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A ADDITIONAL SIMULATION RESULTS FOR ARCHITECTURE FEATURES

Additional simulation results (additional metrics: DTACC, TNR at TPR 95%, and AUPR) for Table 2 of the main paper
showing the instability of OOD detection metrics for three different variations of CNN architectures (ResNet-101 and
ResNet-110). The results are presented in Tables[T|2} and[3] The message from the results presented here is similar to that
from Table 2 of the main paper, that changing the details of the architecture leads to different winning OOD methods and
can cause large changes in the OOD detection quality metrics. This is especially visible for MaxLogits (ML) and FreeEnergy
(FE). Moreover, the winning methods for AUC, DTACC, and AUPR are almost the same (these metrics select the same
winning method for a given architecture and task), but the results for TNR are very different.

Table 1: DTACC results for the OOD detection instability caused by the architecture features. Additional results to those
presented in Table 2 of the main paper.

Type ACC KNN Mah ML MSP LOF: LOFg FE
SVHN

type-0 94.50 86.05 83.40 82.64 83.69 79.69 79.80 82.64
type-1 93.64 87.14 82.07 7444 79.73 8531 85.11 7441
type-2 9291 82.84 8330 6653 7227 8197 81.16 6643
CIFAR-100

type-0 94.50 7938 7798 81.28 81.33 7231 70.23 8131
type-1 93.64 81.39 80.68 80.16 80.12 79.63 7898 80.17
type-2 9291 79.75 78.19 77.82 79.14 7621 7491 77.80

B ADDITIONAL SIMULATION RESULTS FOR INITIAL SEEDS

Additional simulation results (DTACC, TNR, and AUPR metrics) in the experiments reported in the main paper in Table 3
are shown here in Tables and [6] We analyze the instability of OOD detection decisions due to the random seeds used
during training. We find that the initial seed has a small effect on the close-set accuracy but causes a large variation in all
OOD detection metrics used. Moreover, the ranking of the methods is significantly changed regardless of the OOD detection
method used.
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Table 2: TNR at TPR 95% results for the OOD detection instability caused by the architecture features. Additional results to
those presented in Table 2 of the main paper.

Type ACC KNN Mah ML MSP LOF: LOFg FE
SVHN

type-0 94.50 52.15 53.67 40.08 3427 42.04 4321 39.73
type-1 93.64 57.57 4991 1872 2759 4370 5043 17.85
type-2 9291 36.00 38.87 1896 17.17 53.12 49.01 19.27
CIFAR-100

type-0 94.50 35.00 33.01 4589 3499 2120 2044 4598
type-1 93.64 42.14 4228 41.83 3270 41.09 4148 42.10
type-2 9291 36.85 3322 38.02 2939 3281 30.19 38.60

Table 3: AUPR results for the OOD detection instability caused by the architecture features. Additional results to those
presented in Table 2 of the main paper.

Type ACC KNN Mah ML MSP LOFcs LOFg FE
SVHN

type-0 94.50 92.05 91.12 8798 8829 87.13 87.18 8795
type-1 93.64 9343 8997 77771 83.40 90.85 9149 77.49
type-2 9291 8842 8896 6726 73770 89.92 8885 67.23
CIFAR-100

type-0 94.50 8547 8427 8750 86.70 7753 7551 87.55
type-1 93.64 88.12 8745 8582 8527 86.13 8524 85.85
type-2 9291 86.23 8441 8225 83.00 8249 81.21 82.29

C ADDITIONAL SIMULATION RESULTS FOR OOD EXAMPLE SELECTION

Additional simulation results (ACC, DTACC, TNR, and AUPR metrics) for Table 4 of the main paper (we also show here
the rank of the methods). We analyze the instability of the OOD detection metrics as a result of the random selection of
OOD examples (necessary to keep the 1:1 ratio between ID and OOD data). The results are presented in Tables and
[I0] It can be seen that the random selection of OOD examples has almost no influence on the method ranks, regardless of the
reported metric.

D ADDITIONAL SIMULATION RESULTS FOR TRAIN-TEST SPLIT

Additional simulation results (DTACC, TNR, and AUPR metrics) for Table 5 of the main paper. We analyze the instability of
the OOD detection metrics as a result of the train-test split for close-set task. The results are presented in Tables [IT] [I2] and
[[3] Similarly to the initial seeds of the nearest-neighbor training, the train-test split has a small effect on the nearest-neighbor
accuracy, but causes a large variation in all OOD detection metrics used. Furthermore, the ranking of the methods changes
significantly regardless of the OOD detection method used.

