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Abstract

The reliability of supervised classifiers is severely hampered
by their limitations in dealing with unexpected inputs, lead-
ing to great interest in out-of-distribution (OOD) detec-
tion. Recently, OOD detectors trained on synthetic out-
liers, especially those generated by large diffusion models,
have shown promising results in defining robust OOD de-
cision boundaries. Building on this progress, we present
NCIS, which enhances the quality of synthetic outliers
by operating directly in the diffusion’s model embedding
space rather than combining disjoint models as in previous
work and by modeling class-conditional manifolds with a
conditional volume-preserving network for more expressive
characterization of the training distribution. We demon-
strate that these improvements yield new state-of-the-art
OOD detection results on standard ImageNet100 and CI-
FAR100 benchmarks and provide insights into the impor-
tance of data pre-processing and other key design choices.
We make our code available at https://github.com/
LarsDoorenbos/NCIS.

1. Introduction

Modern deep learning classifiers can classify unseen im-
ages into thousands of classes when trained on sufficiently
broad datasets. However, unexpected samples from unseen
classes will also be confidently assigned to one of the train-
ing classes [17]. In most cases, model outputs do not pro-
vide information about the reliability of a prediction, lead-
ing to silent failures that undermine the trustworthiness of
these systems. This has led to significant research on de-
tecting and filtering out these unexpected samples, a subject
area known as out-of-distribution (OOD) detection. Specif-
ically, OOD detection aims to enhance the reliability of
downstream systems by identifying and removing samples
that fall outside the known training distribution.

To identify samples that do not belong to the training
distribution, OOD detectors seek to learn a boundary that
separates in-distribution (ID) samples from OOD samples.
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Figure 1. Random outliers generated for three CIFAR100
classes by our method. Using our generated samples as auxil-
iary outliers during training greatly improves the OOD detection
performance of modern classifiers.

A major difficulty in doing so is the lack of real OOD
samples at training time. Recent advancements in super-
vised OOD detection tackle this challenge by generating
synthetic OOD samples and using them during training to
shape the decision boundary. These synthetic OOD sam-
ples can be generated in feature space [11, 47] or pixel
space [4, 12], with pixel-space approaches demonstrating
superior performance. However, creating realistic and ef-
fective pixel-space OOD samples remains challenging. The
standard approach [4, 12] is to use large, pre-trained text-
conditioned diffusion models, like Stable Diffusion, condi-
tioned on perturbed prompts that lead to OOD images for
specific classes.

Different types of prompt perturbations produce outlier
images of distinct quality and, therefore, finding good per-
turbations is crucial to generate useful OOD samples. Ide-
ally, the perturbations should locate the prompts in the
boundaries of the diffusion model’s conditioning space
where the model transitions from producing valid ID im-
ages to OOD images (e.g., Fig. 2(c)). However, previous
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pixel-space outlier synthesis methods have overlooked the
key challenge of identifying such boundaries within the
diffusion model’s conditioning space, instead relying on
heuristics and approximations that fall short in effectively
locating these regions. For example, Dream-OOD [12],
the current state-of-the-art method, trains an image encoder
that maps ID images to a feature space encouraging that
each image embedding is similar to the text embedding
of its respective class name. Yet, this approach lacks a
mechanism to ensure alignment between the learned image
embeddings and the diffusion model’s conditioning space.
Consequently, embeddings considered as ID by the embed-
ding model may lie in OOD regions of the conditioning
space, and vice versa. Moreover, Dream-OOD fits a class-
conditional spherical Gaussian distribution to the ID image
embeddings, but there is no evidence that the prompts em-
beddings in the conditioning space behave in this manner.

In this work, we develop two new techniques to explic-
itly find ID regions within the diffusion model’s condition-
ing space and to sample elements along their boundaries:

• Diffusion-based embedding. We propose an embedding
procedure that uses the diffusion model directly to create
image embeddings, bypassing the need for external em-
bedding functions or surrogate models. This approach,
similar to prompt tuning, represents each training image
by an embedding that maximizes the likelihood of the dif-
fusion model generating that image, allowing a precise
characterization of the ID regions within the conditioning
space.

• Non-linear parametric distributions. Inspired by the
non-linear invariants for OOD detection of [10], we in-
troduce a conditional volume-preserving network (cVPN)
for fitting class-wise manifolds and show how it can be
used to fit arbitrarily complex class-conditional distribu-
tions to the training image embeddings. The complex dis-
tributions enabled by the cVPN allow for more precise
sampling along the ID/OOD boundaries in the condition-
ing space compared to the over-simplistic Gaussian dis-
tribution (Fig. 2(a) and (b)).

