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Abstract

As the data demand for deep learning models increases, ac-
tive learning (AL) becomes essential to strategically select
samples for labeling, which maximizes data efficiency and
reduces training costs. Real-world scenarios necessitate
the consideration of incomplete data knowledge within AL.
Prior works address handling out-of-distribution (OOD)
data, while another research direction has focused on cate-
gory discovery. However, a combined analysis of real-world
considerations combining AL with out-of-distribution data
and category discovery remains unexplored. To address
this gap, we propose Joint Out-of-distibution filtering and
data Discovery Active learning (Joda) 1 , to uniquely ad-
dress both challenges simultaneously by filtering out OOD
data before selecting candidates for labeling. In contrast
to previous methods, we deeply entangle the training proce-
dure with filter and selection to construct a common feature
space that aligns known and novel categories while sepa-
rating OOD samples. Unlike previous works, Joda is highly
efficient and completely omits auxiliary models and train-
ing access to the unlabeled pool for filtering or selection.
In extensive experiments on 18 configurations and 3 met-
rics, Joda consistently achieves the highest accuracy with
the best class discovery to OOD filtering balance compared
to state-of-the-art competitor approaches.

1. Introduction
Deep learning models, particularly in computer vision, de-
pend on extensive labeled datasets, which entails consider-
able annotation costs. Active learning (AL) offers a system-
atic approach to reduce annotation costs by selecting only
the most informative samples for labeling. AL methodol-
ogy involves a cyclic process to select previously unlabeled
samples utilizing auxiliary models or properties like uncer-
tainty or diversity.

† Work done while being with TUM and BMW.
Corresponding author sebastian95.schmidt@tum.de

1Project Page: https://www.cs.cit.tum.de/daml/joda/

In the classic closed set AL [53], an unlabeled pool
or data stream is defined as pure, containing only in-
distribution (InD) data that is of the same underlying dis-
tribution as the training data. Recent works [11, 39, 40, 64]
propose open-set AL to question the real-world applicability
of this assumption and consider out-of-distribution (OOD)
data in the unlabeled pool. In real-world applications, data
is noisy and originates from different distributions. This ne-
cessitates detecting and filtering out OOD data before se-
lecting samples for labeling. Furthermore, dynamic and
open environments contain novel objects that are absent in
the training data but relevant to the task. Discovering these
new InD categories is addressed by the field of category
discovery [56], where incomplete knowledge about the InD
data is assumed.

While existing research tends to address only one of
these challenges at a time, both phenomena are likely to
arise concurrently in open- or real-world applications, such
as mobile robotics, environmental sensing, or autonomous
driving, given the limited prior knowledge of a narrow ini-
tial dataset. Conversely, extensive data collection in real-
world scenarios will inevitably lead to encounters with
OOD data and novel object categories. Considering the data
collection by an advanced driver assistance system of cars,
in the endeavor to collect data for fully autonomous driv-
ing, unknown participants like a carriage reflect novel cate-
gories, while scenarios outside of the domain like off-road,
private properties, or gravel roads pose OOD data. Espe-
cially, for autonomous driving safe operation is required
[50]. Besides the limited open-world assumptions, exist-
ing works [11, 40, 44, 64] require additional models and
data access to the unlabeled pool, a challenging requirement
given incomplete knowledge of its data.

Our work proposes a novel approach to jointly manage
impure data assumptions of open-set scenarios and incom-
plete prior knowledge assumptions of category discovery
without using additional models or unlabeled data. We
provide the following contributions:

• We introduce Open-Set Discovery Active Learning
(OSDAL), a novel scenario that jointly describes the
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impurity of the unlabeled data pool with the incomplete
knowledge of the relevant classes (illustrated in Fig. 1).

• We propose Joint Out-of-distribution filtering and data
Discovery Active Learning (Joda) as the first approach
being able to separate OOD from novel classes that ad-
dresses these scenarios. Contrasting to existing works in
open-set AL [11, 39, 40, 44, 64], Joda eliminates the need
for auxiliary models and data access.

• We conduct extensive experiments on 15 settings to eval-
uate current AL methods and open-set AL methods. To
the best of our knowledge, this is currently the largest
benchmark in open-set AL. Joda confirms its effective-
ness by consistently achieving the highest accuracy de-
spite the considerably reduced complexity.

2. Related Work
Active Learning: Generally, AL focuses on strategically
selecting samples for labeling to preserve high model per-
formance while reducing the number of required annota-
tions in stream-based or pool-based scenarios [53, 68]. Be-
sides the classic scenarios, Schmidt and Günnemann [46]
and Schmidt et al. [49] evaluated further scenarios featuring
dynamic pools or batch streams. Furthermore, the various
methods employed for AL are categorized into uncertainty-
based, diversity-based, or model-based.
Uncertainty-based methods like ensembles [3, 30] or Monte
Carlo Dropout, which leverage multiple forward passes
[17, 27] select samples based on an estimated uncertainty
value. Their individual sample evaluation favors them
for various applications like 2D and 3D object detection
[14, 19, 41, 47], semantic segmentation [24] or graphs [15].
Diversity-based approaches aim to fully cover all regions of
the dataset space [52, 65]. Badge [2] combines diversity
with uncertainty by gradients calculated utilizing the net-
work’s predictions as pseudo-labels. Subsequent research
follows the idea of combining uncertainty and diversity
for more complex tasks like 3D object detection [37, 61].
Lastly, model-based methods employ an auxiliary model to
either predict a proxy score for the sample informativeness
or select samples directly. The methodology includes pre-
dicted loss values [66], encoder decoder-based approaches
[26, 54, 69] or meta-models like graph neural networks [5]
as well as teacher-student approaches [20, 43]. In this work,
we go beyond the standard methodology used in AL and in-
troduce aspects of OOD detection in our Joda algorithm.

