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Abstract

Autonomous driving systems require a quick and robust
perception of the nearby environment to carry out their rou-
tines effectively. With the aim to avoid collisions and drive
safely, autonomous driving systems rely heavily on object
detection. However, 2D object detections alone are insuffi-
cient; more information, such as relative velocity and dis-
tance, is required for safer planning. Monocular 3D ob-
ject detectors try to solve this problem by directly predict-
ing 3D bounding boxes and object velocities given a camera
image. Recent research estimates time-to-contact in a per-
pixel manner and suggests that it is a more effective mea-
sure, than velocity and depth combined. However, per-pixel
time-to-contact requires object detection to serve its pur-
pose effectively and hence increases overall computational
requirements as two different models need to run. To ad-
dress this issue, we propose per-object time-to-contact esti-
mation by extending object detection models to addition-
ally predict the time-to-contact attribute for each object.
We compare our proposed approach with existing time-to-
contact methods and provide benchmarking results on well-
known datasets. Our proposed approach achieves higher
precision compared to prior art while using a single image.

1. Introduction
Autonomous driving aims to improve urban traffic and en-
sure passenger safety. Avoiding collisions and planning
safe maneuvers are core tasks of autonomous driving sys-
tems. The existing pipelines for such systems contain re-
dundancy, making them slow and computationally expen-
sive. These issues negatively affect the performance of au-
tonomous driving systems. Fig. 1 shows an autonomous
driving pipeline, divided into multiple modules, i.e., percep-
tion, prediction and planning. Motion and occupancy form
the prediction module, where occupancy prediction focuses
on the static part of the scene, such as the drivable area and
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Figure 1. An autonomous driving pipeline including perception,
prediction and planning submodules; inspired by planning ori-
ented autonomous driving [14].

lanes, while motion prediction handles the moving objects
or the dynamic part of the scene.

Further, existing motion prediction approaches model
motion as position and velocity [14]; however, modeling
the motion with these absolute values is unnecessary. Since
occupancy prediction already handles the drivable area and
obstacles, motion prediction should only provide a risk met-
ric for each object, which helps the planning module con-
trol the vehicle’s speed and braking. Even when a risk met-
ric is computed using position and velocity, its precision is
lower than the precision of either of its estimated compo-
nents. Conclusively, in autonomous driving, modeling mo-
tion using velocity and position is suboptimal.

Badki et al., [2] emphasize that in driving scenarios,
time-to-contact (TTC) is more effective than velocity and
depth of an object to assess its risk. Also, TTC can be
computed using the ratio of depths of an object in two con-
secutive frames, or depth and velocity. The resultant TTC
value is a ratio, while the velocity and depth are metric val-
ues; hence, it is easier to predict TTC even when predicting
depth or velocity is ill-posed [2]. However, little research
exists on TTC prediction [2, 15, 38] compared to velocity
[34, 37] and depth estimation [6, 20, 28, 33].

Binary TTC [2] estimates TTC in a per-pixel fash-
ion. While per-pixel TTC heatmaps provide precise class-
agnostic information about obstacles, without object detec-
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Figure 2. Shows monocular depth predictions (b), per-pixel time-
to-contact predictions (c) and oTTC predictions (d). (b) The depth
prediction shows how far the objects are from the camera, with
hotter meaning closer to the camera. (c) The per-pixel TTC pre-
dictions show the relative motion of pixels from ego perspective,
where temperature indicates how fast objects are moving toward
the ego vehicle. The depth prediction (b) is based on PixelFormer
[1] and per-pixel time-to-contact prediction (c) is based on Binary
TTC [2]. (d) is the output of our proposed oTTC model, where
normal temperature shows background while hot and cold show
objects moving towards and away, respectively, from ego vehicle.

tions, they can create false alarms, i.e., the TTC heatmaps
show low TTC values for pixels that belong to the road but
are next to the ego vehicle, as shown in Fig. 2 (c). This
makes TTC estimation dependent on object detection to es-
timate risk, despite both being two separate tasks with indi-
vidual computational costs. Furthermore, TTC heatmaps
include TTC values for pixels belonging to background
classes, which are not entirely relevant, i.e., TTC values for
the sky, treetops, roads, skyscrapers, etc.

