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Abstract

Access to multiple predictive models trained for the same
task, whether in regression or classification, is increasingly
common in many applications. Aggregating their predictive
uncertainties to produce reliable and efficient uncertainty
quantification is therefore a critical but still underexplored
challenge, especially within the framework of conformal pre-
diction (CP). While CP methods can generate individual pre-
diction sets from each model, combining them into a single,
more informative set remains a challenging problem. To ad-
dress this, we propose SACP (Symmetric Aggregated Con-
formal Prediction), a novel method that aggregates noncon-
formity scores from multiple predictors. SACP transforms
these scores into e-values and combines them using any sym-
metric aggregation function. This flexible design enables a ro-
bust, data-driven framework for selecting aggregation strate-
gies that yield sharper prediction sets. We also provide theo-
retical insights that help justify the validity and performance
of the SACP approach. Extensive experiments on diverse
datasets show that SACP consistently improves efficiency and
often outperforms state-of-the-art model aggregation base-
lines.

Code — https://github.com/jadz1/SACP-
SymmetricConformal Aggregation

1 Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has transformed numerous do-
mains, including computer vision, natural language process-
ing, forecasting, and decision-making in high-stakes envi-
ronments. Its success largely arises from the ability to learn
complex patterns and extract meaningful representations
from large, high-dimensional datasets. However, despite
their impressive predictive performance, many Al models
fail to provide reliable estimates of uncertainty (Abdar et al.
2021; Wang et al. 2025). This shortcoming is particularly
critical in high-risk applications, where erroneous predic-
tions can lead to severe consequences. In such settings, it
is essential to assess not only what a model predicts but also
how confident it is in those predictions.
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In recent years, conformal prediction (CP) has emerged
as a powerful, distribution-free framework for construct-
ing prediction sets with finite-sample coverage guarantees
(Vovk, Gammerman, and Shafer 2005; Angelopoulos and
Bates 2022). After training a model on the training data,
CP uses a separate calibration set to compute nonconformity
scores (NCSs), which measure how well each sample con-
forms to, or deviates from, the patterns learned by the model.
These calibration scores are assumed to be exchangeable
with the test data. Under this assumption, CP provides ex-
act marginal coverage guarantees without relying on strong
distributional assumptions, making it particularly valuable
in applications where reliability is critical.

When multiple predictive models are available for the
same task, aggregating their outputs is a common strat-
egy in machine learning to improve predictive performance,
enhance robustness, and reduce variance (Dietterich 2000;
Breiman 1996). However, despite the success of model ag-
gregation in traditional settings, its integration within the
CP framework remains relatively underexplored. A cen-
tral challenge lies in effectively combining the outputs of
multiple conformal predictors to produce sharper predic-
tion sets while preserving the exact coverage guarantees that
make CP so appealing. In this context, efficiency refers to
the tightness or expected size of the prediction sets, where
smaller sets at the same coverage level indicate a more in-
formative and useful predictor. This motivates two key ques-
tions: How can conformal predictions from multiple models
be aggregated? And does such aggregation improve cover-
age and/or efficiency?

Several methods have been proposed to address this chal-
lenge. One prominent line of work focuses on model selec-
tion, aiming to identify the most suitable predictors based
on specific performance criteria (Jin and Candes 2023; Yang
and Kuchibhotla 2024; Gasparin and Ramdas 2024a). Other
studies have explored merging prediction sets from individ-
ual conformal predictors in a black-box manner (Gasparin
and Ramdas 2024b). More recent approaches go further by
leveraging the structure of the conformity scores produced
by each model (Rivera, Patel, and Tewari 2025; Luo and
Zhou 2025). These methods aim to exploit shared patterns
across predictors to improve efficiency, producing sharper
prediction sets while maintaining valid coverage guarantees.
However, some approaches rely on additional hyperparame-
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ters or fail to fully utilize all available data. Furthermore, the
existing literature lacks a systematic comparison of these ag-
gregation strategies, leaving their relative strengths and lim-
itations insufficiently understood.

To address these gaps, we propose Symmetric Aggre-
gated Conformal Prediction (SACP), a novel method that
constructs a single prediction set by symmetrically aggre-
gating normalized conformity scores from multiple predic-
tors. SACP operates in two stages. First, it normalizes the
scores using a transformation inspired by recent advances in
e-value-based CP (Balinsky and Balinsky 2024; Gauthier,
Bach, and Jordan 2025b,a). Second, it applies an arbitrary
symmetric aggregation function to combine the normalized
scores. This design yields a flexible framework that sup-
ports data-driven aggregation strategies capable of preserv-
ing coverage while enhancing efficiency. The main contri-
butions of this work are summarized as follows:

* We introduce Symmetric Aggregated Conformal Pre-
diction (SACP), a novel method that symmetrically
combines normalized nonconformity scores from multi-
ple predictors to construct a single, informative predic-
tion set.

* We develop a data-driven variant of SACP, supported by
theoretical analysis, that adaptively selects aggregation
strategies to improve efficiency while preserving exact
marginal coverage.

* We conduct a comprehensive empirical evaluation on
both regression and classification tasks, demonstrating
that SACP consistently produces sharper prediction sets
and outperforms existing conformal aggregation base-
lines.

2 Background

We consider a supervised learning setting with a dataset
{(X:,Yi)biez € X x Y drawn iid. from an unknown
distribution P, where X is the input space, ) C R is the
output space, and Z is the set of data indices. We split
the index set Z into three disjoint subsets: Zt;ain, Zcal, and
Tiest» corresponding respectively to the training, calibra-
tion, and test data. We denote Z.,; = {1,...,n}, where
n = |Zea| is the calibration set size. We consider K
base regression or classification predictors (1), ... (5,
each trained on {(X;,Y;)}icz,,...- Given a new test pair
(Xiest, Yiest), assumed exchangeable with the calibration
set {(X;,Y;) }1<i<n, our goal is to construct a prediction set
for the unknown label Y;osy € ) with a guaranteed miscov-
erage level « € (0, 1) while minimizing its expected length.

Conformal Prediction. Conformal Prediction provides
distribution-free prediction sets with finite-sample cover-
age guarantees (Vovk, Gammerman, and Shafer 2005; An-
gelopoulos and Bates 2022). In our setting, for each pre-
dictor £ = 1,..., K, we compute nonconformity scores
(NCSs) on the calibration set {(X;,Y;)}1<i<n, defined as
sgk) = s (X;,Y;), where s . X x Y — R, measures
how atypical the true label Y; is with respect to the model
prediction (*)(X;). For regression, we set s*)(X,Y) =
|V — 4®)(X)], and for classification, s*)(X,Y) = 1 —

159 (X), where 4 (X) and 1{¥ (X) denote the estimated
regression function and the predicted probability of class Y,
respectively. Alternative definitions of nonconformity scores
can also be used; see Dheur et al. (2025) for examples. De-
k

note by sé];)) <. < SE )) the order statistics of the calibra-

tion scores, and let Q’; = SEIF()lfa)(nJrl)]) be their empirical

quantile, computed from S¢y = {szk }1<i<n. The corre-
sponding prediction set is defined as

Co(Xeest) = {y € V | s (Xest,y) < QLY. (D)
which guarantees finite-sample marginal coverage:
P(Kest S C!;(Xtest)) Z 1 — Q. (2)

Alternatively, one can define 5*) = —s(*) and express the
prediction set as C*(Xiest) = {y € V | 5 (Xiest, y) >
q*}, with ¢& = géf()nﬂ)aj)’ which still satisfies (2). This
formulation highlights that the resulting prediction set de-
pends on the choice of nonconformity score.