Out-of-Distribution Detection: The term OOD detec-
tion is a generic term frequently used to encompass a range
of related concepts, including anomaly detection, novelty
detection, and open-set recognition (OSR) [45, 62]. In a
common understanding of OOD detection, a sample must
be categorized into InD or OOD. Approaches typically em-
ploy uncertainty-based methods or feature space methods.

Uncertainty-based methods include ensembles [1], energy
scores [12, 16, 35], density estimation [6, 7], and entropy
[60]. Feature space methods involve latent space distances
[33, 55] or gradient-based methods [23, 25, 34, 36, 51]. The
dual SISOMe approach of Schmidt et al. [48] combines un-
certainty and feature space metrics, making it robust across
different settings. Joda uses SISOMe for sample selection
and extends it with a task adaptive training algorithm, an
OOD filtering step, and a score re-balancing.

Open-Set Active Learning: Open-set AL extends the
classic AL scenario by incorporating OOD samples in the
unlabeled pool. The methodology primarily relies on meth-
ods that treat sample selection and OOD filtering separately,
requiring one model for classifying InD samples and an ad-
ditional model for identifying OOD data [10, 11, 39, 40,
44, 64, 72]. For example, Ning et al. [39] used a Gaussian
Mixture Model for the AL sample selection and an auxiliary
classification model to detect and filter out OOD samples.
Joda completely refrains from additional models or data.

Category Discovery: Category discovery assumes an
incomplete knowledge of the existing categories in the
dataset [4]. All classes are considered to be within the same
domain, but not all classes are known a priori. Within this
task, approaches share various techniques with OOD detec-
tion, such as contrastive learning [13, 56, 59]. To unveil new
categories, latent space clustering approaches like k-means
[8, 56] or teacher-student approaches [57] are commonly
used. Ma et al. [38] introduced the task of Active Category
Discovery (AGD), a combination of category discovery and
AL, which exclusively queries novel categories.

Concluding, existing works addressing AL and OOD
detection do not cover category discovery. Conversely, Ma
et al. [38] addressed category discovery but only for novel
classes, not for known or OOD data. The combination of
AL, OOD detection, and category discovery remains unex-
plored and will be addressed in this work.

3. Open-Set Discovery Active Learning

This section introduces the novel Open-Set Discovery Ac-
tive Learning (OSDAL) scenario, combining AL, OOD
data, and category discovery. We illustrate this novel sce-
nario in Fig. 1. We begin with a labeled pool L (1) and an
unlabeled pool U (3). In each iteration i of the cyclic AL
process, a set A of query size q is chosen from U and sent
to an annotator (4). The annotated set A is then added with
its corresponding labels to L for the subsequent cycle, such
that U i+1 = U i \ A and Li+1 = Li ∪ A. In each cycle,
the model (2) f is (re-)trained such that it minimizes the
loss over the labeled data, i.e., f(ω) : min

ω
L(x, y), where

(x, y) ∈ (XL,YL), and XL represents the set of labeled
samples while YL represents their corresponding labels.
This model enables the query strategy Q(X , f) to choose
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Figure 1. Overview of the Open-Set Discovery Active Learning cycle. Starting with the labeled pool (1) for training a model (2) used to
select data from an unlabeled pool (3). Contrasting with previous works, it comprises three subsets: known classes (3a), novel discoverable
classes (3b), and unwanted OOD data (3c). After selection, the cycles closed with annotation (4).

data based on the model output or intermediate representa-
tion f . We extend the classic AL settings by assuming in-
complete relevant class knowledge and OOD data pollution.
To do so, we define three sets of data types: the InD data
I containing the initial known categories (3a), the discov-
ery set D retaining the novel discoverable categories (3b),
and the OOD set O (3c) holding data that belong neither to
known nor unknown relevant categories.

To establish the discovery set D and the OOD set O, we
orientate on the distinction between near- and far-OOD data
commonly employed in OOD benchmarks [63, 70]. Near-
OOD data is semantically more similar to InD data, making
differentiation more challenging. On the other hand, far-
OOD data differs more strongly from InD data, making it
easier to distinguish. In the presented scenario, the cate-
gories to be discovered are assumed to be related to near-
OOD data, while far-OOD data relates to the OOD data.
We can consider I and D to be sampled from true category
distribution Ω, while only the initial distribution ΩC con-
taining C categories has been observed given the samples
in L. The remaining K categories can be sampled from
ΩK as samples of D and should be discovered throughout
the cyclic process, with the number of discoverable classes
K remaining unknown. In contrast, we assume far-OOD
data to be sampled from a distribution Φ containing irrele-
vant classes for the application that are neither categorized
as any of the K + C, which should be filtered out, akin to
open-set AL.

As this subset categorization of U is unknown, a query
strategy must identify the informative samples in U to un-
veil the unknown categories and improve the model perfor-
mance on C + K categories. In each cycle, a set A of q
samples can be selected and sent for annotation (4). Sub-
sequently, these samples are added to the labeled pool L,
which is divided into three sub-pools: LO, containing the
selected OOD data identified by the annotator; LI , compris-
ing samples of already known classes; and LD, designated

for newly discovered classes where the number of samples
nc is below a threshold te. If the sample count of a category
reaches the threshold te, it will be included in the known
classes and transferred to LI . This threshold simulates a
triage process by the annotator to justify the relevance and
prevents training instabilities due to a highly unbalanced
training set. Alternatively, the threshold can be set to zero,
and techniques for strongly unbalanced datasets, such as
uniform sampling classes, can be applied. Aligned with the
open-set AL scenarios [39], the (accidental) queried OOD
data LO marked by the annotator is available for future use
in the next cycle. The extension of the labeled pool L (1)
with the queried data A initiates a new cycle, and the model
is retrained.

