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ABSTRACT
Segmenting a new microscopy dataset usually means training a deep
network on its annotations, and training again for every added image.
Exemplar solves a segmentation readout in closed form and updates
it exactly with each new mask in seconds, as accurately as networks
trained for minutes. The updated readout is identical to a fit from
all masks at once. Its linear readout combines frozen DINOv3 fea-
tures, read at a magnification chosen from the masks, with classical
filter responses at native resolution. Its regularisation and its pixel
weighting are chosen exactly by leaving out one annotated image at a
time, so none is set aside for validation. On ten biomedical datasets
from cells to vessels and filaments, Exemplar is more accurate than
every few-shot method that only applies a pretrained model, and
on average than nnU-Net trained on the same masks. A fine-tuned
Cellpose-SAM, the strongest baseline, is as accurate on average, but
each of its fits takes a median of 25 minutes against 8.5 seconds, and
each new mask means fine-tuning it again.

Index Terms— few-shot segmentation, incremental fitting,
closed-form readout, microscopy, frozen foundation features, classi-
cal filter banks

1. INTRODUCTION

A biologist segmenting structures in a new microscopy dataset faces
a practical trade-off. Cellular specialists such as Cellpose [1, 2],
StarDist [3], and micro-SAM [4] produce excellent instance masks
for cell-like objects. Their object models are built for cells, and re-
targeting them to vessels, membranes, or filaments means further
annotation and training. Promptable foundation models such as the
Segment Anything family [5, 6] are more general. They are steered
by prompts at inference time, which in SAM 3 include box prompts in
the image itself, rather than adapted to a dataset-specific target from
a small labelled set. Interactive pixel classifiers such as ilastik [7] fit
a random forest to a few painted labels on classical image features,
which describe local image properties but not the representations
learned by pretrained networks. Interactive microscopy tools now
use pretrained embeddings as features for a shallow classifier [8, 9].
Docherty et al. combine both types of features in such a classifier for
micrographs, trained on sparse labels, after upsampling the embed-
dings with a network trained in advance [10]. Where the two types of
features have been compared directly for microscopy pixel classifica-
tion, the learned features were reported to be the stronger [11]. Frozen
DINOv3 features have also been read at several depths [12, 13] and in-
put resolutions [13] by small trained probes for medical segmentation,
where a non-linear probe outperformed a linear one [13].

Few-shot segmentation offers a middle path between retraining a
network and prompting every image, and it matches how microscopy
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datasets are often annotated. The user provides a small support set, K
images with complete foreground masks, and the model segments the
remaining, visually similar images from the same dataset. The task is
personalisation to a dataset-specific target rather than generalisation
to an unseen class. Among existing methods, INSID3 relies on feature
correspondence [14], while SegGPT treats segmentation as painting
the target regions [15]. UniverSeg and Tyche are networks trained
across many medical segmentation tasks [16, 17]. All of these apply
a pretrained model to the support set in a single forward pass and fit
nothing to the new dataset.

We target the use in which a biologist annotates a few images of
a new dataset and the model is refitted each time another image is
annotated. There, the annotator corrects the model’s prediction on
the next image instead of drawing its mask from scratch, and each
correction waits for a refit. The time of a fit therefore matters beside
its accuracy. We introduce Exemplar, which reads frozen learned
features and classical image priors at every pixel, learns from a few
complete masks, and interpolates the embeddings to native resolution
without an upsampling network. Exemplar solves a segmentation
readout in closed form and updates it exactly with each new mask
in seconds, as accurately as networks trained for minutes. A fit
therefore needs no gradient descent, learning rate or stopping rule. It
stays linear because only then are its left-out errors and its updates
exact. Linear readouts of frozen DINOv3 features are a standard
probe [18], and leaving out or adding a sample is exact for ridge
regression [19, 20]. Our contribution is what makes such a readout
accurate on microscopy from a few masks. Its sums over every
pixel are computed exactly from the patch grids, and its fine view is
magnified as far as the annotated structures require. A blend of two
pixel weightings replaces the search for a threshold. Finally, whole
images are left out, and each fold recomputes its standardisation
and class weights from the stored sums. We compare Exemplar
with forward-pass few-shot methods, with nnU-Net [21] trained from
scratch on the same masks, a baseline that few-shot comparisons
rarely include, and with cell specialists fine-tuned on them. A fit
takes Exemplar a median of 8.5 seconds and adding a mask 0.91 to
18 seconds, whereas a trained network takes minutes to hours.