CP aggregation methods. Aggregating predictors within
the CP framework aims to combine the outputs of multiple
models trained for the same task into a single unified pre-
diction set. Since efficiency is also a key objective, aggre-
gation methods typically aim to produce the smallest pos-
sible prediction sets while maintaining valid coverage guar-
antees. Broadly, these approaches can be grouped into two
main classes:

1. Combining prediction sets. A simple aggregation strat-
egy combines the individual prediction sets either by in-
tersection, ﬂszl Cﬁ, which reduces the set size but yields

coverage of at least 1 — Ka, or by union, Uszl CF, which
guarantees coverage at the cost of a larger prediction set.
Yang and Kuchibhotla (2024) proposed a model selection
approach that chooses the single best predictor by minimiz-
ing the expected prediction set length:

C3MN( Xieqt) := Colf* (Xest), k* € arg 1;1]1:;1[{ E| |C§(Xtest)| ]
3)

A more intuitive alternative is the majority vote method
introduced by Gasparin and Ramdas (2024b), which in-
cludes a candidate label if it is accepted by most individual
predictors:

K
1 1
CM (Xiest) = {y €| e Z lyecr (X)) > 2} , 4

k=1

achieving coverage of at least 1 — 2a. To further improve ef-
ficiency, the authors proposed a randomized variant in which
the fixed majority threshold 1/2 is replaced by 1/2+4 U, with
U ~ Unif[0, 1]. While elegant, the majority vote approach
operates solely on the final prediction sets, limiting its ability
to fully exploit the information available at the score level.

2. Combining scores. Another class of methods aggre-
gates information directly from the nonconformity scores
(NCSs). Luo and Zhou (2025) propose aggregating NCSs
through a convex combination. For any pair (X,Y), let



Method  Coverage Guarantee Time complexity Calibration  Notes

Wagg l1—«o O(Waiia * 11 + N2 - Werid + Dgria +n3)  Splitin 2 or 3 Challenging in high dimension
CSA 11—« O(M - K -n) Splitin 2 Based on projected quantiles
CM & CR 1 -2« O(K -n) No split Set-level symmetric aggregation
SACP 11—« O(Dgria - K - n) No split Choice of aggregating function

Table 1: Comparison of aggregation methods. Time complexity refers to the time to generate the prediction set of a single test
point. Notation: n; — calibration size of subset ¢ of the calibration set; n — total calibration size; K — number of predictors;
Weria — size of the grid for weights; M — number of directions. D,q — number of classes (in classification) or length of the

discretized target space ) (in regression).

s(X,Y) = (sM(X,Y),...,s5)(X,Y))T denote the cor-
responding vector of NCSs. The aggregated score is then
given by s(X,Y) " w, where w lies on the (K — 1)-simplex
(i.e., wr, > 0 and Zszl wy = 1) and is chosen to mini-
mize the expected prediction set length. The corresponding
prediction set is defined as

C(‘;V(Xtest) = {y ey ) S(Xlestay)—rw < Qa} , (5

where Q. is the empirical (1— «)-quantile of the aggregated
scores, computed from a subset of the calibration data to
ensure valid coverage.

Rivera, Patel, and Tewari (2025) propose Conformal
Score Aggregation (CSA), a method based on multivari-
ate quantiles. The calibration set is split into two subsets,
Seal := SW USSP, 0n SV, CSA samples M directions
{tm }M_, on the positive unit sphere and determines thresh-
olds q,, such that a fraction 3 of projections u,| s exceed
each ¢,,. These thresholds define the envelope

M
H(B) = m {s eSW . yls < qm(ﬁ)},
m=1
and a binary search over [ is performed to achieve 1 — «
coverage on S). Next, each score s € S is mapped to

ls

max, (q:"('b*)) ; rescaling H (5*) by the empirical (1 —a)-

quantile of these normalized values preserves exchangeabil-
ity and guarantees exact coverage. Table 1 summarizes these
aggregation methods.

Setup Justification. In the context of aggregation, the key
components are the training data, the calibration data, and
the nonconformity scores (NCSs). Differences in any of
these elements can lead to distinct CP settings. To ensure
a fair and consistent comparison across methods, our setup
uses K predictors trained on the same training dataset, eval-
uated on the same calibration set using a fixed nonconfor-
mity score.

3 Our SACP Method

Our SACP method aims to construct a single final predic-
tion set from K base predictors. Recent advances in confor-
mal prediction have underscored the importance of e-values
for uncertainty quantification (Gauthier, Bach, and Jordan
2025b). Building on this idea, SACP normalize the noncon-
formity scores by transforming them into e-variables. They

are then combined through a symmetric aggregation func-
tion, enabling the use of standard (split) conformal predic-
tion.

Definition 3.1. An e-variable E is a nonnegative random
variable (E > 0) that satisfies, under a null hypothesis H,

En, [E] < 1. (6)

An e-value is the observed value of an e-variable.

The first step of SACP is to construct e-variable—like
transformations of the nonconformity scores, inspired by the
work of Balinsky and Balinsky (2024), although we do not
rely on the general e-value theory. This construction is based
on the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2. Consider exchangeable and positive ran-
dom variables {S; }1<i<n+1. Then, the random variables

Sj
1 n+1 ’
n+1 Zi:l Si

have expectation equal to one.

E; = i=1,....n 7

Specifically, for each predictor and its corresponding
scores, SACP constructs n + 1 exchangeable e-variables of
the form (7).

Let y € ) denote a candidate label associated with
Xiost, SO that s(F) (Xiest, y) quantifies its conformity under

predictor k. For each k¥ = 1,..., K and each calibration
point (X;,Y;), 4 = 1,...,n, we construct the calibration
e-variable
2
E® (y) = s® (X;,Y7)

A (S0 s® (X, Y5) + 50 (X )
®)
This quantity is the ratio of the i score from predictor k to
the average of all calibration scores augmented with the test
score for the candidate y.
Since the scores {s(*) (X, Y:)}1<i<n are exchangeable,

Ei(k) follows the same form as in (7) and is therefore an
e-variable (under the null hypothesis Hy : y = Yieq, and
assuming the NCS are positive). For each calibration point
(X;,Y;), we define its corresponding e-vector as E; =
(EL, ... EFNT ¢ RE. Similarly, the test e-variable is
defined as

_ S(k) (Xtesta y)
m(Z?:l (k) (X3,Y;) + S(k)(Xtesta y))

;9



and the corresponding test e-vector is Eieg =
(B Bei)T

Note that all {Ei(k)}lgign share the same denominator,
so their relative ordering is preserved. Moreover, the test e-
variable mirrors the behavior of the test score, decreasing as
50 (X est, ) decreases.

The second step of SACP is to combine the constructed e-
variables using a symmetric function f : RX — R, which
merges the e-variables into new aggregated scores. For ¢ =
1,...,n, we define

Fi(y) == f(Ei(y), Fest(y) = f(Bea(y)).  (10)

Working with symmetric aggregators is especially natural
in a distribution-free setting and offers two key advantages.
First, the aggregated score is invariant to how the base mod-
els are indexed or labeled: permuting their indices leaves the
aggregated value unchanged, ensuring that model labeling
has no effect. Second, symmetry confines us to a structured
and interpretable class of functions, which in turn makes it
easier (a) to optimize the aggregator in practice and (b) to
derive theoretical results on the resulting prediction-set size.

Note that the aggregated scores behavior directly depends
on the choice of the aggregation function. When the aggre-
gated scores exhibit the characteristics of a classical NCS, in
which smaller values correspond to higher conformity, the
prediction set is defined as

CLT(Xew) = {y € V| Fienly) < Qu(®)}, (11)

where R
Qa(y) = Fra-a)in+1))) (¥) (12)

is the upper empirical quantiles of {F;}1<;<,. In contrast,
when higher values indicate better conformity, the prediction
setis

CLY(Xew) ={y €V | Feay) 2 Ga(w)},  (13)
where
4o (y) == Flam+1)) () (14)
is the lower empirical quantiles of { F; }1<i<n.

Theorem 3.3. The SACP prediction sets defined in (11) and
(13) verify the coverage property (2).

The proof follows from the exchangeability of { F; }1<;<y U
Fiest, see Appendix A. In our implementation of SACP, the
default choice for f is the sum of its inputs. An overview of
the main steps of SACP is presented in Figure 1.

Remark 1. If we interpret the original NCS as “smaller val-
ues correspond to better conformity,” then indeed the be-
havior of the aggregated score aligns with the monotonicity
of f. If f is non-decreasing component-wise, the resulting
merged score behaves as a NCS: lower values indicate bet-
ter conformity. In this case, the prediction set is constructed
using (11). In contrast, if f is decreasing component-wise,
the interpretation is reversed: higher values indicate better
conformity, and the prediction set is built according to (13).
If f is non-monotonic, it is difficult to draw precise conclu-
sions about the behavior of the aggregated scores.