E ADDITIONAL SIMULATION RESULTS FOR AUGMENTATION STRATEGIES

Additional simulation results (DTACC, TNR, and AUPR metrics) for Table 6 of the main paper. We analyze the instability
of the OOD detection metrics as a result of the augmentation strategy used. The results are presented in Tables[T4] [I5] and



Table 4: DTACC results for the OOD detection instability caused by the different random seeds used during training.
Additional results to those presented in Table 3 of the main paper.

MobileNet with closed set ACC = 74.754+0.31

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
AUPR Rank AUPR Rank
mean=+std delta ~meantstd range | meantstd delta mean£std range

KNN 64.984+6.95 2221 5.50+0.92 3-6 | 60.62£1.54 4.66 4.90+0.54 4-6
Mah 69.67+7.07 19.88 4.50+1.28 2-6 | 57.45£1.96 7.18 5.80+0.60 4-6
ML 81.59+4.88 18.64 1.50+092 14 | 76.53+£0.57 2.03 0.00+0.00 0-0
MSP 77.58+4.42 16.10 3.70+£1.00 2-6 | 75.69£0.35 1.05 2.00+£0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 82.04£3.73 11.27 1.40£1.20 03 | 64.94£1.77 6.02 3.00+£0.00 3-3
LOFg 74.96+4.18 12.79 3.50+1.20 1-6 | 62.37£1.30 5.06 4.30+046 4-5

Method

FE 82.02£5.08 1946 0.90%1.51 0-5 | 76.40+£0.63 230 1.00+0.00 1-1
ResNet with closed set ACC = 92.734+0.27
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
Method AUPR Rank AUPR Rank
mean=std delta ~meantstd range | meantstd delta mean£std range

KNN 74.46+£13.32 44.52 3.90+1.70 1-6 | 62.31£7.34 2198 4.20+098 3-6
Mah 77.13+£6.45 23.18 4.20+1.08 2-6 | 62.08£6.30 20.44 3.60+£0.49 3-4
ML 82.92£1.53 490 1.80£140 04 | &87.07£049 147 1.00+0.00 1-1
MSP 83.83£1.41 4.00 0.90+1.04 0-3 | 83.78+£0.63 1.86 2.00+0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 69.58+6.56  23.29 5.70+0.46 5-6 | 57.04£3.34 896 5.70+0.64 4-6
LOFg 81.83£7.37 29.18 1.70£1.27 0-3 | 58.86+£3.43 1191 4.50+1.02 3-6
FE 82.77£1.53 490 2.80+140 1-5 | 87.11£0.49 150 0.00+0.00 0-0

[I6] It confirms the conclusions presented in the main paper, i.e., a large impact of augmentation techniques on OOD results,
and with SVHN as OOD, almost any OOD method can be considered the best by choosing the appropriate augmentation
method.

F ADDITIONAL SIMULATION RESULTS FOR TEXT BASED OOD

Additional simulation results (DTACC, TNR, and AUPR metrics) for Table 7 of the main paper. We analyze the instability
of OOD detection decisions as an effect of different random seeds used during training for text classification based on BERT
(transformer-based) representations. The results are presented in Table[I7} They confirm the conclusions presented in the
main paper that the rank of the OOD method could be selected in almost any order just by peeking at the seed used during
training.



Table 5: TNR at TPR 95% results for the OOD detection instability caused by the different random seeds used during
training. Additional results to those presented in Table 3 of the main paper.

MobileNet with closed set ACC = 74.75+0.31

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
Method TNR Rank TNR Rank
mean=+tstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range
KNN 7.48+4.74 1348 590£030 5-6 7.13£0.75  2.82 4.00£0.77  3-5
Mah 14.20£8.10 23.12 4.30+142 1-5 5.69£132 491 5.60£092 3-6
ML 27.34+7.64 28.77 1.90+0.83 1-3 | 18.81+£0.72 2.25 0.20£040 0-1

MSP 22.39+499 18.86 3.10+0.70 24 | 18.07£048 1.75 1.50+0.67 0-2
LOF¢ 30.52£6.39 22.70 0.90+1.22  0-3 6.83£1.08 3.38 4.30£1.10 3-6
LOFg 16.95+£7.06 24.63 3.70+1.27 1-6 6.87+£0.88  2.89 4.10£0.83  3-5