By combining these two techniques, our proposed method
NCIS can synthesize realistic and diverse outliers, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 1, thereby enhancing the classifier’s ca-
pacity to detect OOD samples. Our experiments show
that NCIS achieves state-of-the-art performance on two
canonical benchmarks (ImageNet-100 and CIFAR-100 as
in-distributions), with ablation studies confirming the indi-
vidual impact of each component. Additionally, we high-
light a limitation of outlier synthesis methods, revealing a
bias toward low-level image statistics. We demonstrate that
this can be mitigated effectively through tailored data aug-
mentation.

2. Related Work
Many works on supervised OOD detection, including most
early ones, base their scoring function on the post-hoc
processing of the classifier. These can, for instance, be
based directly on the logits [17, 20] or processed versions
thereof [29–31], the features learned by the model [24, 27,
36, 38, 45], or the gradients of the classifier [3, 23]. Other
approaches adapt the classifier training process with OOD
detection in mind. This can be done by modifying the loss
function, such as by learning to estimate the confidence in a
given prediction and rejecting samples when the confidence
is low [7, 21, 26], training with an energy-based loss [30],
or by adding auxiliary self-supervised objectives [2, 51].

More recently, a popular trend is to use large auxiliary
datasets as fake OOD samples during training, a technique
known as Outlier Exposure (OE) [18]. The rationale behind
this approach is that by exposing the model to a diverse set
of general samples — such as from ImageNet when deal-
ing with natural images — it can better learn to recognize
what it does not know. While OE has been successfully ap-
plied to increase the performance of many OOD detectors
(e.g., [13, 18, 34, 38]), its usefulness is limited when the
OE distribution is far from the OOD distribution [35], and,
for many domains, obtaining a relevant large and diverse
dataset to use as pseudo-OOD samples is infeasible.

As such, current approaches rely only on in-distribution
data to build their detectors. The state-of-the-art approaches
opt to synthesize outliers, which are used to regularize the
classification model during training to improve its OOD
detection. VOS [11] and NPOS [47] do so in the feature
space, while more recent methods [4, 12] generate outliers
in pixel space and show its superior performance. Our ap-
proach also generates outliers in pixel space, allowing for
interpretability, but we build upon previous work by align-
ing the embeddings and modeling non-linearities, allowing
for a significant performance improvement. Similar ideas
can also be found in anomaly segmentation, where OOD
patches are pasted into images and should be correctly iden-
tified [28, 40, 46].

In contrast, the unsupervised OOD detection literature,
where no class labels are available, has many different
methods typically based on generative models [32, 39, 42],
self-supervised learning [1, 19, 41], or pre-trained mod-
els [9, 35, 54]. However, their cross-domain compatibility
is rarely explored. Relevant to the present work is the con-
cept of data invariants [9], which characterizes what makes
a sample in-distribution without labels, and follow-up work
on learning non-linear invariants [10], where a network was
developed that can learn non-linear relations that collec-
tively describe a training dataset. We are the first to bring
this concept to supervised OOD detection and introduce ap-
propriate modifications to adapt these methods to this new
context.
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Figure 2. Comparison between (a) Dream-OOD, (b) linear invariants on our embeddings, and (c) our proposed method on a
toy example. The disjoint embeddings and normalization of Dream-OOD greatly limit the flexibility of the generated outliers. Linear
invariants similarly lack capacity. On the other hand, our method can generate successful outliers by modeling arbitrary distributions.

Finally, we make heavy use of diffusion models in our
work. Diffusion models are generative models capable of
generating high-quality samples resembling their training
dataset. These models have found success in a large num-
ber of applications, including image generation [8], dataset
building [52], industrial anomaly detection [14], sampling
from low-density regions [41, 48], and more. Many of these
advancements were made possible by large pre-trained dif-
fusion models, such as Stable Diffusion [37], which we also
rely on in our work. In particular, we build a training set rep-
resentation in diffusion embedding space using techniques
similar to those in personalized text-to-image generation
(e.g., [15]). However, we use this to represent the manifold
of a dataset rather than single concepts.