To avoid the additional computational costs and estimate
precise risk per object, we propose to predict TTC as an ob-
ject attribute using a center detection and attribute predic-
tion strategy [23]. This is done by adding an extra branch to
predict TTC along with other attribute prediction branches,
i.e., scale and offset. Following the approach in [2], we pre-
dict the ratio of depths instead of TTC, as it is linear from
the camera perspective. The contributions of this paper are
multifold:
• We explore the methods to generate TTC ground truth

using existing object detection and tracking datasets.
• We extend 2D object detection network to predict the bi-

nary and continuous time-to-contact per object.
• We evaluate our model on a TTC estimation benchmark,

where it beats the SOTA with a significant margin.
• We benchmark proposed approaches on multiple au-

tonomous driving datasets, both real and synthetic.
• We present explainability analysis on proposed ap-

proaches to realize important features for TTC prediction.

2. Related Work
Autonomous vehicles require a rich 3D environment per-
ception to avoid collision with obstacles and safely manoeu-
vre in drivable space. However, expensive and complex ad-
ditional sensors are required to acquire 3D data from the
environment, which further needs to go through computa-
tionally expensive processing to transform it into a useful

form. This setup renders the approach impractical for real-
time and cost-effective scenarios.

2.1. Time-to-Contact Estimation

Time-to-Contact is well studied in psychophysics and
proven to be more effective indicator for a driver compared
to depth and velocity [19]. Time-to-Contact can be esti-
mated directly from images while estimating depth and ve-
locity is an ill-posed problem, as TTC depends on their
ratios [13]. [5, 26, 27] estimate TTC from optical flow.
[12] use constant brightness assumption to estimate TTC
directly, without the requirement of estimating optical flow
first, however, these method requires masks of the object of
interest to be effective.

Recent work by Badki et al. [2], estimates TTC in a
per pixel fashion, however, this method is not only depen-
dent on further information like object detections to be fully
applicable, but also estimates TTC for background pixel,
which is unnecessary. We take a rather objective approach
by modelling TTC as an object attribute, which can be eas-
ily estimated along with corresponding object detections
with negligible computational overhead.

2.2. Object Detection and Attribute Prediction

Ross Girshick et al. [10] proposed R-CNNs as an initial
bridge between object classification and object detection.
Recent R-CNN based techniques [4, 9, 11, 24, 30] have
improved a lot on the basic idea of R-CNNs by contribut-
ing towards both efficiency and performance. To eliminate
region proposal network from R-CNNs and hence achieve
higher efficiency YOLO, SSD and RetinaNet were pro-
posed [21, 22, 29] resulting in single stage architectures.
However, these architectures focus on efficiency and com-
promise on performance to achieve it.

Recently, anchor-free object detection architectures [7,
16–18, 34] were proposed to bridge the gap between perfor-
mance and efficiency and perform object detection in end
to end fashion exploiting the power of deep convolutional
networks. CornerNet [18] proposes to detect an object as
a pair of key-points, bounding box corners in the case of
2D detection, however the approach can be easily extended
to pose estimation. CenterNet [7] models objects as triplet
instead of paired key-points where corner points are used
for bounding box proposal generation and center point is
used for verification. FCOS [34] predicts objects in per-
pixel fashion. FCOS3D [37] extends 2D object detection
to mono-3D object detection and predicts additional object
attributes like velocity and orientation angle per object.