Calibration Scores Calibration E-values

1 1) Do) 1) (1
sV, ..., s EE§)i.___7,137(1)5155%3
e-value | + :
Sg )’,..,sg ) st(est) E§ ))E’SL )EEt(est>E
f aggregation
Ccfz’T 4 < <
[ ..., Fa, :Eest‘]
C£’¢ Exchangeable

Figure 1: Diagram illustrating key steps of SACP

Remark 2. Unlike the standard CP framework, the thresh-
olds g, and @, depend on the candidate label y. In classifi-
cation tasks, a separate quantile must be computed for each
class, whereas in regression we discretize the output space
into a uniform grid and compute one quantile for each grid
point.

Our SACP method offers several key advantages and is
particularly relevant in the context of conformal aggrega-
tion:

* To the best of our knowledge, this is the first approach
to apply symmetric conformal aggregation at the score
level while guaranteeing 1 — « coverage. This is achieved
without requiring any additional data splitting of the cal-
ibration set (see Table 1).

* Transforming raw scores into e-variables standardizes
them across models by ensuring a common first moment
(i.e., an expected value equal to one), enabling fair aggre-
gation regardless of differences in scale or distribution.

* The method is conceptually simple and allows a flexi-
ble choice of the symmetric function, paving the way
for further improvements through data-driven aggrega-
tion strategies.

Theoretical analysis

The aggregation of scores using an arbitrary symmetric
function is subtle and requires careful analysis. In this sec-
tion, we examine the influence of the symmetric aggregation
function and explore key properties of the empirical quan-
tile. These results allow us to derive a worst-case bound for
our prediction set in regression tasks. All proofs are provided
in Appendix A.

The aggregating function. SACP requires selecting a
symmetric function; however, not all symmetric functions
yield more informative prediction sets. Since analyzing the
general structure of symmetric functions is inherently diffi-
cult, we follow the framework of Zaheer et al. (2018) and



focus on the following subclass:

K
f(x) = (po®)(x) = p (Z ¢(a:k)> . (5)
k=1

where x = (z1,...,7x)T € (R;)X, and ¢ and p are con-
tinuous scalar transformations.

As discussed earlier, the monotonicity of f plays a crucial
role in determining how the aggregated scores behave like
NCS. Therefore, we restrict attention to strictly monotonic
functions p and ¢.

If f is increasing, then p and ¢ share the same monotonic-
ity. In this case, the aggregated scores F; in (10) behave like
NCS, and the corresponding prediction set is given in (11).
Conversely, if f is decreasing, p and ¢ have opposite mono-
tonicity, and the associated prediction set is given in (13).
Monotonic transformations are particularly convenient, as
their influence on the ordering of scores is simpler to ana-
lyze.

Proposition 3.4. Let V(l) < - < V(n) be the order
statistics of V1,...,V, € R. Let g : R — R be continu-
ous and define V; = g(V;); denote their order statistics by
Vi) < -+ < Viy). Then, for any o € (0, 1),
e [If g is strictly decreasing, then
Vimina-al) = 9Viiminap)-  (16)
e If g is strictly increasing, then
Vimina-an = 9Vimina-an). (D
This proposition directly implies the following result.

Proposition 3.5. For any o € (0,1), consider a symmet-
ric function of the form (15), where p and ¢ are monotonic.
Then, for a test point X5, we have:

o [If p is strictly non-decreasing:
CoP T (Xpesr) = €31 (Xiew), (18)
CEOPH (Xiest) = C&+ (Xrewt)- (19)
o If p is strictly non-increasing:

CLP N Xiest) = C2H( Xiewt), (20)
CQO(R\L(Xtest) - CE’T(Xtest)' (21)

Therefore, these results show that the dependence on p can
be eliminated when constructing our prediction set: C2°® =
ce

For this reason, we consider the following class of symmet-
ric functions.

Definition 3.6. A function ® is called a ¢-aggregating func-
tion if it can be expressed as

K
O(x) ==Y d(an), (22)
k=1
forallx = (z1,...,75)" € (Ry)X, where ¢ : R, — R

is continuous and monotonic. The set of all ¢p-aggregating
functions is denoted by F,gg.

From this point onward, we restrict our attention to aggre-
gating functions of the form given in Definition 3.6. We next
establish a bound on the length of our prediction set, which
requires intermediate results on the empirical quantile.

Quantile aggregation Aggregating quantiles under arbi-
trary dependence is a classical problem in statistics and
probability theory, with early work dating back to the early
20th century (Vincent 1912; Thomas and Ross 1980). More
recent research has established theoretical bounds and rela-
tionships between individual quantiles and their aggregated
counterparts (Lichtendahl Jr, Grushka-Cockayne, and Win-
kler 2013; Blanchet et al. 2024).

The SACP methods involves computing the empirical
quantile of the aggregated scores, which we will seek to up-
per bound in order to establish our final theorem.

We now present an upper bound on the length of the
SACP prediction set. Since the length naturally depends on
the choice of the function ¢ in (22), quantifying this de-
pendence exactly is often intractable. Instead, we derive a
worst-case bound that holds uniformly over all admissible
choices of ¢. This bound characterizes the maximal width
that any aggregated prediction set can attain, ensuring that
any specific choice of ¢ can only improve (i.e., tighten) the
prediction set relative to this limit.

Theorem 3.7 (Worst-case bound). For a regression setting
having K > 1 predictors, and using the absolute residual
nonconformity scores, consider ® € F,q.. For a test point
Xiest, denote by |C® (Xiest )| the length of the SACP predic-
tion set, and by |C*(Xyest )| the length of the conformal pre-
diction set of the k-th predictor i\*) at level o € [nLH, 1).
Let o' := «/ K, and define the model disagreement at Xiest
as

Agest = 1g}cang ﬂ(k) (Xtest) - 1?}3%1]( [L(k) (Xtest)' (23)

Then,
|C§) (Xtest)’ S Atest + m]‘?X ‘Cil (Xtest)|~ (24)

The proof of Theorem 3.7 relies on bounding the quantities
that appear in the SACP prediction set. The inequality (24)
provides a worst-case guarantee on the length of the aggre-
gated prediction set.

An efficiency-oriented SACP method

We now propose an efficiency-oriented extension of SACP,
building upon the theoretical guarantees established earlier.
By Theorem 3.3, the prediction set C® achieves the desired
1 — «a coverage for any symmetric aggregation function ¢ &
Fage- This invariance allows us to exploit the flexibility in
choosing ® to improve efficiency, specifically, to minimize
the expected length of the prediction sets.

Formally, we aim to find an aggregation function ®* that
minimizes the prediction set length

®* = arg min |C? 25
g@efagg Cal (25)
. However, searching over the entire space F,gs iS in-
tractable. We therefore restrict attention to the parametric

subclass
K

q)p(x) = Z(‘rk)pa

k=1

peR, (26)



which encompasses several standard aggregation schemes.
For instance, as p — 400, ®, approaches the maximum
operator, while p — —oo yields the minimum. This family
has also been successfully employed in conformal prediction
for efficiency optimization (Braun et al. 2025).

We then select the exponent p* that minimizes the average
prediction set length on the (unlabeled) test set:

1 @
p* = argmin —— C,7(Xy)| 27
& PER | Lieg| iezl'[:‘ (Ca (X5

Since Theorem 3.3 guarantees valid coverage for any sym-
metric aggregator, this optimization preserves coverage
while enhancing efficiency. Among all coverage-preserving
functions ®,,, we thus select the exponent p* that minimizes
the average set length. We refer to this enhanced variant
as SACP++. Recall that the default SACP corresponds to

p=1

4 Related Work

Several approaches have been proposed to aggregate confor-
mal predictions. As discussed in Section 2, some methods
focus on aggregating prediction sets (Yang and Kuchibhotla
2024; Gasparin and Ramdas 2024b), while others operate
directly on the scores (Luo and Zhou 2025; Rivera, Patel,
and Tewari 2025). We next review additional contributions
in this area, highlighting their respective strengths and limi-
tations.

