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Abstract

In this paper, we raise a new issue on Unidentified Fore-
ground Object (UFO) detection in 3D point clouds, which
is a crucial technology in autonomous driving in the wild.
UFO detection is challenging in that existing 3D object
detectors encounter extremely hard challenges in both 3D
localization and Out-of-Distribution (OOD) detection. To
tackle these challenges, we suggest a new UFO detec-
tion framework including three tasks: evaluation protocol,
methodology, and benchmark. The evaluation includes a
new approach to measure the performance on our goal,
i.e. both localization and OOD detection of UFOs. The
methodology includes practical techniques to enhance the
performance of our goal. The benchmark is composed of the
KITTI Misc benchmark and our additional synthetic bench-
mark for modeling a more diverse range of UFOs. The pro-
posed framework consistently enhances performance by a
large margin across all four baseline detectors: SECOND,
PointPillars, PV-RCNN, and PartA2, giving insight for fu-
ture work on UFO detection in the wild.

1. Introduction

In autonomous driving scenarios, 3D object detection us-
ing point clouds is a crucial perception technology. While
the recognition performance of 3D object detectors has ad-
vanced, confidence in their stability for real-world applica-
tions remains insufficient. Specifically, a notable issue is the
tendency of 3D object detectors to assign high confidence
scores to unidentified foreground or unknown objects. Re-
cently, methods addressing Out-of-Distribution (OOD) de-
tection [4, 5] or open-set object detection [3, 8, 13] in 2D
object detection on images have tackled similar challenges.
Similarly, in the realm of 3D object detection [12, 26] on
point clouds, efforts are underway to address these issues.

However, we have found that 3D object detectors [14,
21, 22, 27] not only face challenges in OOD detection for
unidentified foreground objects but also encounter signif-
icant difficulties in localization. Unlike 2D images, Lidar
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Figure 1. Base 3D object detector and our method compari-
son. (a): 3D object detection result of baseline SECOND [27] on
KITTI [6] ’Misc’ class object; (b): Comparison of the base detec-
tor and our method in two aspects: OOD localization performance
(Recall) and OOD detection performance (AUROC).

point clouds are sparse, making it challenging to obtain
accurate context and precisely localize unidentified fore-
ground objects with various sizes. As depicted in Figure 1a,
SECOND [27], which is trained on the classes of Car,
Pedestrian, and Cyclist, fails to localize the ’Misc’ class
object within the green box even at a close distance. In-
stead, SECOND recognizes the unknown object as a smaller
pedestrian, posing a potential threat to safety. Furthermore,
these localization challenges have a critical impact on OOD
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detection measurements. For instance, if the detector fails
to localize an unknown object, obtaining corresponding de-
tection results becomes impossible, leading to difficulties in
acquiring confidence scores for OOD data. In this paper, the
term ’Unidentified Foreground Object (UFO)’ is employed
as a synonym for an unknown object or an OOD object.

In our paper, we address the UFO detection problem
through three main directions: (i) introducing a novel pro-
tocol for evaluation, (ii) presenting methodologies for en-
hancement, and (iii) introducing a new synthetic bench-
mark. We propose a comprehensive protocol that evaluates
UFO detection considering OOD detection and holistic as-
sessment, including localization performance. Our ideal 3D
object detector excels in precisely localizing UFOs while
assigning low scores to them. We establish a standardized
approach to measure localization and OOD detection on
Lidar-based detectors trained on KITTI scenes. We des-
ignate the ’Misc’ class as the OOD object, creating the
KITTI Misc benchmark, and propose baselines for four
existing detectors: SECOND [27], PointPillars [14], PV-
RCNN [22], and PartA2 [21]. Localization performance is
measured by the recall of UFOs, and OOD detection is eval-
uated using our proposed Hungarian-based matching strat-
egy and established metrics: AUROC, FPR95, and AUPR.