We follow the approach of attribute prediction along with
2D object detection to predict TTC per object [34, 37]. The
approach uses a single camera image as an input, and yet
outperforms approaches with stereo or sequence input.
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3. Ground Truth Data Generation
Deep Learning models heavily rely on a substantial amount
of data; however, there is currently no well-established
dataset that contains TTC ground truths. However, it is pos-
sible to calculate TTC ground truth values using different
object and scene properties. In this section, we discuss var-
ious methods to generate TTC ground truth values from the
depth, velocity, and tracks of the objects.

3.1. Depth and Velocity to TTC

A simpler way to calculate TTC per object is to use its depth
and velocity. Eq. 1 shows the relation between TTC τ ,
depth and the velocity.

τ =
λ

λ′ , (1)

where λ indicates the depth of the object and λ′ indicates
the velocity of the object.

It is important to note that the depth here is the object
distance from the camera center, rather than Z of the 3D
object position (X,Y, Z). Using Z and Z ′ generates im-
precise TTC values as lateral movement is ignored, which
can be important in the case of objects that move laterally,
like pedestrians at cross-walks and vehicles at junctions

Further, the depth and velocity annotations require infor-
mation from additional sensors like LIDAR and RADAR.
This makes, TTC from depth and velocity expensive and
prone to precision errors.

3.2. 3D Object Tracks to TTC

3D object tracking datasets contain object annotations with
3D locations, as well as their correspondences between con-
secutive frames. The depth values of the object in consecu-
tive frames can be used to calculate TTC using the follow-
ing relations;

η =
λ(t1)

λ(t0)
, (2)

where λ represents the distance of the object from the
camera center [38]. The motion-in-depth η is then con-
verted into TTC using:

τ =
T

1− η
, (3)

where T is the time delta between two consecutive key
frames [38], which is also the multiplicative inverse of key
frames per second of the video sequence (kfps), here key
frame indicates the frame with given ground truth.

However, the problem of additional sensor requirements
remains, as 3D object tracking annotations require depth in-
formation of the scene.

3.3. 2D Object Tracks to TTC

Assuming rigid, planar and fronto-parallel objects, the per-
ceived height of the object is given by;

h = f
H

λ
, (4)

where f is the focal length of the camera, H is the metric
height of the object, and λ is the distance of the object from
the camera.

Using Eq. 4 in Eq. 2 gives;

η =
λ(t1)

λ(t0)
=

h(t0)

h(t1)
. (5)

However, the planer and fronto-parallel assumption is an
oversimplification of the problem. Due to multiple road
lanes and intersections, a higher percentage of traffic ob-
jects are cars, which are neither planar nor always fronto-
parallel. Moreover, the Eq. 4 and 5 holds if the orientation
of the vehicle is either parallel or perpendicular to the cam-
era axis, as at these angles the bounding box height is equal
to the height projected on the camera plane.

Furthermore, the projected height of the object (hp) can
be calculated from the bounding box height given the pro-
jected orientation angle using the following relation;

hp =
hbbox cos(θ)− wbbox sin(θ)

cos2(θ)− sin2(θ)
, (6)

where hbbox and wbbox are the height and width of the
bounding box, and θ is the projected orientation angle. The
above relation, when used with Eq. 5 can generate accurate
η values as long as the projected orientation angle remains
constant between two consecutive frames. While this condi-
tion might not always apply, the error due to change in pro-
jected orientation angle can be minimized by using higher
fps, which results in smaller change in projected orienta-
tion angle.

4. Object Time-to-Contact
Due to the camera motion and the dynamic nature of the
traffic scene, the captured images are subject to motion blur.
The amount of motion blur is directly proportional to the
relative motion of the objects and the camera’s exposure
time. With a constant or known exposure time, the motion-
in-depth (MiD) depends solely on motion blur. Modern
deep-learning techniques can estimate motion blur as well
as exposure time, given a large amount of data, and exploit
this information to estimate MiD. The MiD values can be
converted to time-to-contact (TTC) using Eq. 3, given the
capture frequency.