2. METHOD

Coarse and fine views. Exemplar combines learned features from
a frozen DINOv3 backbone [18] with classical filter responses in a
linear readout, the only part that is fitted (Fig. 1). DINOv3 ViT-L/16
returns one feature vector per 16×16-pixel patch of its input, so one
view of a large image cannot provide both context and detail. We
therefore read every image twice. For the coarse view, the whole
image is resized to the 672×672-pixel encoder input. For the fine
view, the image is magnified by an integer factor z and encoded
in overlapping 672-pixel windows, so that each patch covers 16/z
pixels of the original image, within a cap given below. Each view is
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Image s > 0.5

Frozen DINOv3 ViT-L/16
coarse + fine view, magnified z×

Classical priors, 35 maps
Frangi, LoG, Sauvola, structure tensor, . . .

Linear readout, 4132 weights
s = w⊤f at every pixel, f : 2048+2048+35+1

Closed form on K support masks
leave one image out: λ, blend a

w

Fig. 1. Overview of Exemplar. Frozen DINOv3 features in a coarse and a magnified fine view and classical priors are combined by a linear
readout solved in closed form. Shown: a Decay test image and Exemplar’s prediction.

represented by the concatenated feature vectors of the middle (twelfth)
and the last layer of the backbone, 1024 channels each and 2048 in all.
Using both layers improves the object and the thin-structure datasets
over the last layer alone (Table 2).
Magnification from the support masks. A patch cannot describe a
structure narrower than itself, and the annotated structures range from
vessels a few pixels wide to whole spheroids. A vessel three pixels
wide, for example, fills a small part of a 16-pixel patch, but most of
a patch when the image is magnified four times. The magnification
z is therefore set at every fit from the support masks alone and used
for every image. The rule asks how well each support mask can be
approximated on the magnified patch grid when each patch takes a
single label. Plain Dice would judge such an approximation by the
thick parts of a structure and overlook its thin branches. Each pixel is
therefore weighted by 1/t, where t is the local thickness of the anno-
tated structure at its nearest centreline point, so that a structure counts
by its length rather than its area. The magnification is the smallest
factor at which the best such approximation reaches a weighted Dice
of 0.8 against the masks, in the median over the support, a value
chosen in experiments during development (Section 3). The cost of
the fine view grows with z2, so the factor is at most 4 and at most
8192 divided by the image’s longest side. On images longer than
2560 pixels, the fine grid is resampled to 160z patches per side.
Classical image priors. Patch features describe the image only at
the spacing of their grid, even when it is magnified, so boundaries
and fine texture are blurred. A fixed filter bank supplies this detail at
native resolution. It reads the grayscale image, normalised per image.
It produces 35 response maps in six families: Frangi vesselness
for tubes [22], Laplacian-of-Gaussian responses for blobs, Sauvola
adaptive thresholds for local contrast, structure-tensor eigenvalues for
edges and anisotropy, gradient magnitude, and normalised intensity.
The bank comes from our earlier work [23].
Linear readout in closed form. For each image, the inputs thus
form a stack of 4132 maps at native resolution. They are the 2048
channels of each view, interpolated bilinearly from its grid, the 35
prior responses, and a scalar constant that plays the role of a bias. Let
the vector fp denote the values of these maps at pixel p. Each map
except the constant is standardised over the support pixels, so that
one penalty treats all of them alike. The readout scores the pixel as
sp = w⊤fp, that is, a weighted sum of the maps. The weights w are
estimated against the support masks yp ∈ {0, 1} by weighted least
squares, regularised with a ridge penalty:

w = argmin
w

1

n

∑
p

qp (yp − w⊤fp)
2 + λw⊤I0 w. (1)