3. Method

OOD detection aims to determine whether a given test sam-
ple originates from the same distribution as the training
data. Samples drawn from the training distribution are con-
sidered in-distribution (ID), while those that deviate are
considered out-of-distribution (OOD). OOD detection can
be formulated as finding a scoring function s : X → R
that assigns a score of in-distributionness s(x) to each in-
put x. In the context of supervised OOD detection, where
the downstream task involves a classifier trained on a la-
beled dataset, the OOD detection is typically integrated into
the classifier by introducing a training regularization term
that encourages higher free energy to ID samples and lower
free energy to OOD samples, effectively using the free en-
ergy as the OOD score function. However, to achieve this
energy separation, the regularization term requires ID sam-
ples, available in the training data, as well as OOD samples,
which must be artificially generated. Our method aims to
produce high-quality OOD images that, when used by the

Algorithm 1 Obtaining token embedding for an image x.

Require: Training image x, label embedding ey , number
of iterations, batch size, learning rate η, trained diffusion
model ϵθ.
e← ey ▷ Initialize with the token embedding for label
for number of iterations do

▷ Sample t and ϵ for the entire batch
t ∼ Uniform({1, ..., T}, batch size)
ϵ ∼ N (0, I, batch size)
▷ Loss calculation with Eq. (1)
L = ∥ϵ− ϵθ(x̂t, t, e)∥2
e← e− η∇eL ▷ Gradient descent

end for
return e

regularization term at training time, boost the robustness
of the classifier to OOD samples. The following sections
describe the components of our method and how they are
combined.

3.1. Embedding images in the diffusion condition-
ing space

We embed the training images directly within the native
conditioning space of Stable Diffusion, which we call the
diffusion conditioning space or simply diffusion space. For
each training image-label pair (x, y), we derive an embed-
ding e by minimizing the standard noise-prediction loss
used in diffusion models with respect to the condition vec-
tor e,

argmin
e

Et,ϵ∼N (0,I) ∥ϵ− ϵθ(x̂t, t, e)∥2 +R(e, ey), (1)

where x̂t is the noisy version of x with noise ϵ and ey is
the Stable Diffusion token embedding for the label y. The

3



Learned cVPN transformations conditioned on the blue class

Learned cVPN transformations conditioned on the orange class

Learned cVPN transformations conditioned on the green class

Figure 3. The class-specific representations learned by the cVPN on toy data with three classes. Depending on the conditioning,
the cVPN transforms the input data such that the current class is transformed into a representation with an invariant (the y-axis). The
background color indicates the distance to the nearest training data point from the current class in the original space. Images with a white-
shaded background result from rotation layers, and images with a gray background result from the conditional coupling layers.

regularization term R encourages e to remain close to the
token embedding for the label y. In practice, we implement
this regularization term by initializing e to ey and minimiz-
ing only the first term in Eq. (1) over a limited number of
iterations (set to 3 in our experiments). The process is sum-
marized in Alg. 1. We apply this embedding process across
the training set to obtain a collection of diffusion embed-
dings {ei}Ni=1.

Formally, the diffusion embedding e of an image x is
a maximum-a-posteriori estimate that maximizes the likeli-
hood of Stable Diffusion generating the same image x, with
the regularization term acting as the prior. Therefore, the
set of training diffusion embeddings {ei}Ni=1 forms a non-
parametric distribution capturing the regions in the diffusion
conditioning space where Stable Diffusion is most likely to
produce in-distribution (ID) samples. The optimal OOD
samples lie in the boundaries of these regions. In the fol-
lowing sections, we describe how to represent these regions
using non-linear parametric distributions for easy sampling
along the region boundaries.

3.2. Fitting class-wise non-linear manifolds to ID
data

As introduced in [9, 10], the manifolds where the in-
distribution (ID) data lies can be effectively modeled by
identifying functions, or invariants, that remain approxi-
mately constant across the ID samples. These invariants
capture essential properties of the ID data, remaining stable
for ID samples but diverging for OOD samples. In partic-
ular, the non-linear invariants (NL-Invs) introduced in [10]

find ID data invariants g within the latent space by solving

min
g

∑
i

∥g(ei)∥22 (2)

s.t. det(J(ei) · JT (ei)) ̸= 0 ∀i, (3)

where the constraint ensures that the Jacobian is full-rank.
This full-rank condition is achieved by design through a vol-
ume preserving network (VPN), constructed as a sequence
of bijective layers (interleaved orthogonal and coupling lay-
ers) with unimodular Jacobians. During training, the VPN
minimizes only the primary term in Eq. (2), and its volume-
preserving structure prevents the network from collapsing
to a trivial (near-)constant projection and artificially mini-
mizing Eq. (2).