4. Joint Out-of-Distribution Filtering and Data
Discovery Active Learning

Table 1. Overview of existing open-set AL methods, with num-
ber of classes K, labeled set L and unlabeled pool U. Additional
hyperparameters are separated between metric and models if pos-
sible and estimated from the official implementations.

Method Additional Data Additional
Models Usage Hyperparameters

LfOSA [39] 1 L 4 + 2
CCAL [11] 2 L & U 2 + 14
MqNet [40] 2 (+1) L & U 1 + 14
Pal [64] 2 L & U 3 + 9
EOAL [44] 2(+K) L & U 8
Joda (ours) 0 L 1 + 0

The novel OSDAL scenario requires distinguishing be-
tween known I , task-relevant discoverable D samples, and
task-irrelevant OOD samples O. As we will show in various
experiments, previous works [11, 39, 40, 44] are not fine
granular enough for the simultaneous separation of three
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Figure 2. Joint Out-of-Distribution Filtering and Data Discovery Active Learning, comprising of the training phase (I) combining classi-
fication and outlier exposures loss followed by the filtering (II) and selection phase (III). For the filtering, a threshold is estimated on L
(IIa) to separate OOD samples based on their energy value (IIb). Subsequently, samples are selected based on the SISOMe [48] metrics
(IIIa) combined with a class balancing (IIIb).

sets. In addition, existing methods employ one or more aux-
iliary models that need to be optimized and mostly require
access to the unlabeled pool U . Tab. 1 compares the addi-
tional model and data requirements. Optimizing multiple
models adds complexity during the training process, espe-
cially when U with unknown composition and OOD data is
used for training. In addition, it poses a huge limitation in
usability for stream-based AL scenarios [46, 53].

We propose Joda to provide a more granular selection
strategy for separating I , D, and O simultaneously while
eliminating the need for additional models and data. Instead
Joda simplifying compared to existing works and addresses
the challenges of OSDAL by utilizing a single model that is
composed of well-coordinated and interdependent compo-
nents. In Fig. 2, Joda is outlined, comprising of a training
(I), filtering (II), and selection (III) phase. During the train-
ing of the task model (I), Joda utilizes InD and unintention-
ally selected OOD data to separate both distributions’ fea-
ture space representation, improving the subsequent OOD
filtering (II). As mentioned before, no auxiliary model is
trained during this process. After the model is trained,
we conduct an OOD filtering (II) leveraging our training
scheme and sample selection (III) to identify samples for
labeling.

Training Phase (I): Prior research in the OOD detec-
tion domain only considers the binary separation between
InD and OOD. It has not accounted for the threefold sep-
aration of InD, near-OOD, and far-OOD data. The chal-
lenge in this scenario is to differentiate the unknown sets D
and O to avoid mistakenly selecting OOD data or inadver-
tently dismissing discoverable classes. Since the separation
is not infallible, three distinct sets, LI , LD, and LO, may
appear in the labeled pool L. Utilizing the existence of O in
the labeled pool L, we aim to construct a feature space that
groups samples from I and D closer together than samples
from O.

To achieve this, we propose a new loss function opera-
tion in a polluted labeled pool. We combine an outlier
exposure loss [22] LOE for OOD data LO within our la-
beled pool with a Cross-Entropy loss LCE for the InD part
LI weighted by a hyperparameter λOE. For each batch,
we process the InD part bInD ⊂ LI and the OOD part
bOOD ⊂ OL separately, such that the final loss function
can be written as:

L(b) = LCE(bInD) + λOE · LOE(bOOD)

LOE(b) = −1

b

∑
x∈b

(
1

C

C−1∑
i=c

f(x)i − log

(
C−1∑
i=c

ef(x)i

))
(1)

With LOE, we can regularize the model to predict a uniform
distribution for OOD instances, which we will exploit in
the following phases. Given a pure labeled set L contain-
ing only InD data I , the loss collapses to a standard cross-
entropy loss.

Separation Phase (II): After completing the training
phase, we proceed to the querying phase with the primary
objective of filtering out any OOD data before selecting
data for labeling. We utilize the energy score, as defined in
Eq. (2), as a metric for identifying the OOD samples. This
approach leverages from the log

∑
exp term in Eq. (1).

E(x) = − log

c∑
i=1

exp(f(x)i) (2)

To determine the optimal threshold for identifying OOD
data from O, we conduct a Receiver Operating Charac-
teristic (ROC) analysis on the labeled pool L. This anal-
ysis helps to calculate the true- and false-positive rates
(TPR/FPR) across various thresholds. We then identify
the threshold topt that maximizes Youden’s J statistic [67],
which is the difference between TPR and FPR: topt =
argmaxTPR(t)− FPR(t). This optimization identifies the
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top-left-most point on the ROC curve, representing the best
trade-off between capturing OOD outliers and preserving
InD data. Consequently, we classify unlabeled samples x
as InD or discoverable if their energy scores are below the
threshold XI,D = {x ∈ U | E < topt} and as OOD other-
wise XOOD = {x ∈ U | E > topt}. Given that the initial set
L in the first cycle does not contain OOD data, we omit the
filtering step and start with the sample selection directly.