The 2D object detectors predict location information for
each of the objects in the scene. The location information
itself doesn’t convey any reliable clues regarding the TTC
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Figure 3. Simplified architecture of our oTTC model. It uses HRNetW32 [36] backbone to extract feature. Some details have been omitted
for better visibility and to convey general idea of the architecture.

of the object due to perspective distortion and motion ambi-
guity. With the aim of exploiting the hidden motion infor-
mation inside motion blur, we try to directly estimate MiD
per detected object. For this purpose, we use CSP [23] as
the base and add an extra branch in the detection head to
predict TTC.

The input image is passed through HRNetW32 [36] to
extract features. These features of different scales are then
interpolated to obtain uniform-sized feature maps. These
feature maps are then concatenated and passed through con-
volution blocks. The final enriched feature volume goes in
parallel through class, scale, offset and TTC branches. The
class, scale and offset are then combined to create bound-
ing box predictions along with the object classes. Finally,
the object detections and TTC predictions are combined to
generate an oTTC map. Fig. 3 shows our proposed archi-
tecture; the convolution block after interpolation and con-
catenation is skipped in the diagram along with the offset
branch for simplicity.

Time-to-contact values vary from −∞ to +∞. Directly
predicting such large values can result in underfitting given
a relatively small amount of data. Therefore, to avoid deal-
ing with a large range of values, we follow [2] and predict
MiD η instead and calculate TTC afterward using Eq. 3.
Moreover, we use L1Loss to optimize the TTC branch with
1× 10−2, 5× 10−2, 1× 10−1 and 2× 10−1 as loss weights
for class, scale, offset and TTC branch, respectively.

5. Data Preparation and Evaluation Settings

This section includes the details of datasets, data prepara-
tion, evaluation criteria, and, at the end, the training and
testing environment used for experiments.

5.1. Datasets

To evaluate the TTC prediction approaches, we use well-
known object tracking datasets, including real and syn-
thetic datasets. The tracking datasets include object tracks,
which are necessary to obtain time-to-contact ground truths.
NuScenes is a 3D dataset which contains 1000 scenes,
recorded in Boston and Singapore, comprising 1.4 million
object annotations [3]. Shift dataset [31] is a synthetic
dataset containing 2.5 million images, including both day
and night scenes. The KITTI object tracking dataset [8]
contains both 2D and 3D annotations comprising 50 video
sequences with objects belonging to 8 classes. However, we
only benchmark Car and Pedestrian classes.

5.2. Data Preparation

Both the KITTI tracking [8] and NuScenes [3] datasets do
not contain TTC information in ground truth annotations.
However, this information can be easily extracted using ob-
ject tracks and location information. We extract motion-
in-depth (MiD) [38] of the object from its depth values in
consecutive key frames. In the case of the KITTI tracking
[8] key-frames per second (kfps) is 10 and in the case of
the NuScenes dataset, kfps is 2 [3].

The NuScenes dataset [3] does not contain 2D detection
annotations; we generate 2D bounding boxes by projecting
3D bounding box points into the camera image. The resul-
tant bounding boxes are not tight; however, they serve the
purpose, as we do not aim to evaluate object detections.

5.3. Evaluation Metric

A evaluation metric provides a quantitative measure to com-
pare the performance of different solution to a single prob-
lem. We use two different metrics to evaluate our ap-
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proaches. We use MiD in all of our experiments except for
binary risk prediction where we use risk accuracy.

5.3.1 Motion-in-Depth

The MiD [38] η represents the proportional change in depth
of the object, with values mostly lying between (0.5, 1.3),
where η < 1 represents the object moving toward the ego
vehicle and η > 1 represents the object moving away from
the ego vehicle. MiD-Loss is commonly used to evaluate
continuous time-to-contact [2] [38]; it is given by:

MiDLoss = ∥log(η)− log(ηGT )∥1 × 104, (7)

where ηGT and η represent ground truth and predicted
MiD-values. We calculate oMiD, which considers MiD
per object instead of per pixel. We also calculate oMiD+

which only considers values η < 1. oMiD+ focuses on ob-
jects moving toward the ego vehicle, which are more risky.