Secondly, in line with our UFO detection protocol, we
propose practical techniques to simultaneously enhance lo-
calization and OOD detection performance. We introduce
an anomaly sample augmentation approach inspired by the
outlier exposure method [10], acquiring anomaly samples
from indoor scene SUN-RGBD [23] data and incorporat-
ing them as a new additional class for training. As a re-
sult, our method undergoes training to localize UFOs of
various sizes. Next, we address the conflicting aspects be-
tween OOD detection and localization. While aiming to ob-
tain low confidence scores for unknown objects, which si-
multaneously acquires low objectness scores for localiza-
tion. Therefore, we add a separate objectness node along-
side the classification nodes for the 3D object detector. In
addition to the proposed augmentation, we introduce a tech-
nique to enhance OOD detection performance by leveraging
energy-based regularization and outlier-aware supervised
contrastive learning using the anomaly samples introduced
in the proposed augmentation. As evident from Figure 1b,
the application of our techniques yields improvements in
both localization and OOD detection compared to the four
baseline detectors.

Finally, to assess safety for a more diverse range of
UFOs, we propose a benchmark by introducing various
new objects from indoor scenes into the outdoor scene of
KITTI. The proposed synthetic benchmark is composed us-
ing SUN-RGBD data, classes that are not utilized in the
augmentation process. Furthermore, for the construction of
a challenging benchmark, we employ the Nearest Neighbor

grid Sampling method to reduce the domain gap between
indoor and outdoor scenes, ensuring that in-door scene ob-
jects are incorporated into the outdoor scene. As a result,
we can create a more challenging benchmark for OOD de-
tection from the perspective of existing baseline detectors.

In summary, our contribution can be outlined as fol-
lows: (i) Introducing a novel protocol for evaluating UFO
detection on KITTI scenes, providing baseline assessments
for four 3D object detectors: SECOND, PointPillars, PV-
RCNN, and PartA2. (ii) Applying practical techniques en-
hances UFO detection performance in both localization and
OOD detection from existing 3D object detector baselines.
(iii) Constructing a new synthetic benchmark scenario for
modeling a more diverse range of UFOs can demonstrate
the validity on the evaluation protocol and give insight for
future works on UFO detection in the wild.

2. Related Works
Open set object detection

Open Set Object Detection (OSOD) extends from object
detection to Open Set Recognition (OSR) [20]. OSOD is
formally introduced in [3], evaluating detectors like Faster-
RCNN [19], Retinaet [15], and YOLO [18]. Their key
protocol, wilderness, measures the precision ratio between
scenes with mixed unknown and purely known instances.
Recently, OpenDet [8] proposes to expand low-density la-
tent regions to improve OSOD. However, these approaches
require scenes with mixed unknown and purely known. Our
protocol is more practical, as it can be applied to indi-
vidual scenes with mixed unknown instances. It evaluates
two aspects for the unknown elements present in individual
scenes: localization and OOD detection.
OOD detection on object detection

OOD detection [9] is similar to rejecting unknown
classes in OSR [20] but doesn’t require maintaining the
accuracy of known classes. In recent 2D object detection,
the STUD [4] and VOS [5] papers introduced a protocol
for OOD detection. They measure the OOD detection per-
formance by distinguishing scenes with only known ob-
jects and scenes without them, considering all scores ob-
tained from the detector. However, this may not be suit-
able for many practical environments where known and un-
known objects coexist. Recently, in Lidar 3D point clouds,
an evaluation protocol has been proposed in [12] that aimed
to evaluate OOD detection when known and unknown in-
stances coexist. However, they use heuristic IOU thresholds
for unknown instances to obtain OOD scores. Our approach
differs in seeking consistent OOD detection performance
across multiple detectors based on heuristic-free one-to-one
matching.
Lidar-based 3D Object Detection

3D object detection based on Lidar point clouds has seen
significant improvement by aggregating features through
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Figure 2. ID and OOD localization performance comparison.
This plot illustrates the recall for both ID and OOD objects based
on the proposal number. This depicts the recall for OOD objects at
IoU thresholds of 0.1, 0.25, and 0.4.