Selection Phase (III): After separating the OOD data,
we proceed with selecting q samples for labeling. Dur-
ing the selection, it is crucial to balance the exploration of
new categories with the selection of valuable samples from
known classes. To accomplish this, we employ SISOMe
[48] as a selection metric, which harnesses the ambiguity of
near-OOD and valuable AL samples. It is, therefore, suit-
able for selecting known and novel categories within the un-
labeled pool U . The SISOMe score m̂(x) balances the quo-
tient Q of inner and outer class distances din and dout, and
energy score E through a feature space separability value
mavg:

m̂(x) = min(mavg, 1) · E(x) + max(1−mavg, 0) ·Q(x)

Q(x) =
din(x)

dout(x)
; mavg =

1

|L|
∑
x

din(x)

dout(x)
; x ∈ XI,D.

(3)
The self-balancing through mavg enables the SISOMe score
to reflect a diversity, uncertainty trade-off. By evaluating
the energy as well as the feature space in m̂, we close the
loop to our loss function in Eq. (1). Since D is not included
in the objective of Eq. (1), it is not regularized, which pro-
motes the exploration of novel classes. If a class originates
from the initial known classes, it accumulates more samples
in subsequent cycles compared to a newly revealed class. To
address the substantial class imbalance that arises when a
new class is introduced, we establish a class-balancing fac-
tor bf (c). By this factor, we aim to weigh the class scores
to favor uniform class partitions. We estimate the quotient
of the counts per class n(c) by using the currently predicted
pseudo-class argmax(f(x)). We multiply this by the num-
ber of classes C and divide it by the size of the labeled pool
|L|. By subtracting 1, we get a positive score if the number
of classes is below their uniform class share |L|

C and a nega-
tive if it is above. By scaling with the standard deviation of
m̂l we create the class balance corrected score m̂b(x):

m̂b(x) = m̂(x) + bf (argmax
c

(f(x)))

bf (c) = −σm̂l

(
n(c) · C

|L|
− 1

) (4)

Finally, we select the samples with the highest score
argmaxx∈XI,D

m̂b(x) according to the query size q. These
samples are then sent for annotation which completes the
AL cycle.

5. Experiments
Our experiments aim to measure the performance of exist-
ing AL approaches and Joda on the proposed OSDAL sce-
nario. To this end, we employ the three standard benchmark
sets for open-set AL, namely CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 [28],
and TinyImageNet [9, 31]. In the classic open-set AL set-
ting, the original datasets would be divided into one InD and
one OOD dataset. In contrast, for the OSDAL setting, we
partition the original dataset into InD I and discovery part
D. Moreover, we incorporate an additional dataset to rep-
resent the OOD data O. Inspired by [63], we use randomly
generated noise samples, MNIST [32], Places365 [71], and
ImageNetC-800 [21] with the remaining classes absent in
TinyImageNet as OOD data. For Places365, we use the ver-
sion of OpenOOD [63] which is free of semantic overlaps.
Details about the datasets are provided in Appendix A.

Setup: For the experiment settings, we follow the clas-
sic AL choices [66] and employ the predominantly used
ResNet18 [18] model. To evaluate the InD and discov-
ery performance, we monitor the overall accuracy on target
classes, assuming an initial accuracy of 0 for any undiscov-
ered class. This metric effectively gauges the overall perfor-
mance of the model reflecting class discovery. Furthermore,
we calculate the precision score to assess the OOD filtering
quality of different algorithms. In the precision calculation,
I and D count as positive selection while O counts as nega-
tive selection. Finally, we evaluate the number of identified
classes during training to measure the discovery capabilities
of the methods. Further experiments and additional details
regarding experiment setting and hardware, are presented in
?? and Appendix A.

For the comparison, we encompass the following open-
set AL baselines: MQNet [40], CCAL [11], Pal [64], and
LfOSA [39], as well as the classic AL methods, Monte
Carlo dropout with entropy (Ent) [17], Loss Learning
(LLoss) [66], Badge [2], and Random. EOAL [44] and
AGD [38] are not applicable to for OSDAL which we dis-
cuss in Appendix A. The open-set AL baselines consider
only data from O as OOD in their auxiliary model train-
ing to avoid bias against D. To enable a fair comparison,
we add OOD samples from O in the initial labeled pool L,
which is required by MQNet and CCAL, although Joda and
LfOSA can start without them.

CIFAR-100: In Fig. 3, we present our results for
CIFAR-100. The columns represent the OOD datasets
from left to right: random noise (Random), MNIST, and
Places365. The visualizations depict the accuracy, class dis-
covery, and selection precision from top to bottom. The
classic AL methods, Ent and LLoss, demonstrate decent
performance for random noise as OOD but decrease in per-
formance with the complexity of the OOD data set and get
outperformed by others for Places365. Badge, which in-
corporates diversity, achieves decent overall performance in
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Figure 3. Comparison for CIFAR-100 with ResNet18 and indicated standard errors. From top to bottom: Mean Accuracy, Class Detection,
and Selection Precision. OOD datasets from left to right: Random, MNIST, and Places365

OOD datasets. Given that the cubic computing complex de-
pends on the number of classes and samples, Badge is not
reported for Places365 and random noise due to memory
issues. Additionally, classic AL methods produce incon-
sistent results for precision selection. However, together
with Random selection, they benefit from a small OOD ra-
tio, as in the case of MNIST. Notably, the open-set methods
based on contrastive learning CCAL and MQNet achieve
inconsistent results. CCAL performs well for MNIST and
Places365, while MQNet has difficulties with OOD Ran-
dom and MNIST. For Places365, MQNet achieves good
performance and class separation but suffers in selection
precision. LfOSA, utilizing an additional classifier, demon-
strates good precision but struggles with class discovery.
However, Pal, CCAL, and MQNet improve their selection
precision but do not surpass LfOSA or Joda in this aspect.