FE 28.64+8.89 3378 1.20+£147 0-5 18.35+£090 3.14 1.30+0.64 0-2
ResNet with closed set ACC =92.734+0.27
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
TNR Rank TNR Rank
Method

mean=+std delta ~meantstd range | meantstd delta mean£std range

KNN 19.29£19.23 46.65 4.00£245 1-6 | 10.74+£3.22 11.39 4.50+092  3-6
Mah 26.30+£10.85 39.80 3.00+£1.34 1-5 | 13.53+£3.53 1228 3.10+0.30 34
ML 23.2243.01 9.68 290+1.14 14 | 40.19£147 443 0.80+£0.40 0-1
MSP 25.50+2.19 750 230+1.10 04 | 28.58+£1.52 4.68 2.00+£0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 17.874£9.01 28.28 4.40+2.06 0-6 8.38+1.50 397 5.80+0.40 5-6
LOFg 37.73£12.18 50.00 0.40£0.92 0-3 9.85£1.47 497 4.60£049 4-5
FE 22.771+£3.16  10.65 4.00£1.18 2-5 | 4036£1.54 420 0.20+£040 O0-1




Table 6: AUPR results for the OOD detection instability caused by the different random seeds used during training. Additional
results to those presented in Table 3 of the main paper.

MobileNet with closed set ACC = 74.75+0.31

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
Method AUPR Rank AUPR Rank
mean-+tstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta mean+tstd range

KNN 64.98+6.95 2221 5.50+0.92 3-6 | 60.62£1.54 4.66 4.90+0.54 4-6
Mah 69.67+7.07 19.88 4.50+1.28 2-6 | 57.45£1.96 7.18 5.80+0.60 4-6
ML 81.59+4.88 18.64 1.50+0.92 1-4 | 76.53£0.57 2.03 0.00+£0.00 0-0
MSP 77.58+£4.42 16.10 3.70+£1.00 2-6 | 75.69+£0.35 1.05 2.00+£0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 82.04£3.73 11.27 1.40£1.20 03 | 64.94£1.77 6.02 3.00+£0.00 3-3
LOFg 74.96+4.18 12.79 3.50+1.20 1-6 | 62.37£1.30 5.06 4.30+0.46 4-5

FE 82.02+£5.08 19.46 0.90+1.51 0-5 76.404+0.63 2.30 1.0040.00 1-1
ResNet with closed set ACC =92.734+0.27
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
AUPR Rank AUPR Rank
Method

mean=std delta ~meantstd range | meantstd delta mean£std range

KNN 74.46+13.32 4452 3.90+1.70 1-6 | 62.31£7.34 2198 4.20+098 3-6
Mah 77.13£6.45 23.18 4.20+1.08 2-6 | 62.08£6.30 20.44 3.60+0.49 3-4
ML 82.92£1.53 490 1.80+140 04 | 87.07£049 1.47 1.00+0.00 1-1
MSP 83.83£1.41 4.00 0.90+1.04 0-3 | 83.78+£0.63 186 2.00+0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 69.58+6.56  23.29 5.70+£0.46 5-6 | 57.04£3.34 896 5.70+0.64 4-6
LOFg 81.83£7.37 29.18 1.70£1.27 0-3 | 58.86+£3.43 1191 4.50+1.02 3-6
FE 82.77£1.53 490 2.80%+140 1-5 | 87.11£049 150 0.00+0.00 0-0




Table 7: ACC results for the OOD detection instability caused by random selection of OOD images. Additional results
(methods rank added) for experiments reported in Table 4 of the main paper.

MobileNet

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
AUC Rank AUC Rank
mean+tstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 75.56+0.18 0.90 5.35+048 5-6 | 60.67+0.22 1.14 5.00+£0.00 5-5
Mah 75.52+£0.20 0.87 5.65+£0.48  5-6 | 57.55+0.24 1.18 6.00+£0.00 6-6
ML 81.72+£0.15 0.80 2.00+0.00 2-2 | 76.88+£0.18 0.85 0.00+0.00 0-0
MSP 78.25+0.18 0.87 4.00£0.00 4-4 | 76.09£0.16 096 2.00+£0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 84.31£0.15 0.74 0.00£0.00 0-0 | 68.41£0.20 0.94 3.00+0.00 3-3
LOFg 78.87+0.18 0.97 3.00+£0.00 3-3 | 64.31+0.22 1.12 4.00+£0.00 4-4

Method

FE 81.84+0.14 0.80 1.0040.00 1-1 76.70+0.18 0.89 1.00+0.00 1-1
ResNet
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
AUC Rank AUC Rank
Method

meantstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 87.80+£0.17 0.88 1.00£0.00 1-1 | 59.80+£0.27 1.50 4.00£0.00 4-4
Mah 85.26+£0.18 1.02 3.00+0.00  3-3 | 58.67+£0.27 143 5.00+0.00 5-5
ML 83.88+£0.12 0.63 4.00+0.00 44 | 87.73£0.13 0.69 1.00+0.00 1-1
MSP 86.69+£0.11 0.53 2.00+0.00 2-2 | 86.20£0.13 0.66 2.00+0.00 2-2
LOFz  72.08£0.21 1.39 6.00+£0.00 6-6 | 55.56£0.23 1.28 6.00+0.00 6-6
LOFg 91.40+0.12 0.63 0.00+£0.00 0-0 | 62.73+£0.22 1.09 3.00+£0.00 3-3
FE 83.75£0.12 0.62 5.00£0.00 5-5 | 87.76£0.13 0.69 0.00£0.00 0-0




Table 8: DTACC results for the OOD detection instability caused by random selection of OOD images. Additional results
for experiments reported in Table 4 of the main paper.

