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Abstract—Searching for similar images in archives of histology
and histopathology images is a crucial task that may aid in
patient tissue comparison for various purposes, ranging from
triaging and diagnosis to prognosis and prediction. Whole slide
images (WSIs) are highly detailed digital representations of tissue
specimens mounted on glass slides. Matching WSI to WSI can
serve as the critical method for patient tissue comparison. In this
paper, we report extensive analysis and validation of four search
methods bag of visual words (BoVW), Yottixel, SISH, RetCCL,
and some of their potential variants. We analyze their algorithms
and structures and assess their performance. For this evaluation,
we utilized four internal datasets (1269 patients) and three public
datasets (1207 patients), totaling more than 200, 000 patches from
38 different classes/subtypes across five primary sites. Certain
search engines, for example, BoVW, exhibit notable efficiency and
speed but suffer from low accuracy. Conversely, search engines
like Yottixel demonstrate efficiency and speed, providing moder-
ately accurate results. Recent proposals, including SISH, display
inefficiency and yield inconsistent outcomes, while alternatives
like RetCCL prove inadequate in both accuracy and efficiency.
Further research is imperative to address the dual aspects of
accuracy and minimal storage requirements in histopathological
image search.

Index Terms—Image Search, Image Retrieval, Deep Learning,
Histopathology, Histology

I. INTRODUCTION

W ITH the surge of development in digital pathology over
recent years, there has been an increase in demand

for image search solutions to allow pathologists to quickly
compare tissue images and learn from previously diagnosed
and treated cases. This process is expected to resemble peer
review and consultation to acquire second opinions. However,
there are several challenges and roadblocks in image search in
digital pathology archives that make creating an efficient and
semantically accurate image search engine extremely difficult.
The first issue is the extremely large nature of whole slide
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images (WSIs), which are often gigapixel files. So far, the
ideal search engines must offer a method to “divide” or break
up these WSIs into smaller more manageable “patches” or
tiles. That implies that an ideal search engine must use a
form of unsupervised algorithm to divide each WSI into a
small set of patches. That only a few patches have to be
selected to represent the WSI is a computational and storage
requirement that would directly impact the adoption of search
technologies in hospitals. Subsequently, to index the WSI, the
selected small set of patches are then often run through a
pre-trained, or fine-tuned deep network that extracts feature
vectors, also called embeddings or deep features, from each
patch. This brings us to the second issue regardless of the
quality of the deep features. The ideal search engine should
also offer an encoding scheme that allows for efficient storage
and fast comparison of the deep features. Efficiency is not
solely determined by speed but also by the amount of memory
required to index images. The latter aspect has often been
disregarded in literature, favouring fast search algorithms.

Different image search methods have been proposed in
recent years. Some of them are complete search pipelines,
whereas the others are rather just some components of a search
engine. In this paper, we report the extensive analysis and
validation of four frameworks and some of their variations
for search in histopathology archives. We examine the bag
of visual words (BoVW) [1], Yottixel [2], Self-Supervised
Image Search for Histology (SISH) [3], and Retrieval with
Clustering-guided Contrastive Learning (RetCCL) [4], in sev-
eral configurations using four private and three public datasets.
We first provide a brief overview of content-based image re-
trieval (CBIR) literature to establish the historical perspective.
We then motivate the selection of these four search frameworks
and explain how they work. We then report a comprehensive
set of results to illuminate the algorithmic structure and
efficiency and accuracy performance of each approach. This
is the first rigorous and comparative analysis and validation of
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the most relevant image search frameworks in histopathology.
We expect that the results reported in this paper will make clear
where we stand in image search as a community and will help
pathologists and other stakeholders in making decisions about
which ones, if any, are intrinsically more tailored to clinical
workflow and worth testing for research purposes.

II. IMAGE SEARCH IN HISTOPATHOLOGY

The field of information retrieval, particularly in the medical
context, is a well-studied field and has undergone significant
advancements [5]–[13]. In recent years, Content-Based Image
Retrieval (CBIR) in general and image search techniques have
emerged as potentially indispensable tools in the field of
histology and histopathology in particular, both for traditional
light microscopy and digital pathology [1]–[4], [14]–[17].
CBIR searches and retrieves images from a database based
on their visual features. In contrast to using textual metadata
like captions, keywords, or tags, CBIR systems analyze the
visual content of images (i.e., the pixels) to identify objects’
similarities and differences. Generally, various features are
extracted from images (e.g., color, texture, shapes) to index
and organize the images in the database [18]–[20]. In this
work, we mainly use “image search” as equivalent to CBIR.

CBIR applications for pathology have been investigated
even before the emergence of digital pathology and deep
learning [21]–[23]. In those techniques, generally handcrafted
features would be used to characterize pathology images
[24], [25]. Computer vision research provided a wealth of
handcrafted features, such as SIFT [26], SURF [27], and LBP
[28]. It is accepted empirically that deep features are superior
to handcrafted features [29]–[31].

Well-designed and efficient image search technologies may
enable pathologists to effectively access, analyze, and compare
large volumes of tissue images, enhancing the accuracy of
diagnoses and treatment planning [32]–[34]. A thorough val-
idation of image search solutions in histopathology in recent
years seems to be missing. Looking at the vast and rich
literature on CBIR, one may be inclined to include many
methods in a validation study. However, considering specific
requirements of medical CBIR decreases the number of candi-
date image search solutions drastically. Bridging from general
medical image analysis to digital pathology leaves us with
a handful of candidates. We established only one condition
to make the final selection: the image search candidates in
histopathology worth examination should introduce, or at least
employ a distinct “divide” strategy to be feasible in clinical
settings; dividing a WSI into patches and selecting a small set
of those patches is the indispensable prerequisite for patient
tissue comparison (one may also represent the entire WSI
with one vector [35]–[37]). Pertinent to the validation process,
it is of secondary importance whether a search strategy has
introduced its own divide approach or borrows the divide from
literature. Based on all these considerations, we selected four
image search frameworks, namely BoVW [1], Yottixel [2],
SISH [3] and RetCCL [4].

As recent examples, we did not include SMILY [15],
HSDH (histopathology Siamese deep hashing) [38] and High-
Order Correlation-Guided SelfSupervised Hashing-Encoding

TABLE I
EXCLUDED SEARCH METHODS. THE ‘BRUTE FORCE’ APPROACH DOES

NOT FOLLOW A divide & conquer SCHEME BUT PROCESSES ALL PATCHES
OF A WSI.

Methods Patching Code Model(s)

SMILY [15] Brute force not available not available
HSDH [38] Brute force not available not available
HSHR [39] Brute force available not available

Retrieval (HSHR) [39] in our validation. Table I provides
an overview of the challenges with these methods. The main
practical reason for not evaluating these three methods is that
their code and/or trained models are not publicly available such
that we cannot reliability reproduce their results. As well, they
lack a divide stage and follow a brute force approach to WSI
representation. HSDH is mainly focused on a Siamese network
to process single patches. SMILY and HSHR assume all WSI
patches should be processed, a task that requires prohibitively
extensive resources as most WSIs consist of several hundred
if not several thousand patches (see Section III-A where the
relationship of storage and AI democratization is reviewed).

A. BoVW

The Bag of Visual Words (BoVW) framework, often also
called visual dictionary approach, is generally quite well
established and involves creating a dictionary by extracting
and quantizing local descriptors or features from small sub-
images called visual words [40]–[42]. Different methods can
be utilized for sampling and obtaining image descriptors.
These methods may yield different image representations with
varying discriminative abilities. The resulting image features
are then used to construct a “dictionary” of visual words,
which is employed for image encoding. BoVW generates
visual word histograms that incorporate both local and global
information. The bag-of-features technique has been popular
in computer vision applications, performing well in tasks such
as image annotation, classification, and retrieval. It has also
been applied to medical and biomedical image analysis, with
notable examples achieving top performance in image retrieval
and classification tasks [43]–[45]. In our study, we focused on
the pathology-customized framework proposed by Zhu et al.
[1]. Figure 1 shows the general structure of BoVW indexing
to generate a histogram as the index for patches or the entire
WSI.

B. Yottixel

Yottixel (a portmanteau for “one yotta pixel”) is a search
engine proposed for both patch and WSI indexing and search
[2]. Yottixel introduced the first unsupervised patching method
consisting of three stages: (1) cluster all patches based on
their stain (color) histogram, 2) cluster patches additionally
based on their proximity, 3) apply intra-cluster sampling at
a desired rate. Yottixel patching generates a small set of
patches called mosaic to represent the WSI. Subsequently,
deep features can be extracted for each mosaic patch. Yottixel
uses DenseNet [46] as a placeholder such that any other
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Fig. 1. BoVW indexing pipeline. Using a dictionary of visual words, the BoVW approach can represent a WSI with a histogram of visual words. Whereas
various handcrafted features have been used in literature, herein, deep features are more likely to effectively represent visual words.
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Fig. 2. Yottixel indexing pipeline. Yottixel introduced two novel components: mosaic generation and barcoding. The mosaic is the result of a two-stage
clustering that creates a small set of patches in an unsupervised fashion. Barcoding is the binarization of deep feature vectors to generate a bunch of barcodes.
Yottixel does not offer a trained network for feature extraction and uses a pre-trained network as a placeholder; any deep network can be used to provide
deep features for the mosaic.

deep feature extractor can be employed. Finally, Yottixel
applied a binarization method, called MinMax barcoding, or
thresholding [47]–[49], an algorithm to approximate the 1D
derivatives of deep features to generate a barcode for each deep
feature vector from the mosaic, leading to a bunch of barcodes
(BoB) to represent the entire WSI. The BoB index enables
efficient storage and fast search for similar WSIs. Figure 2
shows the structure of Yottixel indexing to generate a barcode
for a single patch or a bunch of barcodes for the entire WSI.