For all datasets, Joda exhibits a strong performance and
consistently outperforms all other methods. In the first one
or two cycles, Joda needs a warmup. In all other cycles,
Joda shows an early class discovery with stable selection
precision. For the easier OOD data, random noise and
MNIST, Joda show an almost perfect section precision of

1, while detecting novel categories as fastest method.
TinyImageNet: In Fig. 4, we evaluate our scenario on

the more complex TinyImageNet dataset. These experi-
ments present the most difficult setting. The ImageNetC-
800 dataset has no semantic overlap and covariate shift
to TinyImageNet. The Places365 contains a minor se-
mantic overlap with a different image style as a covari-
ate shift, showcasing the boundaries of the ODSAL sce-
nario. LLoss and Ent perform well for the rather artifi-
cial OOD data MNIST. While LLoss can maintain perfor-
mance for ImageNetC-800 and Places365, Ent falls behind.
MQNet manages high precision and selection accuracy for
MNIST but drops in more realistic settings. The increased
amount of samples and classes leads to issues when com-
puting Badge. LfOSA, Pal, and CCAL achieve high se-
lection precision but struggle with class discovery. Specifi-
cally, CCAL has issues with unveiling classes. Remarkably,
Joda achieves an almost perfect selection precision of 1.0 in
every cycle over all OOD datasets. Accompanied by this
Joda shows the fastest class discovery. For the higher reso-
lution ImageNet dataset, Joda gets in a competition for the
easily distinguishable dataset MNIST. For the more realis-
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Figure 4. Comparison for TinyImageNet with ResNet18 and indicated standard errors. From top to bottom: Accuracy, Class Detection,
and Selection Precision. OOD datasets from left to right: MNIST, ImageNetC-800, and Places365.

tic ImageNetC-800 Joda reaches the highest accuracy. Even
for the minor covariate shift of Places365 Joda maintains its
strong performance in accuracy, class discovery, and selec-
tion precision. In Appendix D we report an additional ex-
periment with random noise as OOD data. Given the higher
image resolution, the experiment shows behavior similar to
that of MNIST.

CIFAR-10: Lastly, we perform experiments on CIFAR-
10, the most commonly used AL benchmark. Compared to
CIFAR-100 and TinyImageNet, it has a much lower num-
ber of classes. In Fig. 11 in Appendix G, we conduct the
same experiment setup as for CIFAR-100. Compared to
the CIFAR-100, the margins between the methods decrease,
creating competition in the first cycles. Lastly, Joda can
achieve the highest accuracy over all OOD data sets. Again,
it achieves for random noise and MNIST a selection preci-
sion of almost 1 while discovering all classes as first.

Additional Models: In Appendix B, we evaluate the
transferability of Joda to a different model. For ResNet50,
Joda can obtain a similar performance as delivered in Fig. 3,
enabling Joda to achieve the highest performance.

Scenario Variation: Besides the complexity of the
dataset, the number and proportion of known and discov-
erable categories significantly impact method behavior. In
Appendix C, we evaluate the different InD to OOD ratios,
different InD to novel categories ratios as well as an imbal-
ance in number of samples per class. We analyze varying
amounts of initially known categories in Fig. 7, where Joda
shows a consistent performance over different rates. In ex-
periments varying the InD to OOD setting in Fig. 8, Joda
can continue its high performance, such that Joda shows
a robust behavior for different InD, novel categories, and
OOD ratios. In the unbalanced setting in Fig. 10, Joda
shows is robustness against other methods in this setting and
increases the gap to other methods compared to Fig. 3. In
addition, in this setting the effect of the balancing factor in-
troduced in Eq. (4) reviles it full advantage and is analyzed.

Different Query Sizes: The effect of different query
sizes is analyzed in Appendix E where Joda remains per-
formant over different selection size variations.

Ablation Study: In our ablation study, we investigate
the different components of Joda, as well as different hy-
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Figure 5. Ablation study on Joda using ResNet18 and CIFAR-100 and Places365 with indicated standard errors.

perparameter settings. In Fig. 5, we omitted the OE compo-
nent in Eq. (1), replaced it with an Energy Exposure (EE)
[35] component, and removed the energy-based filtering
step (No OE - No Filter). The OE and the critical compo-
nents of filtering heavily affect class discovery and selection
precision and accuracy. The direct energy regularization by
an EE loss component performs worse than the OE. Remov-
ing the OOD filtering and replacing the SISOMe selection
with a pure energy-based selection show significant drops in
accuracy, class discovery, and selection precision. This un-
derlines the deep entanglement of all components of Joda
leading to a strong performance. In addition, we compare
with different values for the hyperparameter λ in Eq. (1)
with the value of 0.5 chosen for Joda. It can be seen that
Joda shows, in general, a robust behavior against hyperpa-
rameter changes, and different variations of λ have only a
minor impact on the performance of Joda.