The solution is w = (A/n + λI0)
−1 b/n. Here qp is the weight

of pixel p, A =
∑

p qpfpf
⊤
p the weighted Gram matrix, b =∑

p qpypfp and n =
∑

p qp. The matrix I0 is the identity with
a zero for the constant, which is therefore not penalised. We use the

squared error because the weights then solve a single linear system
and the left-out error below is exact.
Computing on the patch grids. For one view, let the matrix F
hold its patch features, one row per patch, and let U be the bilinear
interpolation from the patches to the pixels. Row p of UF is then
the view’s part of fp before standardisation. Exemplar computes
A and b without forming UF for whole images, because its 2048
maps at native resolution would take much memory. Two properties
make this possible and limit the interpolation to the foreground pixels.
First, each weighting below gives qp one value on the foreground
and one on the background. Each support image k therefore keeps
only its raw sums, unweighted and unstandardised, over all its pixels
and over its foreground (their difference gives the background), and
any weighting and standardisation of its contributions Ak, bk follow
from them algebraically. Second, bilinear interpolation is linear. With
Q the diagonal matrix of the weights qp, the view’s block of A is
therefore

AF = (UF )⊤QUF = F⊤(U⊤QU)F. (2)

By the first property, U⊤QU combines U⊤U , which depends only
on the image and grid sizes and is computed on the grid, with the
same product over the foreground pixels alone. Only at these pixels
are the features interpolated. The other blocks of A, and b, are formed
in the same way.
Two weightings and their blend. We solve Eq. (1) twice, with two
weightings. The plain readout wplain sets qp = 1 for every pixel,
so its score estimates the probability of foreground. Thin structures,
however, cover only a few percent of an image, so their pixels of-
ten stay below one half. The balanced readout wbal therefore gives
foreground and background equal total weight, with qp = 1/(2ρ)
on the foreground and 1/(2(1− ρ)) on the background, ρ being the
foreground fraction of the support pixels. Thresholded at one half,
it keeps roughly every pixel whose foreground probability exceeds
ρ, so thin structures survive but compact objects grow. Exemplar
then blends the two readouts into wa = awplain + (1− a)wbal and
thresholds its score at one half. A blend changes both the relative
weights of the features and how much of the image passes the thresh-
old, so this one number replaces both the choice of weighting and a
search for the threshold.
Choosing the blend. The blend a is chosen from the support masks
alone, by leaving out each support image in turn, or each quadrant of
a single one, and predicting it from the rest (Eq. (3)). Such a left-out
map is linear in the weights, so that of any blend is the same blend of
the two, and choosing a needs no further fit or feature interpolation.
We try a from 0 to 1 in steps of 0.2 and then up to four values around
the best. Each left-out map is scored against its mask by the dataset’s
own metric, the only input given per dataset. The plain readout
(a = 1) is kept unless a blend is better on the left-out images by more
than one standard error of the per-image difference. A nearly flat
left-out curve thus cannot lead the choice into noise.
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Fig. 2. Mean score, as in Table 1, against the number of support
masks K. Bands: 95% confidence intervals over seeds.

Decay SpheroidJ DSB2018 MoNuSeg

BBBC010 DRIVE ISBI2012-EM FISBe

Fig. 3. Exemplar’s predictions (red contours) with eight masks, on
one test image of each of eight datasets.

Ridge weight from held-out support images. The ridge weight λ
is chosen by the same leaving out. At the same magnification, the
fit without image k is a fit from scratch on the other images, whose
raw sums give the mean and standard deviation of every map, the
foreground fraction and so the class weights. All sums below, those
of image k included, are taken with this standardisation and these
weights. Its squared error Ek on image k follows from that image’s
own sums:

w−k =
(
(A−Ak)/(n− nk) + λI0

)−1
(b− bk)/(n− nk),

Ek =
(
ck − 2w⊤

−kbk + w⊤
−kAk w−k

)
/nk,

(3)

where nk is the total weight of image k and ck =
∑

p∈k qpyp its
weighted foreground. Choosing λ therefore needs no pass over the
pixels. For each weighting, λ minimises the mean of Ek over the
images. Unlike Dice or IoU, this error is smooth in λ, so we find its
minimum by Newton’s method on log λ.
Prediction. A new image is segmented by thresholding the score
map of the chosen blend at one half. With wF the weights of a view,
UF wF = U(F wF ), so each view is weighted on its grid and only
the resulting map is interpolated.
Adding a mask. A newly masked image contributes one more pair
Ak, bk. The earlier images are not encoded again, because their grids
and sums are kept; only a change of z forces their fine views to be
recomputed. The standardisation and every choice are then made
from the updated sums as a fit from scratch would make them, so the
result is identical to a fit from all masks at once.