We extend the original formulation of NL-Invs to a su-
pervised OOD detection framework, allowing the model to
learn class-conditional manifolds within the space of the
diffusion embeddings. To do so, we introduce a conditional
volume-preserving network (cVPN), which implements a
function f : RD × Y 7→ RD that is bijective with respect
to its first argument and conditioned on the second argu-
ment representing the class. The first K < D output di-
mensions of f correspond to the invariants, g = f1:K , while
the remaining dimensions model the variability within the
ID data. Fitting the cVPN is done by optimizing a problem
analog to Eqs. (2) and (3),

min
g

∑
i

∥g(ei, yi)∥22 (4)

s.t. det(J(ei, yi) · JT (ei, yi)) ̸= 0 ∀i. (5)

The trained cVPN thus maps elements from the diffusion
space to an invariant space, ensuring that fk(ei, y) ≈
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fk(ej , y) ≈ 0 for all k < K when ei and ej are diffusion
embeddings of images from the same class y.

To integrate class-specific information effectively, the
cVPN replaces the original coupling layers from [10] with
conditional coupling layers that incorporate class informa-
tion through a learnable embedding function hθ : Y 7→
R⌈D/2⌉. This function maps the class label y into a fea-
ture space of dimension ⌈D/2⌉, enabling the conditional
coupling layers to adapt based on class context. The class
embedding is passed to the MLP t of the conditional cou-
pling layer. The conditional coupling layer is thus defined
as

ccl(x, y) = join (x1:d + t(xd+1:D, hθ(y)),xd+1:D) , (6)

where d is typically set to ⌈D/2⌉. Its inverse is

ccl−1(x, y) = join (x1:d − t(xd+1:D, hθ(y)),xd+1:D) .
(7)

We show how a cVPN works on a toy example in Fig. 3.

3.3. Probability distribution of ID samples
We leverage the bijective nature of the cVPN network to fit
non-linear parametric distributions to the ID diffusion em-
beddings. Specifically, we map the diffusion embeddings
to the invariant space evaluating vi = f(ei, yi) for each
embedding ei and its corresponding label yi. This pro-
cess yields a collection of invariant-space vectors {vi}Ni=1.
We then fit class-conditional Gaussian distributions to these
invariant-space vectors for each class y,

pv(vi | y) ∼ N (vi;µy,Σy + λI), (8)

µy =
1

Ny

∑
i:yi=y

vi, (9)

Σy =
1

Ny

∑
i:yi=y

(vi − µy)(vi − µy)
⊤, (10)

where the regularization factor λ applied to the covariance
matrix serves two primary purposes. First, it prevents nu-
merical issues that might arise from the invariant dimen-
sions approaching near-zero values. Second, it enables con-
trol over the degree of out-of-distributionness of the gener-
ated outliers. By setting λ to be small relative to the variant
dimensions but large relative to the invariant dimensions,
higher values of λ yield outliers with more extreme values
in the invariant dimensions, as illustrated in Fig. 4. We ab-
late the effect of λ in Sec. 5.

The class-conditional Gaussian distributions defined in
the invariant space induce non-linear class-conditional
probability density functions in the diffusion space,

pe(e | y) = pv(f(e, y) | y) · |J(e, y)| , (11)

where the determinant of the Jacobian is 1 by design, result-
ing in the simplified expression pe(e | y) = pv(f(e, y) | y).

=
1e

-6
=

1e
-5

=
1e

-4
=

1e
-3

=
1e

-2

Figure 4. Effect of regularization on generated outliers. Out-
liers get progressively more OOD with stronger regularization,
providing an intuitive way to control their difficulty.

3.4. OOD sample generation
Generating an OOD image for a given class y follows nat-
urally from the properties of the distributions established
above. First, we apply rejection sampling in the invariant
space to obtain an outlier v′ from the low-likelihood regions
of the Gaussian distribution pv(v

′ | y). Then, we map this
outlier back to the diffusion space using the inverse of the
cVPN f , yielding an embedding e′ = f−1(v′; y). Finally,
we condition the Stable Diffusion model on prompts of the
form “A high-quality image of a ⟨e′⟩” to generate an OOD
image x′. The entire process is denoted as x′ ∼ Pout.