MobileNet

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
Rank DTACC Rank
mean+tstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 69.48+0.17 0.82 5.01+£0.10 5-6 | 58.62+0.18 0.94 5.00+0.00 5-5
Mah 69.12+0.17 0.81 5.99+0.10 5-6 | 56.294+0.20 1.03 6.00+£0.00 6-6
ML 74.777+£0.17 0.87 2.00£0.00 2-2 | 70.98+0.17 094 0.11+£031 0-1
MSP 70.86+0.18 0.77 4.00£0.00 4-4 | 70.10+0.16 0.76 2.00£0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 76.69+0.17 0.86 0.00+£0.00 0-0 | 64.54+0.16 0.89 3.00+0.00 3-3
LOFg 72.444+0.18 0.75 3.00+£0.00 3-3 | 61.30+0.19 0.94 4.00+£0.00 4-4

Method

FE 75.08+0.17 0.78 1.00+0.00 1-1 70.94+0.18 1.03 0.89+0.31 0-1
ResNet
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
Rank DTACC Rank
Method

meantstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 82.23+£0.17 0.88 1.00£0.00 1-1 | 58.78+£0.21 1.02 4.04+0.31 3-5
Mah 77.90£0.18 1.14 3.97+0.97  3-5 | 58.524+0.21 1.10 4.93+0.26 4-5
ML 77.89+0.16 0.72 3.49+0.50 3-4 | 80.44+0.16 0.81 0.84+0.37 0-1
MSP 80.78+£0.18 0.87 2.00+0.00 2-2 | 80.05£0.15 0.87 2.00+0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 66.53+£0.21 1.31 6.00+£0.00 6-6 | 54.06+0.20 1.12 6.00+£0.00 6-6
LOFg 83.99+£0.16 0.72 0.00£0.00 0-0 | 59.23+£0.21 093 3.03+0.17 34
FE 77.87£0.16 0.73 4.54+£0.50 4-5 | 80.46*=0.16 0.83 0.16+0.37 0-1




Table 9: TNR at TPR 95% results for the OOD detection instability caused by random selection of OOD images. Additional
results for experiments reported in Table 4 of the main paper.

MobileNet

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
TNR Rank TNR Rank
mean+tstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 15.61+£0.30 1.71 6.00+£0.00 6-6 6.76£0.22 1.03 5.00£0.00  5-5
Mah 18.76+0.37 1.86 5.00£0.00  5-5 5.53£0.20 1.02 6.00£0.00 6-6
ML 23.86+0.37 1.92 1.00+0.00 1-1 17.44£0.36 1.93 0.34+047 0-1
MSP 22.64+032 154 298+0.14 2-3 | 1736040 1.84 0.71£0.53 0-2
LOF¢ 35444046 2.66 0.00+£0.00 0-0 9.20+£0.27 1.23 3.00+£0.00 3-3
LOFg 21.12+0.36  1.76  4.00+0.00 4-4 7.98+0.24 1.17 4.00+£0.00 44

Method

FE 23.29+0.39 196 2.02+0.14 2-3 16.87+£0.34 2.07 1.95+0.26 0-2
ResNet
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
TNR Rank TNR Rank
Method

meantstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 46.91+045 246 1.00+£0.00 1-1 10.59+0.26 149 4.84+0.37 4-5
Mah 39.91+£047 2.28 2.00+£0.00 2-2 | 13.63+0.33 1.66 3.00+£0.00 3-3
ML 22444038 1.82 4.00+0.00 44 | 41.05£0.40 2.18 0.95+0.22  0-1
MSP 27.27+£042 243 3.00+£0.00 3-3 | 29.454+041 2.07 2.00+£0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 14.08+0.31 1.52 6.00+£0.00 6-6 7.69£0.21 1.13 6.00£0.00 6-6
LOFg 59.76£046 2.28 0.00+£0.00 0-0 | 10.95+0.25 1.57 4.16+£0.37 4-5
FE 21.87+£0.36 1.70 5.00£0.00 5-5 | 41.27+£041 231 0.05+0.22 0-1




Table 10: AUPR results for the OOD detection instability caused by random selection of OOD images. Additional results for
experiments reported in Table 4 of the main paper.