C. SISH

SISH (Self-supervised Image Search for Histology) [3] is
another search pipeline. It uses Yottixel’s indexing chain and
adds an additional network on top of Yottixel’s configuration.
It also adopts Van Emde Boas (vEB) tree [50] for faster search.
SISH indexes the images by using both Yottixe’s barcodes
and integers driven from an autoencoder, a vector quantized-
variational autoEncoder (VQ-VAE). The authors of SISH re-
port the attempt to improve Yottixel by adding the autoencoder
and using integer indices via a tree fails to deliver better
results. Hence, SISH uses a post-search ranking algorithm to
improve the accuracy. Figure 3 shows the structure of SISH
indexing.

D. RetCCL

The RetCCL (Retrieval with Clustering-guided Contrastive
Learning) [4] uses Yottixel’s mosaic generation with one
modification: it replaces color histogram with deep features.
RetCCL is mainly concerned with the CCL deep network

trained for histopathology. The mosaic patches are put through
the CCL network to acquire deep feature vectors. Cosine
similarity is then used to compare patches. RetCCL uses the
SISH ranking algorithm outside of the search platform to
improve its results. Figure 4 shows the indexing pipeline of
RetCCL.

III. METHODS

This section describes the process of conducting our ex-
periments, how the search engines were implemented, what
pre-trained networks were involved, and what datasets were
used.

A. Experimental Setup

We started with testing each of BoVW, Yottixel, SISH, and
RetCCL on all four internal and three external datasets using
their original configurations as implemented in their respective
papers. It is crucial to externally verify the results of each of
these search engines using their intended versions. Since there
are similarities and differences in the algorithmic structure of
these search engines, we also created some new variants of
these search engines, e.g., with and without ranking. These
studies help us understand the role of each part of the
algorithm in the final performance of the search engine.

Of the four selected search engines, Yottixel and BoVW are
not dependent on any specific deep network as the backbone.
They can accommodate features from any deep network,
but Yottixel uses a pre-trained DenseNet121 to extract deep
features and BoVW (the implementation we studied) uses
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Fig. 3. SISH indexing pipeline. SISH uses the entire Yottixel chain (pink part) and adds an autoencoder and codebook as an additional indexing scheme
(blue part). SISH then uses a tree to match patches. As the authors report, this addition to Yottixel does not yield good results [3], so they post-process the
search results with a separate ranking scheme after the search.
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Fig. 4. RetCCL indexing pipeline. RetCCL uses Yottixel’s mosaic but replaces color histograms with deep features from the CCL network, a custom-trained
network (blue blocks). It then uses cosine similarity to compare patches. RetCCL uses the post-search SISH ranking algorithm.

local binary patterns (LBP) as the feature. Generally, we can
assume that the use of in-domain features (trained specif-
ically for histology) results in much better tissue features.
Since both SISH’s autoencoder and the CCL-based network
that RetCCL uses are trained on histopathology images, we
replaced DenseNet in Yottixel with KimiaNet to verify the
impact. KimiaNet is a trained network for histopathology
image representation. It is a DenseNet-121 architecture, fine-
tuned and trained with histopathology images from TCGA
[51]. We also replaced the LBP features of BoVW with a
customized autoencoder so all the search engines utilize deep
features learned from tissue morphology.

One other feature shared by two of the search engines is
ranking as an additional post-processing step. The post-search
ranking is crucial for the effectiveness of SISH [3]. RetCCL
also employs the same ranking algorithm [4]. Since both of
these search engines mention how important their ranking
algorithms are to the success of their methods, we wanted to do
testing where we removed the post-search ranking from SISH
and RetCCL and also added it to Yottixel. These actions create
one new variant for each one of SISH, RetCCL, and Yottixel.
Finally, eight different search engines were selected for bench-

marking, including the original and altered versions of the
search engines: BoVW, Yottixel, Yottixel-K (using KimiaNet),
Yottixel-KR (using KimiaNet and post-search ranking), SISH,
SISH-N (no post-search ranking), RetCCL, RetCCL-N (no
post-search ranking).

The benchmarking process for these search engines was
executed to verify their search accuracy, speed, reliability, and
storage requirements. This comprehensive evaluation provided
a more holistic understanding of the strengths and limitations
of these search engines, enabling a more objective comparison
of their capabilities.

Search accuracy was measured among the top-1, majority
vote among top-3, and majority vote among top-5 WSI match-
ing results. The F1 score was used as a measure to quantify
both precision and recall. Additionally, the macro-averaged
accuracy (F̄1) was calculated for each search engine in each
experiment. All the experiments regarding SISH, Yottixel,
and RetCCL were carried out using a leave-one-patient-out
approach which is the extreme form of cross-validation where
the number of folds is equal to the number of patients in
the dataset. Since the BoVW approach requires training an
autoencoder for each dataset, the experiments for this specific
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search engine were carried out via a 5-fold cross-validation.
We also measured the speed of each search engine in indexing
and searching, separately. The average time taken to create the
index was reported in minutes and the average search times
(including both indexing and matching time for the query)
were reported in seconds. To quantify reliability, we also
counted how many times each search engine failed to process
a WSI in each dataset. The failed WSIs were excluded from
that specific experiment of search engine and dataset. We also
measured the storage need of each search engine, separately.
After indexing all the WSIs in each dataset, we measured
the total disk space each search engine occupied to index
the WSIs, excluding failed ones, to obtain the average disk
space needed for each WSI. We also extrapolated the estimated
amount of disk space needed to index one million WSIs using
the estimated average. The significance of storage is amplified
by the desire for democratization of AI and the research
community ambitions for inclusion and equity. WSIs being
much larger than radiology images have to be handled on top
of “already financially and operationally stressed healthcare
system” [52]. Most labs in developing countries do not have
resources to store WSIs [53]. Asking them for excessive extra
storage to run a search engine appears illusory, a challenge
that is widely recognized [54].

All the experiments were executed on a Linux-based server
with two AMD EPYC 7413 CPUs and 4 NVIDIA A100 GPUs
with 80GB memory. We used one dedicated GPU for relevant
processing steps that required GPU (i.e., feature extractions),
and CPU for matching. The environment was similar for
all the search engines and all other non-system processes
were terminated during the experiment to ensure the same
computational power was available to each of them.

B. Implementation

BoVW. To build a bag of visual words, also known as visual
dictionary, a variational autoencoder (VAE) was trained on
16x16 patches obtained at 20x magnification extracted from
the WSIs in the training set. Subsequently, the test dataset
was utilized to extract 4000 visual words from each WSI.
The obtained deep features from the pre-trained VAE model
were subjected to k-means clustering, utilizing 2048 clusters
(the size of the dictionary), and computed across all deep
features. Histograms of visual words were then computed for
each WSI based on the resulting k-means clusters and the
dictionary created. The collection of these histograms and their
corresponding labels constitutes a search engine. The same
indexing process is performed for query WSIs to obtain the
histogram, utilizing the chi-squared metric, χ2, as the distance
between the query WSI and any WSI already indexed in the
dataset.

We cannot claim to have trained the best autoencoder for
BoVW. However, by introducing deep features into BoVW,
we were able to include this well-known framework in the
validation process.

Yottixel. We used the sample Python code publicly pub-
lished on KimaLab’s website1. The published code demon-

1https://kimialab.uwaterloo.ca/kimia/index.php/yottixel/

strates the steps needed to index and search one sample WSI.
We used the exact code to index all the WSIs iteratively.
We then utilized the saved indexed images to search for a
query WSI. The sample code uses a pre-trained DenseNet121
for feature extraction which is the original proposed version
of Yottixel. As previously explained in the experiment setup
section, we also tested two new variants of the original Yot-
tixel. One variant was created by swapping the DenseNet121
with KimiaNet as the feature extractor. The other variant
was implemented to use post-search ranking, as it is already
implemented in SISH. To do so, we got the patch-level features
extracted by Yottixel and applied the same ranking used by
SISH. It is noteworthy that this change rendered Yottixel
unable to match WSI-to-WSI, as this is already the case for
SISH.

