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Abstract

In this paper, we present and study a new image segmen-
tation task, called Generalized Open-set Semantic Segmen-
tation (GOSS). Previously, with the well-known open-set se-
mantic segmentation (OSS), the intelligent agent only de-
tects the unknown regions without further processing, lim-
iting their perception of the environment. It stands to rea-
son that a further analysis of the detected unknown pixels
would be beneficial. Therefore, we propose GOSS, which
unifies the abilities of two well-defined segmentation tasks,
i.e., OSS and generic segmentation (GS), in a holistic way.
Specifically, GOSS classifies pixels as belonging to known
classes, and clusters (or groups)' of pixels of unknown class
are labelled as such. To evaluate this new expanded task, we
further propose a metric which balances the pixel classifica-
tion and clustering aspects. Moreover, we build benchmark
tests on top of existing datasets and propose a simple neu-
ral architecture as a baseline, which jointly predicts pixel
classification and clustering under open-set settings. Our
experiments on multiple benchmarks demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our baseline. We believe our new GOSS task
can produce an expressive image understanding for future
research. Code will be made available.

1. Introduction

In the deep learning era, image segmentation, especially
class-specific semantic segmentation (SS), has received sig-
nificant progress [45, 7, 8, 9, 11, 66]. The goal of the SS
task is to predict the class label of each pixel in an im-
age from a set of predefined object classes. Adjacent pix-
els naturally belong together to form a segment when they
share the same object category. Despite the considerable
improvement, most SS settings follow a strong closed-set
assumption that training and test data come from the same

!In the remainder of the paper, we interchangeably use the ‘cluster’ and
‘group’.
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Figure 1. Different tasks of image segmentation. For a given input
image (a) that contains both known (‘person’, ‘dog’ and ‘vegeta-
tion’) and unknown objects (‘sheep’, ‘rail” and ‘grass’), we show:
(b) open-set semantic segmentation (OSS) by pixel identification,
(c) generic segmentation (GS) by pixel clustering, and (d) gener-
alized open-set semantic segmentation (GOSS).

set of known object classes [50, 14, 67, 3]. However, this
assumption is rarely the case in practice. It limits the gener-
alization of segmentation models to unknown classes which
models do not see during training.

Recently, open-set semantic segmentation (OSS) [28, 43,

, 5] has been proposed to relax the above assumption,
which aims to segment an image that contains both known
and unknown object classes. Different from SS, OSS iden-
tifies the unknown region where pixels belong to unknown
classes. Although OSS aims to identify pixels that do not
belong to one of the known classes, it does not provide
any further segmentation amongst those identified unknown
pixels. We argue that such a setting of OSS may limit the
broad usage of vision-based intelligent agents when they
encounter unfamiliar scenes where several unknown ob-
ject classes are adjacent to each other rather than separated.
Consider a scenario that an intelligent agent goes into a new
scene like shown in Figure 1 (a). OSS leaves the whole un-
known region as a large segment without further process-
ing (see ‘black region’ in Figure 1 (b)). Such insufficient



information, provided by the OSS setting, will affect the
decision-making for the intelligent agents. Hence, we raise
fundamental questions: how to improve OSS for generat-
ing richer representations for images in real-world scenes?
Moreover, what is a more expressive and versatile image
segmentation task beyond OSS? In real-world applications,
these questions are crucial. Again considering the example
in Figure 1 (a), self-driving cars may be assisted to avoid
potential obstacles if ‘unknown sheep’ or ‘unknown rail’
inside ‘unknown grass’ can be found in the OSS predic-
tion (see Figure (b)). Another possible practical example is
that new detected ‘objects’ inside unknown regions of im-
ages could help accelerate the process of data annotation,
especially when images from unfamiliar scenes are being
labeled.

Towards the goal of better handling unknown regions
in an image, inspired by the perception system from hu-
mans that they can jointly recognize the previously known
objects and easily group unknown areas into different seg-
ments even though they do not know the categories of those
unknown objects, this paper studies a new type of seman-
tic image segmentation task called Generalized Open-set
Semantic Segmentation (GOSS). It aims to classify pixels
belonging to known classes and group the unknown pix-
els (see Figure 1 (d) for GOSS prediction). As we can see
from Figure 1 (d), ‘unknown rail’ (or ‘unknown 1°) and ‘un-
known sheep’ (or ‘unknown?2’) are segmented out from ‘un-
known grass’ (or ‘unknown4’). GOSS takes the advantage
of generic segmentation (GS) which groups pixels into seg-
ments sharing similarities [55, 12, 23, 1, 1, 33, 61]. Com-
pared to OSS, GOSS is able to detect more ‘objects’ inside
unknown regions.