3.5. Classifier regularization with synthetic OOD
samples

Synthetic OOD samples, together with real ID samples
from the training data, are used to regularize the classifier,
enhancing its ability to distinguish ID from OOD inputs as
proposed in [11, 12, 47]. This approach combines the stan-
dard cross-entropy loss LCE with an additional regulariza-
tion term, Lood, yielding

L = LCE + β · Lood, (12)

where the hyperparameter β controls the influence of the
regularization. The regularization term Lood is designed to
encourage distinct classifier energy levels for ID and OOD
samples,

Lood = Ex∼Pout

[
− log

1

1 + exp(ϕ ◦ E ◦ fθ(x))

]
+Ex∼Pin

[
− log

exp(ϕ ◦ E ◦ fθ(x))
1 + exp(ϕ ◦ E ◦ fθ(x))

]
. (13)
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Methods
SVHN PLACES365 LSUN ISUN TEXTURES Average

AccFPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑

MSP [17] 87.35 69.08 81.65 76.71 76.40 80.12 76.00 78.90 79.35 77.43 80.15 76.45 79.04
ODIN [29] 90.95 64.36 79.30 74.87 75.60 78.04 53.10 87.40 72.60 79.82 74.31 76.90 79.04

Mahalanobis [27] 87.80 69.98 76.00 77.90 56.80 85.83 59.20 86.46 62.45 84.43 68.45 80.92 79.04
Energy [30] 84.90 70.90 82.05 76.00 81.75 78.36 73.55 81.20 78.70 78.87 80.19 77.07 79.04

G-ODIN [21] 63.95 88.98 80.65 77.19 60.65 88.36 51.60 92.07 71.75 85.02 65.72 86.32 76.34
kNN [45] 81.12 73.65 79.62 78.21 63.29 85.56 73.92 79.77 73.29 80.35 74.25 79.51 79.04
ViM [50] 81.20 77.24 79.20 77.81 43.10 90.43 74.55 83.02 61.85 85.57 67.98 82.81 79.04

ReAct [44] 82.85 70.12 81.75 76.25 80.70 83.03 67.40 83.28 74.60 81.61 77.46 78.86 79.04
DICE [43] 83.55 72.49 85.05 75.92 94.05 73.59 75.20 80.90 79.80 77.83 83.53 76.15 79.04

Synthesis methods
VOS [11] 78.50 73.11 84.55 75.85 59.05 85.72 72.45 82.66 75.35 80.08 73.98 79.48 78.56

NPOS [47] 11.14 97.84 79.08 71.30 56.27 82.43 51.72 85.48 35.20 92.44 46.68 85.90 78.23
Dream-OOD [12] 58.75 87.01 70.85 79.94 24.25 95.23 1.10 99.73 46.60 88.82 40.31 90.15 78.94

NCIS (ours) 14.43±3.5 96.76±0.8 8.72±0.5 97.71±0.2 21.72±3.1 95.39±0.5 1.42±0.5 99.56±0.1 7.9±0.5 97.96±0.3 10.84±0.8 97.48±0.2 78.86±0.5

Table 1. Comparative evaluation with CIFAR-100 as the in-distribution data. Bold and underlined indicate best and second best per
column, respectively. Our results are over 3 seeds. Baseline performances taken from [12].

Here, the classifier fθ processes the input image x to pro-
duce the class logits for labels in Y . The energy function E,
as defined in [30], transforms these logits into an energy
score that reflects the model’s certainty about a given sam-
ple being ID or OOD. The function ϕ, implemented as an
MLP, transforms energy values into logits, effectively clas-
sifying each sample x as either ID or OOD. Thus, the com-
position s = ϕ ◦E ◦ fθ serves as the OOD scoring function
at inference time. We refer to our full framework as Non-
Linear Class-wise Invariant Sampling, or NCIS for short.

4. Experiments

Following previous works [11, 12], we conduct experiments
on two benchmarks:

CIFAR-100 [25] as ID dataset with SVHN [33],
Places365 [57], LSUN [56], iSun [55], and Tex-
tures [5] as OOD datasets;

ImageNet-100 [6] as the ID dataset with iNaturalist [49],
Places [57], Sun [53], and Textures [5] as OOD.

See the appendix for more details. We report the false pos-
itive rate at 95% true positive rate (FPR95) and the area
under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUC) for
the task of OOD detection, with the positive class being ID.
We also report the accuracy (Acc) of the classifier on the
downstream classification task.

We follow the training protocol described in [12] to iso-
late the effects of our outlier synthesis approach from other
factors on the OOD detection task. We train a ResNet-34
with stochastic gradient descent, using a learning rate of
10−1 for CIFAR100 and 10−3 for ImageNet100, decaying
with a cosine annealing schedule, momentum of 0.9, weight
decay of 5 · 10−4, and a batch size of 160. We also use Sta-
ble Diffusion v1.4, using DDIM sampling with 50 steps, to
generate the synthetic outliers and set β to 1.0.

