluate the accuracy of the model’s uncertainty predictions at a local
level. Second, we calculate a member-level correlation to capture
variation in prediction difficulty across ensemble members. Some en-
semble members may be easier to predict with consistently low errors,
while others are inherently more challenging, resulting in uniformly
higher errors. Capturing such member-level variation helps identify
difficult cases and improves model robustness. To formally define these
correlations, consider a test dataset comprising M ensemble members,
each containing N voxels. For voxel i within ensemble member m, we
denote the predicted uncertainty as um

i and the absolute prediction error
as em

i . The correlations are computed as follows:

• Voxel-level correlation (fine-grained assessment):

Corrvoxel =
1
M

M

∑
m=1

Corr(um,em) ,

where um = [um
1 ,u

m
2 , . . . ,u

m
N ], em = [em

1 ,e
m
2 , . . . ,e

m
N ].

• Member-level correlation (global assessment):
Corrmember = Corr(ū, ē) ,

where ūm =
1
N

N

∑
i=1

um
i , ēm =

1
N

N

∑
i=1

em
i ,

and ū = [ū1, ū2, . . . , ūM ], ē = [ē1, ē2, . . . , ēM ].

Table 4 compares ConfEviSurrogate with two widely used uncer-
tainty estimation methods, MCD and DE. Unlike these sampling-based
approaches that require multiple forward runs, ConfEviSurrogate esti-
mates uncertainty with a single forward pass. This leads to significantly
faster inference time, making it highly efficient and suitable for real-
time and large-scale applications. In terms of uncertainty estimation
quality, ConfEviSurrogate consistently achieves substantially the high-
est voxel-level and member-level correlation scores. This indicates
that its predicted epistemic uncertainty closely aligns with the actual
prediction error, making it a reliable measure of model confidence. At
the voxel level, ConfEviSurrogate successfully identifies local regions
within each volume where predictions are less reliable, offering fine-
grained insights into spatial uncertainty. At the ensemble member level,
our model successfully distinguishes test members with higher overall
error, often caused by insufficient training data in certain input regions.
This capability provides actionable guidance for targeted data collec-
tion and further model improvement. Moreover, ConfEviSurrogate also
yields the most accurate predictions, as reflected by its consistently
highest PSNR across all datasets. While high accuracy is desirable, it
poses additional challenges for uncertainty estimation—smaller and
fewer errors leave less signal for learning where predictions may be un-
certain. Despite this, ConfEviSurrogate maintains a strong correlation
with true error patterns, which highlights our model’s robustness.

5.3.2 Aleatoric uncertainty
Aleatoric uncertainty arises from the inherent randomness in data gen-
eration or simulation processes. Because it is intrinsic to the process,
its exact ground truth is fundamentally unknowable. In this study,

Table 5: Voxel-level Correlation for aleatoric uncertainty caused by reso-
lution limitations.

Dataset
Downsample

factor
Method ↑

All
downsampling

results
↑

One
random
result

Nyx 4× SurroFlow 0.2824 0.2301
Ours 0.3625 0.2910

Mpas-O 2× SurroFlow 0.3351 0.2713
Ours 0.4254 0.2984

Cloverleaf3D 4× SurroFlow 0.1462 0.1121
Ours 0.2503 0.2339

we introduce two proxies to approximate distinct sources of aleatoric
uncertainty in ensemble datasets. We also compare our ConfEviSurro-
gate with SurroFlow [24], a flow-based surrogate model that captures
aleatoric uncertainty by learning complex output distributions from
ensemble data.

A major contributor to aleatoric uncertainty in scientific simulations
is limited spatial resolution. High-resolution volumes preserve fine-
grained structures and high-frequency details, while downsampling
tends to blur or remove these features in low-resolution versions. This
leads to multiple plausible low-resolution realizations for the same
high-resolution ground truth, particularly in complex regions. As a
result, aleatoric uncertainty is typically higher in structurally rich ar-
eas and lower in smoother regions. In practice, low-resolution data is
more accessible due to storage and computational constraints, while
high-resolution simulations are expensive but more informative. By
accurately identifying high-uncertainty regions within low-resolution
volumes, we can selectively generate localized high-resolution sam-
ples. This enables more efficient ensemble construction by focusing
resources on the most uncertain or information-rich areas.