To enable intelligent agents to perform GOSS, we first
build benchmarks using existing segmentation datasets, i.e.,
COCO-Stuff [3] and Cityscapes [14]. We split the full set of
object categories into two sets: known classes and unknown
classes. We keep the semantic annotations of known cate-
gories. For unknown categories, we use connectivity label-
ing [61] to convert their original semantic annotations into
clustering ground truths. Along with the available datasets,
it also requires a metric that can encompass the quality of
both OSS and GS. Although there are many existing metrics
for segmentation tasks, such metrics are limited to measur-
ing a single setting. In this work, we introduce a metric,
termed GOSS Quality (GQ), which evaluates the segmen-
tation quality of both known and unknown objects. Having
the datasets and evaluation metrics at hand, we further es-
tablish an end-to-end trainable framework, namely, GOSS
SegmeTor (GST). The proposed GST adopts a dual-branch
architecture with a shared backbone network. To perform
the GOSS task, one branch conducts pixel classification,
and the other performs pixel clustering. Moreover, to learn
more discriminative embeddings and thus better process un-

Task Known classes Unknown classes
Generic Segmentation Cluster Cluster
Open-set Semantic Segmentation Classify Identify
Generalized Op t S tic S tation  Classify Identify & Cluster

Table 1. Comparisons of different image segmentation tasks.
Compared to traditional segmentation tasks, GOSS takes better
care of unknown objects.

known objects, we leverage the pixel-wise contrastive learn-
ing loss into the training.

In summary, our contributions are as follows: 1) We
present a new image segmentation task called GOSS, which
jointly classifies known pixels and groups identified un-
known pixels from OSS; 2) We propose a metric that mea-
sures the quality of both pixel classification and pixel clus-
tering, under open-set settings; 3) According to settings
of GOSS, we build benchmarks by customizing existing
datasets; 4) We show a simple yet effective model, GST,
to facilitate future research.

2. Related Work

In computer vision, image segmentation is one of the
most widely explored problems. During the history of im-
age segmentation research, novel segmentation tasks have
played a crucial role in driving research directions and inno-
vations. We provide comparisons between our new setting
and relevant older tasks in Table 1.

Open-set Semantic Segmentation (OSS). OSS, which is
capable of identifying unknown objects, has been devel-
oped significantly in recent years. Performing OSS is es-
sential for intelligent agents as they work in open-set set-
tings where many objects are never seen before. A natural
solution, studied in [28, 36, 6], determines the unknown re-
gions by directly computing the anomaly score from logit or
confidence vectors provided by the model classifier. Alter-
natively, synthesis approaches [43, 63, 19, 60, 41] are pro-
posed to detect unexpected anomalies from reconstructed
images. In addition, the work [4] employs metric learning to
learn more discriminative features and incrementally label
novel classes using a human-in-the-loop approach. Beyond
the existing OSS setting, the proposed GOSS performs the
holistic segmentation via classifying the known objects and
clustering the unknown objects, such that it provides more
expressive information of the environment than OSS. Hav-
ing richer information at hand, GOSS can benefit practical
usages in real-world scenarios.

Generic Segmentation (GS). The task of GS is to find
groups of pixels that ‘go together’ [59]. In the early days
of computer vision, the term ‘image segmentation’ and the
bottom-up general (non-semantic) segmentation share the
same meaning. Recently, it is often termed ‘generic seg-
mentation’ [1, 33, 61] to distinguish it from other segmenta-
tion tasks. The pipeline of early segmentation methods con-
sists of first extracting local pixel features such as bright-



ness, color or texture and then clustering these features
based on, e.g., mean shift [12], normalized cuts [55], ran-
dom walks [24], graph-based representations [23], or ori-
ented watershed transform [1]. Learning-based image seg-
mentation methods have now also become popular. DEL
[44] learns a feature embedding that corresponds to a sim-
ilarity measure between two adjacent superpixels. Saacs
et al. [33] propose pixel-wise representations that reflect
how segments are related. Super-BPD [61] learns super
boundary-to-pixel direction to provide a direction similar-
ity between adjacent pixels. Comparing the performance
of different image segmentation algorithms, public datasets
such as BSDB [47, 1] provide human-labeled class-agnostic
ground truth. However, they do not provide any semantic
information.
Image Segmentation as a subtask. Image segmentation
is often taken as a subtask jointly solved with other vision
problems in a single framework [20, 34, 40], [2, 64, 58, 54,
, 31]. Recently, panoptic segmentation [39, 38] has be-
come a common image segmentation task by unifying se-
mantic segmentation and instance segmentation.