The classifier is trained for 20 epochs on ImageNet-100
and 250 epochs on CIFAR100. Training embeddings are
obtained by optimizing Eq. (1) for three iterations with a
batch size of 32, ensuring sufficient exposure to different
DDIM steps. We set the number of invariants K to the av-
erage largest number of principal components that jointly
account for less than p% of the variance per class [10]. We
set p = 2 and a regularization strength of λ = 10−5 in our
experiments, and then we analyze the impact of different
values of these hyperparameters in the ablation study.

Following [12], we compare NCIS against a suite of
strong baselines: MSP [17], ODIN [29], Mahalanobis [27],
Energy [30], G-ODIN [21], kNN [45], ViM [50], Re-
Act [44], DICE [43], VOS [11], NPOS [47], and Dream-
OOD [12]. All methods use only in-distribution data with
auxiliary outlier datasets for a fair comparison. As we use
the same code-base and training settings from [12], we re-
port baseline numbers from their experiments.

5. Discussion
We find that NCIS method reaches a new state-of-the-art
(Tab. 1 and Tab. 2), surpassing the best FPR95 by 29.47
and 4.87 on CIFAR100 and ImageNet100, respectively.
NCIS achieves the best performance on six out of the nine
experiments, placing second in the remaining three, thereby
outperforming all traditional, non-synthesis-based methods.

We also improve upon all other outlier synthesis meth-
ods, whether the synthesis occurs in feature or image space.
NCIS surpasses the feature-space methods VOS and NPOS
by 63.14 and 35.84 on CIFAR100, respectively. The im-
provement over the other pixel-space method, Dream-OOD,
is particularly striking, demonstrating that the performance
gains can be attributed to the quality of the generated out-
liers, as training hyperparameters were kept unchanged. We
provide qualitative examples and an in-depth ablation study
in the next sections to visualize the faithfulness of our out-
liers and analyze what drives these gains in performance.
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Methods
INATURALIST PLACES SUN TEXTURES Average

AccFPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑ FPR95↓ AUC↑
MSP [17] 31.80 94.98 47.10 90.84 47.60 90.86 65.80 83.34 48.08 90.01 87.64
ODIN [29] 24.40 95.92 50.30 90.20 44.90 91.55 61.00 81.37 45.15 89.76 87.64

Mahalanobis [27] 91.60 75.16 96.70 60.87 97.40 62.23 36.50 91.43 80.55 72.42 87.64
Energy [30] 32.50 94.82 50.80 90.76 47.60 91.71 63.80 80.54 48.68 89.46 87.64

G-ODIN [21] 39.90 93.94 59.70 89.20 58.70 90.65 39.90 92.71 49.55 91.62 87.38
kNN [45] 28.67 95.57 65.83 88.72 58.08 90.17 12.92 90.37 41.38 91.20 87.64
ViM [50] 75.50 87.18 88.30 81.25 88.70 81.37 15.60 96.63 67.03 86.61 87.64

ReAct [44] 22.40 96.05 45.10 92.28 37.90 93.04 59.30 85.19 41.17 91.64 87.64
DICE [43] 37.30 92.51 53.80 87.75 45.60 89.21 50.00 83.27 46.67 88.19 87.64

Synthesis methods
VOS [11] 43.00 93.77 47.60 91.77 39.40 93.17 66.10 81.42 49.02 90.03 87.50

NPOS [47] 53.84 86.52 59.66 83.50 53.54 87.99 8.98 98.13 44.00 89.04 85.37
Dream-OOD [12] 24.10 96.10 39.87 93.11 36.88 93.31 53.99 85.56 38.76 92.02 87.54

NCIS (ours) 20.7±0.2 96.56±0.2 34.6±0.4 94.07±0.2 35.43±0.8 94.13±0.2 44.83±1.8 88.5±0.9 33.89±0.6 93.32±0.2 87.24±0.1

Table 2. Comparative evaluation with IMAGENET-100 as the in-distribution data. Bold and underlined indicate best and second best
per column, respectively. Our results are over 3 seeds. Baseline performances taken from [12].
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Figure 5. Nine random generated outliers by our method and
Dream-OOD for CIFAR100 (top) and ImageNet-100 (bottom).
Our generated outliers are closer to the intended meaning, provid-
ing better signal to learn the ID/OOD decision boundary.