To evaluate whether ConfEviSurrogate can effectively capture
resolution-induced aleatoric uncertainty, we train and test the model
on low-resolution data derived from high-resolution simulations, and
compare its performance with the baseline SurroFlow. Specifically, we
construct a reference "ground truth" uncertainty by measuring the vari-
ability across multiple downsampled versions of each high-resolution
member and compare this with the aleatoric uncertainty predicted by
ConfEviSurrogate. To generate these variants, we apply four downsam-
pling methods: trilinear interpolation, nearest-neighbor interpolation,
max pooling, and min pooling. We conduct two experiments: (1)
the model is trained with access to all downsampled versions of each
member; and (2) the model is trained with only one randomly selected
downsampling variant per member. The latter simulates a more realistic
scenario in which uncertainty naturally arises due to limited resolution.

Table 5 reports the voxel-level correlation between the predicted
aleatoric uncertainty and the reference variability. Since this resolution-
induced aleatoric uncertainty is inherently spatial—manifesting differ-
ently across regions within each member—we report only voxel-level
correlations. Results show that ConfEviSurrogate captures the spatial
distribution of resolution-induced uncertainty more accurately than
the baseline method, SurroFlow, across all three datasets and under
both training conditions. Notably, even when trained with just one
random variant per member, our model still achieves relatively good
correlation scores. This highlights ConfEviSurrogate’s robustness in
more practical settings where high-resolution data is scarce and only
limited-resolution observations are available.

Beyond resolution-induced uncertainty, another key source of
aleatoric uncertainty arises from numerical errors inherent in the simu-
lation process, such as truncation and rounding. We simulate this effect
by introducing small perturbations to the input parameters, which lead
to output variations reflecting the uncertainty introduced by numerical
approximations. These small errors are often amplified through the
simulation, providing a measurable proxy for this type of uncertainty.

Table 6 summarizes the results on the Nyx and Cloverleaf3D datasets,
reporting the member-level correlation between the predicted aleatoric
uncertainty and the reference uncertainty. We focus on member-level
correlation here because voxel-level of this ground truth manifests



Fig. 6: Interval prediction results across varying calibration dataset sizes and confidence levels. Left : Relationship between coverage level and
prediction accuracy. Right : Relationship between coverage level and interval band width. Simulation output ranges: Nyx ([8.77,12.80]), MPAS-O
([10.09,29.85]), CloverLeaf3D ([−3.88,19.69]). Abbreviations: “NC” indicates Non-calibrated (no calibration applied), and numbers followed by “C”
(e.g., “50C”, “200C”) represent the calibration dataset size.

Table 6: PSNR and Member-level Correlation for aleatoric uncertainty
from simulation-induced numerical errors.

Dataset Data Dimension Method ↑PSNR ↑Member-level Corr

Nyx
[128,128,128] SurroFlow 30.9263 0.2011
[256,256,256] Ours 37.0429 0.8057

Clover-
leaf3D

[64, 64, 64] SurroFlow 32.7111 0.0155
[64, 64, 64] Ours 47.7264 0.5156

Table 7: Calibration data sizes and corresponding calibration times for
Nyx and Cloverleaf datasets.

Calibration Data Size Calibration Time

Nyx
200 87min13s
100 42min9s
50 25min15s

Cloverleaf
2000 15min38s
1000 6min10s
500 2min42s

primarily as salt-and-pepper noise, offering limited interpretability. In
contrast, the magnitude of numerical errors varies meaningfully across
different members, and our ConfEviSurrogate successfully captures
these trends. Compared to SurroFlow, our model achieves higher
correlation scores, indicating more accurate estimation of this source
aleatoric uncertainty. This demonstrates the model’s ability to identify
member-level uncertainty caused by numerical instability, offering
scientists valuable insights into which simulations are less numerically
reliable.