3. Format and Metric
3.1. Task Format

Here, the task format for GOSS is formulated at a pixel
level. For the ¢th pixel of an image, the GOSS output is
defined as a pair goss, = (s;,¢;), where the classification
label s; indicates the pixel’s semantic class and the cluster-
ing (or grouping) label g; represents the cluster id. Sup-
pose that there are N known semantic classes Lk e RN
and an unknown class indicator L** € R, we have the
semantic label set L = {L*", L“*} which is encoded by
L:={0,...,N — 1, N}. In our formulation, each pixel can
be predicted as either one of known classes or the unknown
class. In the first case, each pixel must have a semantic la-
bel, while the cluster id is not necessary. This is due to the
fact that once the «th pixel is labelled with s; € Lk", its
corresponding cluster id g; is invalid (which is denoted by
void). When the pixel is predicted as the unknown class,
then it can be clustered to g;. Hence, the ith pixel with
known classes (or unknown classes) can be assigned with
goss, = (s;,void) (or goss;, = (N, g;)). In practice, s; can
be predicted by a classification model, and g; can be deter-
mined after the unknown pixels are clustered.

3.2. Evaluation Metrics

Appropriate evaluation metrics play a fundamental role
in driving the popularization of a new image segmentation
task [39, 10, 21]. In this subsection, we first briefly re-
view some popular existing metrics for relevant segmenta-
tion tasks and then introduce a new metric, tailored for the
proposed GOSS.

Previous Metrics. Standard metrics for OSS include the
false positive rate at 95% true positive rate (FPR at 95%
TPR), the area under receiver operating characteristics (AU-
ROC) [15, 22] and the area under the precision-recall
(AUPR) [46, 53]. Such metrics assess the performance
based on the overlap of anomaly score distributions between
the known and unknown class. However, they are not suited
for evaluating GOSS since they do not need to clearly clas-
sify the input as a known or unknown class. GOSS requires
each input pixel to be explicitly classified as belonging to
a known or unknown class, since GS (or clustering) is only
performed on the identified unknown pixels. Well-known
metrics for GS include the variation of information [49],
probabilistic rand index [52], F-measure [48], and segmen-
tation covering [|]. These metrics are initially proposed to
evaluate the quality of either data clustering or edge detec-
tion. As no multi-class semantic labels are considered, they
cannot be directly used to measure the performance of joint
GS and OSS.

GOSS Quality. We borrow the idea of the segment match-
ing from the panoptic quality [39] in panoptic segmentation
(PS) and adapt the panoptic quality as GOSS quality to be
suitable for evaluating GOSS. As shown in Figure 1 (d), the
GOSS output can be viewed as a set of predicted segments
(i.e., each segment or cluster has a unique id goss;), which
is similar to the panoptic output. However, unlike GOSS,
PS is not able to deal with unknown objects. In compar-
ison with PS, GOSS does not differentiate ‘instance-level’
segments for both known and unknown objects. For exam-
ple, in Figure 1 (d), GOSS does not separate ‘two sheep’ in
‘unknown?2’ into instances.

We treat the unknown pixels as a new class. Thus, there
is a total of NV 4 1 classes of segmentation. As introduced
in Figure 2, with the segment matching, each predicted seg-
ment from GOSS is matched with at most one ground truth
segment when their IoU is higher than 0.5. Pixels belong-
ing to the same segment have the identical goss. We let
GQ"" be the average GOSS quality over N known classes.
Accordingly, GQ"* is the GOSS quality of the unknown
class:
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where IoU(u, %) calculates the Intersection over Union
value for the predicted segment v and the ground-truth seg-
ment ¢. Furthermore, TP}", FP}"™ and FN;" denote true
positives, false positives and false negatives for the kth
known class, respectively. Similarly, GQ"* is obtained spe-
cially for the unknown class with its true positives TP,
false positives FP“* and false negatives FN"*.
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Figure 2. Toy model of ground truth and predicted GOSS of an
image. The predicted segments for ‘unknown’ are partitioned into
true positives TP“*, false negatives FP**, and false positives

FNUF,

The metrics GQ*™ and GQ“* are computed based on the
GOSS output (see Figure 1 (d)). The known and unknown
segments on the GOSS prediction are evaluated separately
via GQ*" and GQ". A unified metric is required to sim-
plify the evaluation. Thus, we define a new metric GOSS

Quality (GQ) as:
GQ=X-GQF 4+ (1-)\)-cQ 2)

where we set A as the most natural number, 0.5, throughout
the paper. The reason behind this design is that if we sim-
ply average GQ over IV + 1 classes, then the ratio between
known and unknown is significantly biased (/V : 1). GQ
takes care of the known and unknown segments equally. We
also introduce GQ°'*, the GOSS quality of the pixel cluster-
ing (see Figure 1(b)) before fusing it with the pixel classifi-
cation&identification. Refer to the supplementary material
for more details of GQ.

