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Multimodal AI on Wound Images and Clinical
Notes for Home Patient Referral
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Abstract—Chronic wounds affect 8.5 million Americans, espe-
cially the elderly and patients with diabetes. Since such wounds
can take up to nine months to heal, regular care is crucial
to ensure proper healing, and prevent severe outcomes such as
limb amputations. However, many patients receive care in their
homes from visiting nurses and caregivers with variable wound
expertise, resulting in inconsistent care. Problematic, non-healing
wounds should be referred to experts in wound clinics to avoid
adverse outcomes such as limb amputations. Unfortunately, due
to the lack of wound expertise, referral decisions made in non-
clinical settings can be erroneous, delayed or unnecessary.

This paper proposes the Deep Multimodal Wound Assessment
Tool (DM-WAT), a novel machine learning framework to support
visiting nurses in deciding whether to refer chronic wound pa-
tients to see a wound specialist. DM-WAT analyzes smartphone-
captured wound images and clinical notes from Electronic Health
Records (EHRs) to recommend whether a patient should be
referred to a wound specialist. DM-WAT extracts visual features
from wound images using DeiT-Base-Distilled, a Vision Trans-
former (ViT) architecture. Distillation-based training facilitates
representation learning and knowledge transfer from a larger
teacher model to DeiT-Base so that DeiT-Base-Distilled performs
well on our small wound image dataset of 205 wound images. DM-
WAT extracts text features from clinical notes using DeBERTa-
base, which improves context comprehension by disentangling
content and position information from clinical notes. DeBERTa-
base’s disentangled attention mechanism ensures robust extrac-
tion of complex syntactic and semantic dependencies from clinical
text. Visual and text features are combined using an intermediate
fusion approach. To overcome the challenges posed by a small
and imbalanced dataset, DM-WAT integrates image and text
augmentation alongside transfer learning via pre-trained feature
extractors to achieve high performance. In rigorous evaluation,
DM-WAT achieved an accuracy of 77% ± 3% and an F1 score
of 70% ± 2%, outperforming the prior state of the art and
all baseline single-modality and multimodal approaches. Addi-
tionally, to enhance the interpretability and trust in DM-WAT’s
recommendations, the Score-CAM and Captum interpretation
algorithms provided insights into the specific parts of the image
and text inputs that the model focused on during decision-
making.

Index Terms—chronic wounds, wound care patient referral,
machine learning.
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CHRONIC wounds affect approximately 8.2 million peo-
ple in the United States [1], [2], and have prolonged

healing times and significant economic costs [3], [4]. These
wounds are particularly common among the elderly and pa-
tients with conditions such as diabetes, contributing to an
annual healthcare burden ranging from $25 to $96.8 billion
[1], [2]. Timely and accurate wound assessment is crucial,
as it determines whether a patient’s current treatment plan
is effective or needs modification [5]. However, the shortage
of wound specialists has resulted in a situation where much
of the follow-up care is provided by visiting nurses with no
specialized wound training in home settings, leading to incon-
sistent and non-standardized wound management. Specifically,
patients with problematic wounds who are receiving home
care should be referred to experts in a clinic to avoid adverse
outcomes such as limb amputations. However, these referral
decisions are sometimes delayed or inaccurate, which in turn
can lead to avoidable limb amputations, and even fatalities [6].
Given these challenges, there is a clear need for solutions that
can support visiting nurses with no specialized wound training
in making informed and timely wound care decisions.

Previous work in wound assessment has included traditional
clinical tools such as the Photographic Wound Assessment
Tool (PWAT), which provides structured rubrics to evaluate
wound healing progress [7], [8]. However, these tools are
often manual, time-intensive, and rely on the expertise of
trained specialists, which may not always be available to
visiting nurses. In recent years, AI-driven solutions have been
introduced to address these limitations. Some approaches have
utilized image-based models, primarily convolutional neural
networks (CNNs), to automate wound classification based
on visual data[9], [10]. CNNs have demonstrated success
in identifying wound types and stages, including diabetic
ulcers and pressure ulcers, providing reliable tools for clinical
applications [10]. More recently, Vision Transformers (ViTs)
have emerged as a powerful alternative to CNNs for medi-
cal image analysis [11], [12]. Unlike CNNs, ViTs use self-
attention mechanisms to capture global dependencies across
an image, enabling them to excel in tasks requiring detailed
spatial analyses [11], [12]. This advancement suggests that
ViTs may be effective for wound image assessment. While
image-based models are effective, they often lack the ability to
incorporate contextual information from clinical notes, which
is crucial for a comprehensive understanding of wound condi-
tions. Other studies have explored text-based models such as
Term Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF) [13]
and Hierarchical Attention Networks (HAN) [5]. Moreover,
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language models such as Bidirectional Encoder Representa-
tions from Transformers (BERT) [14] have proven effective
in processing and classifying Electronic Health Record (EHR)
data. Despite the effectiveness of text-based algorithms, these
models are limited in their ability to analyze visual data,
which is often critical for chronic wound evaluations. Although
multimodal AI methods that combine visual and textual data
have shown promise in various healthcare applications [15],
[16], [17], their use in wound assessment have not been
explored extensively.