voxel-based learning [28]. SECOND [27] enhances speed
over VoxelNet [28] by replacing its conventional 3D convo-
lution with sparse convolution. PointPillars [14] divides the
point cloud into pillar units and applies PointNet to each
unit. In contrast to SECOND and VoxelNet, which use 3D
convolution to integrate voxel units, PointPillars uses 2D
convolution to integrate pillar units which boosts efficiency
in time. PartA2 [21] newly designs a RoI-aware point cloud
pooling module to encode effective features of 3D propos-
als. PV-RCNN [22] extends SECOND, preserving more 3D
structure information by adding a keypoint branch. Exist-
ing methods have primarily focused on improving detec-
tion precision for in-distribution data. However, there has
not been a clear investigation into their ability to distinguish
and localize OOD or unidentified foreground objects.

3. Unidentified Foreground Object detection
3.1. Problem Formulation and Evaluation

We can formalize a Lidar based 3D object detector as
z(x) : RD×M → RL×N , which maps an input 3D Li-
dar consisting of M points to object detection results. A
point is a vector with dimension D, including location x,y,
and z. Object detection results consist of N detection re-
sults which are Oi = {confi, clsi, xi, yi, zi, li, wi, hi, θi}
confi can also be defined as the final objectness score, rep-
resenting the degree to which an object is present. For a
classification score with a total of K classes, it is defined as
clsi = {C1, C2, . . . , CK}. The set {xi, yi, zi, li, wi, hi, θi}
corresponds to the 3D detection box, defined as a cuboid
with an orientation angle.

In practical terms, to address the UFO problem, we uti-
lize a detector with K = 3 in the KITTI dataset: car, pedes-
trian, and cyclist. For UFOs, we define the ’Misc’ class
provided in the actual KITTI dataset. We refer to this as

the KITTI Misc benchmark and propose a protocol for its
evaluation. In the evaluation, we simultaneously assess two
aspects of UFOs: localization and OOD detection. For lo-
calization, we utilize confi. For OOD detection, we obtain
scalar scores (e.g., MSP, Energy) from clsi for evaluation.
Unless stated otherwise, we use Energy score [16] for eval-
uation in this paper.

3.1.1 Evaluation of Localization on UFO

Generally, recall is a crucial metric for ensuring the safety of
an object detector. In actual KITTI settings, detectors often
follow a base setting, obtaining a maximum of 500 results.
We demonstrate recall results for the actual SECOND de-
tector on KITTI as described in Fig 2. Specifically, recall is
measured based on the proposal number and IOU threshold
criteria. The predictions are uniformly restricted to the top-
k based on the score confi and similarly found based on
the IOU threshold, calculating True Positives (TP) for ob-
jects predicted among actual objects, and then computing
Recall = TP

TP+FN . As evident from the graph, the base-
line detector, SECOND, significantly lags behind in OOD
localization compared to ID at the same threshold of 0.40.
Furthermore, our recall in the graph shows minimal differ-
ences beyond a proposal number of 300. Therefore, we fix
the proposal number k = 500 and evaluate localization per-
formance using three IOU thresholds: 0.10, 0.25, and 0.40.

3.1.2 Evaluation of OOD Detection on UFO

We perform OOD detection based on scalar scores obtained
for ID classification and OOD classification from the final
detection results [9]. The evaluation metrics include AU-
ROC, FPR95, and AUPR. In previous work [12], for an
OOD object IOU threshold of 0.3 or higher is selected for
OOD detection. However, the challenge arises when apply-
ing this approach uniformly across multiple detectors. To
address this, we propose an algorithm that performs one-to-
one matching of detection results to ground truth to measure
OOD detection consistently across detectors. Our algorithm
is based on the Hungarian algorithm, similar to the bipartite
matching optimization in DETR [1].