3.3. Challenges

We argue that, compared with the existing OSS task,
GOSS poses more challenges since it requires not only iden-
tifying unknown regions in an image but also grouping pix-
els within these regions into clusters. Clustering objects
from unknown classes greatly increases the task difficulty.

4. Methodology

In order to effectively perform GOSS, we propose a
baseline framework. The baseline is mainly comprised of
five components: the shared encoder, the pixel classifica-
tion branch, the pixel clustering branch, the identification
module, and the fusion module. Then, we extend the base-
line into a more advanced one, GOSS SegmenTor (GST),
as shown in Figure 3. More details of our design will be
described next.

4.1. Baseline

GOSS can be modeled as a unified segmentation task
that incorporates the pixel classification and clustering in an
open-setting scenario. Given an image I, € R3*%oXwo e
expect the proposed baseline to simultaneously generate the

semantic and grouping predictions. Hence, we adopt a dual-
branch architecture, with one branch for pixel classification
and another for pixel clustering. As shown in Figure 3, two
branches share the same encoder as a feature extractor. The
branch for pixel classification computes a prediction map
S € RP*wo while the pixel clustering branch outputs a
mask map G € R"*“> which includes the grouped class-
agnostic segments. The unknown regions in S are identi-
fied, denoted by Side, which is further fused with G, obtain-
ing the final GOSS output G,s; € R2X"X“  The base-
line model is jointly trained with two losses: the classifica-
tion loss .4, and the clustering loss ¢.;,,. The total loss is
lws = acialela + Qeulern Where agq and oy, are positive
adjustment weights.

4.1.1 Pixel Classification

We train the branch for pixel classification to classify each
pixel as one of NN classes where N is the number of
predefined known classes. DeepLabV3+ [O], an exist-
ing powerful baseline for semantic segmentation, is cho-
sen as the basic architecture for this branch. The branch
is updated under /., which is the cross-entropy loss be-
tween the predicted semantic map S and its ground-truth
map. DeepLabV3+ leverages an encoder-decoder architec-
ture that takes a bottom-up pathway network with features
at multiple spatial resolutions, and appends a top-down
pathway with lateral connections. The top-down pathway
progressively upsamples features starting from the deepest
layer of the network while concatenating or adding them
with higher-resolution features from the bottom-up path-
way. The Atrous Spatial Pyramid Pooling (ASPP) layer [§]
is employed in the DeepLabV3+ model to enlarge the re-
ceptive field.

4.1.2 Pixel Identification

Pixel identification from OSS is executed to identify sets
of pixels of unknown classes from the semantic predic-
tion. Hereafter, we study several recipes for pixel identifi-
cation with which the identified semantic prediction Side ¢
RPexwo is computed after processing S. Common met-
rics like AUROC and AUPR, of OSS assess the distribu-
tion overlap between known and unknown classes, but pixel
identification is required to clearly state if the input pixel is
known or not. In other words, the binary classification is
necessary.

N-model. In the pixel classification branch it is natural
to design the semantic segmentation model with an N-
dimensional confidence output C € RV *%oX@o  The N-
model is restricted to recognizing the set of predetermined
known classes. When an unknown region comes up in a
test image, it would be erroneously classified as one of
the known classes. To identify unknown pixels based on
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Figure 3. The framework of GOSS Segmentor (GST). The input image is fed into the encoder for feature extraction. The dual-branch
heads are jointly trained for the pixel classification and clustering. Furthermore, the pixel-wise contrastive learning is leveraged to learn
discriminative feature embeddings. The pixel identification module is designed to recognize sets of pixels of the unknown class from the
semantic prediction. The final GOSS output is generated by fusing the identified semantic prediction and the grouping prediction.

outputs from the N-model, we employ Maximum Softmax
Probability (MSP) [29], Maximum Unnormalized Logit
(MaxLogit) [28] and Deep Metric Learning (DML) [4], re-
spectively. Thresholds are used to clearly classify pixels as
belonging to a known or unknown class. More details can
be found in the supple.