SISH. We were able to use the SISH code publicly pub-
lished on its GitHub repository2. The code is written in Python.
There were minor adjustments such as updating all packages in
their environment to work with our CUDA devices, changing
the leave-one-out method to match the data we tested on,
and also changing the evaluation metrics that are provided in
their ranking algorithm to be consistent with the other search
engines.

RetCCL. As for RetCCL, only the CCL-based network is
available on the GitHub repository3. For image retrieval, the
GitHub readme file says “Please refer to SISH, when clustering
and searching, use our features, then remove the tree and
search directly.” Using the SISH code as guidance (although
SISH uses the Yottixel’s mosaic), we had to rewrite portions
of the code, so the results may not be merely a duplicate of
SISH. We used the patches that were generated by the SISH
code (which is based on Yottixel’s mosaic), and then extracted
features using the RetCCL network. We followed the structure
of the mosaic except used deep features instead of stain color
for k-means clustering. Once we had mosaics for every WSI,
we performed cosine similarity matching as proposed in the
RetCCL paper. We made sure to have the results have the
same format as the SISH so we could use the SISH ranking
algorithm, as it is mentioned in the RetCCL paper that their
ranking is inspired by SISH. The only difference is that we
had to sort by cosine similarity instead of Hamming distance.

The code that we used to recreate all of these search engines
is available on the Rhazes Lab’s GitHub page4.

C. Pre-Trained Networks

Besides the deep networks published as part of the search
engine methods, we used two other pre-trained networks as
the backbone, as needed. One is DenseNet121 [55] and the
second one is KimiaNet [51].

D. Datasets

We conducted our benchmarking on four internal and three
public datasets. The internal datasets are collected from the

2https://GitHub.com/mahmoodlab/SISH
3https://GitHub.com/Xiyue-Wang/RetCCL
4https://github.com/RhazesLab
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TABLE II
VALIDATION DATASETS. THE NUMBER OF PATIENTS, WSIS, AND CLASSES IN EACH DATASET USED FOR BENCHMARKING THE SEARCH ENGINES.

In
te

rn
al

Dataset Number of Patients Number of WSIs Number of Classes
Breast Epithelial Tumors 74 74 16 + normal
Fatty Liver Disease 326 326 2 + normal
cSCC 660 660 3 + normal
Colorectal Polyps 209 209 3

Pu
bl

ic CAM16 [56] 129 129 2
BRACS [57] 87 87 3
PANDA [58] 1000 1000 6

cSCC = cutaneous squamous cell carcinoma

Fig. 5. Thumbnails of two sample WSIs from the breast dataset: (left) invasive breast carcinoma of no special type, (right) intraductal papilloma with columnar
cell Lesions.

Mayo Clinic each from a different organ with different labels:
breast epithelial tumor subtypes, fatty liver disease, cutaneous
squamous cell carcinoma (cSCC) subtypes, and colorectal
polyps. Table II gives a detailed overview of the number of
patients, WSIs, and classes in these public/internal datasets.

1) Internal Datasets: Breast Epithelial Tumors Dataset.
This dataset includes samples from 74 patients with 16 histo-
logic subtypes of breast epithelial tumors (many rare subtypes)
including adenoid cystic carcinoma, adenomyoepithelioma,
ductal carcinoma in situ, ductal carcinoma in situ with colum-
nar cell lesions including flat epithelial atypia, atypical ductal
hyperplasia, intraductal papilloma with columnar cell lesions,
invasive breast carcinoma of no special type, invasive lobular
carcinoma, lobular carcinoma in situ with atypical lobular
hyperplasia, lobular carcinoma in situ with flat epithelial atypia
and atypical lobular hyperplasia, malignant adenomyoepithe-
lioma, metaplastic carcinoma, microglandular adenosis, micro-
invasive carcinoma, mucinous cystadenocarcinoma, and radial
scar complex sclerosing lesion. This dataset also included
cases of normal breast tissue. Some classes included only
one sample which has rendered this dataset unsuitable for a
majority vote search approach. Figure 5 shows the thumbnails
of two sample WSIs of the breast dataset along with random
sample patches.

Fatty Liver Disease Dataset. This dataset includes 326
liver biopsy slides obtained from patients diagnosed with either
alcoholic steatohepatitis (ASH) or non-alcoholic steatohepati-

tis (NASH). This dataset also includes WSIs of normal liver
tissue. The diagnosis of ASH was made based on the chart
review and expert opinion on history, clinical presentation, and
laboratory studies. Liver biopsies from a cohort of morbidly
obese patients undergoing bariatric surgery were used to select
cases for the NASH group. In total, 150 WSIs of patients
with ASH, 158 WSIs of patients with NASH, and 18 WSIs
of normal individuals were included. Figure 6 shows the
thumbnails of two sample WSIs of the liver dataset and
random sample patches.

Cutaneous Squamous Cell Carcinoma Dataset. The skin
dataset included a total number of 660 skin tissue WSIs of
patients diagnosed with cutaneous squamous cell carcinoma
(cSCC). The data was pulled from the internal Mayo Clinic
database (REDCap) including 386 slides of well-differentiated,
100 moderately differentiated, and 67 poorly differentiated
cSCC. There were also 107 normal slides selected to represent
the normal skin tissue as a separate group. Figure 7 shows the
thumbnails of three sample WSIs from this dataset and random
sample patches.

Colorectal Polyps Dataset. The colorectal (CRC) dataset
was also collected at Mayo Clinic and comprises a total
of 209 WSIs. This dataset included three distinct categories
established for colorectal pathology, including 63 slides of
cancer adjacent polyps (CAP), 63 slides of non-recurrent
polyps (POP-NR), and 83 slides of recurrent polyps (POP-R).
This dataset had no normal tissue included. Figure 8 shows
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Fig. 6. Thumbnails of two sample WSIs from the liver dataset: (left) NASH, (right) ASH.

Fig. 7. Thumbnails of three sample WSIs from the skin dataset: (left) well-differentiated, (middle) moderately differentiated, (right) poorly differentiated
cSCC.

Fig. 8. Thumbnails of three sample WSIs from the CRC dataset: (left) recurrent polyp, (middle) cancer adjacent polyp, (right) non-recurrent polyp.

the thumbnails of three sample WSIs from this dataset along
with sample random patches.

2) Public Datasets: Although we are convinced that mea-
suring the search performance on high-quality clinical data
is the ultimate performance validation for image search tech-
nologies, we do see value in confirming the internal results by
repeating the experiments for public datasets. As TCGA, as
the largest public dataset has been used for training and testing
of many available solutions, we did select the following well-
known datasets to repeat our experiments.

PANDA - Prostate Dataset [58]. This is an open-access
repository comprising 12, 625 WSIs depicting prostate biop-
sies, stained with H&E, meticulously gathered from varied
international sources to facilitate a thorough assessment of

methods for prostate cancer detection and grading. It contains
6 ISUP-grading from 0 to 5 which are used as classes. Since
the only available set is the training set with 10, 616 WSIs,
we picked the first 1, 000 WSIs for our leave-one-patient-out
validation.

CAMELYON16 Breast Dataset [56]. This well-known
dataset, short CAM16, contains a set of 399 diligently an-
notated WSIs representing lymph node sections derived from
breast cancer patients at two healthcare facilities in the Nether-
lands. It contains two classes Tumor and Normal. We used the
testing subset of 129 WSIs.

BRACS Breast Dataset [57]. This dataset contains 547
WSIs obtained from 189 patients, meticulously annotated into
seven distinct lesion subtypes by board-certified pathologists.
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TABLE III
ALGORITHMIC COMPARISONS OF ALL SEARCH METHODS (ALSO SEE FIGURES 1,2, 3 AND 4)

Divide Features Encoding Space Matching Speed Post-Proc.

BoVW [1] Sampling Autoencoder1 Clustering O(N)
Euclidean
Distance O(N) None

Yottixel [2] Mosaic DenseNet Barcoding O(N)
Hamming
Distance O(N) None

SISH [3]
Yottixel’s
Mosaic2

DenseNet
+ VQ-VAE

Yottixel’s
Barcoding

+ Long integers
O(2m)

Hamming
Distance

+vEB Tree
O(lg lgN) Re-Ranking

RetCCL [4]
Yottixel’s
Mosaic3 CCL4 None O(N)

Cosine
Similarity O(N) Re-Ranking

1 In the original paper, BoVW uses local binary patterns (LBP) as features. We replaced it with an autoencoder
to adjust the experimental comparison to the deep-learning level for all search methods.

2 SISH uses Yottixel’s mosaic with no modification.
3 RetCCL uses Yottixel’s mosaic but instead of color histogram, it uses deep features for all patches.
4 RetCCL extracts features for all patches prior to the mosaic generation.

We used the testing set which contains 78 WSIs with three
classes: Benign, Atypical, and Malignant.

Working on rather small datasets with a limited number of
classes/labels may not fully replicate the real-world applica-
tion of image search if applied on larger WSI repositories.
However, large WSI collections on high-performance storage
devices with access to GPU computation does not seem to be
available yet.