Together, the two types of aleatoric uncertainty offer complementary
perspectives: the first captures spatial ambiguity due to limited reso-
lution, while the second reflects global variability tied to simulation
precision. To further evaluate ConfEviSurrogate’s ability to handle
inherently stochastic outputs, we inject synthetic noise into the simula-
tion results to mimic randomness. The corresponding experiments and
results are provided in the supplemental material.

5.4 Interval Prediction

This section evaluates ConfEviSurrogate’s ability to generate prediction
intervals for simulation outputs. While evidential models inherently
produce prediction intervals as part of their output, these intervals do not
offer formal statistical guarantees—that is, the ground truth may not fall
within the predicted range at a specified confidence level. To address
this limitation, we apply the conformal prediction step to calibrate
the evidential intervals. This technique adjusts the interval bounds to
achieve valid coverage guarantees, often resulting in tighter intervals
that retain informativeness. We evaluate the calibration performance
using different calibration set sizes. For the Nyx dataset, we try sizes
of 200, 100, and 50; for Cloverleaf3D, 2000, 1000, and 500. For
MPAS-O, we simulate a more constrained real-world scenario where

no calibration is applied due to the limited availability of ensemble
data; raw evidential intervals are used instead.

Figure 6 presents the performance of predicted intervals in terms
of empirical coverage accuracy (left) and interval width (right) across
varying confidence levels. For coverage accuracy, an ideal system
should align with the diagonal line y = x, meaning that the predicted
confidence level matches the actual fraction of ground truth values cap-
tured, neither overconfidence nor excessive conservatism. As shown,
uncalibrated evidential intervals often loosely follow this trend but
deviate notably at lower confidence levels. Even so, they still pro-
vide more informative and reliable uncertainty estimates than point
predictions alone—particularly when ensemble data is limited. With
access to an additional calibration dataset, conformal prediction sig-
nificantly improves alignment with the ideal calibration line, yielding
statistically valid and well-calibrated intervals. In addition to better
coverage accuracy, it also produces noticeably narrower interval bands,
as shown in the right panel of Fig. 6. These tighter intervals indicate
that the model expresses uncertainty more precisely, offering higher-
confidence predictions with greater utility for downstream scientific
tasks. Interestingly, we observe that calibration performance is rela-
tively robust to the size of the calibration set. For instance, in the Nyx
dataset, even small calibration sets (e.g., 50 samples) yield intervals that
closely match the intended confidence levels with minimal degradation
in sharpness. This suggests that conformal calibration remains effective
even in data-scarce settings.

Table 7 summarizes the trade-off between calibration set size and
computational cost. While larger calibration sets generally lead to
improved calibration stability, they incur longer runtimes. Nevertheless,
even with limited calibration data, conformal prediction achieves sub-
stantial gains in both interval sharpness and reliability—highlighting
its practicality and scalability in real-world simulation scenarios.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we propose ConfEviSurrogate, a novel conformalized ev-
idential surrogate model for uncertainty quantification in scientific sim-
ulations. Assuming simulation outputs follow a higher-order Student-t
distribution, ConfEviSurrogate learns to accurately predict outputs
while disentangling epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties and generat-
ing informative predictive intervals. To further enhance the reliability
of these intervals, we calibrate these intervals using conformal predic-
tion, yielding rigorous coverage guarantees with tighter bounds. We
also develop an interactive visualization interface that enables intuitive
exploration of predictions and uncertainties. Experimental results show
that ConfEviSurrogate achieves state-of-the-art accuracy, effectively
distinguishes uncertainty sources, and produces narrower, more reliable
prediction intervals than existing surrogate models.

In the future, there are still several future directions we can ex-



plore. First, we can explore alternative, potentially data-driven non-
conformity scores to improve the flexibility of predictive intervals.
Second, applying ConfEviSurrogate to downstream tasks—such as
adaptive sampling, risk-aware optimization, or scientific steering—can
enhance decision-making. Third, integrating physics-informed models
may further strengthen our framework.
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