A number of works in the literature define multivariate
nonconformity scores for conformal prediction. Although
not explicitly designed for aggregation, these methods nat-
urally extend to it by mapping scores from R¥ to R. A re-
cent line of research leverages Optimal Transport to address
multivariate score spaces (Klein et al. 2025; Thurin, Nad-
jahi, and Boyer 2025). These approaches construct transport
maps that project multivariate nonconformity scores onto a
single radial axis, enabling the application of standard uni-
variate calibration procedures. While conceptually elegant
and theoretically well-grounded, they can be computation-
ally intensive and demand careful algorithmic design to en-
sure numerical stability and robust performance.

Our method involves the construction of nonconformity
scores inspired by e-values. E-values have recently gained
attention in the conformal prediction community as a pow-
erful alternative to p-values (Vovk 2025; Wang and Ramdas
2022; Ramdas and Wang 2024; Balinsky and Balinsky 2024;
Gauthier, Bach, and Jordan 2025b,a). Rooted in hypothesis
testing, e-values enable more natural and admissible aggre-
gation schemes (Vovk and Wang 2021; Wang 2024). They
are particularly appealing due to their flexibility, anytime
validity, robustness, post-hoc guarantees, and deep connec-
tions to betting and martingale theory. In contrast, their tradi-
tional counterparts, p-values, have long served as the corner-
stone of conformal prediction but exhibit limitations when
multiple p-values must be combined under arbitrary depen-
dence structures (Vovk and Wang 2020; Vovk, Wang, and
Wang 2022; Gasparin, Wang, and Ramdas 2025; Ramdas

and Wang 2024). While certain assumptions, such as ex-
changeability, can partially restore statistical power through
refined inequalities (e.g., Gasparin and Ramdas 2025), p-
values remain less flexible for aggregation in general set-
tings.

5 Experiments and Results

We conduct a large-scale experimental study evaluating our
methods, SACP and SACP++, on both regression and clas-
sification tasks, and compare their performance against sev-
eral conformal aggregation techniques.

Datasets. For regression, we use a benchmark of single-
output regression datasets from OpenML (Vanschoren et al.
2014), previously used in CP studies (Rivera, Patel, and
Tewari 2025). For classification, we evaluate on CIFAR-10
(Krizhevsky 2009) and MNIST (LeCun, Cortes, and Burges
2010), two standard benchmarks widely used in conformal
prediction research (Luo and Zhou 2025, 2024).

Baselines. We compare against four aggregation methods
described in Section 2: (i) the weighted aggregation ap-
proach of Luo and Zhou (2025), denoted Wagg; (ii) the
multivariate-quantile method of Rivera, Patel, and Tewari
(2025), denoted CSA; (iii) the deterministic and random-
ized majority-vote merging strategies of Gasparin and Ram-
das (2024b), denoted CM and CR, respectively; and (iv) a
best-model selection rule, denoted BL, which selects the in-
dividual model achieving the smallest average prediction-set
length (Yang and Kuchibhotla 2024; Gasparin and Ramdas
2024a).

Experimental setup. For each dataset, we perform 20 ran-
dom splits into 80% training, 10% calibration, and 10% test
sets. Inputs and outputs are standardized using their empiri-
cal mean and variance. In regression, we construct a uniform
grid of 255 points between min;<;<, Y; and max;<;<, Y;.

For CSA, we draw M = 50 random projections and per-
form 20 binary-search iterations to calibrate coverage. For
Wagg, we conduct a grid search of 200 weight vectors over
the (K — 1)-simplex. For the CM and CR methods, which
guarantee coverage of 1 — 2a, we set their nominal mis-
coverage rate to 5 for a fair comparison. For SACP++, we
perform a grid search over p to minimize Equation 27. We
use K = 7 diverse base regressors, including linear models,
tree-based methods, neural networks, and Bayesian regres-
sors. We report the average prediction-set length and em-
pirical coverage on the test set: for regression datasets at
« = 0.05, and for classification datasets at both v = 0.05
and « = 0.10. Further implementation details are provided
in Appendix B, and additional experiments, including an
analysis of sensitivity to the number of predictors K, are
presented in Appendix C.

Results and Discussion. The results across all datasets are
summarized in Figure 2 and Table 2. In terms of coverage,
our proposed methods, SACP and SACP++, consistently
achieve the target empirical level across all datasets. Among
baselines, Wagg also maintains coverage close to the nomi-
nal value, whereas CSA tends to under-cover, and CM and



CIFAR-10 MNIST
Cov a=0.05 Cova=0.1 Lena=0.05 Len a=0.1 Cova=0.05 Cova=0.1 Lena=0.05 Lena=0.1
Base Models
RN56 0.949+0.002 0.901£0.004 1.83340.062 1.3524+0.040 Logistic 0.95140.004 0.902+0.005 1.109£0.016 0.9564-0.007
ShuffV2 0.94940.003 0.899+0.004 2.32240.089 1.686+0.056 RF 0.95140.005 0.901£0.006 0.97040.005 0.908+0.006
VGG16 0.95140.003 0.899+0.004 1.5314+0.068 1.130£0.025 HistGB 0.95040.005 0.901£0.006 0.9584+0.005 0.903+0.005
DLA 0.95040.003 0.899+0.005 1.62040.063 1.218+0.037 MLP 0.95040.003 0.908+0.010 0.95840.004 0.912+0.010
EffNet  0.94940.004 0.900£0.005 1.92940.067 1.366+0.033 -
Aggregation Methods

BL 0.95140.003 0.899+0.004 1.53140.068 1.130+0.025 BL 0.95040.005 0.901+0.006 0.9584+0.005 0.90340.005
CR 0.948+0.005 0.908+0.006 1.506+£0.054 1.1944+0.029 CR 0.96240.003 0.926+0.005 0.97540.004 0.93140.005
CM 0.9884+0.002 0.971+£0.003 2.08940.096 1.570+0.050 CM 0.9614+0.018 0.967+0.003 0.97540.024 0.988+0.004
Wagg 0.948+0.003 0.898+0.005 1.29240.028 1.0324+0.014 Wagg 0.95040.004 0.901+£0.005 0.95540.004 0.90340.005
CSA 0.95040.005 0.898+0.007 1.29440.037 1.038+0.018 CSA 0.95240.004 0.900+0.006 0.95840.005 0.90340.006
SACP 0.950+0.003 0.89940.004 1.308+0.033 1.034+0.014 SACP 0.95140.004 0.901£0.005 0.95640.004 0.90440.005
SACP++ 0.94940.003 0.898+0.004 1.281+0.027 1.028+0.011 SACP++ 0.9484+0.004 0.89740.005 0.9544-0.004 0.900-+0.006

Table 2: Coverage (Cov) and interval length (Len) for CIFAR-10 and MNIST with o € {0.05,0.1}:

- M CsA
CR  mmm Wagg SACP

SACP++
-=-- Target Coverage (0.95)

1.00

0.98
@ 096
094]
092
0.90
0.88

e

Covera,

Length
oW oo

361236 361237 361242 361243 361244 361247 361249

361234 361235

Figure 2: Empirical coverage and average prediction set
length per method across OpenML regression datasets.

CR frequently exceed the nominal level, resulting in overly
conservative (and thus unnecessarily large) prediction sets.

Regarding prediction-set length, our methods demon-
strate strong overall efficiency. As expected, SACP++ con-
sistently yields shorter sets than SACP, while even the de-
fault SACP remains competitive with all baselines. For clas-
sification tasks, SACP++ reliably produces the smallest pre-
diction sets among all compared methods. In particular, on
CIFAR-10, it achieves the lowest variance in prediction-set
length across test samples—significantly smaller than that of
both the base learners and other aggregation approaches. For
regression tasks, SACP++ outperforms the best individual
model (BL) on five out of nine datasets and attains the top
overall performance among aggregation methods on seven
out of nine datasets. These results highlight the benefit of
aggregation in this setting: by leveraging shared structure
across base predictors, SACP-based methods improve effi-
ciency while maintaining valid coverage.