IV. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

We first conduct analysis of the search engines in terms
of their algorithmic structure, search capabilities, training,
and test data used. Subsequently, we conducted extensive
experiments to compare their search performance.

Analysis – As for algorithmic structure comparison, we
compared the patching methods they used to break down
the WSI and perform indexing and matching. Overall, by
comparing their search capabilities, we determined whether
they are able to process/search for both patch and WSI
matching. Training and testing data comparisons encompass a
detailed inventory of the data each search engine was trained
with or validated on.

Experiments – We used both high-quality clinical datasets
and well-known public datasets to quantify the search per-
formance of each method. We examined accuracy, time mea-
surements for indexing and search, robustness, and storage
requirements as main performance benchmarking. We stan-
dardized the implementation by utilizing a consistent computa-
tional machine and refrained from employing multiprocessing
techniques, ensuring equitable time readings for all methods.

A. Analysis of Algorithmic Structure
Table III offers an overview of the algorithmic structures

employed by the four search frameworks (also see Figures
1,2,3 and 4 that visualize only the first three columns of
Table III). Each approach is detailed across six key stages:
Divide, Features, Encoding, Space, Matching, Speed, and
Post-Processing. To analyze the algorithmic structure, we
considered both the descriptions in the corresponding paper,
as well as details of their implementation. We did not list “pre-
processing” as all four methods start with segmenting the slide
into tissue and non-tissue regions.

Divide – Since using all WSI patches for the downstream
tasks is inefficient in terms of both computation and storage
(as this is the case for SMILY [15]), search methods must
employ techniques to select a subset of the patches, also
known as the “divide” stage in a divide & conquer attempt to
master the gigapixel nature of WSIs [59]. While BoVW uses
a random sampling approach to select visual words (which
are much smaller than patches), Yottixel uses its “mosaic”
approach, an unsupervised approach to get a small set of
patches. SISH does not offer any new solution and uses
Yottixel’s mosaic, the same as RetCCL. Yottixel performs
color and spatial clustering to select representative patches,
whereas RetCCL uses deep feature and spatial clustering, a
much more expensive variation.

Features – Every search method has to utilize deep neu-
ral networks to obtain deep features from the image data,
i.e., patches. RetCCL uses its clustering-guided contrastive
learning (CCL) trained network using TCGA images to ex-
tract features for all patches prior to the mosaic generation
step since it utilizes them for the divide step. In contrast,
Yottixel and SISH both generate feature vectors only for the
mosaic patches. Yottixel uses a pre-trained DenseNet, which
can be swapped by any other network. SISH also extracts
features using DenseNet, with the addition of an autoencoder
trained on TCGA images. The rationale behind integrating the
autoencoder alongside DenseNet in SISH is not sufficiently
justified. It has been argued that SISH does not use any self-
supervision for training the autoencoder, hence the paper may
have introduced a misnomer [60]. Originally, BoVW used
local binary patterns (LBP) as features but for the sake of
comparison, we replaced it with an autoencoder so all the
search engines utilize deep features.

Encoding – The three search engines besides RetCCL
employ some kind of encoding on the deep features to improve
the search speed and/or reduce storage needs. BoVW utilizes
clustering to obtain the “histogram of visual words” for the
WSI. Yottixel converts the deep features into binary codes, i.e.,
barcodes, using a MinMax algorithm [2], [47], [49]. SISH uses
Yottixel’s barcodes (although corresponding papers have not
been cited) but also creates an integer value for each patch by
putting the discrete latent code through a pipeline of average
pooling, shift, and summation algorithms. The addition of
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these integer codes is motivated by the desire for constant
speed through the usage of a tree but any benefit is lost when
more and more images are indexed due to double-indexing and
massive overhead of the specific tree used. RetCCL, in contrast
to the other three methods, has no encoding technique.

Space (storage need) – The encoding has a cost: memory
to store the index (i.e., features). As the Divide step splits
the WSI into N patches, one can talk about theoretical upper
bound (the so-called big-Oh notation) for storage. BoVW,
Yottixel, and RetCCL have a linear upper bound, O(N), for
storage. That means their need for storage increases linearly
as the number of patches N increases. Of course, this is just
a rough estimate: BoVW stores one vector of integers for
WSI, Yottixel saves 70-100 binary vectors [2] for the mosaic,
and RetCCL saves 70-100 real-values vectors for the mosaic.
These three indexes will not be the same. SISH is an exception:
Using a special tree called vEB tree [61] forces SISH to save
very long integers in the encoding space m, and not in the
patch space N . The high speed of the tree comes with a catch:
the space requirement is exponential, O(2m). Although SISH
authors mention this, they state that “m remains fixed and does
not scale with the number of data points” but this is not, as
our experiments showed, a remedy for the excessive storage
need. The storage need can be reduced to O(N), e.g., through
multiple hashing tables at all tree levels, and at the expense
of code complexities, but the excessive overhead remains.
The unitless number of 2m = 1, 125, 899, 906, 842, 624 that
the paper suggests is the order of magnitude that results in
terabytes of storage even for small datastes as we will report.
The maintenance of such tree structures is another factor that
would render the usage of such data structures infeasible.

Matching (or Search) – In order to find the best matches,
every search method utilizes a means of comparing the indexed
images. BoVW can use any distance metric for histogram
matching to measure image similarity although χ2-distance
is a preferred comparison metric for histograms. Yottixel em-
ploys a simple but effective approach to image-to-image com-
parison via median of minimum Hamming distances among the
barcodes of all mosaic patches of two WSIs. SISH uses a vEB
tree to find the best candidates, as well as Hamming distance of
patch barcodes. RetCCL calculates cosine similarity between
patch feature vectors. All search methods have a theoretical
upper bound of O(N), except SISH that claims to perform
search in constant time because of the upper bound O(lg lgN)
(for instance, for one billion patches, roughly 10 million WSIs,
we have lg lg(1, 000, 000, 000) ≈ lg(30) ≈ 5, which means we
can search in 10 million WSIs in 5 calculations which would
a fraction of a second. Unfortunately, as the space analysis
shows, this is just theory. For such a large number of images,
SISH would collapse under the burden of terabytes of memory
needed by the tree. The vEB tree is rather an outdated data
structure and some of its aspects are inspiring for other data
structures like B-trees [62] but it cannot be used in the practice
of hyperdimensional applications. This is why it has been
mostly used as a priority queue for non-vision applications
with an array of bare numbers under massive parallel process-
ing (e.g., 10 processors for 1 GB encoding space) [63], and
not for very long integers representing complex tissue. Hence,

this is not surprising that CBIR literature has never reported
the usage of vEB trees.

We expect that BoVW with one histogram per WSI may be
the fastest approach, followed by Yottixel due to using several
binary vectors. Due to their lean memory requirements, the
implementation of both BoVW and Yottixel can be optimized
to achieve O(logN).

We should bear in mind that the Big-Oh notation is a
theoretical upper bound with some practical limitations. For
instance, comparing N patches with M other patches is
bounded by O(N2) for N >M . However, if we use binary
features (like Yottixel’s barcodes) and measure similarity via
Hamming distance, then the actual time is rather bounded by
the θ(Nα) with α ∈ (0, 1].

Post-Processing – Generally, the search process concludes
once results have been retrieved and sorted based on their simi-
larity to the query. However, both SISH and RetCCL utilize an
additional ranking algorithm after the search, which eliminates
patches deemed less likely to be similar to the query. The
intuition behind ranking is to find the most promising patches
coming from the search engine on the basis of the uncertainty
[3]. It relies on three helper functions Weighted Uncertainty
(the uncertainty for each patch by computing their entropy), a
Clean function (to remove outliers and the patches that are less
similar to the query) and a Filtered-By-Prediction function (to
remove patches with low likelihoods).

The inclusion of ranking as a post-processing step is evi-
dently motivated by a lack of confidence in the search results.
This approach seems misguided, as relying on post-search
ranking implies a lack of trust in the initial results. The authors
of SISH stress the significance of ranking for their outcomes,
indicating that incorporating an autoencoder into the Yottixel
pipeline has not yielded any discernible benefits, despite the
paper emphasizing the autoencoder’s role.

B. Analysis of Search Capabilities

Processing a large number of patches is expected from
a histopathology search engine. More importantly, a search
engine must be able to process WSIs (break them into a set
of patches) for both patch-to-patch and WSI-to-WSI searches.
Therefore, each search engine’s capabilities in search can be
broken down into two main categories: “Patch Processing”
and “Patch Search,” which pertain to the processing of image
patches, and “WSI Processing” and “WSI Search,” which
relate to whole slide image processing and searching.