However, the existing DETR [1] like matching does not
handle exceptional cases where ground truth and detection
results have no overlap. In actual detectors, such cases often
occur for OOD data, and conventional methods randomly
match them. Therefore, for precise OOD detection evalua-
tion, we propose a separate handling for such ground truth
samples. We address cases where IOU is not available by
matching the closest detection result based on Euclidean
distance. As outlined in the algorithm 1, we first distinguish
samples with no IOU and then handle them separately. For
these cases, we perform matching based on distance to find
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Algorithm 1: Hungarian Based Matching
Input: Gi: Ground truth M , Oj : Detection results N
Output: Mi: Matching index result
Step0: Classify into results with overlap or no
Get IOU matrix IOUi,j ← IOU between pairs (Gi,Oj )
for i = 1 to M do

if IOUi,j is all zero then
Gather as Ai

else
Gather as Bi

Step1: IOU based hungarian matching
Get IOU matrix IOUi,j ← IOU between pairs (Bi,Gj )
Hungarian Matching IMi which maximize IOUi,j

Remove matched result Cj ← Gj

Step2: Distance based hungarian matching
Get distance matrix DISTi,j ← IOU between pairs (Ai,Cj )
Hungarian Matching DMi which minimize DISTi,j

Aggregate and get final matching result Mi← IMi, DMi

the closest sample, proposing a more precise one-to-one
matching compared to conventional methods.

3.2. Practical Techniques for UFO detection in 3D

Baseline 3D object detectors struggle with localizing and
detecting UFOs. To address this, we employ two key strate-
gies. Firstly, inspired by outlier exposure [10], we intro-
duce auxiliary UFO data by copying and pasting from SUN-
RGBD [23] indoor scenes, treating it as a new ’Anomaly’
class for training UFO localization across various sizes. Fig-
ure 3a illustrates this sample from SUN-RGBD. Secondly,
for improved OOD detection, we utilize the Anomaly data
to implement energy-based regularization and outlier-aware
contrastive learning. Our approach consists of four main
techniques: (i) Anomaly Sample Augmentation, (ii) Learn-
ing on Objectness, (iii) Learning on Localizing UFO, and
(iv) Learning on Distinguishing UFO.

3.2.1 Anomaly Sample Augmentation

In the existing SECOND, the augmentation method dur-
ing training involves sampling ground truths from the
database, specifically copying object points and labels from
the ground truth to training point clouds while checking for
collisions to prevent unrealistic outcomes. We adopt a sim-
ilar strategy for Anomaly Sample augmentation, construct-
ing a database from SUN-RGBD data. From this database,
we obtain anomaly samples using a copy-paste approach,
treating them as an additional class (’Anomaly’) for detec-
tor training. Anomaly Sample Augmentation trains the de-
tector to localize UFOs of various sizes or contexts. Specif-
ically, we directly utilize the database formed in previous
research [17] for indoor 3D object detection, which con-
sists of 3D cuboids and their corresponding RGB-D point
clouds.

(a) Original (b) Resized

Figure 3. Visualization result on SUN-RGBD [23] pointcloud of
original and resized object. (a): Point cloud of the original object
for Anomaly Sample Augmentation; (b): Point cloud of the resized
object for Multi-size Mix Augmentation.

3.2.2 Learning on Objectness

Existing 3D object detectors often have a high correlation
between classification scores and confidence scores. For in-
stance, in a single-stage detector like SECOND, the confi-
dence score confi operates as max{C1, C2, . . . , Ck}. How-
ever, we aim to enhance localization and OOD detection
separately. Therefore, we propose the addition of a separate
objectness node that is trained for decoupling these aspects.

FL(pt) = −α(1− pt)
γ log(pt), (1)

We use the conventional Focal loss employed in Reti-
naNet [15] with the established SECOND settings, setting
α = 0.25 and γ = 2. We label the foreground, includ-
ing the ID class and the ’Anomaly’ class, as 1, and ev-
erything else as 0. The objectness loss constructed with
Focal loss is denoted as Lobj . The introduced objectness
node aims to model a universal objectness, akin to Faster-
RCNN [7]’s Region Proposal Network. In a single-stage de-
tector, it serves as the confidence score, while in a two-stage
detector, it acts as a bridge, forming proposals for subse-
quent stages. The final confidence score for the two-stage
detector is derived through the second-stage classifier.