3. EXPERIMENTS

Datasets and protocol. We evaluate on ten biomedical imaging
datasets (Fig. 3). The object datasets hold spheroid and nucleus blobs
(SpheroidJ [24], DSB2018 [25], MoNuSeg [26]), decaying spheroids
(Decay [23], released with that work), overlapping C. elegans bodies
(BBBC010 [27]) and densely packed bacteria in phase contrast (Bacte-
ria [28]). The thin-structure datasets hold retinal vessels (DRIVE [29],
HRF [30]), electron-microscopy neuronal membranes (ISBI2012-
EM [31]) and fluorescent filaments (FISBe [32]). We score the object
datasets by foreground intersection-over-union (IoU) and the thin-
structure datasets by centreline Dice [33], which is less sensitive than
overlap to errors in the width of structures a few pixels wide. Each of
ten seeds draws K support masks at random from a fixed pool of 16
to 20 annotated images. The test images, 14 to 148 per dataset, are
disjoint from the pool and the same for every K and every method.
No separate validation datasets were held out. We set the constants
of the method while developing it on these datasets, test images in-
cluded: the middle (twelfth) backbone layer, the weighted Dice of
0.8 and the cap z ≤ 4 of the magnification rule, and the blend search
steps. Each constant has one value for all datasets and all numbers of
masks, and none was tuned per dataset. The score of a dataset is its
mean over test images and seeds, and a mean over datasets weights
each dataset equally. We compare methods with paired Wilcoxon
signed-rank tests on per-image scores averaged over the seeds. Holm
correction is applied within each group of comparisons: the 40 with
the four forward-pass methods, and each of nnU-Net, fine-tuned
Cellpose-SAM and Convpaint against Exemplar at eight masks.
Baselines. We compare with three groups of methods. The first group
comprises forward-pass few-shot methods, which apply a pretrained
model to the support set without fitting: UniverSeg [16], Tyche [17],
INSID3 [14] with the CRF refinement of its published results, and
SegGPT [15]. Tyche is scored, as in its paper, by its best candidate
against the test mask, here the best of 16. The second group is fitted
without gradient descent. The pixel classifier ilastik [7] trains its
default random forest on all of its filter features, using pixels sampled
from the support masks. Convpaint [8] trains boosted trees on the
features of two pretrained networks, in the variant that scored best
on test images. The third group trains networks on the support set.
nnU-Net [21, 34] is trained from scratch in its 2D residual-encoder
configuration for 100 epochs, a length chosen on test images. We
chose it because, on one support draw, its default of 1000 epochs
raised the test score on one of four datasets and lowered it on the
other three. The specialists StarDist [3], Cellpose-SAM [2] and micro-
SAM [4] use no support masks as released, so we fine-tune each on the
same masks, with a training length selected on test images. Without
fine-tuning, they score far lower, especially on the thin structures,
because their object models are built for cells. Each specialist is
scored on its own foreground map, because the union of its objects
misses structures that its object model cannot represent. Every choice
made for a baseline on test images favours it. All groups are compared
at matched annotation budget, not computation.

4. RESULTS

Fitting a readout beats conditioning a pretrained model. Exemplar
is ahead of every forward-pass method on every dataset in Table 1,
significantly in 39 of the 40 comparisons, and at every number of
masks in Fig. 2. As released, UniverSeg and Tyche see each image at
128 pixels, too coarse for thin structures on large images. Convpaint,
which also fits a classifier to pretrained features of the support pixels,
is ahead of the forward-pass methods on average but significantly



Table 1. Scores with K=8 support masks, mean ± standard deviation over 10 seeds. The upper datasets are scored by foreground IoU
(overlap), the lower by centreline Dice. Bold: best in each group of methods; underline: best in the row. The Mean averages all ten datasets.
Last row: median over the datasets of the fit time / time per image on one RTX A5000 (first support draw, five test images), encoding included.