Over all experiments, we observed a suitable perfor-
mance of uncertainty-based classic AL methods for CIFAR-
10 and CIFAR-100, especially LLoss, which reported a
strong performance for easy OOD data and also for TinyIm-
ageNet. For Ent, we assume that smaller variation for far-
OOD data leads to good filtering properties. Driven by the
auxiliary open-set classifier, LfOSA consistently achieved
high selection precision, which comes at the cost of a re-
duced class discovery. The open-set methods CCAL and
MQNet employ multiple auxiliary models and achieve an
inconsistent performance for the different dataset combi-
nations, underlining the sensitivity of contrastively trained
auxiliary models. Pal manages to maintain a good trade-
off between exploration and selection precision. CCAL,
MQNet, and Pal struggle to distinguish OOD data from InD
data if it comes from a different dataset source.
In 8 out of 10 combinations, Joda achieves a selection pre-
cision of almost 1.0 while providing the fastest class dis-
covery in all settings. In the 2 remaining settings, the only
method showing a higher selection precision cannot un-
veil all unknown classes. Additionally, for 14 combina-
tions, Joda achieves the highest accuracy and only ranks
second for TinyImageNet with Random noise at a perfor-

mance similar to the best competitor. It should be noted
that especially for the most complex and realistic OOD
datasets, Places365 and ImageNetC-800, Joda consistently
reports the best accuracy over all three InD datasets. In vari-
ation scenarios, examining different InD to OOD and InD
to novel class ratios, Joda shows a consistent performance
regardless of the ratio. The consistent performance of Joda,
when different hyperparameters are applied, makes it easily
transferable to more scenarios.

Limitations: The generality of our novel problem
framework, OSDAL, allows for a vast range of bench-
marking opportunities. While we believe that we present
the most relevant evaluation, we acknowledge that future
research may expand upon our work through additional
datasets and OOD scenarios.

6. Conclusion

To address AL in real-world applications like autonomous
driving or environmental perception, where prior knowl-
edge of the unlabeled data is absent, we propose Open-Set
Discovery Active Learning (OSDAL). OSDAL combines
AL with the open-world challenges of OOD detection and
category discovery, providing an extension of open-set AL.
We overcome these challenges by presenting Joint Out-of-
distribution filtering and data Discovery Active Learning
(Joda). Joda is the first AL approach with a selection ca-
pable of simultaneously filtering OOD and class discovery.
Additionally, Joda eliminates the need for additional mod-
els required by existing open-set AL approaches. Further-
more, Joda only uses data from the labeled pool for training.
These properties make Joda lightweight and easy to apply.
In an extensive evaluation comprising 15 scenarios 3 met-
rics and 8 competitors over a wide range of datasets, Joda
consistently achieved the highest scores.

In future work, we aim to explore further settings and
extend OSDAL and Joda to more complex tasks with com-
plex novel class behavior like semantic segmentation or ob-
ject detection.
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Günnemann. Energy-based epistemic uncertainty for graph
neural networks. Arvix, 2406.04043, 2024. 2

[17] Yarin Gal and Zoubin Ghahramani. Dropout as a bayesian
approximation: Representing model uncertainty in deep
learning. In Proceedings of the International Conference on
Machine Learning (ICML), 2016. 2, 5, 4

[18] Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and Jian Sun.
Deep residual learning for image recognition. In Proceed-
ings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2016. 5, 1

[19] Aral Hekimoglu, Michael Schmidt, Alvaro Marcos-Ramiro,
and Gerhard Rigoll. Efficient active learning strategies for
monocular 3d object detection. In Proceedings of the IEEE
Intelligent Vehicles Symposium (IV), 2022. 2

[20] Aral Hekimoglu, Michael Schmidt, and Alvaro Marcos-
Ramiro. Monocular 3d object detection with lidar guided
semi supervised active learning. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Winter Conference on Applications of Computer
Vision (WACV), 2024. 2

[21] Dan Hendrycks and Thomas Dietterich. Benchmarking neu-
ral network robustness to common corruptions and perturba-
tions. In ICLR, 2019. 5, 1

[22] Dan Hendrycks and Kevin Gimpel. A baseline for detecting
misclassified and out-of-distribution examples in neural net-
works. In Proceedings of the International Conference on
Learning Representations (ICLR), 2016. 4

[23] Yen-Chang Hsu, Yilin Shen, Hongxia Jin, and Zsolt Kira.
Generalized odin: Detecting out-of-distribution image with-
out learning from out-of-distribution data. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR), 2020. 2

[24] Po Yu Huang, Wan Ting Hsu, Chun Yueh Chiu, Ting Fan
Wu, and Min Sun. Efficient uncertainty estimation for se-
mantic segmentation in videos. In Proceedings of the Euro-
pean Conference on Computer Vision (ECCV), 2018. 2

[25] Rui Huang, Andrew Geng, and Yixuan Li. On the impor-
tance of gradients for detecting distributional shifts in the
wild. In Proceedings of the International Conference on
Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2021. 2

[26] Kwanyoung Kim, Dongwon Park, Kwang In Kim, and
Se Young Chun. Task-aware variational adversarial active
learning. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2021. 2,
1

[27] Andreas Kirsch, Joost Van Amersfoort, and Yarin Gal.
Batchbald: Efficient and diverse batch acquisition for deep

9



bayesian active learning. In Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Conference on Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems (NeurIPS), 2019. 2

[28] Alex Krizhevsky, Vinod Nair, and Geoffrey Hinton. Learn-
ing multiple layers of features from tiny images. Technical
report, Canadian Institute for Advanced Research, 2009. 5,
1

[29] kuangliu. pytorch-cifar, 2021. 1
[30] Balaji Lakshminarayanan, Alexander Pritzel, and Charles

Blundell. Simple and scalable predictive uncertainty esti-
mation using deep ensembles. In Proceedings of the Inter-
national Conference on Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems (NeurIPS), 2017. 2

[31] Ya Le and Xuan Yang. Tiny imagenet visual recognition
challenge. Technical Report 7, Stanford Computer Vision
Lab, 2015. 5, 1
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Joint Out-of-Distribution Filtering and Data Discovery Active Learning