MobileNet

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
AUPR Rank AUPR Rank
mean+tstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 74.61+0.18 0.88 5.00+£0.00 5-5 | 59.544+0.20 1.03 5.00+0.00 5-5
Mah 74.29+£0.20 095 6.00£0.00 6-6 | 56.80+0.21 1.00 6.00+£0.00 6-6
ML 81.01+£0.15 0.78 1.32+£047 1-2 | 75.60£0.19 094 0.00+£0.00 0-0
MSP 77.90+0.17 092 3.61£049 3-4 | 75.16£0.17 090 1.99+0.10 1-2
LOF¢ 83.69+£0.16 0.84 0.00+0.00 0-0 | 67.14£0.20 1.00 3.00+0.00  3-3
LOFg 77.9940.20 1.03 3.39+£049 34 | 63.04+0.22 1.25 4.00+£0.00 4-4

Method

FE 81.00+0.15 0.80 1.68+0.47 1-2 75.34+0.19 0.93 1.01+0.10 1-2
ResNet
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
AUPR Rank AUPR Rank
Method

meantstd delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 83.84+£0.24 1.18 3.00£0.00 3-3 | 56.83£0.22 1.25 4.99+0.10 4-5
Mah 84.61+£0.21 1.10 1.994+0.10 1-2 | 57.25+£0.23 1.12 4.01+0.10 4-5
ML 82.38+£0.13 0.72 4.00+0.00 44 | 86.98+£0.15 0.71 1.00+0.00 1-1
MSP 85.16+£0.15 0.77 1.01£0.10 1-2 | 84.45£0.18 0.89 2.00+0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 70.68+£0.21 134 6.00£0.00 6-6 | 54.82+0.21 1.10 6.00+£0.00 6-6
LOFg 90.94+0.13 0.71 0.00+£0.00 0-0 | 60.86+0.22 1.06 3.00+£0.00 3-3
FE 82.18+£0.13 0.73 5.00£0.00 5-5 | 87.02+£0.15 0.70 0.00£0.00  0-0




Table 11: DTACC results for the OOD detection instability caused by close-set train-test splits. Additional results for
experiments reported in Table 5 of the main paper.

MobileNet with closed set ACC = 74.98+0.50

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
Rank DTACC Rank
mean+tstd  delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meandstd range

KNN 67.324£2.49 725 540£1.02 3-6 | 59.99+1.18 3.99 4.40+£049 4-5
Mah 70.69+4.78 16.17 4.20£1.47 2-6 | 55.32+1.61 5.77 6.00£0.00 6-6
ML 78.77+£7.22 23.14 1.80£1.47 0-4 | 76.02+£691 1636 0.50£0.50 0-1
MSP 76.31£8.34 2358 3.10£2.07 0-6 | 75.65+8.32 19.07 1.40+092 0-2
LOF¢ 76.61+£2.72 841 2.10£130 0-4 | 62.56+2.77 8.18 3.00£0.00 3-3
LOFg 73.2844.43 14776 2.80£1.60 0-5 | 60.18+2.42 6.80 4.60£049 4-5

Method

FE 78.96+7.14 23.09 1.60+1.62 0-5 75.924+6.79 16.15 1.10+£0.70 0-2
ResNet with closed set ACC =94.41+0.24
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
Rank DTACC Rank
Method

mean+std  delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 80.03£2.88 10.99 2.10+1.51 0-5 | 75.50£3.59 11.70 3.80£0.40 3-4
Mah 79.33+£1.95 531 3.20£1.66 0-5 | 76.32+2.52 7.80 3.20+£040 34
ML 79.694+2.77 9.31 220+£0.75 1-3 | 81.61+£0.36 1.00 1.10£0.54 0-2
MSP 80.80£2.13 8.06 1.00+1.10 0-3 | 81.66+0.28 096 1.00£1.00 0-2
LOF¢ 75.32+4.03 1474 4.60£1.28 1-6 | 70.79+4.34 13.53 5.00£0.00  5-5
LOFg 69.69+3.24 1247 590+£030 5-6 | 62.76+4.39 14.16 6.00£0.00 6-6
FE 79.68+£2.78 9.33  2.00£1.41 0-4 | 81.61+£036 1.04 0.90+0.83 0-2




Table 12: TNR at TPR 95% results for the OOD detection instability caused by close-set train-test splits. Additional results
for experiments reported in Table 5 of the main paper.