3.2.3 Learning on Localizing UFO

We train the model to localize objects of various sizes by
adding the ’Anomaly’ class with Anomaly Sample augmen-
tation. However, as shown in Figure 3a, the sizes of indoor
scene data are generally smaller or less diverse compared
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to outdoor scenes. To address this, we propose Multi-size
Mix augmentation to create a more diverse set of anomaly
objects. As illustrated in Figure 3b, we construct a database
by resizing the original anomalies to various sizes and mix-
ing them together. Specifically, Multi-size mix augmenta-
tion combines equal parts of the original anomaly at its orig-
inal size and the resized anomaly. Additionally, the sizes
for resizing the boxes are randomly extracted from various
samples of box sizes in the KITTI Misc class.

3.2.4 Learning on Distinguishing UFO

The straightforward application of the previous simple OE
loss is not effective when using Anomaly data for a one-
vs-rest classifier. This is because the basic classifier already
trains an additional Anomaly class as it should go to all zero
for the existing ID classes. Therefore, we address this is-
sue by introducing energy regularization loss [16], Further-
more, we enhance performance by incorporating outlier-
aware contrastive learning [2], which improves the separa-
bility between ID and OOD data in the representation. En-
ergy regularization loss is defined by

Len = Lin,hinge + Lout,hinge

= E(xin,y)∼Dtrain
in

[(max(0, E(x)−min))
2]

+ Ex∼Dtrain
out

[(max(0, E(x)−mout))
2].

(2)

Here, Dtrain
out is defined as an ’Anomaly’ class object.

The loss for contrastive learning is defined by

Lc =
∑

i∈Bin

Li, (3)

Li = −
1{|Bin

yi
|>1}

|Bin
yi | − 1

∑
p∈Bin

yi
\{i}

log
exp(f̃i · f̃p/τc)∑

k∈Ball\{i} exp(f̃i · f̃k/τc)
,

(4)

where we set
1{|Bin

yi
|>1}

|Bin
yi

|−1 = 0 when |Bin
yi
| = 1;

1{|Bin
yi

|>1} = 1 when |Bin
yi
| > 1.

Within the total batch Ball, an instance xi holds the fol-
lowing representation f̃i. Ball has partition Bin and Bout,
each of which is an ID object and an Anomaly class ob-
ject, respectively. As a result, total loss Ltotal for our loss is
defined by

Ltotal = Lcls + Lreg + Lobj + λenLen + λcLc. (5)

3.3. Proposed Synthetic Benchmark

We propose a benchmark for evaluating UFOs using the
’Misc’ class on KITTI. However, this primarily consists of
objects seen in outdoor scenes. To create a more diverse
UFO scenario, we have synthesized data from previously
used indoor scenes and incorporated them into the bench-
mark. Using the cut-paste technique, we insert instances

Algorithm 2: Nearest Neighbor grid Sampling
Input: Ti: Target point cloud , Ij : Input point cloud
TB: Target 3D box (L,W,H), IB: Input 3D box (l, w, h),
N : number of slice
Output: Si: Sampled point cloud
Step0: Size conversion from input to target
Resize box from input 3D box to target 3D box
Resized point cloud RIj ← Ij
Step1: Height grid wise partition
Height of Box is H and slice into P = [0 : H + H

N
: H
N
]

for k = 1 to N do
Gather as TPk ← Ti of height between [P [k − 1], P [k]]
Gather as IPk ← RIj of height between [P [k − 1], P [k]]

Step2: Nearest Neighbor Sampling
for k = 1 to N do

if numel(TPk) > numel(IPk) then
Sample all point cloud Si ← IPk

else
for l = 1 to numel(TPk) do

Find Nearest Neighbor of TPk(l) in IPk

Gather as Si ←NN(IPk)
Remove matched point from TPk, IPk

Figure 4. Visualization on our proposed synthetic benchmark.
The blue box represents the original ID object, while the green box
represents our cut-pasted synthesized OOD object.

from the indoor SUN-RGBD data whose classes do not
overlap with the training sample. As depicted in Figure 4,
our benchmark involves adding UFOs to existing scenes.
Blue represents the original in-distribution data, while green
depicts the synthesized UFOs. We aim to evaluate OOD de-
tection and UFO localization for existing baseline 3D de-
tectors in scenes where these coexist.