Supplementary Material

A. Experimental Details

In this section, we provide an overview of the parame-
ters and implementation details for the methods and ex-
periments conducted. For the full scenario experiments in-
volving Figs. 3, 4 and 11, we initially designated 60% of
the dataset classes as InD data, while the remaining classes
were considered discoverable. The threshold te for adding
a novel class from the discovery set D to the InD data I
is derived from a uniformly distribution query size. For
CIFAR-10 [28], it is set to 100, while for CIFAR-100 [28]
and TinyImageNet [31], it is set to 50 and 25, which is
slightly higher than the uniformly distributed query size.
The classes are enumerated consecutively to the percentage.
The same procedure is utilized for respective percentages in
Fig. 7. All experiments were conducted with three differ-
ent seeds. Only the scenario studies and the TinyImageNet
experiments were conducted using two seeds. Across all
datasets, we employed random horizontal flipping and ran-
dom cropping with a padding size of 4, following common
practices in [5, 26, 66]. Following these works, the initial
labeled pool sizes for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 were set
to 1000 and 2000, respectively, before filtering out the dis-
coverable classes. For TinyImageNet [31], the size is es-
tablished at 40 samples per class according to [39]. The
query sizes were set to 1000 for CIFAR-10 and 2500 for
CIFAR-100 and TinyImageNet. In the case of CIFAR-10
and CIFAR-100, we utilized the same augmentations and
initial pool size as Yoo and Kweon [66], specifically em-
ploying horizontal flipping and random cropping with a
padding of 4. Similar augmentations were applied for Tiny-
ImageNet, as they only marginally differed from those ex-
amined by Le and Yang [31]. We employed a ResNet18
[18] as the task model, along with the parameters and model
modifications advised for the benchmark datasets [29, 58].
These modifications have also been utilized in previous AL
works [5, 26, 66]. TinyImageNet, a subset of ImageNet with
an image size of (64, 64) and only 200 classes compared to
the original 1000 classes, was subject to the same optimizer
and scheduler settings as those chosen for CIFAR-10. We
trained the task model from scratch for 200 epochs in each
cycle and proceeded with the model, achieving the best per-
formance on the validation dataset for evaluation and sam-
ple selection.

The method implementations are based on the official
repositories of the respective models: LfOSA [39], CCAL
[10], Pal [64], and MQNet [40]. We made modifications
to the dataloader and dataset definition for the contrastive
training in Pal, CCAL, and MQNet, considering only far-

OOD data as OOD data for the method while ignoring dis-
coverable classes. We tried to adhere to the parameters
suggested by the authors as much as possible. However,
we decided to reduce the number of epochs for CCAL and
MQNet to 100 due to the increased dataset size, resulting in
increased iterations per epoch. For Badge [2], we also fol-
lowed the official implementation. Regarding SISOMe [48]
applied for the selection in Joda, we used the suggested pa-
rameters for the sigmoids of 100, 1000, 0.001, and 0.001
and maintained these settings for all experiments. Addi-
tionally, we set λOE = 0.5 for all experiments.

The methods EOAL [44] and AGD [38] cannot be ap-
plied to the OSDAL scenario. EOAL required one addi-
tional model per class, which is hard to transfer to unknown
classes. AGD focuses on selecting only novel classes and
does not select already known classes, which is hard to
adapt to select known and novel classes. A naive adaption
did not show meaningful results.

Regarding the OOD dataset, we utilized the ”randn”
function from PyTorch [42] to generate random noise data.
The amount of noise OOD data O is chosen to be equal
to the amount of InD data I . Additionally, we provided
three different sizes of MNIST as OOD dataset: the val-
idation set comprising 10000 images, the complete train-
ing set comprising 60000 images, and lastly, we have aug-
mented the training set by rotating the first 40000 images
of MNIST, resulting in a dataset of 100000 images. These
MNIST datasets stem the OOD data for Fig. 8. Further,
the MNIST validation data used for Figs. 3 and 11 as sug-
gested by [63]. For the much larger TinyImageNet dataset
in Fig. 4 the MNIST training set was used. For CIFAR-10
and CIFAR-100 in Figs. 3 and 11, the MNIST validation
set was utilized as OOD data. For ImageNetC-800 [21],
we used the 800 ImageNetC [21] classes, which are not
present in TinyImageNet with the motion blur 2 perturba-
tion. All experiments have been conducted on Nvidia V100
GPU with 32 GB RAM and 8 CPU Cores.

B. Additional Model Evaluation

To validate the usability of Joda for different kinds of mod-
els, we conducted additional experiments with a ResNet50
for CIFAR-100 with Places365. We present the results in
Fig. 6. For the larger model, all methods show a related
performance compared to the ResNet18 model in Fig. 3.
However, CCAL and LfOSA show less overlap in accuracy.
Joda remains in the first place for accuracy and class dis-
covery.
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Figure 6. Experiments on ResNet50 and indicated standard errors on CIFAR-100 with Places365.
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Figure 7. Different InD to discovery set splits with ResNet18 and indicated standard errors on CIFAR-100 with Places365 - InD percentage
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Figure 8. Different InD and OOD ratios with ResNet18 and indicated standard errors on CIFAR-100 with MNIST - InD to OOD ratio left
to right: 5:1, 1:1, 1:2.

C. Scenario Variation
To evaluate the effect of different data split ratios, we con-
duct experiments on the InD to discovery ratios, as well as
InD to OOD ratios.

C.1. Varying Discoverable Set Size

Firstly, we analyze varying amounts of initially known cat-
egories in Fig. 7. While for 40%, the open-set AL methods
maintain a gap to the classic AL methods, the gap decreases

when more data is added. Especially, LfOSA reports a drop
for 80% InD classes. Joda maintains the highest perfor-
mance overall amounts.