6 Conclusion

We proposed SACP, a novel method for aggregating non-
conformity scores from K predictors to construct a single
conformal prediction set. Our approach transforms calibra-
tion and test raw scores into e-variables, which are com-
bined through symmetric functions. The method applies to
any choice of a symmetric aggregation function, while its
enhanced variant, SACP++, adaptively selects the function
yielding the smallest prediction sets. For strictly monotonic
symmetric aggregators, we consider the case when aggrega-
tion reduces to a sum of scalar functions, which facilitates
both theoretical analysis, via a worst-case bound, and effi-
cient numerical implementation through data-driven aggre-
gation. Empirical results demonstrate that SACP is highly
competitive, outperforming state-of-the-art conformal ag-
gregation methods and even the best individual base learner
in terms of prediction-set length across all classification
datasets and in five out of nine regression datasets. These
findings highlight the effectiveness of conformal aggrega-
tion in leveraging shared structure among predictors to im-
prove efficiency while maintaining valid coverage. Future
work includes extending SACP++ by exploring symmetric
neural architectures capable of learning the optimal aggrega-
tion function directly, and investigating how the dependen-
cies among predictors’ uncertainties influence overall per-
formance and efficiency.
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A Proofs of results
Notation. For any vector X = (Xi,...,Xp), write X(1) < -+ < X, for order statistics; |A| is the cardinality of
aset A; |-] and [-] denote floor and ceiling.

All the predictors (M), - 45) are trained on {(X;,Y;i)}iez,.,. and are thus considered to be determin-
istic function, so the calibration scores are function of the (X;,Y;), for all ¢ € Z.; = {1,...,n}. Denote
7 = (Zl, PSRN Zn, Zn+1) Wlth ZZ = (Xz, Y;), Zn+1 = (Xtesta Y;fest)a and Z7r = (Z7r(1)7 ey ZTr(n—I—l)) fOI’ any
permutation 7. Denote S the groups of permutations of {1, ..., K}.

Model-permutation invariance. Consider a function f : RX — R used to aggregate the per-model scores. The
labels 1,..., K of the base predictors carry no intrinsic meaning; relabeling the models should not change the
aggregated score. Formally, for any permutation o € Sk, we require

FlEay - 2u0) = F(@e@y - 2e))- (28)

This exactly means that f is a symmetric function of its arguments. This restriction is thus relevant in our context,
and also facilitate the theoretical study and numerical implementation of the SACP method as explained in the paper.

Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof. For any vector z = (21,...,2n+1) and any ¢ € {1,...,n + 1}, define the K -dimensional vector

S(k)(zl.)
Ei(z) := (127&15(@(?)
n+l £2j=1 1) 1<k<K

Fi(z) = f(Ei(2)), i=1,...,n+1,
where f : R® — R is a fixed measurable function. The aggregated scores used by SACP are then F; := F;(Z).
Let 7 be any permutation of {1,...,n + 1}, and denote Z := (Z(1), - - -, Zr(nt+1))- Since the denominator in
the definition of E;(z) is a sum over all indices j, it is invariant under permutation. Moreover, the i-th element of 7
is Z(;)- Hence, for every i,

e RX,

and let

K K
s (Zn(i)) sM(Z(i))
Ei(Zr) = | 7= ®) (7 s (g = Ex;(2),
it g1 S Za) ) s\ e sW(Z0) ),
and therefore
Fi(Zx) = f(Ei(Zx)) = [(Er@)(Z)) = Fr(iy (2).
Thus the map Z — (F1(Z),...,Fo,+1(Z)) is permutation equivariant in the sample index. Since Z < 7, for all
7, it follows that (F1, ..., Fj,41) is an exchangeable sequence. Therefore, we are exactly in the standard conformal
prediction setting, with nonconformity scores given by { Fj(y)} .
O

Proof of Proposition 3.4
Proof. Letxy,. .., xy be real numbers and write their order statistics as z(;) < x(g) < -+ < (,), andletg: R - R

be any strictly decreasing function, and define

= g(xi), Ty S Tg) <0 S Ty
their increasing order statistics. If g is increasing, it preserves the order, so the Z ;) = g(ac(k,)). Otherwise, g reverses
the order,
9(Zm) = T(n—k+1), k=1,...,n. 29)
In particular, g(x( [(1—04)(71—&-1)'\)) = :ﬁ( [a(n+1)]) because
m=[1l-a)n+1)]=m-1<(1-a)n+1)<m = n+l-m<an+1)<n+2-m (30)
hence

lan+ 1) =n+1-m=n—-[(1-a)(n+1)] +1



Proof of Proposition 3.5

Proof. Consider
f(x) =pod(x) €2))
with p, ¢ strictly monotonic as mentioned in the paper. The aggregated calibration scores are given by {F; }1<i<n, =
{p o ®(E;) }1<i<n, following the same notations as in the paper: E; = (EZ.(I), . ,Ei(K)),i =1,...,n.
Denote V; := ®(E;) = S5, ¢(E¥) the merged scores with @, and k = [(1 — a)(n + 1)]. It follows from the
previous proposition:

e If pis strictly increasing
Cgo¢’T(Xtest) = {y | po (I)(Etest(y)) < P(V(k))}
= {y | (I)(Etest(y)) < Wk))} = C$7T(Xtest)

o If p is strictly decreasing

Cgoq)’T(Xtest) ={y | po ®(Erest(y)) < p(Vin—r11))}

= {y ’ (I)(Etest(y)) > ‘/(n7k+1))} = CS’T(Xtest)‘
O

We are now ready to prove the main theorem of the paper. But before that we should establish a useful bound on

the empriical quantile of the aggregated scor (), starting with a lemma.
Lemma A.1 (Empirical quantile upper bound). Fix K > 1 andn € N. Let a € [HLH, 1). Fork =1,...,K let

(ka), cee ST(L]C)) € R" be real numbers. Consider the ’aggregated vector’ (V1, ..., V) where

= (k)
V= S,

and define the empirical quantiles :

Ak . alk) N .
o/K = ([mna-a/x)y Qo= Viimrna-a)-

Then

K
Qo <Y Qhx (32)
k=1

Proof. Set By = {i : S™ < QF i tand Foi= {i: Vi < 350, QF ). By definition of the quantile,

)

|Ex| > [(n+1)(1 — o/ K)]. Hence, by the union bound on sets,

K K K
(Bl =n—||JEl=n->_ |E (33)
k=1 k=1 k=1
K
>n—> (n—[(n+1)(1-a/K)]) (34
k:lK
>n+> (n+1)(1-a/K)—n) (35)
k=1
>n+K—-(n+1a>n+1)(1-a). (36)

For every i € ﬂszl By we have V; < 25:1 Q’é/K. Thus



K
|F| =] Ex| = (n+ 1)1 - ). (37)
k=1
Therefore, since the cardinal of set is an integer we get |F'| > [(n + 1)(1 — «)]. By definition of the quantile, we

conclude that
K

Qa S QA’;/K
1

e
Il

O]

The lemma above can be used to upper bound the empirical quantile Q\a(y) of the SACP method. Let ¢ € F,gq,
and foreach k =1, ..., K denote by Q’E the empirical (1—f3)-quantile of the raw nonconformity scores s(k) (X:,Y5),
i =1,...,n. For a fixed candidate label y, note that the e-value normalization

(n+1)x
Z? (k’)(X“Y) + S(k)(—XteSU )

has a denominator that does not depend on ¢; hence it preserves the per-k ordering of the scores. If, in addition, ¢ is
nondecreasing, applying ¢ also preserves this ordering. Therefore the transformed per-model scores are

(n+1) s®(X;, Y7) .
) ¢<Z?1 sW(X;,Y)) + sW (Xeesi,y) ) ' et

T

and the aggregated scores are F;(y) = Zszl 57@ (y). Applying the previous lemma to the K vectors {§£k) (y) 3,
yields

~ K K (n+1) Qa /K

= F < .

Qa6) = Fgo-aromn® < 3 (ir-osmominn® ;¢< ST (X ) + 5 ()
(38)

Reader’s note. Stronger bounds are possible under additional structure (e.g., when the per-model score vectors are

comonotonic (Dhaene et al. 2002a,b)), but such assumptions are typically too strong to be imposed in practice.

