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Abstract. Assessment of the density of mitotic figures (MFs) in histologic tumor
sections is an important prognostic marker for many tumor types, including breast
cancer. Recently, it has been reported in multiple works that the quantity of MFs
with an atypical morphology (atypical MFs, AMFs) might be an independent
prognostic criterion for breast cancer. AMFs are an indicator of mutations in the
genes regulating the cell cycle and can lead to aberrant chromosome constitution
(aneuploidy) of the tumor cells. To facilitate further research on this topic using
pattern recognition, we present the first ever publicly available dataset of atypical
and normal MFs (AMi-Br). For this, we utilized two of the most popular MF
datasets (MIDOG 2021 and TUPAC) and subclassified all MFs using a three
expert majority vote. Our final dataset consists of 3,720 MFs, split into 832
AMFs (22.4%) and 2,888 normal MFs (77.6%) across all 223 tumor cases in
the combined set. We provide baseline classification experiments to investigate
the consistency of the dataset, using a Monte Carlo cross-validation and different
strategies to combat class imbalance. We found an averaged balanced accuracy of
up to 0.806 when using a patch-level data set split, and up to 0.713 when using a
patient-level split.

1 Introduction

For many human and animal tumors, including human breast cancer, one of the most
important tests for assessing patient prognosis is quantification of tumor cell prolifera-
tion [1, 2]. Dividing cells can be detected in standard histological tumor images (H&E
stain) as mitotic figures (MFs) and are counted within a specific tumor area (mitotic
count). Due to relevant inter-rater variability of pathologists in assessment of the mitotic
count, deep learning models have been extensively investigated as a potential solution for
assistance of the prognostication process [3–5]. For this purpose of model development,
several challenge datasets have been created and made publicly available, most impor-
tantly the TUPAC dataset [4], for which an alternative ground truth label exists [6], and
the datasets of the MIDOG 2021 [5] and MIDOG 2022 challenges [3]. These datasets
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have fostered extensive research on this pattern recognition task and comparison of
numerous deep learning approaches.

Mitosis is the process of cell division, which is highly regulated in normal cells,
resulting in the histological appearance of normal/typical MFs (NMF). However, in
malignant tumor cells, mutations can disrupt this regulated process. Resultant failure of
equal division of the genetic material (chromosomes) between the two daughter cells can
be detected in histological images as atypical MFs (AMFs, Fig. 1). Aberrant chromo-
some constitutions (aneuploidy) of neoplastic cells can promote tumor progression [7].
There is increasing evidence that the number of AMFs (AMF count) and the ratio of
AMFs among all MFs is of high prognostic relevance in human breast cancer [8, 9] and
other tumor types [10, 11]. The inter-rater agreement of classifying MFs into normal
and atypical subtypes was reported as low due to the complex and highly variable mor-
phologies [10, 12]. Deep learning models have the potential to improve reproducibility
and lower time investment required for this task.

To date there are only two studies that have investigated deep learning models for
AMFs [12, 13], both of which have shown that this task seems to be particularly difficult
based on the overlapping morphologies of normal MFs and AMFs as well as the low
frequency of AMFs (class imbalance). Open access datasets are needed to facilitate
development of optimized deep learning approaches. Following common practice, a
reasonable algorithmic workflow seems to be a two step process with first an object
detection of all MFs within large images and a second patch classification into normal
and atypical subtypes. Whereas this first step has been extensively addressed in previous
research (see above), this article focuses on the patch classification task.

The aim of this dataset publication is to make the first atypical mitotic figure dataset
for human breast cancer (AMi-Br) publicly available and provide baseline performance
for deep learning classification models.

2 Materials and methods

2.1 Dataset creation

For this dataset we used all MFs labels from the two largest and most diverse challenge
datasets in human breast cancer, namely the TUPAC challenge [4] using the improved
alternative version of labels [6] and the MIDOG 2021 challenge [5]. These two datasets
comprise histological sections from three pathology centers scanned with 6 different
whole slide image scanners. A preliminary version of this dataset has been created for a
previous study [12], whereas a third annotator was added to derive a consensus vote on
the labels.

All three annotators (CAB, VW and TAD) received image patches (128× 128 pixels)
centered around the original MF annotations and were asked to independently (blinded
to the other annotators) classify them into normal and atypical morphologies (Fig. 1).
Normal MFs were defined by the characteristic morphologies of the different phases
(1. prometaphase, 2. metaphase, 3. ring-shape metaphase, 4. ana- and telophase), as
previously described [14]. AMFs included the following categories: 1. polar asymmetry
(1A. bipolar asymmetry, 1B. tri- and multipolar asymmetry), 2. chromosome segrega-
tion abnormalities (including lagging chromosomes and bridging chromosomes) and
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3. other atypical morphologies (such as dispersed chromosome fragments), based on
previous definitions [8–10]. If segregation abnormalities occurred concurrently with
polar asymmetry or other AMFs, the MF was assigned to the latter label class. For MF
patches that lacked clear characteristics of the above mentioned label classes, annotators
had to select the class with the highest resemblance. Information relating to the specific
MF and AMF subtypes is available in the dataset for two pathologists, however is not
considered for the technical validation as it is difficult to find a majority vote for 8 label
classes.

2.2 Technical validation

To validate our dataset and assess the label consistency, we performed baseline classifi-
cation experiments using a standard pipeline with DenseNet-121 and EfficientNet V2 S
(both pre-trained on ImageNet) as backbones and using several strategies to combat the
class imbalance. We first used weighted cross-entropy, using the class occurrences as
weights. Additional strategies included testing random class prevalence-weighted sam-
pling with replacement and using the focal loss. We trained all models for 20 epochs
using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 10−3 and retrospectively selected the
best model on the balanced accuracy on the validation set.