It is an indispensable capability of a search engine in
histopathology to be able to perform both patch search and
WSI search. WSI-to-WSI matching compares representative
WSI patches to representative WSI patches in absence of
ROI delineations. These representative WSI matches, like
Yottixel’s mosaic, are expected to be the result of some
unsupervised patch selection method. The query, coming from
the pathologist, could be the entire WSI or selected ROI but
the indexed WSIs are generally not expected to have ROIs,
especially for large repositories. Comprehensive WSI-to-WSI
comparison is important as several malignancies, or multiple
staging/grading quantities may be present in the image (see the
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Fig. 9. Both BoVW and Yottixel can perform WSI-2-WSI matching. Left: BoVW creates a histogram for an image (either a patch or a WSI). Middle:
Yottixel creates a mosaic of patches for each WSI and uses the median of minimum Hamming distances to get a single dissimilarity value for WSI comparison.
Right: The ranking that SISH and RetCCL use to achieve higher accuracy eliminates the possibility of a WSI-2-WSI comparison and reduces the search to
classification. In the case of SISH, the pre-ranking results delivered by the vEB tree it uses are patch-oriented as well.

Fig. S1 in Supplementary Materials that illustrates a simple
case of prostate Gleason Scoring that may be falsified if we
remove some of representative WSI patches).

Clearly, WSI-2-WSI matching (WSI search) is a more
difficult task compared to patch-to-patch matching. Also, WSI
search is pivotal for patient tissue comparison. Both BoVW
and Yottixel stand out as comprehensive solutions with the
ability to perform both patch and WSI searches. In contrast,
SISH and RetCCL, while being able to process and search
patches due to using the Yottixel’s mosaic, lack the capability
to perform WSI-2-WSI matching. This in fact stems from their
dependence on ranking patches after the search to find the
label for the query WSI; ranking may separate the mosaic
patches (some of them get high and some other low ranks).
Therefore, although the label found by SISH and RetCCL may
be correct based on top-n patches, this does not constitute
true WSI-2-WSI matching as the decision is not based on all
mosaic patches. In the case of SISH, even without post-search
ranking, the tree used for fast processing cannot be restricted
to top-n WSIs.

In summary, BoVW creates a histogram for an image (either
a patch or a WSI). The histogram can be calculated for both
patch and WSI (Figure 9, left). Hence, BoVW can process
and match both patches and WSIs. Yottixel creates a mosaic
of patches for each WSI and uses the “median of minimum
distances” to get a single distance metric for WSI comparison
(Figure 9, middle); Hence, Yottixel can match both patches
and WSIs. Both SISH and RetCCL use Yottixel’s mosaic but
their ranking algorithms essentially force them to perform
patch matching although the ranking may be configured to
select one patch per WSI in order to emulate WSI selection.
They take a query patch and compare it with every other
patch in every other WSI (Figures 9, right). SISH pre-raking
tree processing is not WSI-conform either. Hence, SISH and
RetCCL are rather patch classifiers when using post-search
ranking, hence not usable for patient tissue comparison in a
clinical setting.

C. Analysis of Training/Test Data
The data used for any type of training, the test data, and

the user feedback experiments are all important factors in
evaluating search engines. Table IV offers an overview of the

data utilized by the four search engines. BoVW uses Kimia
Path245 as testing data, comprising 24 different anatomic
sites [64]. Notably, BoVW, as reported in [1], does not use
any deep features and does not conduct user tests. Yottixel
uses a pre-trained model, namely DenseNet. Hence, it has
been validated on entire TCGA images, both diagnostic slides
(FFPE slides) and frozen sections, in addition to some private
data from UPMC, accompanied by some user tests involving
three pathologists. The data Yottixle has been validated on
covers a wide range of anatomic sites, totaling 27 primary
sites, and an extensive number of subtypes. It is notable
that since the pre-trained DenseNet121 has been trained on
ImageNet, which is a non-pathological dataset, all Yottixel
tests can be considered external validation. SISH draws its
training data from TCGA and conducts testing with a diverse
dataset comprising TCGA, CPTAC, and BWH data, without
involving user tests. It focuses on a reduced set of anatomic
sites (13) but accounts for 56 different subtypes. It is not clear
how the training and testing TCGA data for SISH have been
separated. RetCCL uses TCGA and PAIP data for training
and only TCGA data for testing, without user tests. RetCCL
considers 13 anatomic sites but focuses on a more limited set
of subtypes.

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF TRAINING AND TEST DATA THAT EACH SEARCH ENGINE

HAS REPORTED IN CORRESPONDING PAPERS.

Training Data Test Data Users

BoVW none Kimia Path24 none
Yottixel none TCGA (frozen) 3

TCGA (FFPE)
UPMC

SISH TCGA (FFPE) TCGA (FFPE) none
CPTAC, BWH

RetCCL TCGA (FFPE), PAIP TCGA (FFPE) none

D. Comparative Experiments for Internal Data

In this section, we report comprehensive results for search
accuracy, indexing and search speed, reliability, and storage
requirements of all four search engines on four internal and

5https://github.com/RhazesLab/kimia path24

https://github.com/RhazesLab/kimia_path24
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three public datasets. The results are summarized by also
getting an overall performance rating R∗ for each methodology
based on the individual ratings R1, R2, . . . , Rk delivered by k
separate experiments:

R∗ =
1

k

k∑
i=1

Ri (1)

The rating Ri for any method will simply be its position
in a sorted list (proper order) based on its performance. We
consistently use the F1-score of top-n, or the majority of
top-n, for accuracy calculation based on leave-one-WSI-out
validation. The F1-score is the harmonic mean of precision
(number of the retrieved images actually relevant to the query
(i.e., low false-positive rate) and recall (number of images with
the same class label as the query were actually retrieved, i.e.,
low false-negative rate), providing a balanced measure of both
metrics [59].

1) Search Accuracy Results: Search accuracy is measured
via F1 Score (the harmonic mean of precision and recall).
We measure the F1 score for the top-1 search results, the
majority vote among the top 3 search results (MV3), and the
majority vote among the top 5 search results (MV5). Table
V presents a comprehensive comparison of the F1 for search
accuracy for each search engine across four internal datasets
Liver, Skin, CRC (Colorectal Cancer), and Breast. The Breast
dataset was excluded from the MV3 and MV5 search since
there are classes in this dataset with as low as one sample. We
also test other variants of SISH and RetCCL (with and without
post-search ranking), and Yottixel (with DenseNet, and with
KimiaNet with/without post-search ranking) to provide a more
comprehensive comparison.

a) Key Findings of Search Results Accuracy Measure-
ments (Table V):

□ BoVW results consistently put it on the 6th rank
among the 8 configurations. Considering our modest
efforts to train an autoencoder for visual words
(to replace handcrafted features), it was surprising
to see that BoVW surpasses RetCCL, a recently
published method. More surprisingly, BoVW (with
37%) performs twice better for breasts than SISH
(17%).
□ Yottixel and its variations consistently achieve
the first or second rank for average F1 scores.
Only for the MV3 and MV5 of the Skin dataset,
Yottixel is less accurate than SISH with statisti-
cally insignificant difference (e.g., 70.10% versus
70.81%). Yottixel configurations perform best or
second best in 8/10 experiments. Yottixel original
configuration was the best overall for MV5 retrievals
(F̄1 = 69.76%) and second best overall for MV3
retrievals (F̄1 = 67.54%).
□ SISH delivers the highest score for Skin for
MV3 and MV5 (en par with Yottixel-KR) but is
consistently ranked in the 3rd or 4th place. That
SISH with no ranking algorithm performs poorly has
been reported by the SISH authors but a drop of
10% and more clearly shows that extending Yottixel

indexing with an autoencoder does not justify the
emphasis on ‘self-supervised’. SISH authors report
improvements over Yottixel up to 45%. Obviously,
we could not reproduce such results for our internal
datasets.
□ RetCCL was, with and without the ranking algo-
rithm, the worst search method in these experiments.
Strikingly, and in contrast to SISH, RetCCL-N (with
no post-search ranking algorithm) performed better
than RetCCL. For our challenging breast dataset
with 16 rare subtypes, RetCCL completely collapsed
(accuracy values of 1 or 2%).

Generally, the accuracy values delivered by all search
methodologies are rather low. The highest F1 score is 77.33%
for the Liver (ASH vs. NASH vs. normal) delivered by Yottixel
for MV5. For Skin the highest values are around 70%, and for
CRC as low as 65%. Breast is the most challenging with the
highest F1 score of 55.9% by Yottixel-K. Clearly, the accuracy
of image search is still below acceptable for clinical utility.