Proof of Theorem 3.7

We have now eliminated the dependence on p and obtained an explicit upper bound on the empirical quantile Q,(y)
of the aggregated scores. This reduction allows us to study the SACP prediction set. We adopt the same notations
as in Theorem 3.3 and Section 3. Consider an aggregation function ® € F,, that is strictly non-decreasing in each
coordinate. Our goal is to control the size of

CS’T = {y S y | Ftest(y) < Qa(y)}

Recall that we seek a (worst—case) upper bound on the width of the aggregated prediction set that holds for
all admissible choices of ¢. This bound characterizes the maximal width any aggregated set can attain; hence any
particular choice of ¢ can only tighten the set relative to this envelope. In what follows we restrict attention to strictly
increasing ¢; the strictly decreasing case is analogous (the inequalities reverse and yields the same bound). The main
steps of the proof are displayed in Fig. 3.

study of . Construct bound 4" s.t. Final bound on |CZ |
9(y) = Fea(y) — Qa(y) U(y) > Qa(y), L(y) < Frest(y) Uly*) = L(y") N

Figure 3: Proof roadmap for bounding SACP prediction set

We start by studying the nature of the functions that appear in the prediction set. The following lemmas will help
us achieve that :



Lemma A.2. Let {s1(y), ..., sn(y)} be continuous functions on [0, +00). Then, for k € {1,..,n}, their k-th order
statistic is also a continuous function of y.

Proof. The k-th order statistic s (y) can be written as s (y) = max jc(i,... n} (minjes s;(y)) and the the max
|J|=n—k+1
and min functions are continuous. O

Lemma A.3. If their exists a yo such that the functions {s1(y), ..., sp(y)} are non-decreasing in [yo, +00) , then
their k-th quantile is also non decreasing on [yo, +00).

Proof. Fix y1,y2 € [yo, 00) with y; < y2. Then for each 1,
si(y1) < si(ye)
Let 51y (y1) < s(2)(y1) < -+ < 5(n)(y1) and s(1y(y2) < 5(2)(y2) < -+ < 5()(y2) be the order statistics at y; and

Y2, respectively. Since for each i, we have s;(y1) < s;(ya2), it follows that

sy (W1) < say(y2), k=1,...,n.

Lemma A.4. For a test sample Xyest, denote

_ (k) _ - (k)
Yo = min fi (Xtest)s 1= max ji (Xtest)- (39)

Then y — Qg (y) is continuous strictly increasing on (—o0, yo|, and strictly decreasing on [y1,+00). On the con-
trary, Fiesi(y) is strictly decreasing on (—oo,yo| , and strictly increasing on [y1, +00). In particular, both of these
functions are bijective on these two intervals.

Proof. The continuous function
s (X3, Y))
(i sW(XG, V) + [4®) (Xeest) —yl)/m + 1

is strictly increasing on (—oo, i) (Xes)], s0 in particular (—oo, o). It is also strictly decreasing on [y, 4+00).

Because ® is increasing, the aggregated score F; := ®(E}, .. ., E-(K)) behaves the same, and we get the result using

(2
lemma A.3. By the same logic, the continuous function

’/:L(k)(Xtest) -y
(Z?:l s(k) (X3, Yi) + ‘/l(k) (Xtest) —yl)/n+1

is strictly increasing on [y, +00) and strictly decreasing on (—oo, yo|, which gives the behavior of Fjg.

Yy —

Yy —

O]

Endpoints study. If C?(Xes) = @, the length bound is trivial. If C® is unbounded, it is not useful in practice; in
what follows we work on the (typical) event that Cf is nonempty and bounded. Define

9Y) = Fea(y) — Qa(y),  Co(Xiewt) :={y €R: g(y) <0} =g ' ((—00,0]).

By the previous lemmas, g is continuous and strictly decreasing on (—o0, yo] and strictly increasing on [y, 00).
Since g is continuous and (—o0, 0] is closed, C2 is closed (hence a union of closed intervals). Consider

Yleft = inf Cg (Xtest), Yright += Sup Cﬁi (Xtest)7

such that we have
Cs(Xtest) C [ylefta yrightL g(yleft) =0 and g(yright) =0
by continuity of g.
The conformal prediction set of our base predictors are all centered in ﬂ(k)(Xtest) and of length equal to the

empirical quantile. Intuitively, we can expect at least some of the centers /i) (X;c5¢) to belong to C2 (X e ). This is
what is shown in the following proposition:



Proposition A.5. Either yo € C*(Xet) 0r yo < Yiets. Likewise, either yy € C2(Xiest) 0 y1 > Yright-

Proof. Recall g(y) = Fiest(y) — Qa(y) and C2(Xest) = {y : g(y) < 0}, with g continuous, strictly decreasing on
(—00, yo| and strictly increasing on [y1,00), and g(yiett) = 9(Yrignt) = 0.

Suppose yo ¢ CL and 5o > yiee- Then g(yo) > 0 while g(yietr) = 0 and i < yo. Since g is strictly decreasing
on (—00, Yo, we have g(y1efc) > g(1o) > 0, a contradiction to g(ye;) = 0. Hence, if yo ¢ C®(Xies), necessarily
Yo < Yleft- A similar argument proves the statement of the proposition for ;. O

We shall now distinguish between all possible cases, presented in Figure 4.

A={yo < Yiert < Yright < Y1}

y'o Yieft yr;ght 1

Bi={yo < Yer <31 < yrigm}

y'o Yieft Y1 yr;ght

By = { Y1ert < Yo < Yright < Y1}

Yieft Y0 yr;ght 1

C ={ Yert < Yo < Y1 < Yright}

Yt Yo Y1 yri'gm

Figure 4: Cases of where g, y; lie in or out of C.

We denote the events A, By, Ba, C of the respective cases in the figure. In the event A we can simply bound the
length of our prediction set with y; — 39 = At For the events A, By, Bo we establish a common bound. This is
achieved with the following result.

Pl‘OpOSitiOﬂ A.6. IfyO € CS(XWSI)’ then Yieft > Yo — mMaXg QZ/K Ifyl € Cg)(Xtest)’ then Yright < Y1 +

maxg, QQ/K.

Proof. The proof relies on upper bounding the quantile function Q¥ (y) by U(y) and lower bounding Fie. (y) by
L(y) on (—o0, yol. If U, L are also bijective, they also uniquely intersect at some point y*. Thus, necessarily y* <

Yleft-

Figure 5: An illustration of U, L maps intersection points.

Let us determine U (y) and L(y). By definition, for y < g

(k) (n+1)(yo —y)
E >
test(y) el Z?:l S(k) (X“Y;) +y0—y




so that

K
(n+1)(yo — y) :
Fest(y) > Zéb <Z?1 S(k)(Xi’Y;) + 9o — y) '

and using bound (38) :

. K (n+1)Q*
Qa(y) < Z¢ <Z?=1 S(k)(X“Y'Z)/i Yo — y> = U(y)

we can find y* solution of
Uly") = L(y").

Denoting d = yo — y*, and S* = 31" | s (X;,Y;), we get

iqb((n—i-l)q;/[() i¢<(n+1)d> 40)

T kg | T gk 4 g
— St +d — St +d
which necessarily implies that (n—+1)(yo—y*) < maxk(n+1)Q’;/K. Otherwise, we would have (n+1)(yo—y*) >

(n+ 1)@’; /K for k = 1,..., K which contradicts equality (40) since ¢ is strictly increasing. This gives :

Yiepr > y" > yo — max Qg (41)

An analogue bound is obtained for y;, where the term (yo — y) is replaced with (y —y1) in L(y), U(y) forall y > yj,
which leads to :

Yright < Y1 +max Qf ¢ (42)
O
Recall that \Cﬁ] = 2@’; In the event By U Bo UC, y; € Cgﬁc oryg € C’g. Therefore,
(CAI < Yrigh — thene < max|Cq | + Agest 43)
and it is obviously true in the event A as we stated before.

Finally, to treat the case where ¢ is strictly decreasing, we use the fact that
C(bz J/ — C7q>7 T
(0% (6%

Hence, the problem reduces to the previous case because —¢ is non-increasing. This concludes the proof.

B Experimental setup

For classification, we use MNIST (70 000 samples, 784 features, 10 classes) and CIFAR-10 (60 000 samples, 3 072
features, 10 classes). The regression datasets employed in our experiments are summarized in Table 3.

Regression Models. For regression benchmarks, we used a variety of models implemented in scikit-learn.
The feature space and target values for all regression datasets were standardized using StandardScaler, which was fit
on the training data and then applied to the calibration and test sets. The models include:

* Linear Models: We included standard LinearRegression, Lasso regression with an L; regularization penalty of
a = 0.1, BayesianRidge for probabilistic linear regression, and SGDRegressor which fits a linear model using
stochastic gradient descent.