As the problem is imbalanced, we report balanced accuracy as well as area under
the ROC curve (ROC AUC). We performed a five-fold Monte Carlo cross-validation for
each of the conditions and report mean and standard deviation values for each metric.
We employed two distinct strategies for data splitting. First, to evaluate the quality of the
labels, we conducted the split at the patch level. While we acknowledge that this approach
may yield overoptimistic results, we additionally performed a split at the patient level to
establish a baseline for algorithmic comparisons.

Fig. 1. Examples of the mitotic figure morphologies included in the AMi-Br dataset.
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Tab. 1. Assessment of experts’ agreement (overall agreement and Cohen’s 𝜅) on the atypical clas-
sification and the morphology classification (4 normal MF (NMF) phases and 4 AMF subtypes).

evaluation experts agreement Cohen’s 𝜅

AMF/NMF
1 vs. 2 0.85 0.53
1 vs. 3 0.84 0.54
2 vs. 3 0.87 0.66

morphology 1 vs. 2 0.71 0.60

Tab. 2. Confusion matrix between expert 1 and expert 2 in the assessment of MF morphology.

AMF NMF
bipolar asym. multipolar other segregation anaphase-telophase metaphase prometaphase ring shape

AMF bipolar asym. 35 1 5 9 2 6 1 0
AMF multipolar 2 28 23 11 5 1 1 0
AMF other 9 6 121 46 2 52 15 4
AMF segregation 2 0 12 120 3 5 11 1
NMF anaphase-telophase 32 0 7 32 166 14 2 0
NMF metaphase 7 2 12 121 10 1175 22 0
NMF prometaphase 17 2 53 131 19 244 949 112
NMF ring shape 1 0 5 9 1 2 0 34

2.3 Usage notes

We make the full dataset available in our github repository1. The dataset is stored as
CSV file, encompassing the dataset, filename, coordinates, and individual expert labels
as well as the joint (majority vote) atypical label as the columns. The repository further
contains the notebooks of our experiments.

3 Results

3.1 Dataset description

The dataset consists of, in total, 3,720 MFs, comprising 1,999 MFs from the TUPAC16
alternative label set and 1,721 MFs from the MIDOG21 dataset.

Atypical vs. typical. As the result from the majority vote between the three experts, 832
MFs were found to be atypical, while the remaining 2,888 were considered normal MFs.
All experts agreed on 2,908 objects, 412 of which were atypical MFs. The agreement
of individual experts can be found in Table 1.

Morphology. Overall, we found a moderate agreement (𝜅 = 0.60) between experts 1 and
2 regarding the morphological subclassification of MFs (Tables 1 and 2). In the mitotic
phase classification of normal MFs, we found the main discrepancy between adjacent
classes in the mitotic cycle (Table 2).
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Tab. 3. Results of the classification experiment. We report mean ± standard deviation of five-fold
Monte Carlo cross-validation for each metric on the resp. test set.

model strategy patch-level split patient-level split
bal. acc. ROC AUC bal. acc. ROC AUC

DenseNet-121
weighted cross-entropy 0.801 ± 0.019 0.879 ± 0.010 0.617 ± 0.031 0.633 ± 0.037
focal loss 0.791 ± 0.018 0.899 ± 0.012 0.551 ± 0.024 0.587 ± 0.064
weighted sampling 0.795 ± 0.030 0.877 ± 0.015 0.651 ± 0.015 0.656 ± 0.022

EfficientNet V2-S
weighted cross-entropy 0.806 ± 0.024 0.887 ± 0.011 0.675 ± 0.020 0.656 ± 0.025
focal loss 0.785 ± 0.015 0.880 ± 0.013 0.671 ± 0.020 0.674 ± 0.012
weighted sampling 0.789 ± 0.016 0.876 ± 0.011 0.713 ± 0.016 0.698 ± 0.026

3.2 Technical validation

Using a patch-level split, we found an average balanced accuracy and ROC AUC of
up to 0.806 and up to 0.899, respectively, depending on the strategy used to combat
the class imbalance ( Table 3). We found a significant drop in performance when
patient-level splitting was performed, hinting towards a possible patient-specific prior
that the model overfitted to. We only found a minor impact of model architecture and
imbalance-countering strategy, with a slight benefit for the weighted cross-entropy loss
and weighted sampling.

4 Discussion

As shown by the statistics regarding expert agreement as well as the baseline experiments,
AMF classification is a challenging task. The difficulty of this endeavor can be explained
by 1) the high class imbalance and 2) the high morphological overlap between AMFs
and normal MFs. Since erroneous cell division may occur at any phase of the cell
cycle, there may be a higher resemblance between AMFs and normal MFs than within
these label classes. Furthermore, some of the atypical morphologies are subtle, such
as lagging chromosomes (i.e. small chromosome fragment left behind in the cytoplasm
near the metaphase plate instead of being pulled apart). Algorithmic performance may
be improved by annotating even larger datasets, more reproducible AMF definitions,
or in regularization strategies like creating dedicated augmentation schemes for this
problem. Future research should create an AMF dataset for additional tumor types that
would allow a wider research application [3]. While there are few studies that have
evaluated AMFs in tumor types other than human breast cancer [10, 11, 15], this test
needs to be evaluated more extensively to gain a better understanding of its prognostic
role across tumor types. Deep learning models would allow a reproducible evaluation
and analysis of entire tumor sections, thereby generating an understanding of the AMF’s
intratumoral distribution.
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1https://github.com/DeepMicroscopy/AMi-Br/

https://github.com/DeepMicroscopy/AMi-Br/
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