Forward pass, nothing fitted Fitted without gradient descent Network trained on the support

Dataset SegGPT
[15]

UniverSeg
[16]

INSID3
[14]

Tyche
[17]

Exemplar
(ours)

ilastik
[7]

Convpaint
[8]

nnU-Net
[21]

Cellpose-SAM
[2]

StarDist
[3]

micro-SAM
[4]

SpheroidJ 0.895±.014 0.804±.041 0.877±.015 0.863±.012 0.922±.029 0.675±.032 0.798±.026 0.822±.069 0.864±.110 0.660±.042 0.865±.091
Decay 0.498±.003 0.490±.006 0.464±.013 0.535±.005 0.795±.005 0.629±.044 0.679±.018 0.805±.022 0.819±.007 0.681±.017 0.466±.062
DSB2018 0.777±.006 0.588±.033 0.604±.014 0.669±.022 0.859±.004 0.809±.022 0.799±.015 0.851±.009 0.870±.003 0.831±.005 0.870±.005
MoNuSeg 0.127±.030 0.262±.021 0.220±.001 0.425±.005 0.673±.010 0.517±.044 0.593±.014 0.671±.008 0.705±.006 0.671±.013 0.689±.006
BBBC010 0.419±.003 0.213±.027 0.305±.007 0.340±.022 0.663±.003 0.443±.034 0.477±.024 0.645±.010 0.653±.010 0.583±.022 0.572±.020
Bacteria 0.622±.036 0.555±.028 0.632±.004 0.550±.044 0.916±.009 0.854±.033 0.879±.008 0.927±.011 0.944±.005 0.907±.017 0.887±.023

Overlap 0.556±.009 0.485±.014 0.517±.004 0.564±.008 0.805±.006 0.655±.016 0.704±.007 0.787±.014 0.809±.019 0.722±.010 0.725±.018

DRIVE 0.400±.005 0.349±.019 0.222±.007 0.519±.005 0.820±.002 0.696±.010 0.598±.019 0.808±.004 0.791±.008 0.790±.006 0.772±.011
HRF 0.235±.006 0.126±.010 0.175±.006 0.238±.014 0.818±.001 0.630±.016 0.540±.008 0.795±.005 0.788±.009 0.685±.015 0.509±.049
ISBI2012-EM 0.613±.022 0.765±.010 0.347±.012 0.860±.010 0.936±.002 0.780±.009 0.813±.002 0.947±.002 0.936±.004 0.924±.005 0.936±.004
FISBe 0.490±.011 0.417±.015 0.472±.022 0.500±.014 0.818±.010 0.412±.058 0.507±.046 0.770±.029 0.858±.009 0.625±.021 0.804±.017

Centreline 0.435±.008 0.414±.009 0.304±.005 0.529±.003 0.848±.003 0.629±.016 0.614±.013 0.830±.008 0.843±.003 0.756±.007 0.755±.011

Mean 0.508±.008 0.457±.009 0.432±.003 0.550±.005 0.822±.004 0.644±.008 0.668±.005 0.804±.007 0.823±.012 0.736±.005 0.737±.009

Fit / image –/2.2 s –/43 ms –/1.9 s –/290 ms 8.5 s/620 ms 40 s/1.3 s 43 s/4.2 s 53 min/490 ms 25 min/490 ms 8 min/150 ms 6 min/270 ms