5.1. Qualitative examples
Fig. 5 shows qualitative examples of outliers generated by
our method along with images generated by Dream-OOD,
taken directly from the official repository1. For CIFAR100,
these images are provided in 32x32, explaining the lower
resolution. The Dream-OOD images bear little resemblance
to their supposed class. In contrast, ours are closer to the
original meaning but still clearly show outlying attributes,
such as a leopard-print boot instead of a leopard or a green
clay hamster. Our near-OOD samples provide a better sig-
nal for OOD detection.

5.2. Ablation studies
We ablated the impact of three specific components in
NCIS on CIFAR-100 to assess their contributions:

Embedding type. We compare our diffusion space embed-
dings (Sec. 3.1) against Dream-OOD’s embeddings.

1github.com/deeplearning-wisc/dream-ood

Resizing Sampling Embeddings Mean FPR

Nearest NPOS Dream 48.8
Bilinear NPOS Dream 33.5
Bilinear Linear invariants Dream 29.5
Bilinear Linear invariants Ours 20.2
Bilinear cVPN Ours 18.6

Both cVPN Ours 12.8

Table 3. Ablating NCIS on CIFAR100. We report the mean
FPR95 over the five OOD datasets, training with 6400 outliers.
All components are important to reach the best performance.

Sampling distributions. We evaluate our non-linear prob-
ability distributions modeled via the cVPN (Sec. 3.2)
against simpler Gaussian distributions fitted to the ID
embeddings in diffusion space and against the sam-
pling method from NPOS.

Pixel interpolation method. Synthetic OOD samples are
resized before being used to compute the regulariza-
tion term (Sec. 3.5). We compare bilinear and nearest
neighbor interpolation, as well as randomly applying
bilinear or nearest neighbor interpolation during train-
ing as data augmentation. In all cases, the interpolation
method used at test time is fixed to match the evalua-
tion protocol used in [12].

Our findings indicate that the three components are essen-
tial to achieve optimal performance (Fig. 6). We found that
the pixel interpolation method had a more pronounced ef-
fect than anticipated. In particular, we observed large drops
in performance that seemed to appear when the interpola-
tion methods used at training and testing were mismatched.
This finding suggests that OOD detectors focus more on
low-level statistics than semantic features. Similar conclu-
sions have been found in other OOD subfields [16, 39, 42],

7
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Figure 6. Effect of λ (a) and p (b) on the FPR95 (↓) with CI-
FAR100 as the in-distribution. Difficult samples (see Fig. 4) lead
to better OOD detection until they become too similar to the train-
ing data. NCIS is also robust with respect to the number of invari-
ants up to around p = 10.

Methods INAT PLACES SUN TEX Mean Acc

ResNet-34 20.1 35.8 35 48.5 34.9 87.1
ViT-B/16 18.0 30.0 36.6 18.7 25.8 92.9

ConvNeXt 12.4 32.2 25.9 18.1 22.2 94.3

Table 4. Results in FPR95 using different architectures on Im-
ageNet100. NCIS is successful with large vision transformers and
modern CNNs.

but this is the first demonstration of this effect in the out-
lier synthesis context. Note that our method still outper-
forms Dream-OOD when using the same resizing strategy,
and all other baselines are unaffected by the interpolation
method. Results in Tab. 3 also suggest that performing data
augmentation on the interpolation method at training time
is the most effective approach to dealing with this issue.

Hyperparameter sensitivity. We investigate the impact
of the regularization factor λ and the hyperparameter con-
trolling the number of invariants p on OOD detection per-
formance using classifiers trained with 3200 generated out-
liers (Fig. 6). We observe that lower values of λ, which pro-
duce samples closer to the training data manifold, generally
improve OOD detection up to a threshold around λ = 10−6,
after which performance begins to decline. Similarly, our
method is robust to variations in p, with substantial changes
in performance arising only at extreme values.

Different architectures. We compare the ViT-B/16
and ConvNeXt-B architectures on ImageNet-100 in Tab. 4.
Larger architectures, which achieve better classification per-
formance, also improve OOD detection when used with
NCIS. This result highlights the flexibility of our method,
which performs well across different architectures.

Number of outliers. We examine how the quantity of
synthetic outliers used during training impacts the perfor-
mance in Fig. 7(a). We observe a power-law relationship
where increasing the number of outliers significantly en-
hances OOD detection. This suggests that generating a
large synthetic dataset is key to achieving good results.
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Figure 7. Effect of (a) the number of synthetic outliers (log-
scale) and (b) the number of training samples on the OOD de-
tection performance. (a) shows that a large synthetic dataset is
important to achieve good performance. (b) shows that NCIS can
safely use a fraction of the training data without sacrificing much
performance (results with 3200 outliers).