MobileNet with closed set ACC = 74.98+0.50

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
Method TNR Rank TNR Rank
mean=+tstd delta mean#std range mean=+std delta mean#£std range

KNN 11.23+£5.80  20.39 5.60+£0.92  3-6 6.88+0.68 270 3.70£090  3-5
Mah 2290£12.50 41.89 3.70£1.68 0-5 4.72+0.80 267 590+030 5-6
ML 40.71+£22.776  61.53 1.80+1.54 04 | 34.28£23.12 53.71 0.00£0.00 0-0
MSP 35.93+£21.27 54.64 3.50£1.50 2-6 | 329142271 5342 1.80+040 1-2
LOF¢ 35.74+£9.92 2941 2.00£141 04 7.04+1.79 524 4.10£094 3-6
LOFg 25.73+£11.94 36.14 2.90+145 1-5 6.39+£1.14 396 4.30+0.64 3-5

FE 41.30+£22.76  61.75 1.50+1.86 0-6 | 33.6842295 53.34 1.204+0.40 1-2
ResNet with closed set ACC =94.41+0.24
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
TNR Rank TNR Rank
Method

mean=std delta ~mean+tstd range | meanzstd delta ~meantstd range

KNN 31.91+£7.03 2453 2.60+1.80 0-5 28.32+6.16  20.02 3.60+0.66  2-4
Mah 36.49+£537 1839 1.80*£147 04 29.78+4.56  14.73 3.20+£0.40 34
ML 34.03£5.03 15.67 1.60+£0.80 0-3 45.84+0.98  3.17 0.90+£030 O0-1
MSP 30.91£2.51 881 3.80+1.17 2-6 35.62+£1.17 3.83 2.20+0.60 24
LOF¢ 28.52+10.85 30.70 3.60£2.20  0-6 22.45+6.38 18.43 5.00+£0.00 5-5
LOFg 19.78+£7.09  20.81 5.80+£0.40 5-6 14.77£3.85 11.76  6.00+£0.00  6-6
FE 34.01+£530 1692 1.80+£1.33 04 46.42+0.82 251 0.10+£030  O-1




Table 13: AUPR results for the OOD detection instability caused by close-set train-test splits. Additional results for
experiments reported in Table 5 of the main paper.

MobileNet with closed set ACC = 74.98+0.50

CIFAR-100 vs SVHN CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
AUPR Rank AUPR Rank
mean+tstd  delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meandstd range

KNN 70.41+4.32  13.14 530+£1.19 3-6 | 60.64+1.21 422 4.40+£049 4-5
Mah 76.12+6.71 23.14 4.00£1.84 0-6 | 55.18+2.15 7.25 6.00£0.00 6-6
ML 84.32+£7.30 23.05 1.90+1.45 0-4 | 81.07£6.98 16,55 0.40£0.49 0-1
MSP 82.00+7.70 2249 340+1.62 2-6 | 80.61£7.79 1830 1.40+£092 0-2
LOF¢ 84.01£3.74 10.84 2.00+1.41 04 | 64.33+£3.37 998 3.00£0.00 3-3
LOFg 79.07£6.06 19.76 290+£1.30 1-4 | 61.37+£2.88 7.97 4.60£049 4-5

Method

FE 84.52+7.35 23.10 1.50£1.96 0-5 80.94+6.96 1640 1.20+0.60 0-2
ResNet with closed set ACC =94.41+0.24
CIFAR-10 vs SVHN CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
AUPR Rank AUPR Rank
Method

mean+tstd  delta meantstd range | meantstd delta meantstd range

KNN 85.64£3.30 12.28 1.60+£1.85 0-5 | 80.76+4.47 13.86 3.80£0.40 3-4
Mah 86.26£2.14 620 1.70+1.49 04 | 81.744+3.54 11.27 3.20£040 3-4
ML 85.15£2.80 844 2.40+0.80 1-4 | 87.73+£0.61 1.78 1.00£0.00 1-1
MSP 85.74£2.44 923 220+1.66 0-5 | 86.80+0.47 1.84 2.00£0.00 2-2
LOF¢ 81.40+£4.77 16.08 4.20+£1.89 0-6 | 76.07£5.16 1595 5.00£0.00 5-5
LOFr  74.88£4.04 14.09 590+030 5-6 | 66.05+£5.96 1892 6.00£0.00 6-6
FE 85.10£2.81 850 3.00+£0.89 1-4 | 87.78+0.60 1.77 0.00£0.00 0-0




Table 14: DTACC results for the OOD detection instability caused by different augmentation methods used for close model
training. Additional results for experiments reported in Table 6 of the main paper.