N+1-model. As opposed to the N-model, the N+1-model
[18, 13] contains the unknown class in the output C €
RN+ xAoxwo guch that the N+1-model can directly iden-
tify the unknown pixels. During the training stage, the N+1-
model explicitly takes the "unlabeled’ pixels (i.e., the *void’
pixels) as the unknown pixels. N+1-model is not valid if no
‘void’ pixels are provided.

4.1.3 Pixel Clustering

The pixel clustering branch is built in parallel with the pixel
classification branch. The goal of this branch is to partition
the whole image into clusters. During training, to gener-
ate the corresponding annotations, we convert the seman-
tic labeling of the known classes into connectivity label-
ing by ignoring the previous semantics of each segment.
The top-performing method, super boundary-to-pixel direc-
tion (Super-BPD) [61] is selected to establish the branch.
The branch is trained in an end-to-end supervised manner
as well. Super-BPD applies the ground-truth annotation
generated by the distance transform algorithm. Using the
Super-BPD model, the representation of boundary-to-pixel
direction (BPD) for each pixel is learned ({c;y = fppa)-
Super-BPDs are extracted based on the initial BPDs using
the component-tree computation, followed by graph parti-
tioning to merge super-BPDs into new segments.

4.1.4 Fusion Module

The identification module outputs the identified semantic
prediction $%/°. Based on S, the grouping output G be-
comes G** € R0« where the element g; — void if the
corresponding semantic prediction s; € [0, ..., N — 1]. Af-

terward, S is merged with G** to form the GOSS output
G55 € R?XMoxwo For jth pixel in G5, g08s; = (s;, void)
if s; € [0,1,...,N — 1] or goss;, = (N, g;) if s; = N. The
prediction G5 can be viewed as a map which is composed
of a set of several segments (see ‘GOSS prediction’ in Fig-
ure 3).

4.2. GOSS Segmentor

As shown in Figure 3, the baseline model is extended to
a new model that we call GOSS Segmentor (GST). Keeping
the original five components of the baseline, we propose to
equip the baseline with a confidence adjustment module and
contrastive learning module.

4.2.1 Confidence Adjustment

For the N+1-model, it is hard to accommodate unknown
classes of objects since the model is trained without see-
ing any examples from these classes. Instead of completely
trusting the confidence prediction C, specific to the pixel
identification of the N+1-model, we propose to modify C
using a confidence adjustment. Particularly, for the ith
pixel, its confidence score after softmax, ¢; = [¢f", c?*] €
RN+ s re-scaled as [ci™, 34Fcu*] where 34* € (1, +00)
is the scale coefficient of the confidence of the unknown
class.

4.2.2 Pixel Contrastive Learning

In order to learn more discriminative representations and
better identify&cluster unknown inputs, inspired by [62],
we adopt a pixel-wise contrastive learning algorithm where
we contrast embeddings with embeddings with a different
semantic label. For the embedding of the ith pixel e; €
R in the feature map E € R"*"oXwo where cn is the
channel number, the positive samples are pixel embedding
e;" with the same ground truth label to e; in the same image,
while the negative samples are pixel embeddings e;” having
different ground truths. The pixel to pixel contrastive loss



[62, 57] is then defined as:
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where P;, N; are the set of positive and negative samples
for pixel embedding e; and 7 is the temperature parameter.
We employ the semi-hard example sampling strategy from
[62] to construct the positive and negative samples sets.

The pixel contrastive loss is merged with the classifica-
tion loss £ and the clustering loss £°/* to give the total loss
Lys of GST as: £y,s = acialola + ctulotn + Qpelpe Where
oy, 1s positive adjustment weights to £,,.. The purpose of a
contrastive learning schema is to make the representations
of pixels in the latent space from the same class closer, and
further away from different classes. Many existing works
have utilized similar metric learning techniques for segmen-
tation tasks and gain better empirical results [26, 16, 32, 65].
In GOSS, we apply contrastive learning to model training
on known close-set data and hope the trained model can
generate more representative embeddings for known and
unknown pixels in open-set evaluation.