Our goal is to create a challenging synthetic benchmark.
The key issue here is to reduce the domain gap between in-
door and outdoor scenes to convincingly synthesize UFOs
in outdoor scenes. Indoor data generally has denser point
clouds compared to outdoor data. To mitigate this domain
gap, we first perform standardization for intensity features,
aligning their mean and standard deviation with the outdoor
data. Next, to adapt dense indoor data to sparse outdoor
patterns, we propose a sampling method. As described in
Algorithm 2, we introduce the Nearest Neighbor grid sam-
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pling method. We set a number of slices N = 5 for the
default setting. As detailed in Section 4.3.2, our approach
demonstrates a more challenging aspect compared to the
conventional naive random sampling or no sampling meth-
ods, showcasing lower OOD detection performance for the
baseline SECOND detector.

4. Experimental Result
4.1. Experiment Settings

We conduct experiments on the KITTI [6] training and val-
idation sets with a 5:5 split. For the baseline configuration,
the baseline detector is trained based on the code of Open-
PCDet [24]. The key difference is that, in the training set,
classes other than Car, Pedestrian, and Cyclist (e.g., Truck,
Van, etc.) were removed from the point cloud to avoid train-
ing them as background. Also, we consistently aim to ob-
tain a maximum of 500 detection results. For this purpose,
SECOND and PointPillar maintain their original configura-
tion settings from OpenPCDet. For PV-RCNN and PartA2,
we changed the settings for inference in the first stage, in-
creasing the NMS configuration of pre-max size to 8196
and post-max size to 2048 to ensure a lot of detection re-
sults. We utilized the {R,G,B, x, y, z} information from
the SUN-RGBD dataset and followed the processing proto-
col outlined in [23] and [17]. The RGB values were aver-
aged to convert them into intensity {I, x, y, z}, forming a
4D vector as same as KITTI.

For the Misc benchmark, we used the existing validation
set but selected only scenes with Misc objects within the 0-
50m distance range. We collected samples coexisting with
in-distribution samples in these scenes to form the ID and
OOD distribution. The recall was also measured by aggre-
gating these scenes to evaluate OOD recall. This is the same
setting for a synthetic benchmark. Detailed hyperparameter
settings and training environments are described in the sup-
plementary material.

4.2. Evaluation on KITTI Misc benchmark

4.2.1 Quantitative Result

We first quantitatively validate our method on the KITTI
Misc benchmark, particularly showcasing superior local-
ization performance for the Misc class, compared to the
prominent baseline, SECOND. As depicted in Figure 5,
regardless of proposal number and IOU thresholds (0.1,
0.25, 0.40), our method consistently exhibits excellent re-
call. Our method goes beyond SECOND, evaluating recall
and OOD performance for four detectors. As summarized
in Table 1, the two-stage detectors, PV-RCNN and Part-A2,
outperform single-stage detectors (PointPillars and SEC-
OND) in both OOD performance and recall. Our method
significantly improves recall and OOD detection across all
detectors, as shown in Figure 1 of Introduction.
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Figure 5. OOD object recall comparison on KITTI Misc bench-
mark. OOD(B) represents the result of the baseline detector SEC-
OND, and OOD(P) represents the result of our method on SEC-
OND.

Table 1. Quantitative result of our method on KITTI Misc bench-
mark. 500 proposals are used for all cases.