C.2. Varying OOD Set Size

Subsequently, we are examining the impact of various OOD
dataset sizes. Our experiments with different OOD datasets
indicated an influence of the OOD dataset size on the re-
sults, particularly for the random selection profits from
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Figure 9. Experiments on ResNet18 and indicated standard errors on TinyImageNet with Random Noise.

low OOD amounts for selection precision. In Fig. 8, we
compare different OOD to InD ratios. As expected, the
classic AL approach suffers performance drops with rising
OOD amounts, while the open-set AL methods, in partic-
ular LfOSA, maintain their performance. Joda achieve the
highest accuracy over all ratios and extends the margin for
increased OOD data. The result underlines the robust be-
havior of Joda for various dataset splits.
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Figure 10. Comparison of an UI to UD ratio of 2:1 for CIFAR-100
and Places365 with indicated standard errors using ResNet18.

C.3. Unbalanced Class Samples

In the most experimental setting, the number of samples of
already known and discoverable classes are roughly equal.
However, in some scenarios, the number of samples of dis-
coverable classes might be lower as they have not been
revealed yet. In Fig. 10, we compare the different meth-
ods a setting where the discoverable classes are less fre-
quent. It can be seen that Joda shows a strong resistance
to the unbalanced classes and increases the gap to the set-
ting of Places365 shown in Fig. 3. In addition, to our Joda
we show, the effect of our novel introduced balancing in
Eq. (4). Joda-ub presents the unbalanced version, without
this factor. While Joda-ub manages to outperforms other
AL methods, there remains still a gap to Joda.

D. Further TinyImageNet Experiments

In addition to the experiments conducted in Sec. 5, where
we evaluate TinyImageNet with MNIST, ImageNetC-800,
and Places365, we examine the behavior for random noise.
In Fig. 9, we present these results with accuracy, class dis-
covery, and selection precision. Compared to CIFAR-10
and CIFAR-100 presented in Fig. 11 and Fig. 3, AL ap-
proaches and Joda perform much better in terms of accu-
racy as well as selection precision. Given the larger and
more realistic samples, random noise behaves much more
abnormal, which can be easier detected by metrics instead
of learned latent spaces. In this experiments Joda achieved a
the highest class discovery with a perfect selection precision
of 1. In cycles 2-8 Joda reports the highest accuracy and is
only slightly eclipsed in the last cycle and in the starting
cycles where the data is not explored yet. In general, Joda
achieves top performance for all three metrics in almost all
measurement points.

E. Effect of Selection Size

An essential aspect of AL is the number of selected samples
per cycle. The commonly used setting selects 2500 samples
for CIFAR-100 as highlighted in Appendix A. While most
work in open-set AL do not investigate, this influence of
varying selection sizes we investigate the effects of a lower
and higher selection size in Fig. 13. In can be seen, that Joda
shows in general a high performance over all selection sizes
and maintains the difference to other methods. Based on
the entanglement of training and filtering, higher selection
ratios lead a faster increase of selection precision.

F. Ablation Study on Selection Method

While Joda entangles the training, filtering and selection in
an enhanced manner to avoid additional data access and ax-
illary model or ensemble requirement, its structure remains
flexible. Based by this design Joda remains open to meth-
ods improvements. In Fig. 12, we replace the selection of
Joda by and MC Dropout Entropy selection. While it can be
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Figure 11. Comparison for CIFAR-10 with ResNet18 and indicated standard errors. From top to bottom: Accuracy, Class Detection, and
Selection Precision. OOD datasets from left to right: Random, MNIST, and Places365.
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Figure 12. Comparison of different query sizes for CIFAR-100 and Places365 with indicated standard errors using ResNet18.

seen, that Joda outperforms the Entropy selection, it should
be notes, that Joda’s training and filtering strategy massively
improves the performance of the Entropy selection com-
pared showcasing the effectiveness of ours entangles setup.

G. Experiments on CIFAR-10

In Fig. 11, we present our results for CIFAR-10. The
columns represent the OOD datasets from left to right: ran-

dom noise (Random), MNIST, and Places365. The visu-
alizations depict the accuracy, class discovery, and selec-
tion precision from top to bottom. The classic AL meth-
ods, Ent [17] and LLoss [66], demonstrate decent perfor-
mance for random noise as OOD but decrease in perfor-
mance with the complexity of the OOD data and get out-
performed by others for Places365. Badge [2], which in-
corporates diversity, achieves decent overall performance
in OOD datasets. Additionally, classic AL methods pro-
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Figure 13. Comparison of different query sizes for CIFAR-100 and Places365 with indicated standard errors using ResNet18.

duce inconsistent results for precision selection. However,
together with Random selection, they benefit from a small
OOD ratio, as in the case of MNIST. Notably, the open-
set methods based on contrastive learning CCAL [10] and
MQNet [40] achieve inconsistent results. CCAL performs
well for MNIST and Places365, while MQNet has diffi-
culties with far-OOD Random and MNIST. For Places365,
MQNet achieves good performance and class separation but
suffers in selection precision. LfOSA [39], utilizing an ad-
ditional classifier, demonstrates good precision but strug-
gles with class discovery. However, Pal [64], CCAL, and
MQNet improve their selection precision but do not surpass
LfOSA or Joda in this aspect. Joda exhibits a strong perfor-
mance and early class discovery with stable selection preci-
sion. For Places365, as OOD data Joda initially falls behind
regarding selection precision but recovers after a few cycles.
In comparison to CIFAR-100, the gap between the methods
is smaller, given the reduced number of classes. Overall,
Joda showed the best combination of accuracy, class dis-
covery, and selection precision.
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