5.3.2 Binary Risk Accuracy

Besides continuous TTC, we also experiment with binary
risk prediction, where the model predicts whether an object
is risky or not, i.e. η < 1. To evaluate binary risk prediction,
we use accuracy as the metric, defined as;

Accuracy =
TP

FP + TP + FN
, (8)

where TP is true positive, FP is false positive and FN
is false negative binary risk prediction.

5.4. Training and Evaluation Settings

For TTC, we perform evaluation in a detection agnostic way
so that it is not affected by the detection performance of
the network. To do so, we take object centers from object
detection ground-truth, instead of predicted object centers,
and use them to extract predicted TTC values from the pre-
dicted TTC maps.

The KITTI tracking dataset [8] includes 50 videos in to-
tal, with 21 for training and 29 for testing purposes. As test-
ing sequences are withheld, i.e., the annotations for these
sequences are not provided and testing servers do not in-
clude time-to-contact benchmarks, we randomly take 4th

and 11th video sequence from the train set for evaluation.
For continuous TTC evaluation, existing methods use

KITTI scene flow validation set, containing 40 samples. As
the proposed method for continuous TTC predicts TTC per
object while the existing research predicts it in a per pixel
manner, it is not possible to directly compare them. How-
ever, there is an overlap between the KITTI tracking dataset
and scene flow validation set, containing 19 out of 40 sam-
ples. We evaluate our continuous TTC method on these

Table 1. Time-to-contact benchmark on KITTI dataset [8]. (SF)
indicates that the evaluation based on scene flow validation set
while (T) indicates the evaluations based on video sequence 4 and
11 of KITTI tracking dataset [8]. * indicates that the evaluation
is based on 19 samples out of 40 samples of scene flow validation
set, as described in Sec. 5.4.

Method Setup oMiD (SF) oMiD | oMiD+ (T)

PRSM [35] Stereo 124 -

OSF [25] Stereo 115 -

Hur & Roth [15] Sequence 115 -

Yang & Ramanan [38] Sequence 75 118 | 127

Binary TTC [2] Sequence 74 120 | 124

oTTC (ours) Monocular *44 107 | 102

Table 2. Binary risk prediction results on autonomous driving
datasets. Risk accuracy is higher on real datasets, i.e., NuScenes
[3] and KITTI [8], compared to Shift dataset which is synthetic.

Risk Accuracy mAP

Dataset All Pedestrian Car All Pedestrian Car

NuScenes 89.9 93.5 88.5 22.1 16.9 27.3

KITTI 91.2 99.6 90.5 40.8 22.8 65.7

Shift 83.3 90.6 79.1 39.6 34.3 39.5

19 samples, just to establish a ground to evaluate the per-
formance of the proposed method. For binary risk estima-
tion, we use the validation set of KITTI tracking dataset,
ignore annotations with 0.998 ≤ η < 1.002, and consider
η < 0.998 as risky.

Training is performed on 4 A100 GPUs, with 8 images
per GPU. And the evaluation is performed in one image per
batch manner on a single V100 GPU.

6. Experiments & Results
Although, predicting TTC compared to depth and velocity
is easier, predicting TTC per object using a single image
is still an ill-posed problem. The understanding of traffic
scene can help to determine the direction of travel, but not
the absolute or relative speed. However, captured camera
motion artifacts, like motion blur, contain potential clues
that can determine if an object is moving towards or away
from the camera along with the rate of this change upto a
certain precision. To verify this and test how much informa-
tion can be extracted from these motion artifacts, we con-
duct two experiments. First, we perform continuous TTC
prediction per object and compare our results with exist-
ing state-of-the-art. Second, we try binary risk prediction
where we classify objects as risky and non-risky based on
if they are moving towards the camera, i.e., TTC > 0. We
also compare per object TTC prediction with TTC calcu-
lated from predicted velocity and depth to establish which
has better precision. Finally, we compare per object TTC
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Table 3. Comparison of oTTC with FCOS3D [37] on NuScenes
dataset [3]. The oMiD values for FCOS3D are calculated using
velocity and depth predictions. oTTC beats FCOS3D in TTC pre-
diction, which shows that the direct TTC prediction is better than
TTC calculated from depth and velocity predictions.