METHOD Recall @IOU OOD detection
0.10 0.25 0.40 AUC↑ AP↑ FPR↓

SECOND Base 69.69 35.67 9.28 85.53 81.17 78.14
Ours 81.65 48.87 24.12 88.48 82.94 55.05

PointPillars Base 76.70 44.74 18.14 75.38 68.79 89.48
Ours 82.89 54.85 26.60 83.79 76.76 61.65

PV-RCNN Base 85.98 54.43 16.49 86.28 80.79 72.37
Ours 89.48 62.47 31.13 90.43 85.89 40.21

PartA2 Base 80.21 44.54 10.31 85.63 79.73 66.39
Ours 88.87 57.32 23.09 88.45 84.20 46.39

4.2.2 Qualitative Result

We qualitatively validate our method through visualiza-
tion, specifically against the baseline SECOND detector. As
shown in Figure 6, the top images depict the results of the
conventional SECOND, while the bottom images showcase
our method. Blue boxes represent ground truth boxes for in-
distribution, and green boxes represent ground truth boxes
for Misc. The red boxes indicate the Top-25 results from the
final detection. In contrast to the baseline, which estimates
Misc localization with significantly different-sized boxes,
our method consistently provides more accurate estimates
with boxes of similar sizes. The superiority of our approach
is visually evident, confirming its effectiveness.

4.3. Evaluation on Synthetic benchmark

4.3.1 Comparison with baseline

We also validate our method on the proposed synthetic
benchmark. As summarized in Table 2, conventional base
detectors struggle with localizing objects in synthetically
generated indoor scenes. Consistent with the results from
the Misc benchmark, high-performance two-stage detectors
outperform single-stage detectors in OOD detection. Fur-
thermore, applying our method to all four detectors leads
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(a)

(b)

Figure 6. Qualitative result of our method on KITTI Misc benchmark. (a): Base detector result; (b): Our result.

Table 2. Quantitative result of our method on the proposed syn-
thetic benchmark.

METHOD Recall @IOU OOD detection
0.10 0.25 0.40 AUC↑ AP↑ FPR ↓

SECOND Base 69.40 25.28 2.44 84.63 85.99 85.81
Ours 92.36 66.97 34.16 96.94 96.96 9.44

PointPillars Base 67.69 22.49 3.93 76.23 74.49 93.65
Ours 85.56 47.63 23.49 90.28 87.46 32.97

PV-RCNN Base 80.27 24.22 2.02 90.58 88.62 50.67
Ours 97.33 79.33 43.56 96.25 96.55 5.12

PartA2 Base 73.97 21.91 1.95 87.37 84.40 57.92
Ours 96.05 70.18 37.06 96.33 97.55 5.70

to a substantial improvement in localization and enhanced
OOD detection performance. This trend holds true across
all detectors. Notably, our approach exhibits significant
improvements in OOD detection, particularly when com-
pared to the Misc benchmark. This pronounced enhance-
ment can be attributed to the use of indoor scene data in
the Anomaly Sample augmentation, which, despite having
different classes, shares the same domain as the OOD data.
This makes OOD detection more straightforward compared
to the outdoor scene with a Misc class object.

4.3.2 Comparison on Sampling method

Firstly, we aim to qualitatively validate the effectiveness
of our method. We compare the target point cloud with
five sampling methods: No sampling, Random sampling,
Random-grid sampling, Nearest Neighbor sampling, and

our sampling method. Random grid sampling obtains sam-
ples randomly in terms of the height grids of the target. As
illustrated in Fiure 7, our method synthesizes samples that
closely match the characteristics of the original target, en-
abling effective indoor-to-outdoor synthetic sample genera-
tion.

Table 3. Comparison result of Sampling method. The under-bar
indicates the worst one.