* Tree-based Ensembles: We used RandomForestRegressor with 50 estimators and HistGradientBoostingRegres-
sor. For both, the minimum leaf size was set to max (10, 0.001 X 7uin)-

* Neural Network: A MLPRegressor with two hidden layers of sizes 10 and 5, respectively, was trained using
Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.01.



OpenML ID Samples (N) Features (d)

361234 4177 8
361235 1503 5
361236 2043 7
361237 1030 8
361242 21263 81
361243 1059 116
361244 1066 10
361247 11934 14
361249 4898 11

Table 3: OpenML Regression datasets considered.

CIFAR-10 models. We utilized several well-established deep neural network architectures implemented in PyTorch.
Each model was trained for 50 epochs using Adam optimizer, a Cross-Entropy loss function, a learning rate of
1 x 1072, and a batch size of 64. The pool of classification models includes ResNet-56, ShuffleNetV2, VGG-16
with Batch Normalization, EfficientNet-B0, and Deep Layer Aggregation (DLA). See code for further details on the
architecture.

MNIST Base Models. We used four base classifiers on MNIST: a Logistic Regression with Lg penalty trained
via the “saga” solver (C=1.0, max_iter=500); a Random Forest of 500 trees (max_depth=20, max_features=sqrt); a
HistGradientBoosting classifier with 100 boosting rounds, Ls regularization (A = 0.1) and early stopping; and an
MLP with two hidden layers (512, 256), ReLU activations, Adam optimizer (learning rate 10~%), batch_size=128,
max_iter=100.

Method and evaluation parameters. To compute prediction-set lengths, we evaluate on a uniform 255-point grid
spanning from min(Yealib) to max(yeain ). Quantiles are computed as exact order statistics with a time complexity
of O(n) time where n is the calibration set size. For SACP++, we perform a parallelized search over [—15, 15] for
regression and [—8, 8] for classification (to ensure numerical stability) and additionally include the min and max
functions—corresponding to the limit as p — +oo—in the candidate pool. Seeds considered are specified in the
code.

Evaluation metrics. We report mean and standard deviation across all 20 seeds of the following:
* Marginal coverage:

1
Coverage = Z 1{Y; € ng(XZ)}
|Itest| icT
test
* Average set size:
1
Length = Z ‘Cgi(Xz)‘

’Itcst| .

1€Ttest

C Additional experiments

On the e-values normalization step. The normalization step is crucial for our method, as it transforms model-specific
scores onto a common, comparable scale (e-values). The effect of this normalization is powerfully illustrated in our
classification results on CIFAR-10 6 by the emergence of isolated spikes in the normalized distribution. These
spikes correspond to the maximum NCS of 1.0. Their locations are not random; they are inversely proportional to
each model’s average nonconformity score on the calibration set. A spike further to the right (like VGG16_BN’s)
signifies a more confident model overall. This normalization, therefore, enriches the analysis by converting a subtle
difference in distribution (left plot) into a clear separation of model characteristics (right plot).

On the number of base models K. We demonstrate the stability and competitive performance of the SACP and
SACP++ methods across various datasets and numbers of base models. Regarding Coverage, SACP and SACP++
consistently achieve a mean coverage value very close to the nominal target of 0.95 for both K = 3 (Table 4) and
K = 5 models (Table 5). This demonstrates the robustness and validity of our methods, in contrast to some other
approaches like CR and CSA that often struggle to meet this target. When evaluating Length, SACP and SACP++
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Figure 6: Distribution of raw scores (left) and e-values inspired normalization (right) from base learners on CIFAR-10, demon-
strating normalization step of our SACP method. E-values inspired normalization is built considering the first test point with

candidate label O

are notably effective. They frequently provide prediction intervals with significantly shorter lengths compared to
other methods, such as CM and Wagg, while maintaining comparable coverage. This indicates a superior trade-
off between coverage validity and interval precision. The ability of SACP++ to achieve the shortest length among
methods with valid coverage on multiple datasets underscores its efficiency. This demonstrates the consistency of

our methods with respect to the number of aggregated predictors, K.

On the a-stability. SACP++ consistently achieves nominal coverage and yields the shortest prediction set sizes
across all values of a considered—on both CIFAR-10 (Table 6) and MNIST (Table 7)—with only a single exception,

thereby demonstrating superior efficiency and «-stability.



Dataset (N, d) Metric CR CM Wagg CSA SACP SACP++
361234 (4177, 8) Coverage | 0.944 +0.016 0.954 +£0.011  0.955+0.014  0.945+0.016  0.955+0.010  0.953 & 0.008
Length 2.720 4 0.206  2.877+0.210 2.938+0.343 2.749+0.314 2.850£0.219  2.781 4 0.236
361235 (1503.5) Coverage | 0.926 +0.032  0.969 +0.017  0.972+0.027 0.936 +£0.036  0.959 +0.020  0.950 % 0.028
Length 1.434+0.133  1.720+0.115  1.732+0.295 1.456 +0.193 1.540 +£0.133  1.461 +0.115
361236 2043,7) Coverage | 0.950 +0.019  0.957 £0.018  0.957£0.020  0.931 +£0.030  0.956 £ 0.019  0.954 & 0.021
Length 2.6924+0.152  2.755+0.152  2.7394£0.177 2.560 + 0.193  2.744 +0.142  2.717 4+ 0.143
Coverage | 0.954+0.030 0.975+0.021  0.984 £0.021  0.945£0.041  0.971 £0.022  0.966 + 0.024
361237 (1030, 8)
Length 1.32440.205 1.54940.199  2.089 +0.632  1.2444+0.208  1.455+0.263  1.366 + 0.213
361242 21263, g1y | Coverage | 0-982£0.007  0.955+£0.005  0.952£0.007 0.952£0.006  0.950 & 0.007  0.948 & 0.007
Length 1.125+0.035 1.243+0.036  1.190 +0.076  1.279 +0.058  1.196 +0.045  1.165 + 0.048
361243 (1059, 116) | CVereee | 0-931+£0.038  0.963£0.026 0.979£0.024 0.932+£0.046 0.958£0.025  0.950 £0.031
Length 3.2834+0.378  3.562 +0.392 4.114+0.576 3.277+0.534  3.484 + 0.468  3.355 & 0.398
361244 (1066, 10) | COveraee | 0-967+£0.018  0.967+£0.018  0.971£0.040  0.946£0.027  0.967£0.018  0.963 & 0.019
Length 3.001 4+ 0.850 3.003+0.849 4.397+1.976 1.996+ 1.042 3.003 +0.850  2.997 & 0.848
361247 (11934, 14) | COverage | 0-916 £0.012  0.968£0.005  0.960£0.011  0.960+0.011  0.950 4 0.005  0.949 & 0.009
Length 0.370 £ 0.062  0.492 +0.073  0.364 +0.080  0.408 & 0.099  0.404 & 0.075  0.387 & 0.062
361249 (4g0s, 17y | Coveraee | 0-942£0.019  0.960£0.015  0.956£0.018  0.950£0.017  0.956£0.015  0.955 £ 0.013
Length 2.959 £0.136  3.155+0.143  3.130 £0.178  3.059 £0.147  3.080 £0.128  3.017 £ 0.123
Table 4: Comparison of aggregation methods on regression datasets. a = 0.05, K =
Dataset (n, d) Metric CR CM Wagg CSA SACP SACP++
361234 (4177, 8) Coverage | 0.940 +0.012  0.951 +£0.013  0.949 £0.009  0.939 + 0.008  0.947 +0.013  0.944 % 0.010
Length 2.713+0.144 2978 +0.180 2.964 +0.388 2.740 £0.173  2.825+0.219  2.740 + 0.201
361235 (1503, 5) Coverage | 0.917 +0.024  0.954 +£0.023  0.951 £0.019  0.917 £0.023  0.949 +0.028  0.940 £ 0.035
Length 1.954 4+ 0.081 2724+ 0.135  1.797 £0.091  1.95440.081  2.138 +0.420  1.844 =+ 0.439
361236 (2043.7) Coverage | 0.931+0.026  0.946 £0.024  0.952+£0.023  0.920 £0.031  0.949 +0.024  0.944 £ 0.027
Length 2.590 + 0.164  2.705+0.149  2.747£0.145 2.479+0.168 2.720 £0.153  2.661 & 0.159
361237 (1030.8) Coverage | 0.977 +£0.012  0.980 £0.011  0.976 £0.013  0.975+0.014 0.978 £0.012  0.976 + 0.013
Length 1.705+0.035 1.840+0.040 1.720+0.036  1.695+0.038 1.715+0.034  1.700 + 0.037
361242 (21263, g1y | COverage | 0:92140.006  0.965+0.004 0.950£0.004 0.948+£0.004  0.95040.003  0.950 + 0.004
Length 1.260 +0.028  1.657+0.015 1.186+0.064 1.43240.058 1.325+0.026  1.229 + 0.030
361243 (1059, 116) | Coveraee | 0-940+£0.031  0.962+£0.022  0.970£0.023  0.936+£0.038  0.949£0.028  0.940 £ 0.035
Length 3.348 £ 0.455  3.594 +0.428 3.9514+0.598 3.501 +0.512  3.489 +0.420  3.387 4 0.439
361244 (1066, 10) | COveraee | 0-968£0.017  0.968£0.017  0.946£0.070  0.938+0.033  0.968%0.017  0.966 & 0.017
Length 2.925 +1.019 2944+ 1.018 4.602+3.092 1.948+1.023 2.943+1.021  2.926 & 1.021
361247 (11934, 14) | COVerage | 0-900£0.007  0.980£0.003  0.968+0.004 0.943+0.017  0.950+0.002  0.948 & 0.007
Length 0.596 + 0.047  1.517 +0.024  0.445+0.077 0.563 +0.093  0.481 +0.070  0.408 4 0.044
361240 (4sos, 11y | Coverage | 0-943+£0.018  0.964£0.014  0.961£0.021  0.952£0.013  0.963+0.015  0.958 £0.011
Length 3.20540.165 3.591+0.179  3.220£0.186  3.228 £0.081  3.407 £0.162  3.246 + 0.110