5. Benchmark

Most datasets for OSS, like StreetHazards [28] and Road
Anomaly [43], present separate unknown objects in an im-
age. Ensuring that objects of unknown classes appear to-
gether (are adjacent) in the natural image, in this work, us-
ing a proper ratio, we split the full set of labeling categories
into known and unknown classes. We simulate the training
and testing of GOSS using existing semantic segmentation
datasets, i.e., COCO-Stuff [3] and Cityscapes [14]. Note
that grouping labels of unknown segments are derived from
their initial ground-truth semantic labels before the split.
Following [61], we convert the original semantic labeling
of unknown areas to GS ground truths using connectivity
labeling.

5.1. COCO-Stuff-GOSS

COCO-Stuff [3] augments the popular COCO [42]
dataset with stuff classes as well as dense-pixel annota-
tions. It has a large-scale semantic multi-class setting con-
taining both the ‘things’ and ‘stuff’ classes. On COCO-
Stuff, around 94% of the pixels are labeled with one se-
mantic category, and the remaining are ‘unlabeled’ pix-
els. We customize COCO-Stuff, creating a new bench-
mark named COCO-Stuff-GOSS. We strictly divide exist-
ing specific classes of COCO-Stuff into known and un-
known classes. Training and testing images are selected
from ‘train2017’ and ‘val2017’, respectively. Those cat-
egories which have been defined as unknown categories
will not be represented in the training examples. Every se-
lected testing example is composed of objects from the set

of known categories as well as the set of unknown cate-
gories (or from only unknown categories). The statistics of
the benchmark on different splits are shown in Table 2.
VOC Split. The ‘“VOC Split’ is a common category split
[51, 30, 35] that provides 20 ‘thing’ classes defined in PAS-
CAL VOC [21] as ‘known thing’ classes. The remaining
60 ‘thing’ classes and 91 ‘stuff’ classes are chosen as ‘un-
known’ classes.

Manual Split. We divide COCO-Stuff categories according
to how frequently each specific class appears. We count the
number of occurrences of each class and calculate its ratio
over the number of all training images. For example, in the
‘Manual-20/60’ split, following that at least one and at most
two classes are chosen from each sub-class, we choose 20
of the most popular ‘thing’ classes and treat the remaining
‘thing’ classes as unknown. Besides, all ‘stuff” classes are
set as unknown classes.

Random Split. We also conduct experiments with a ‘Ran-
dom Split’, where all classes are randomly re-defined into
known classes and unknown classes regardless of their
super-class and sub-class. The data split of VOC-20/60 and
Manual-20/60 do not include ‘stuff’ categories as unknown
classes, but Random-111/60 ensures that the known (or un-
known) class includes specific classes from both the ‘thing’
and ‘stuff’ super-class. More details can be found in Ta-
ble 2.

5.2. Cityscapes-GOSS

The Cityscapes [14] dataset consists of 5000 images

(2975 train, 500 val, 1525 test) covering urban street scenes
in driving scenarios. Dense pixel annotations of 19 classes
are provided, where 8 of them are with instance-level seg-
mentation, that is, 8 ‘thing’ and 11 ‘stuff’ classes. As one
goal of the proposed GOSS is to advance self-driving sys-
tems, we construct the Cityscapes-GOSS Benchmark. We
divide the categories under the ‘manual split’. As opposed
to the COCO-Stuff-GOSS Benchmark, all images, regard-
less of containing unknown categories or not, are kept. We
consider pixels from unknown classes as ‘void’ pixels. Ta-
ble 2 presents more details.
Manual Split. We present two versions of the Cityscapes-
GOSS Benchmark. Following the split in [4], we build the
first version, ‘Manual-16/3’, which includes ‘car’, ‘truck’,
and ‘bus’ as the ‘unknown thing’. Based on the first version,
we additionally make ‘building’, ‘traffic sign’, and ‘vege-
tation’ as ‘unknown stuff’, to produce a more challenging
version, ‘Manual-13/6’.

6. Experiments

Experimental results are presented in this section to
demonstrate the rationality and effectiveness of GOSS.
We perform our novel task on COCO-Stuff-GOSS and



. Known Unknown | Known Unknown | Train Test
Dataset Data Split Known Unknown (thing) (thing) (stuff) (stuff) images images
COCO-Stuff [3] - 171 0 80 0 91 0 118287 5000
VOC-20/60 111 60 20 60 91 0 21711 4080
COCO-Stuff-GOSS | Manual-20/60 111 60 20 60 91 0 17293 4264
Random-111/60 111 60 51 29 60 31 18707 4156
Cityscapes [14] - 19 0 8 0 11 0 2975 500
. Manual-16/3 16 3 5 3 11 0 2975 500
Cityscapes-GOSS Manual-13/6 13 6 5 3 8 3 2975 500

Table 2. Details of different splits of the COCO-Stuff-GOSS/Cityscapes-GOSS benchmarks. The numbers in the table indicate for each
data split, how many known (or unknown) classes are selected and how many training (or testing) images are kept. We also provide details

of the original COCO-Stuff [3] and Cityscapes [

Cityscapes-GOSS using the baseline and proposed GST.
The performance is mainly measured via the metric GQ.