2) Indexing & Search Speed Experiments: Beyond accu-
racy, the computational expense to index and search WSIs is
a key factor in selecting a capable search technology. Table VI
reports the time efficiency of the four selected search engines.
It highlights two crucial aspects: the time taken to create the
index for different anatomical sites (Tidx in minutes), average
indexing time per WSI (tidx in minutes) and the average search
times (tsearch in minutes) for indexing and conducting the
search for a query. The robustness of the search approach (in
terms of number of failures) is an additional factor that we
measure: being fast is not enough. The Table VI also reports
how many times each search engine failed to process a WSI.
The predominant reason for failures appears to be absence
of any patch for processing after pre- or post-processing of
patches.

a) Key Findings of Indexing and Search Speed Measure-
ments (Table VI):

□ BoVW offers the fastest indexing scheme with a
combined 128 minutes for all datasets. For search
time (index and search), however, BoVW falls ex-
pectedly behind Yottixel due to binary comparisons
of Yottixel. BoVW is also quite reliable with only a
few failed cases.
□ Yottixel delivers efficient indexing (ranked 2nd)
and fast search (ranked 1st) mainly due to the
barcodes it uses. With very few failures, Yottixel is
also the most reliable search solution.
□ SISH takes 16 times more time than BoVW to
index images which is certainly emanating from
autoencoder and codebook generation on top of
DenseNet and barcode like Yottixel. SISH is 14
times slower than Yottixel for search. As well, SISH
is the most unreliable approach failing in 14% of
cases.
□ RetCCL is the slowest in indexing. Replacing
stain histogram with deep features in Yottixel’s
mosaic makes RetCCL the most inefficient search
engine in indexing. It also fails to process 3% of the
cases.
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TABLE V
AVERAGE F1 SCORES OF TOP-1 ACCURACY (UPPER SECTION), MAJORITY VOTE AMONG TOP-3, MV@3, (MIDDLE SECTION), AND MAJORITY VOTE

AMONG TOP-5, MV@5, (LOWER SECTION) ON INTERNAL MAYO CLINIC’S DATASETS. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN, THE SECOND
BEST IN BLUE COLORS.

Liver Skin CRC Breast F̄1 Rtop1

BoVW 50.71±25.46 54.57±33.47 43.07±4.70 37.06±41.60 46.35±6.78 6

Yottixel 72.29±3.07 64.60±30.87 57.19±19.81 38.05±38.34 58.19±14.88 3

SISH 71.18±10.43 69.40±7.61 56.51±26.28 17.02±31.68 53.53±25.20 4

RetCCL 38.50±20.17 43.04±28.72 36.22±5.05 1.43±3.78 29.80±19.12 7

Yottixel-K1 61.54±27.33 69.73±29.55 59.91±15.01 55.90±29.49 61.77±5.81 1

Yottixel-KR2 76.00±12.09 70.67±29.84 62.47±16.23 31.01±31.00 60.04±20.14 2

SISH-N3 63.70 ±16.03 62.35±31.15 49.40±13.82 13.64±24.24 47.27±23.33 5

RetCCL-N4 43.54±19.44 34.71±25.40 36.72±4.98 2.50±9.68 29.37±18.31 8

Liver Skin CRC Breast F̄1 RMV 3

BoVW 54.54±29.49 57.26±36.37 58.18±4.21 N/A 56.66±1.55 6

Yottixel 76.89±1.34 66.56±34.88 59.18± 21.62 N/A 67.54±8.90 2

SISH 69.58± 14.97 70.81±26.97 56.98±26.63 N/A 65.79±7.65 4

RetCCL 36.91±32.27 41.55±36.03 39.55±3.62 N/A 39.34±2.33 7

Yottixel-K1 66.99± 23.38 70.09±32.23 60.56± 11.97 N/A 65.88±4.86 3

Yottixel-KR2 74.72±16.21 70.10±31.30 59.33 ±19.13 N/A 68.05±7.90 1

SISH-N3 56.90±31.13 65.01±32.06 53.61±16.01 N/A 58.51±5.87 5

RetCCL-N4 48.67±14.83 33.76±29.55 35.51±7.21 N/A 39.31±8.15 8

Liver Skin CRC Breast F̄1 RMV 5

BoVW 52.27±31.13 58.18± 37.75 43.85±4.21 N/A 51.43±5.88 6

Yottixel 77.33±5.03 66.52±35.95 65.44±18.77 N/A 69.76±6.58 1

SISH 72.39±10.84 70.53± 27.91 57.71± 25.90 N/A 66.88±7.99 3

RetCCL 34.29±30.57 44.85±36.92 35.60± 1.76 N/A 38.25±5.76 8

Yottixel-K1 64.92±28.89 69.67±33.27 60.46±18.02 N/A 65.12±4.76 4

Yottixel-KR2 74.53±17.91 70.00±31.02 59.32±1.97 N/A 67.95±7.81 2

SISH-N3 58.47±31.48 64.18± 32.62 53.55± 15.82 N/A 58.73±5.32 5

RetCCL-N4 53.42±10.44 37.55±32.52 36.25±3.88 N/A 42.41±9.56 7
1 DenseNet replaced by KimiaNet
2 DenseNet replaced by KimiaNet, and using ranking after search
3 SISH with no ranking after search
4 RetCCL with no ranking after search

Generally, the one-histogram approach and barcoding
framework explain the superiority of BoVW and Yottixel.
Using any logarithmic or even theoretical constant-time tree
structures like SISH will not accelerate the search when
indexing is sluggish and violates the basic efficiency rules.
Furthermore, the average indexing time per WSI is indepen-
dent of the archive size.

3) Storage Requirements: Digital pathology no longer re-
lies on the examination of glass slides; however, it necessi-
tates high-performance digital storage to effectively archive
gigapixel WSIs [65]. A significant portion of the expenses
associated with transitioning to a digital system is allocated
to the acquisition of high-performance storage solutions [66].
This will be a major financial factor for any hospital. The
selection of the best search engine without knowing its storage
requirement to index WSI archives is practically impossible.

Table VII reports the storage requirements in kilobytes (KB)
for indexing and saving WSIs for different datasets. Assuming
a linear relationship for all methods, the table also includes an
estimate of the storage required for one million WSIs. It’s
important to consider that the stored index needs to be loaded
into memory for the search & matching to take place.

Key findings of Storage Requirement (Table VII)
□ BoVW requires the least amount of storage for
indexing and saving each WSI which makes BoVW
an efficient choice for applications with limited
storage resources.
□ Yottixel exhibits a relatively low storage require-
ment for WSIs. This makes it a storage-efficient
solution, particularly for tasks with large datasets.
□ SISH requires the highest storage capacity for
indexing WSIs. This high storage demand might
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TABLE VI
INDEX CREATING TIMES Tidx (IN MINUTES), AVERAGE INDEXING TIME PER WSI tidx (IN MINUTES), AVERAGE SEARCH TIMES tsearch (IN MINUTES),
AND NUMBER OF FAILS (NF ) FOR THE INTERNAL DATASETS (Ridx RANKING BASED ON INDEXING TIME, Rsearch) RANKING BASED ON SEARCH TIME,

AND RF RANKING BASED ON FAILURES). THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN, THE SECOND BEST IN BLUE COLORS.

Tidx tidx Ridx tsearch Rsearch NF RF

[Liver, Skin, CRC, Breast]

BoVW [43, 32 , 43 , 10] 0.10 1 0.49 2 [2,1,0,1] 2

Yottixel [27, 95, 57, 15] 0.15 2 0.18 1 [2,0,0,1] 1

SISH [152, 984, 706, 257] 1.65 3 2.51 3 [166,8,6,2] † 4

RetCCL [297, 1148, 943, 155] 2.00 4 2.53 4 [14,10,6,7] 3

Yottixel-K1 [27, 95, 57, 15] 0.15 2 0.18 1 [2,1,0,1] 2

Yottixel-KR2 [27, 95, 57, 15] 0.15 2 0.18 1 [2,1,0,1] 2

SISH-N3 [152, 984, 706, 257] 1.65 3 2.51 3 [166,8,6,2] † 4

RetCCL-N4 [297, 1148, 943, 155] 2.00 4 2.53 4 [14,10,6,7] 3
† SISH failed to process a total of 14% of cases
1 DenseNet replaced by KimiaNet
2 DenseNet replaced by KimiaNet, and using ranking after search
3 SISH with no ranking after search
4 RetCCL with no ranking after search

TABLE VII
STORAGE REQUIRED TO INDEX AND SAVE EACH WSI [IN KILOBYTES] FOR THE INTERNAL DATASETS (S̄ IS THE AVERAGE INDEX SIZE FOR EACH SEARCH
METHOD, S̄106 IS THE ESTIMATE INDEX SIZE FOR ONE MILLION WSIS). THE BEST RESULTS (LOWEST STORAGE REQUIREMENTS) ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN

GREEN, THE SECOND BEST IN BLUE COLORS.

Liver CRC Skin Breast index size/WSI S̄ Ŝ106 Rstorage

BoVW 8 15 15 2 0.03 KB 10 KB ≈ 10 GB 1

Yottixel 74 177 102 125 0.38 KB 120 KB ≈ 119 GB 2

SISH 29320 23634 9045 61734 97.50 KB 30933 KB ≈ 31 TB† 4

RetCCL 1934 4378 538 455 5.76 KB 1826 KB ≈ 1.8 TB 3
† We assumed the best case scenario for space complexity of the vEB tree in SISH to be implemented and

able to reach a linear upper bound.

pose challenges for applications with limited storage
resources.
□ RetCCL also demands substantial storage space.
This makes it less storage-efficient, especially for
applications dealing with a large number of WSIs.
□ Both SISH and RetCCL require around 30 to 50
times more storage than Yottixel and BoVW.