Augmentation ~ ACC ‘ KNN  Mah ML MSP LOFgs LOFg FE
MobileNet CIFAR-100 vs SVHN

None 53.73 | 66.25 72.72 69.83 6533 7452 72776 70.27
Affine 7441 | 71.52 75.14 70.45 70.27 75.770 7831 70.39
CoarseDropout  67.18 | 60.19 63.25 77.18 7120 7405 6796 77.75
Colorlitter 65.98 | 60.59 62.54 75.07 68.76 7747 73.00 75.77
CropAndPad 72.59 | 63.02 70.89 77.12 74.16 7831 7445 77.29
MixUp 68.65 | 63.30 78.87 71.24 70.38 78.70 78.15 69.80
MobileNet CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
None 53.73 | 56.07 53.81 62.74 62.19 56.76 5129 62.56
Affine 7441 | 60.15 56.33 7252 7091 6425 60.15 7251
CoarseDropout  67.18 | 5942 56.02 67.16 6687 59.96 5565 67.15
ColorlJitter 65.98 | 58.22 56.76 67.40 66.50 62.33 57.38 67.31
CropAndPad 72.59 | 60.57 56.23 70.25 6937 6240 58.84 70.06
MixUp 68.65 | 59.47 5620 68.70 68.16 5534 57.07 67.23
ResNet CIFAR-10 vs SVHN
None 83.64 | 7141 67.70 7443 73.87 7T4.15 69.59 7441
Affine 94.76 | 86.45 83.97 8524 8440 84.83 81.62 85.23
CoarseDropout  89.27 | 62.52 59.39 81.27 80.31 64.89 72.69 81.28
Colorlitter 8798 | 80.35 70.02 77.99 78.00 82.09 80.31 77.93
CropAndPad 94.01 | 84.79 80.48 87.02 85.14 83.11 79.55 87.06
MixUp 8941 | 77.28 81.31 57.10 83.12 72772 78.72 50.43
ResNet CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
None 83.64 | 6320 6225 7441 72.67 5795 5494 74.44
Affine 94.76 | 81.31 80.25 83.07 82.62 79.84 77.84 83.05
CoarseDropout  89.27 | 58.27 55.08 78.65 77.41 54.14 54.10 78.69
ColorlJitter 8798 | 7448 71.70 77.50 76.17 7464 7178 77.50
CropAndPad 94.01 | 79.84 77.35 81.99 81.72 76.09 72.06 82.01
MixUp 89.41 | 6293 66.61 7272 76.77 6033 5722 67.73




Table 15: TNR at TPR 95% results for the OOD detection instability caused by different augmentation methods used for
close model training. Additional results for experiments reported in Table 6 of the main paper.

Augmentation ~ ACC ‘ KNN  Mah ML MSP LOFgs LOFg FE
MobileNet CIFAR-100 vs SVHN

None 53.73 | 1247 3145 13.11 11.28 24.10 2872 12.87
Affine 7441 | 28.78 3328 11.84 13.83 30.81 41.14 9.93

CoarseDropout 67.18 | 5.10 10.09 26.34 20.82 2526 12.80 28.50
ColorlJitter 6598 | 4.16 10.52 2222 1821 3995 2539 23.19
CropAndPad 72.59 | 877 21.19 2335 2032 3589 29.84 23.09
MixUp 68.65 | 8.72 4035 10.10 13.73 3525 3845 7.78

MobileNet CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
None 53.73 | 422 477 1115 1032 426 329 10.73
Affine 7441 | 6.06 459 19.65 1935 7.59 5.09 18.96
CoarseDropout  67.18 | 5.19 5.12 14.84 1445 648 5.15  14.36
ColorlJitter 6598 | 5.66 6.17 1373 13.14 9091 5.82 1350
CropAndPad 72.59 | 6.58 458 1792 1632 698 590 1743
MixUp 68.65 | 6.68 526 14.62 1583 494 5.65 13.19
ResNet CIFAR-10 vs SVHN
None 83.64 | 25.14 2636 1621 15.69 3994 2622 1574
Affine 9476 | 51.16 47.07 54.64 38.62 5135 34775 55.50
CoarseDropout  89.27 | 0.10 592 32.08 23.34 1031 2632 31.95
ColorlJitter 87.98 | 41.32 15,55 2376 22.63 5433 4630 23.03
CropAndPad 94.01 | 47.77 43.02 61.05 41.01 53.79 3588 62.23
MixUp 89.41 | 32.63 5588 7.73 3598 1950 43.04 3.70
ResNet CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100

None 83.64 | 10.77 11.80 2291 17.63 1139 754 23.23
Affine 94.76 | 39.08 39.33 47.28 3574 39.87 3648 48.26
CoarseDropout  89.27 | 6.09 9.00 33.23 2339 7.53 6.90 33.50
ColorlJitter 8798 | 22.85 19.93 29.16 21.77 2742 22.02 30.12
CropAndPad 94.01 | 38.73 35.15 46.50 3421 3388 2685 46.87
MixUp 89.41 | 8.67 1336 31.88 29.22 9.73 7.68 31.14




Table 16: AUPR results for the OOD detection instability caused by different augmentation methods used for close model
training. Additional results for experiments reported in Table 6 of the main paper.