6.1. Implementation

For all models, ResNet-50 [27] pre-tained on ImageNet
[17] is utilized as the encoder backbone. All models are
trained for 60K/40K iterations with a batch size of 10/2 on
COCO-Stuff-GOSS/Cityscapes-GOSS. The initial learning
rate is set to 5e—5. The weights aq, Qtcry, and oy, are 1.0,
le—4 and 1e—2. The thresholds in the identification module
and the scale 8“* (for +CA) are set to 0.5 and 5.0, respec-
tively. Our models are implemented in PyTorch [50]. We
note that the N+1-model cannot be used for the Cityscape-
GOSS dataset. As we consider labels of unknown classes
to be ‘void’ instead of directly filtering out the image, the
entropy of void pixels is not allowed to be added into the
loss.

6.2. Results

The results of GOSS on COCO-Stuff-GOSS and
Cityscapes-GOSS using various identification methods are
reported in Table 3 and 4, respectively. In addition to GOSS
quality, we also provide metrics for OSS (AUROC and
AURP) and GS (mIoU and GQ®'*) tasks to show that the
models perform reasonably on these relevant older tasks.

For COCO-Stuff-GOSS in Table 3, GST becomes the
best performing model. For instance, on the ‘Manual-
20/60 split’, GST attains 9.15% GQ, outperforming the
N-model+MSP by a healthy margin of nearly 1.45%.
Compared to other baselines, the pixel contrastive learn-
ing module assists GST to better discriminate between
the known pixels and the unknown pixels in most cases
(See ‘OSS Metric’ in Table 3). Moreover, it boosts the
clustering accuracy in GS. One of the baseline models,
N-model+MaxLogit with using threshold sacrifices much
of GQ*", but it achieves a high GQ™r. As expected,
MaxLogit identifies more unknown areas, however, it does
not simultaneously maintain the pixel classification accu-
racy [36]. For Cityscapes-GOSS in Table 4, we find a simi-
lar performance ranking to COCO-Stuff-GOSS in Table 3.

] for comparison.

Several examples from two built benchmarks are visu-
alized in Figure 4 for better illustrating the GOSS settings.
Taking one example from Figure 4 (2nd-row figure), GOSS
accurately segments out ‘unknown dogs’ from ‘unknown
grass’ (see Figure 4 (e)). Compared to the prediction of
OSS in Figure 4 (c), GOSS can provide richer information
for intelligent agents to make decisions. In terms of GST
model, it can be observed from Figure 4 (1st figure and 2-
nd figure) that the confidence adjustment module of GST
effectively helps the N+1-model to detect more unknown
regions (see Figure 4 (b) and (c)).

6.3. Analysis

Training Strategy. For all models in Table 3 and 4, the
pixel classification branch and the pixel clustering branch
are trained in a unified single architecture. Here, we study
a different training strategy, ‘Separate’, where two branches
are trained separately, and then their outputs are merged.
We find that the performances of ‘Separate’ and our ‘Single’
network are close. We finally choose ‘Single’ since it is fast,
light, and easy to implement.

Clustering Method. We train the pixel clustering branch
for grouping unknown areas in an unsupervised manner
applying differentiable feature clustering (DFC) loss [37].
DFC in an unsupervised setting has a basic clustering per-
formance, but it is worse than Super-BPD in a supervised
setting.

Challenging Task. The results in Table 3 and 4 verify
that GOSS is a very challenging task, despite our baseline
framework relying on strong backbones and a reasonable
architecture. The first main reason is that it is non-trivial
to perform accurate pixel identification under the open-set
setting. Furthermore, the clustering branch suffers a perfor-
mance drop when the model encounters the unfamiliar ap-
pearances of objects from unknown categories at test-time.
There is significant room for future improvement on the task
of GOSS.