Table 5: Comparaison of aggregation methods on regression datasets. & = 0.05, K = 5.




Method Coverage Length
a = 0.025 a = 0.05 a = 0.075 a=0.1 H a = 0.025 a = 0.05 a = 0.075 a=0.1
Base Models
ResNet56 0.974 £ 0.003 [ 0.949 £ 0.002{0.925 4 0.003|0.901 &£ 0.004 || 2.411 £ 0.091 | 1.833 4 0.062| 1.540 % 0.045|1.352 £ 0.040
ShuffleNetV2 0.974 + 0.003 [ 0.949 4 0.003|0.924 + 0.003 |0.899 = 0.004 |[{3.030 4 0.117|2.322 % 0.089 | 1.936 £ 0.065|1.686 + 0.056
VGG16.BN 0.975 4 0.003]0.951 +£ 0.003 [0.924 £ 0.003|0.899 4 0.004 || 2.130 &+ 0.130|1.531 £ 0.068 | 1.272 4 0.038| 1.130 % 0.025
DLA 0.975 £ 0.003{0.950 4 0.003 | 0.925 +£ 0.004 [ 0.899 4 0.005||2.122 + 0.118 | 1.620 £ 0.063 | 1.375 4= 0.046 | 1.218 + 0.037
EfficientNet  0.975 4 0.003]0.949 + 0.004 [ 0.924 £ 0.004 | 0.900 4 0.005||2.723 + 0.110(1.929 &£ 0.067 | 1.573 4 0.047| 1.366 + 0.033
Aggregation Methods
BL 0.975 £ 0.003{0.951 % 0.003|0.924 +£ 0.003 [ 0.899 4 0.004|{2.130 & 0.130 | 1.531 £ 0.068 | 1.272 4 0.038 | 1.130 £ 0.025
CR 0.969 + 0.001 {0.948 4 0.005|0.931 4 0.004 | 0.908 + 0.006 || 1.552 = 0.042 | 1.506 4+ 0.054|1.038 + 0.015|1.194 £ 0.029
CM 0.999 £ 0.001{0.988 4 0.002|0.951 &£ 0.002[0.971 4 0.003 || 2.155 % 0.063 | 1.33 4= 0.026 |1.322 4 0.022 | 1.570 £ 0.050
Wagg 0.974 £+ 0.003 {0.948 4 0.003|0.923 + 0.004 | 0.898 + 0.005 || 1.658 =+ 0.044|1.292 4+ 0.028|1.128 + 0.019|1.032 £+ 0.014
CSA 0.976 =+ 0.004 | 0.950 % 0.005|0.924 + 0.005|0.898 4 0.007 || 1.675 % 0.079 | 1.294 £ 0.037|1.134 4 0.023 | 1.038 £ 0.018
SACP 0.975 £+ 0.003 {0.950 4 0.003|0.925 4+ 0.004 | 0.899 + 0.004 || 1.746 £ 0.043|1.308 4+ 0.033|1.132 + 0.019|1.034 £+ 0.014
SACP++ 0.975 £ 0.003{0.949 + 0.003|0.923 + 0.004 | 0.898 4 0.004 || 1.629 + 0.051 | 1.281 =+ 0.027 | 1.118 4 0.016 | 1.028 + 0.011
Table 6: Performance on CIFAR-10 across different « levels.
Method Coverage Length
=002 | a=005 | =007 | a=01 || a=0025| a=0.05 | a=0075 | a=01
Base Models
Logistic 0.976 £ 0.002{0.951 4 0.004|0.926 + 0.005|0.902 + 0.005 || 1.394 £ 0.034|1.109 4 0.016|1.012 % 0.008 [ 0.956 + 0.007
RandomForest 0.976 + 0.003 |0.951 £ 0.005|0.926 & 0.006 |{0.901 £ 0.006 || 1.027 & 0.007 | 0.970 4 0.005 | 0.936 £ 0.006|0.908 + 0.006
HistGB 0.975 £ 0.003 {0.950 4 0.005|0.925 4 0.005|0.901 = 0.006 || 0.996 = 0.005|0.958 4 0.005|0.929 + 0.005 [0.903 + 0.005
MLP 0.975 4 0.002{0.950 £ 0.003 {0.927 4+ 0.004 [0.908 £ 0.010{{0.997 & 0.004 | 0.958 £ 0.004|0.932 + 0.005[0.912 £ 0.010
Aggregation Methods

BL 0.975 £ 0.003{0.950 % 0.005|0.925 +£ 0.005[0.901 4= 0.006 || 0.996 % 0.005 [ 0.958 £ 0.004 | 0.929 4 0.005 |0.903 + 0.005
CR 0.980 &£ 0.003 {0.962 £ 0.003|0.944 + 0.004 |0.926 &£ 0.005 || 1.013 £ 0.006 | 0.975 4 0.004|0.952 + 0.005 [0.931 +£ 0.005
CM 0.994 £ 0.001{0.961 % 0.018|0.977 &£ 0.002 | 0.967 4 0.003 || 1.125 & 0.017 | 0.975 £ 0.024 | 1.009 =4 0.005 | 0.988 + 0.004
Wagg 0.974 £+ 0.002{0.950 4 0.004 | 0.925 4+ 0.005|0.901 +£ 0.005 || 0.986 £ 0.004 | 0.955 4+ 0.004|0.928 + 0.005 [0.903 + 0.005
CSA 0.974 £ 0.003{0.952 4 0.004 | 0.926 +£ 0.005 [ 0.900 == 0.006 || 0.990 % 0.005 [ 0.958 £ 0.005 | 0.930 4= 0.005|0.903 + 0.006
SACP 0.975 £ 0.002{0.951 4 0.004|0.926 + 0.004 | 0.901 £ 0.005 {|0.991 &£ 0.003 | 0.956 4 0.004|0.929 + 0.004 [ 0.904 + 0.005
SACP++ 0.974 £ 0.002{0.948 4 0.004 | 0.923 +£ 0.004 | 0.897 4 0.005 || 0.988 =+ 0.003 | 0.954 £ 0.004 | 0.927 4 0.004 | 0.900 + 0.006

Table 7: Performance on MNIST across diffrent « levels.