Perhaps the most important measure for the storage (and
naturally for the speed) of each search method is the average
index size per WSI. With 0.03 kilobytes per WSI, BoVW is the
most efficient search approach. SISH needs ≈98 kilobytes per
WSI which clearly is a tremendous overhead for any digital
archive, and impractical for loading into memory to conduct
search.

E. Comparative Experiments for External Data

In this section, we report comprehensive results for search
accuracy, indexing and search speed, and storage requirements
of search engines on three public datasets. As BoVW and
RetCCL exhibit low accuracy, we restrict the external experi-
ments on Yottixel, SISH, and their variants.

1) Search Accuracy Results: For further evaluation of the
search engines, we apply them on three well-known WSI-

level public datasets: CAMELYON16 [56] (short CAM16),
BRACS [57], and PANDA [58]. As mentioned before, due to
the extensive nature of leave-one-out validation, we restricted
these experiments only using MV@5 and only to SISH and
Yottixel as BoVW and RetCCL displayed low accuracy. Table
VIII shows the results. Yottixel-K is the most accurate method
for CAM16 and BRACS. It is also the best method with an
average F1 score of 56.3%. SISH lands in the second place
with an average F1 score of 52.9%. However, as Table IX
shows, SISH fails in 57% of cases (for 569/1000 WSIs) in the
PANDA dataset.

2) Search Speed Benchmark: Table IX reports the time
efficiency of the selected search engines. It highlights two
crucial aspects: the time taken to create the index for different
anatomical sites (Tidx in minutes) and the average search times
(Tsearch in seconds) for conducting searches. It also demon-
strates how many times each search engine failed to process a
WSI among datasets. Note, the search time encompasses both
the indexing time and the matching time. Table IX confirms
what we reported for our internal (private) dataset in Table VI.
SISH is much slower and fails more often than Yottixel.

3) Storage Benchmark: Table X presents storage require-
ments in kilobytes (KB) for indexing and saving WSIs for
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TABLE VIII
RESULTS FOR MV@5 ON THE PUBLIC DATASETS: CAM16, BRACS, AND PANDA.

CAM16 [56] BRACS [57] PANDA [58] F̄1 SEMV 5
R

Yottixel 64.5±19.1 52.6±9.0 31.8±12.4 49.6±16.5 3

SISH 73.5±13.4 49.0±8.9 36.2±20.2 ‡ 52.9±19.0 ‡ 2

Yottixel-K 75.5±13.4 59.7±4.7 33.8±12.0 56.3±21.0 1

Yottixel-KR 73.5±13.4 51.7±5.0 35.5±11.0 45.0±8.50 5

SISH-N 59.0±28.3 51.0±5.0 29.0±14.6 46.3±15.5 4
‡ SISH failed in search for almost 57% of PANDA images (see Table IX)

TABLE IX
INDEX CREATING TIMES Tidx (IN MINUTES), AVERAGE INDEXING TIME PER WSI tidx(IN MINUTES), AVERAGE SEARCH TIMES tsearch (IN MINUTES),

AND NUMBER OF FAILS (NF ) FOR PUBLIC DATASET.

Tidx tidx Ridx tsearch Rsearch NF RF

[CAM16, BRACS, PANDA] 1.22

Yottixel [27,22,14](63) 0.05 1 0.16 1 [1,2,14] 1

SISH [448,254,77](779) 1.22 2 2.36 2 [0,1,569] 2

Yottixel-KR [28,24,14](66) 0.05 1 0.16 1 [1,2,14] 1

SISH-N [448,254,77](779) 1.22 2 2.36 2 [0,1,569] 2

TABLE X
STORAGE REQUIRED TO INDEX AND SAVE EACH WSI [IN KILOBYTES] FOR THE EXTERNAL DATASETS (S̄ IS THE AVERAGE INDEX SIZE PER DATASET,
S̄106 IS THE ESTIMATE INDEX SIZE FOR ONE MILLION WSIS). THE BEST RESULTS (LOWEST STORAGE REQUIREMENTS) ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN,

THE SECOND BEST IN BLUE COLORS.

CAM16 [56] BRACS [57] PANDA [58] S/WSI S̄ S̄106 Rstorage

Yottixel 179 KB 169 KB 67 KB 0.23 KB 138 KB ≈ 138 GB 1

SISH 39997 KB 55124 KB 12109 KB 165.73 KB 35743 KB ≈ 36 TB 2

different datasets. It lists the storage requirements for various
methods across all datasets. The table also includes an estimate
of the storage required for one million WSIs. The results
for the three public datasets are aligned with the results
we reported for our internal (private) datasets in Table X.
The indexing overhead of SISH is prohibitively large (165
kilobytes per WSI) whereas Yottixel is rather lean (0.23
kilobytes per WSI).

F. Overall Performance Ranking for Internal & External Data

To compare and rank the performance of the four selected
search engines in a holistic manner, considering multiple
aspects of their performance, results from all benchmarks
were used. The reviewed performance metrics include scores
for different aspects of the search, including top-1 accuracy
(Rtop1), average F1 score at 3 (RMV 3), average F1 score
at 5 (RMV 5), indexing time (Ridx), search time (Rsearch),
the number of failed WSIs (RF ), and the storage requirement
(Rstorage).

Table XI presents an average performance rank for internal
datasets, denoted as R based on these individual SER values.
Each row corresponds to a specific search engine or method,
such as Yottixel-KR, Yottixel, Yottixel-K, BoVW, SISH-N,
SISH, RetCCL-N, and RetCCL. The table provides rankings
for each search method across the various R metrics. The R
values (see equation 1) provide a composite ranking, allowing

readers to identify which method performs better overall,
taking into account a range of performance measures.

Yottixel’s original configuration and its other two variants
secure the top three positions when compared to other tested
search engines, underscoring its accuracy, effectiveness, and
robustness. Although BoVW demonstrated poor performance
in search accuracy, its time and storage efficiency improved
its overall ranking to 3.57 to earn the 4th place. SISH,
with and without ranking, shows mediocre performance in all
benchmarks placing it after Yottixel and BoVW. The number
of failures and inefficient memory requirements also play a
role in earning a rank of 3.86 among 8 scenarios. RetCCL,
with and without ranking, ranks the lowest among the tested
search engines in all areas.

Table XII shows the same ratings for the external dataset.
As the two more accurate methods (compared to BoVW
and RetCCL), Yottixel and SISH were only tested for MV5.
The results confirm the general rating that Yottixel is more
accurate, more efficient, and more reliable than SISH. The only
difference with internal results is that Yottixel-K climbs to the
first place ahead of Yottixel. This means that even for a method
that is generally reliable, the selection of a deep network may
still need some trial-and-error for specific datasets.
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TABLE XI
OVERALL PERFORMANCE FOR INTERNAL DATASETS: BASED ON ALL PREVIOUS RATINGS (FOR TOP-1, MV3, MV5, INDEXING TIME, SEARCH TIME,

NUMBER OF FAILED WSIS, AND REQUIRED STORAGE), WE CALCULATE R∗
INTERNAL AS THE AVERAGE PERFORMANCE RANK FOR EACH SEARCH METHOD.

Rtop1 RMV 3 RMV 5 Ridx Rsearch RF Rstorage R∗
internal

Yottixel ‡ 3 2 1 2 1 1 2 1.71

Yottixel-KR 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1.71

Yottixel-K 1 1 3 4 2 1 2 2 2.14

BoVW 6 6 6 1 2 2 1 3.43

SISH ‡ 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3.57

SISH-N 4 5 5 5 3 3 4 4 4.14

RetCCL-N 5 8 8 7 4 4 3 3 5.28

RetCCL ‡ 7 7 8 4 4 3 3 5.43
‡ As originally proposed
1 DenseNet replaced by KimiaNet
2 DenseNet replaced by KimiaNet, and using ranking after search
3 SISH with no ranking after search
4 RetCCL with no ranking after search

SER = search engine ranking in each benchmark

TABLE XII
OVERALL PERFORMANCE FOR EXTERNAL DATASETS: BASED ON ALL PREVIOUS SER (FOR TOP1, MV@3, MV@5, INDEXING TIME, SEARCH TIME,

NUMBER OF FAILED WSIS, AND REQUIRED STORAGE), WE CALCULATE R AS THE AVERAGE PERFORMANCE RANK FOR EACH SEARCH METHOD.

RMV 5 Ridx Rsearch RF Rstorage R∗
external

Yottixel-K1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00

Yottixel
‡

3 1 1 1 1 1.40

Yottixel-KR2 5 1 1 1 1 1.80

SISH‡ 2 2 2 2 2 2.00

SISH-N3 4 2 2 2 2 2.60
‡ As originally proposed
1 DenseNet replaced by KimiaNet
2 DenseNet replaced by KimiaNet, and using ranking after search
3 SISH with no ranking after search
4 RetCCL with no ranking after search

V. DISCUSSIONS

Benchmarking image search engines in histopathology is
a critical process that facilitates the identification of both
strengths and weaknesses of available technologies. By eval-
uating the performance of different image search engines,
researchers and practicing pathologists gain valuable insights
into the capabilities and limitations of these technologies.
A rigorous analysis not only enhances our understanding of
their operational efficiency but also guides the refinement and
innovation of new approaches for tissue image search.