Method / oMiD Car Truck Bus Ped. Mot. All

FCOS3D 415 439 434 184 482 391

oTTC (ours) 351 394 468 291 376 376

Table 4. Comparison of oTTC with Center Track [39] on KITTI
dataset [8]. oTTC has better oMiD and oMiD+, which indicates
that direct TTC prediction yields precise values compared to TTC
calculated from predicted depth values.

Method Input oMiD oMiD+

Center Track Two Images 116 108

oTTC (ours) Single Image 107 102

prediction with TTC calculated from tracked depth values
using mono3D object tracking [37].

6.1. Object Time-to-Contact (oTTC)

To benchmark our oTTC approach, we compare it against
existing approaches on Kitti dataset [8] as it is the only
dataset with TTC benchmarks available. Table 1 shows
the benchmarks on Kitti dataset. MiD represents per
pixel motion-in-depth, while oMiD and oMiD+ represent
motion-in-depth per object. Binary TTC [2] predicts TTC in
a per pixel fashion which is not directly comparable to our
approach, to make it comparable, we take Binary TTC [2]
outputs on Kitti dataset and extract values of MiD at cen-
tre pixels of the objects. It is evident that, our oTTC, while
being efficient, works better compared to per pixel TTC pre-
diction. oMiD+ shows oMiD values of the objects mov-
ing toward the ego vehicle, and it is evident that, proposed
approach is even better when considering oMiD+. More-
over, our approach uses a single image only, while the rest
of the approaches use multiple images.

6.2. Binary Risk Prediction

In binary risk prediction, we try to predict if the traffic ob-
ject is moving towards or away from the ego vehicle, based
on a single image. Although, the vehicles on the apposite
sides of a two-way road and relatively static objects like
pedestrians move mostly towards the ego vehicle, the ob-
jects in the same lane or the lanes next are more important.
These objects can highly impact the decisions as they are
closer to the ego vehicle and can move both towards and
away from the ego vehicle, hence posing greater risk. To
this extent, we conduct binary risk prediction experiment by
predicting if TTC > 0 for each object. To establish gener-
alization, we use multiple, real and synthetic datasets. Also,

similar to continuous TTC prediction, we use CSP [23] as
detection architecture and predict binary risk estimates in-
stead of continuous TTC per object.

Tab. 2 shows detailed results of binary risk prediction. It
is evident that, binary risk prediction works better for real
datasets, i.e., NuScenes [3] and KITTI [8] compared to Shift
[31] dataset which is synthetic. This shows that, motion
artifacts, which are present in real datasets but not synthetic
datasets, can aid in TTC based risk estimation.

6.3. oTTC vs Depth and Velocity

In addition to 2D location of the objects, the monocular
3D object detectors aim to predict depth information. The
monocular 3D object detectors like FCOS3D additionally
predict the velocity, orientation and 3D dimensions of the
object [37]. The velocity and depth information can be used
to calculate TTC directly, however, the accuracy of TTC
calculated this way can be lower since it is calculated using
two predicted values. To verify this, we compare our oTTC
model with FCOS3D by calculating TTC using velocity and
depth predicted by FCOS3D [37]. For this experiment, we
use NuScenes dataset [3].