METHOD Sampling Method Recall @IOU OOD detection
0.10 0.25 AUC↑ AP↑ FPR↓

SECOND

No sampling 66.29 23.44 88.42 88.92 77.93
Random 65.08 19.50 87.01 89.80 80.13

Random-grid 66.59 21.14 87.37 88.84 77.95
NN 65.40 23.66 85.10 87.71 89.06

Ours (NN-grid) 69.40 25.28 84.63 85.99 85.81

Secondly, we quantitatively compare localization and
OOD detection for the existing baseline detector, SECOND,
across different sampling methods. As summarized in Ta-
ble 3, our method achieves the best performance in terms of
localization but the least favorable in OOD detection. For
the SECOND detector trained on KITTI data, our sampling
method synthesizes data that closely resembles the existing
KITTI training samples, leading to improved localization
performance. However, it faces challenges in OOD detec-
tion. This quantitatively confirms that our sampling method
effectively reduces the domain gap between indoor and out-
door point clouds.
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(a) Target (b) No sampling (c) Random (d) Random-grid (e) NN (f) Ours

Figure 7. Visualization result depending on Sampling method. (a) refers to the target point cloud. (f) refers to our sampling result.

5. Discussion
5.1. Effect of objectness node

We train the classification score used in object detection
and the objectness score used in localization separately. In
the inference phase, comparing our objectness score with
the traditional confidence score, as summarized in Table 4,
which confirms that our method achieves better perfor-
mance in terms of localization.

Table 4. Effect of using objectness node.

METHOD Objectness node Recall @IOU
0.10 0.25 0.40

Ours (SECOND) ✗ 78.97 47.01 22.06
✓ 81.65 48.87 24.12

5.2. Comparison of OOD score metric

We obtain OOD detection performance for all baselines us-
ing the Energy score metric. Table 5 summarizes AUROC
results obtained for various score metrics on the existing
baseline. It can be observed that the choice of OOD score
metric has a limited impact on 3D object detectors. The
Energy score, while not necessarily the best, consistently
demonstrates stable OOD performance across detectors.

Table 5. Comparsion of OOD score metric.

Metric Method (AUROC↑)
SECOND PointPillars PV-RCNN Part-A2

Max Logit [11] 85.54 75.37 86.28 85.66
Sum Logit [25] 85.65 76.07 86.36 83.56
Max Prob [25] 85.54 75.37 86.28 85.66
Sum Prob [25] 85.53 75.38 86.28 85.63

MSP [9] 86.14 70.55 85.52 86.20
Max Energy [25] 85.54 75.37 86.28 85.66
Sum Energy [25] 85.53 75.38 86.28 85.63

Energy [16] 85.53 75.38 86.28 85.63

5.3. Ablation study on augmentation method

We significantly improve localization performance by em-
ploying multi-size mix augmentation in conjunction with

the anomaly mix augmentation obtained from indoor
scenes. As summarized in Table 6, the combination of both
augmentations yields the best localization performance.

Table 6. Augmentation method ablation result.

METHOD Augmentation method Recall @IOU
Anomaly Sample Multi-size Mix 0.10 0.25 0.40

SECOND
✗ ✗ 69.69 35.67 9.28
✓ ✗ 72.16 40.62 17.11
✓ ✓ 81.65 48.87 24.12

5.4. Ablation study on loss

To enhance OOD detection performance, we incorporate
additional losses, namely energy loss and contrastive loss.
As summarized in Table 7, the use of contrastive loss sig-
nificantly improves the separability between ID and OOD
objects in feature embeddings, leading to a substantial en-
hancement in OOD performance compared to conventional
methods.

Table 7. Loss component ablation result.

METHOD Loss component OOD detection
Energy Contrastive AUC↑ AP↑ FPR↓

SECOND
✗ ✗ 85.53 81.17 78.14
✓ ✗ 86.38 79.13 58.35
✓ ✓ 88.48 82.94 55.05

6. Conclusion

We proposed a novel protocol for assessing UFO detection
on KITTI scenes, establishing baselines for four 3D object
detectors: SECOND, PointPillars, PV-RCNN, and Part-A2.
Our practical techniques significantly improve UFO detec-
tion in both localization and OOD detection compared to
existing 3D object detector baselines. We create a new syn-
thetic benchmark to model a diverse range of UFOs, validat-
ing our evaluation protocol and offering insights for future
work on UFO detection in real-world scenarios.
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