The top-1 search accuracy is a metric often used to
assess the correctness of the top-matched image in search
engines. However, it is important to recognize that the top-
1 search accuracy treats the search process as a form of
classification, which can be a somewhat limited measure, par-
ticularly because these search engines typically lack a training
phase as seen in traditional classification models. Nonetheless,
when we are dealing with methods that can perform direct
comparisons between WSIs, achieving a high top-1 match
rate can be a robust indicator of how effectively a WSI
representation is generated. This highlights the importance of

not just classifying images accurately but also ensuring that
the generated representation is suitable for making these one-
to-one comparisons.

The impact of deep features on search accuracy is expected
to be high. We know that stain variations [67]–[69] and data
bias [70], [71] may affect the equality of embeddings. One
may design and train a general model feature extraction in
histopathology. For instance, Virchow model used one million
WSIs for its training [72]. As well, one might think in direction
of customized training customized networks for specific organs
and diseases [59], [73].

Furthermore, evaluating top-3 and top-5 search accuracy
(by taking the majority votes MV3 and MV5) provides insight
into the consistency of retrieved results, as they essentially
reflect the most frequently matched WSIs. Interestingly, across
all four tested search engines, the results between top-1,
MV3, and MV5 search accuracy remained almost consistent.
Notably, Yottixel, particularly in its original configuration
and two other variants, often secured the top three positions
when compared to other tested search engines. BoVW, while
showing impressive time and storage efficiency, demonstrated
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a relatively poor performance in search accuracy. Considering
our modest effort in training an autoencoder to learn visual
words this was to be expected. SISH, whether with or without
ranking, displayed mediocre performance in search accuracy,
placing it behind Yottixel. Finally, RetCCL, both with and
without ranking, consistently delivered the lowest accuracy
among the tested search engines.

While achieving top-tier search accuracy is undeniably vital,
it is equally essential for these systems to demonstrate effi-
ciency in terms of time and storage utilization for practical
implementation. Notably, Yottixel and BoVW have proven to
be efficient in storage and execution time. Conversely, SISH
and RetCCL have lagged behind, showing sluggish indexing
behaviour and impractical storage needs, which considerably
limits their scalability and broader adoption. Particularly, SISH
has excessive storage need due to using vEB trees, a factor
that makes SISH slow for small and medium size datasets,
and infeasible for large datasets. While RetCCL can readily
enhance its performance by substituting deep features for
mosaic building, SISH faces a significant challenge due to
prolonged indexing times required to supply its tree structure
with long integers.

Another pivotal takeaway from our validations is that an
extra ranking algorithm outside the search engine is quite
problematic. It seems applying of ranking to the search results
has been motivated by low-quality results. The removal of
ranking from RetCCL and SISH had intriguing consequences,
revealing nuances in their performance. This alteration led to a
deterioration in the search capabilities of SISH, confirming that
ranking played a crucial role in refining their search accuracy.
As for RetCCL, the ranking delivers more inconsistent results.
On the contrary, Yottixel only experienced a rather slight
improvement with the addition of ranking, hinting at its
already consistent and reliable results with no further post-
processing (we only added ranking after Yottixel for the sake
of fair comparison and completeness of experiments, a step
that has been omitted in SISH paper).

As previously discussed, the critical task of patient tissue
matching through matching WSI to other WSIs underscores
the need for an efficient generation of WSI representations
(like Yottixel’s mosaic) and a reliable scheme for WSI-to-
WSI comparison (like Yottixel’s median-of-minimum distance
calculation). This is where SISH and RetCCL fall short, as
they not only do not possess the capability to generate expres-
sive WSI representations, but also they lose the capability of
WSI-to-WSI matching. The former shortcoming for SISH is
due to crippling Yottixel’s barcodes with a patch-oriented tree
structure and a post-search ranking scheme and for RetCCL
due to the adoption of the SISH ranking scheme. The latter
shortcoming is mainly due to using a redundant ranking
algorithm after the search. Both the vEB tree and the post-
search ranking separate mosaic patches, rendering mosaic-to-
mosaic comparison infeasible.

A major observation through our investigations was the
lack of novel patching algorithms. BoVW has a unique
divide strategy that enables WSI representations through the
histogram of visual words. Yottixel is the only recent search
engine that introduced a novel framework for patching, coined

“mosaic”, a two-stage stain/proximity clustering followed by
intra-cluster sampling. SISH and RetCCL use Yottixel’s mo-
saic for patching. There is an urgent need for novel ideas for
WSI patching to improve search results and the efficiency of
indexing.

Our data collection and engagement using the four methods
extended over several months. Beyond the accuracy, speed,
storage, and robustness numbers that we have reported, we
can conclude

■ BoVW and Yottixel present comprehensive
search solutions with innovative concepts. Their
combination of high speed and efficient storage is
highly valuable. However, to enhance their accuracy,
integration with a well-trained backbone network
and the implementation of adjustments to the pri-
mary site are necessary. As Yottixel is a commercial
product, researchers may have more freedom to
investigate different variants of BoVW.
■ Yottixel relies on manual settings for its mosaic,
particularly regarding the number of clusters (i.e.,
tissue types) and the percentage of sampling within
clusters. Yottixel, along with SISH and RetCCL
using the same scheme, would greatly benefit from a
fully automated patch selection. Additionally, imple-
menting a logarithmic approach to barcode compar-
ison could further enhance the speed of median-of-
minimum Hamming distance calculations, making
Yottixel even faster than it already is.
■ SISH, a Yottixel variant, deviates from the princi-
ples of Occam’s Razor, introducing speed and scala-
bility issues. The attempt to enhance Yottixel has led
to unnecessary complexity in SISH, marked by trial
and error. A fundamental design flaw is evident as
SISH relies on vEB trees, assuming O(lg lgN) time,
but neglecting the exponential space requirements
O(2m). The use of long integers in this outdated
structure, coupled with massive overhead, renders
SISH impractical for large N , making the loading
and processing of terabytes of data into memory
infeasible. Regardless of archive size, SISH exhibits
sluggish indexing due to the necessity of generating
very long integers for the tree.
■ RetCCL barely qualifies as a search engine.
Its primary focus is on the CCL network, which
appears to provide non-expressive embeddings for
tissue morphology when used for image retrieval.
■ All four methods can incrementally index new
WSIs although they may then perform poor if the
new tissue pattern does not fall inside the latent
space of the deep network used.

These findings emphasize the trade-offs and varied strengths
and weaknesses among different image search approaches in
histopathology, emphasizing the complex interplay between
search accuracy, speed, and memory efficiency in this field.
Beyond these requirements, we have also observed the fol-
lowing deficiencies:

• The accuracy level of all search engines is still low for
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clinical utility.
• We should prioritize both speed and storage considera-

tions in digital pathology.
• No automated curation framework exists for WSI selec-

tion.
• No algorithm has been put forward for setting magnifi-

cation level and patch size.
• No multimodal search approach has been proposed.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The internal datasets analyzed during the current study are
not publicly available due to privacy concerns and ethical
considerations.

CODE AVAILABILITY

The Yottixel’s code, and KimiaNet model and
its weights are available at Kimia Lab’s GitHub
(https://github.com/KimiaLabMayo). SISH code is available at
a GitHub repository (https://github.com/mahmoodlab/SISH).
RetCCL code and model are available at a GitHub
repository (https://github.com/Xiyue-Wang/RetCCL).
BoVW code is available at Kimia Lab’s GitHub
(https://github.com/KimiaLabMayo).
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[68] Sebastian Otálora, Manfredo Atzori, Vincent Andrearczyk, Amjad Khan,
and Henning Müller. Staining invariant features for improving gen-
eralization of deep convolutional neural networks in computational
pathology. Frontiers in bioengineering and biotechnology, 7:198, 2019.

[69] Kevin de Haan, Yijie Zhang, Jonathan E Zuckerman, Tairan Liu,
Anthony E Sisk, Miguel FP Diaz, Kuang-Yu Jen, Alexander Nobori,
Sofia Liou, Sarah Zhang, et al. Deep learning-based transformation of



19

h&e stained tissues into special stains. Nature communications, 12(1):1–
13, 2021.

[70] Taher Dehkharghanian, Azam Asilian Bidgoli, Abtin Riasatian, Pooria
Mazaheri, Clinton JV Campbell, Liron Pantanowitz, HR Tizhoosh, and
Shahryar Rahnamayan. Biased data, biased ai: deep networks predict the
acquisition site of tcga images. Diagnostic pathology, 18(1):67, 2023.
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