OSS Metric GS Metric GOSS Metric
Data Split Ide;‘;;gfsg"“ Cﬁfﬁ)‘(‘l‘g AUROC AUPR | mloU GQ™ | GQ™ GQ™ GQ
N-model+MSP [29] 76.5 26.4 12.7 27.3 14.4 3.0 8.70
N-model+Maxlogit [28] 71.0 22.0 12.7 27.3 3.6 4.3 3.93
VOC-20/60 N-model+DML [4] super-BPD 71.1 20.9 12.5 26.6 1.6 4.3 2.93
N+1-model [18] 75.7 25.7 12.4 25.9 14.3 33 8.83
GST(Ours) 77.0 27.0 13.6 28.7 15.4 4.9 9.84
N-model+MSP [29] 74.7 27.8 12.8 26.1 13.1 2.3 7.70
N-model+Maxlogit [28] 71.4 24.1 12.8 26.1 3.7 4.5 4.13
Manual-20/60 N-model+DML [4] super-BPD 75.9 28.5 12.8 27.3 13.3 2.3 7.81
N+1-model [18] 76.2 29.5 12.9 27.4 13.1 2.2 7.62
GST(Ours) 77.3 30.7 13.8 28.3 14.3 39 9.15
N-model+MSP [29] 77.5 43.1 12.6 27.9 16.6 4.1 10.36
N-model+Maxlogit [28] 73.9 41.2 12.6 27.9 3.7 8.7 6.22
Random-111/60 | N-model+DML [4] super-BPD 78.6 44 .4 12.7 28.5 17.0 4.3 10.67
N+1-model [18] 77.9 44.9 12.6 27.1 16.1 4.2 10.16
GST(Ours) 79.8 47.0 13.7 29.0 17.5 4.2 10.87

Table 3. GOSS results of GST (N+1-model+CA+CL) on COCO-Stuff-GOSS under three splits. ‘CA’ is the confidence adjustment and

‘CL is the cross-pixel contrastive learning. The best results of G(Q are in bold.

OSS Metric GS Metric GOSS Metric
. Identification Clustering clu kn uk
Data Split Method Method AUROC AUPR | mloU GQ GQ GQ GQ
N-model+MSP [29] 82.2 59.3 7.2 3.8 12.1 1.1 6.60
N-model+Maxlogit [28] 79.8 57.4 7.2 3.8 6.2 1.7 3.92
Manual-16/3 | \¢ | del+DML [4] super-BPD | g3 612 | 69 30 | 123 1.1 674
GST(Ours) 83.8 62.6 7.0 3.5 134 1.1 7.31

Table 4. GOSS results of GST (N-model+CL) on Cityscapes-GOSS under ‘Manual-16/3 split. ‘CL’ is the cross-pixel contrastive learning.
The best results of GQ are in bold. The results of ‘Manual-13/6’ split are provided in the supplementary material.

GOSS Metric
. Identification Clustering kn uk
Data Split Method Method Strategy | GQ GQ GQ
N-model+MSP [29] Single 16.6 4.1 10.36
N-model+Maxlogit [28] 3.7 8.7 6.22
Random-111/60 |- S derrMSP 0] super-BPD Seramate | 16F &2 1017
N-model+Maxlogit [25] cparale |34 89 614

Table 5. Ablation study on COCO-Stuff-GOSS under ‘Random-
111/60’ split: training strategy. Two strategies are compared.

GS Metric GOSS Metric
Data Split 'de;;;?lf;‘l"’“ Cﬁ::;:;g mloU  GQ™ | GQ™ GQ™ GQ
NomodeleMSP 0T | o 7126 279 | 166 41 1036
Random-111/60 N-model+Maxlogit [28] 12.6 279 3.7 8.7 6.22
N-model+MSP 0] -~ 48 47 | 168 18 93l
N-model+Maxlogit [2¢] 48 47 | 37 36 369

Table 6. Ablation study on COCO-Stuff-GOSS under ‘Random-
111/60” split: clustering method. Two clustering models of GST,
super-BPD in a supervised setting and DFC [37] in an unsuper-
vised setting are compared.

7. Conclusion

The novel setting referred to as GOSS is introduced
in this paper. Our goal is to build upon the well-defined

OSS towards generating more comprehensive predictions.
The task is to semantically classify pixels as one of known
classes or an unknown class as well as cluster the de-
tected unknown pixels. With more extracted information
inside the unknown region, GOSS is beneficial for intelli-
gent agents in their decision making process. Specific to the
new setting, a metric, two benchmarks, and a correspond-
ing baseline model are presented. In future works, the con-
cept of GOSS can be further extended to include instance
segmentation, image co-segmentation, video segmentation,
point cloud segmentation, etc. We hope that this work may
provide a new alternative towards a more comprehensive
pixel-level scene understanding.
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