behind Exemplar on every dataset.
On average, Exemplar is more accurate than nnU-Net trained
on the same masks, at every number of masks. With eight masks,
Exemplar’s mean is higher than that of nnU-Net on both groups of
datasets (Table 1). Exemplar is ahead on seven of the ten datasets,
significantly on SpheroidJ, BBBC010, DRIVE and HRF. nnU-Net is
ahead on the other three, significantly on Bacteria and ISBI2012-EM.
Fine-tuned Cellpose-SAM and Exemplar have the highest means of
all methods, and the two are level. Cellpose-SAM is significantly
ahead on five datasets and Exemplar on four. On the datasets scored
by centreline Dice, Exemplar has the highest mean of all methods.
In Fig. 2, the gap to nnU-Net is largest with few masks and is still a
small lead at the largest number of masks. Fine-tuned Cellpose-SAM
stays close to Exemplar at every number of masks and pulls slightly
ahead at the largest.
Exemplar fits and updates in seconds, where trained networks
need minutes. Exemplar fits in 2.6 to 100 seconds, the longest on
the largest magnified images, and segments an image in 0.19 to 10
seconds, while every trained network takes minutes to fit (medians in
Table 1). Convpaint and ilastik, also fitted without gradient descent,
take several times longer than Exemplar and must be refitted from
scratch after each new mask. Segmenting an image takes Exemplar
longer than the fine-tuned specialists, because it encodes the image
in both views and computes the priors at full resolution. Adding the
eighth mask to a fit of seven is exact and takes 0.91 to 18 seconds.
A trained network has no exact update. Trained further for only an
eighth of its training length after one more mask, Cellpose-SAM
takes 160 to 280 seconds.
Every input except the coarse view contributes clearly, and no
fixed readout serves both groups of datasets. Table 2 changes one
part of Exemplar at a time and solves the readout again on the same
masks. Without the priors, the mean falls on the datasets scored by
overlap, while those scored by centreline Dice barely change. Without
the fine view, the thin structures lose most, and reading the fine view
without magnification costs them nearly as much. The coarse view
adds little: without it, the datasets scored by overlap lose slightly and
those scored by centreline Dice gain slightly. We keep it because it
is the readout’s only whole-image context: at z = 4, a fine window
covers 168 pixels of the original image. Of the two ends of the blend,
plain at one half loses most on the datasets scored by centreline Dice,

Table 2. Ablation at K=8, mean ± standard deviation over 10 seeds
of the mean over the datasets. Best per column in bold.

Configuration Overlap Centreline Mean

Coarse + fine view only 0.768±.015 0.847±.002 0.799±.009
Priors only 0.651±.016 0.636±.004 0.645±.010
Coarse view + priors 0.782±.006 0.737±.004 0.764±.004
Fine view + priors 0.802±.007 0.851±.002 0.821±.004

Last layer only 0.794±.007 0.839±.004 0.812±.005
Fine view not magnified 0.788±.008 0.763±.005 0.778±.005

Plain readout, threshold 0.5 0.798±.006 0.787±.004 0.794±.004
Balanced readout, threshold 0.5 0.721±.008 0.815±.008 0.759±.006

Forest on the views 0.703±.027 0.809±.005 0.746±.016
Forest on the priors 0.642±.014 0.578±.009 0.616±.008

Exemplar 0.805±.006 0.848±.003 0.822±.004

and balanced at one half on those scored by overlap. The blend
chosen on held-out images beats both ends in both groups and adds
about as much to the mean as the priors. A random forest on the same
inputs is less accurate than the linear readout on average, both on the
views and on the priors. These results support the magnified fine view
read at two depths beside the priors, choosing the blend on held-out
support images, and keeping the readout linear.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Exemplar solves a segmentation readout in closed form and updates
it exactly with each new mask in seconds, as accurately as networks
trained for minutes. With eight masks it is more accurate than nnU-
Net trained from scratch on them, though significantly behind it on
Bacteria and ISBI2012-EM, and its mean stays above nnU-Net’s
from one to sixteen masks. Fine-tuned Cellpose-SAM stays close to
Exemplar at every number of masks and pulls slightly ahead at the
largest. Exemplar is limited to a binary foreground in 2D images; a
readout of distance transforms could split touching objects.
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[30] Attila Budai, Rüdiger Bock, et al., “Robust vessel segmenta-
tion in fundus images,” International Journal of Biomedical
Imaging, vol. 2013, pp. 154860, 2013.

[31] Ignacio Arganda-Carreras, Srinivas C. Turaga, Daniel R. Berger,
et al., “Crowdsourcing the creation of image segmentation
algorithms for connectomics,” Frontiers in Neuroanatomy, vol.
9, pp. 142, 2015.

[32] Lisa Mais, Peter Hirsch, et al., “FISBe: A real-world benchmark
dataset for instance segmentation of long-range thin filamentous
structures,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF CVPR, 2024, pp. 22249–22259.

[33] Suprosanna Shit, Johannes C. Paetzold, Anjany Sekuboyina,
et al., “clDice: A novel topology-preserving loss function for
tubular structure segmentation,” in Proc. IEEE/CVF CVPR,
2021, pp. 16560–16569.

[34] Fabian Isensee, Tassilo Wald, Constantin Ulrich, et al., “nnU-
Net revisited: A call for rigorous validation in 3D medical
image segmentation,” in Proc. MICCAI, 2024, pp. 488–498.