Table 3 shows the comparison of FCOS3D [37] and
oTTC. It is evident that the overall performance of oTTC is
better compared to FCOS3D in terms of oMiD. Moreover,
it is important to note that oTTC performs better for predict-
ing TTC of relatively dynamic objects like cars and motor-
cycles, while FCOS3D performs better for relatively static
objects like Pedestrians. This indicates that TTC calculated
from velocity and depth is less precise compared to direct
TTC prediction. The difference in performance of static and
dynamic objects, in case of FCOS3D [37], indicates impre-
cise velocity predictions. Furthermore, predicting velocity
requires velocity ground truth, but time-to-contact can be
predicted regardless of velocity annotations.

6.4. oTTC vs Tracked Depth

Mono3D object trackers additionally predict depth informa-
tion per object. This depth information along with object
tracks can be used to obtain MiD using Eq. 2. For this ex-
periment, we take CenterTrack [39] as the mono3D tracker
and compare it with our oTTC model. Tab. 4 shows the de-
tailed results of this experiment. It is established that, oTTC
performs better than CenterTrack [39] in terms of MiD. As
mono depth prediction includes absolute depth scale, it can
be tricky to extract this information from a single image.
However, relative depth is easier for a network to model
given a single frame and the only thing the network needs
in the case of Object TTC. Furthermore, in the case of MiD
from Mono3D object tracking we combine two values pre-
dicted by network with precision p, hence the precision of
their combination in MiD will be p2.
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Figure 4. Shows qualitative comparison and explanations for oTTC predictions across a range of scenarios. The integrated gradients [32]
method was used to generate explanations. The input and output images are cropped for better visibility. The blue outline in GT and oTTC
indicates the cars, while the yellow outline indicates the pedestrians.

6.5. Qualitative Results & Explanations

To evaluate our approaches in different scenarios, we con-
duct a qualitative study across various driving situations in-
cluding braking, moving and stopping. We also conduct
explainability study to explore the contributions of different
object features towards the TTC prediction. For these stud-
ies, we use the 11th video sequence of KITTI tracking [8]
dataset, which is also part of the validation set.

Fig. 4 shows the results of qualitative and explainability
study. The GT column represents the ground truth time to
contact values per object (oTTC), generated using tracked
depth values as explained in Sec. 3.2. The oTTC col-
umn shows the continuous oTTC predictions. The leg-
ends are shown at the bottom where the gray color indicates
the background or zero velocity relative to the ego vehi-
cle, while green to yellow colors show the object moving
away, and pink to blue colors show the object moving to-

ward the ego vehicle. It is evident that the results are similar
to ground truth in all scenarios.

The last two columns in Fig. 4 show explanations of
TTC predictions based on integrated gradients [32] method.
The Intp. bTTC shows the explanations of binary risk pre-
diction while Inp. oTTC shows explanations of continuous
risk estimation for the object under focus. For bTTC model
focuses on the object itself with high weight to the area
around the center of the object. The bTTC explanations
are not conclusive enough to connect the bTTC prediction
with high gradient response or motion blur. However, the
oTTC explanations clearly have focus on high gradient re-
gions where motion blur effects are maximum, pointing to-
wards the possible high contribution of motion artifacts in
the final prediction decision.
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7. Conclusion

Time-to-Contact is more useful to model object motion in
traffic scenes compared to velocity and depth. The recent
research suggests estimating TTC in a per-pixel manner.
Such estimation, however, is not useful without object de-
tection, as pixels which belong to the road and are next to
the ego vehicle may have least TTC. Also, keeping TTC es-
timation and object detection as independent tasks yields an
inefficient solution. This paper suggests estimating TTC as
an object attribute by extending an object detection archi-
tecture. By doing so, it yields an efficient solution which
provides object detection as well as per object TTC with
minimal additional computations. Moreover, compared to
previous research, the proposed approach uses only a sin-
gle image to predict TTC values per object and argues that
motion artifacts in images caused by moving camera may
be helpful in inferring TTC. To support the argument, this
paper conducts a series of experiments, including binary
risk estimation and continuous TTC estimation. And com-
pares the TTC results with existing state-of-the-art to prove
that the proposed approach has higher precision in terms of
MiD.
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