Augmentation ~ ACC ‘ KNN  Mah ML MSP LOFgs LOFg FE
MobileNet CIFAR-100 vs SVHN

None 53.73 | 70.10 79.54 7390 6996 7946 78.17 74.31
Affine 74.41 | 78.77 82.64 7401 7472 83.09 86.26 73.33
CoarseDropout  67.18 | 61.15 6626 83.01 7749 8046 71.51 83.81
ColorlJitter 65.98 | 6091 6598 80.69 7503 8437 7894 8141
CropAndPad 72.59 | 65.89 76.56 8231 79.87 8533 81.15 8236
MixUp 68.65 | 66.55 86.10 74.14 7485 8540 8545 71.32
MobileNet CIFAR-100 vs CIFAR-10
None 53.73 | 56.72 5417 6531 65.777 5658 49.59 65.07
Affine 7441 | 6038 5631 7779 76770 66.11 60.79 77.63
CoarseDropout  67.18 | 60.59 56.35 71.03 71.29 61.06 5598 70.83
ColorJitter 6598 | 58.05 57.53 7115 70.87 6525 5827 70.99
CropAndPad 72.59 | 61.61 56.33 7511 7458 6420 5946 7498
MixUp 68.65 | 61.07 5690 7259 7281 5552 5794 70.77
ResNet CIFAR-10 vs SVHN
None 83.64 | 78.25 7342 78.52 78.04 81.72 7436 78.39
Affine 94.76 | 92.07 90.60 9147 89.71 9123 86.77 91.59
CoarseDropout  89.27 | 58.34 59.88 86.43 8449 6694 7627 86.40
ColorlJitter 87.98 | 88.18 75.01 8239 8252 90.64 88.00 82.15
CropAndPad 94.01 | 91.22 88.14 92.88 90.21 90.77 8624 93.04
MixUp 89.41 | 81.64 87.96 51.87 8724 76.64 8532 38.94
ResNet CIFAR-10 vs CIFAR-100
None 83.64 | 66.50 6528 79.92 7749 6149 56.09 80.03
Affine 9476 | 87.56 87.04 89.06 88.06 8598 8393 89.12
CoarseDropout  89.27 | 57.26 53.67 84.87 82.39 55.65 53.88 84.92
ColorlJitter 87.98 | 80.17 77.21 83.50 81.39 8044 76.04 83.61
CropAndPad 94.01 | 86.64 8453 8790 8690 83.12 7872 87.98
MixUp 89.41 | 6540 69.89 73.66 79.85 6245 59.04 68.80




Table 17: DTACC, TNR, and AUPR results for the OOD detection instability caused by the different random seeds used
during training for text classification by BERT model. Additional results to those presented in Table 7 of the main paper.

BERT with closed set ACC = 97.494+0.11

DTACC Rank
meant+std  delta meandstd range

KNN 72.10+4.16  11.34 225£1.85 0-5
Mah 70.75+£2.21 746 2.75£2.17 0-6
ML 69.08+£4.90 1639 3.38+2.12 0-6
MSP 67.60£7.66 21.69 3.62+2.34 0-6
LOF¢ 70.98+£3.14 1093 2.12+1.45  0-5
LOFg 70.74+3.08 10.75 3.00£1.22 1-5
FE 69.06£4.90 1639 3.88+£1.90 1-6

TNR at TPR 95% Rank
meantstd  delta meandstd range

KNN 28.26+4.28 13.16 1.50+1.22 0-3
Mah 28.07£2.87 8.84 2.00+0.87 1-3
ML 17.97£323 9.68 4.62+0.48  4-5
MSP 16.85+£2.05 526 5.25£097 4-6
LOF¢ 29.68+3.27 9.26 1.00£0.87 0-2
LOFg 28.61£3.60 995 1.50+1.22 0-3
FE 17.88+£3.43 9.68 5.12£0.78  4-6

AUPR Rank
meantstd  delta ~meandstd range

KNN 73.85+4.15 11.79 1.00£1.32  0-3
Mah 73.21+£2.13 648 2.00£1.50 0-5
ML 67.03£5.07 16.64 4.88+0.60 4-6
MSP 65.62+7.33 22.60 525£139 2-6
LOFcs  73.36%£2.86 9.04 125+£097 0-3
LOFg  72.82+£279 8.72 2254+097 14
FE 67.07£5.08 16.80 4.38+£0.86 3-6

Method
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