Computational cost. Compared to [12], our approach
simplifies training by removing the need for training a text-
conditioned latent space and sampling from its embeddings.
Instead, we introduce the need to train the cVPN and ob-
tain the diffusion embeddings. The overhead the cVPN in-
troduces is minimal, as training takes 30-40 minutes on a
single RTX3090 GPU, and the sampling cost is negligible.
However, obtaining the embeddings of the training data is
computationally more intensive, taking around 13 hours us-
ing 8 A100 GPUs for CIFAR100. Nonetheless, results in
Fig. 7(b) suggest that this computational load can be re-
duced with minimal impact on performance by limiting the
number of ID embeddings used for fitting ID probability
distributions.

6. Conclusion

This work presents NCIS, a novel method for generating
outliers to enhance OOD detection. By operating in the
embedding space of Stable Diffusion and modeling com-
plex distributions within the training data through a condi-
tional volume-preserving network (cVPN), NCIS improves
upon prior methods to achieve state-of-the-art results on two
widely used OOD benchmarks. Through comprehensive
ablation studies, we assess the importance of each com-
ponent in our approach. Our findings also highlight that
OOD detectors are easily misled by low-level image statis-
tics rather than image semantics, underscoring the need for
careful treatment of such features in future designs. Over-
all, we show that outlier synthesis effectively boosts OOD
detectors without needing labor-intensive collection and cu-
ration of real OOD samples.

A current limitation of NCIS is its reliance on the frozen
image decoder of Stable Diffusion, which constrains its
ability to generate realistic outliers for domains like med-
ical imaging. Future work will explore the benefits of using
domain-specific diffusion models for outlier synthesis.
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Supplementary Material

7. Dataset Details
We follow the exact experimental protocol of [12]. The
ID datasets are CIFAR-100 and ImageNet-100, which we
briefly describe below:

CIFAR-100 [25] contains 50’000 training images and
10’000 testing images belonging to 100 classes.

ImageNet-100 is a subset of the full ImageNet [6] dataset.
We take the 100 classes sampled by [12] for a total
of 129’860 training samples and 5’000 test samples.
These classes are: n01498041, n01514859, n01582220, n01608432,

n01616318, n01687978, n01776313, n01806567, n01833805, n01882714,

n01910747, n01944390, n01985128, n02007558, n02071294, n02085620,

n02114855, n02123045, n02128385, n02129165, n02129604, n02165456,

n02190166, n02219486, n02226429, n02279972, n02317335, n02326432,

n02342885, n02363005, n02391049, n02395406, n02403003, n02422699,

n02442845, n02444819, n02480855, n02510455, n02640242, n02672831,

n02687172, n02701002, n02730930, n02769748, n02782093, n02787622,

n02793495, n02799071, n02802426, n02814860, n02840245, n02906734,

n02948072, n02980441, n02999410, n03014705, n03028079, n03032252,

n03125729, n03160309, n03179701, n03220513, n03249569, n03291819,

n03384352, n03388043, n03450230, n03481172, n03594734, n03594945,

n03627232, n03642806, n03649909, n03661043, n03676483, n03724870,

n03733281, n03759954, n03761084, n03773504, n03804744, n03916031,

n03938244, n04004767, n04026417, n04090263, n04133789, n04153751,

n04296562, n04330267, n04371774, n04404412, n04465501, n04485082,

n04507155, n04536866, n04579432, n04606251, n07714990, n07745940.

For CIFAR-100, we use the test sets of five different
datasets as OOD:

SVHN [33] containing 10’000 images of house numbers.

Places365 [57] is a dataset of large scenes, where we
use the 10’000 random images sampled and provided
by [45, 47].

Lsun [56] is a large-scale dataset of scenes and objects. We
use the subset of 10’000 images provided by [45, 47].

iSun [55] contains images of natural scenes, where we use
the subset of 10’000 images provided by [45, 47].

Textures [5] has 5’640 images of patterns and textures.

For ImageNet-100, we use four datasets where the
classes of the test sets do not overlap with the full Imagenet,
as provided by [22]:

iNaturalist [49] has images of plants and animals. We use
a 10’000 image subset of 110 plant classes not present
in ImageNet [12].

SUN [53] contains images of natural scenes, where we use
a 10’000 image subset of 50 natural objects not present
in Imagenet [12].

Places [57] is a dataset of large scenes, where we use
10’000 images from 50 categories that are not present
in Imagenet [12].

Textures [5] has 5’640 images of patterns and textures.
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