In this work, we propose the Deep Multimodal Wound As-
sessment Tool (DM-WAT), an AI framework that utilizes both
wound images and clinical notes to provide accurate referral
recommendations. Our data consists of 205 wound images
and associated clinical notes collected from UMass Memorial
Medical Center, each categorized by wound care specialists
into one of three referral classes: (1) Continue Treatment, (2)
Change Treatment Non-Urgently, and (3) Change Treatment
Urgently (See figure 1). This multimodal dataset allows DM-
WAT to address the limitations of image-only or text-only
approaches by leveraging both visual and textual information.

The proposed DM-WAT framework is designed to process
and analyze both image and text data by combining advanced
deep learning models for each modality and fusing their
outputs. For wound images, we use the DeiT-Base-Distilled
model, a Vision Transformer (ViT) architecture known for
its efficient use of data and ability to capture intricate visual
details [18]. The DeiT-Base-Distilled model is pre-trained on a
large dataset of general images, allowing it to extract relevant
visual features from wound images, even with our relatively
small dataset. For textual data, we employ the DeBERTa-
base model, a BERT-based language model that provides
high-quality contextual embeddings from clinical notes [19].
DeBERTa is effective at capturing subtle textual information
that reflects wound severity and treatment recommendations.
After extracting features from each modality intermediate
fusion is used to concatenate the visual and textual features
into a combined representation. This fused vector is then used
by the final classifier to predict the referral decision based on a
comprehensive understanding of both the wound’s appearance
and clinical context.

Our contributions are as follows:
• Automatic feature extraction using pre-trained Net-

works: DeiT-Base-Distilled captures complex visual fea-
tures from images, while DeBERTa-base generates rich
contextual embeddings from clinical notes, improving the
model’s ability to understand both visual and textual cues
for accurate classification.

• Synthetic data generation to address missing or sparse
data: Synthetic data were generated and utilized to aug-
ment both data modalities, enhancing model robustness
and generalizability. Specifically, classic techniques such
as rotation, flipping, and brightness adjustments were
used for wound image augmentation, while GPT-4 was
employed to generate synthetic clinical notes.

• Intermediate fusion to combine visual and textual fea-
tures: Intermediate fusion was applied to combine visual
and textual features, significantly enhancing prediction

accuracy for all three target referral classes. A Support
Vector Machine (SVM) classifier was utilized to classify
the fused representation of features extracted from DeiT-
Base-Distilled and DeBERTa-base into the three target
referral classes.

• Interpretability for Clinical Application: Interpretabil-
ity methods such as Score-CAM and Captum were
employed to provide insights into the specific parts of
image and text inputs that influenced model decisions.
These methods enhanced transparency and trust, thereby
increasing clinician confidence in DM-WAT’s recommen-
dations.

• Rigorous evaluation: DM-WAT achieved an accuracy of
77% ± 3% and an F1 score of 70% ± 2%, outperforming
the prior state of the art and all baseline single-modality
and multimodal approaches.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: Section
II reviews related work, Section III describes our methodol-
ogy including the dataset and DM-WAT architecture, Section
IV presents evaluation experiments and results, Section V
discusses findings, and Section VI concludes with future
directions.

II. RELATED WORK

The integration of machine learning (ML) into healthcare
has gained significant traction, particularly for wound care and
assessment. Paper-based wound assessment rubrics, such as
the Leg Ulcer Measurement Tool [20], Pressure Ulcer Scale
for Healing [7], and the Photographic Wound Assessment
Tool (PWAT) [8], have provided guidance for non-specialist
clinicians. These tools enable structured evaluation and scoring
of wound characteristics, including size, depth, and tissue
type, thus supporting effective monitoring and treatment over
time [5], [20]. However, such paper-based rubrics still rely on
human observation, making them prone to inconsistency and
subjective interpretation, and can be time-consuming to utilize.
Additionally, as these manual wound assessment rubrics are
not data-driven and do not learn from prior wound assessment
data, they are unable to leverage the large amount of classified
data already assessed by experts, which could otherwise im-
prove wound assessment through machine learning integration
[8].

Machine learning algorithms have emerged as promising
solutions to address these limitations by enabling automated,
consistent wound assessments and decision support. ML al-
gorithms for wound assessment can be broadly categorized
into three types: image-based, text-based, and multimodal
approaches. Each category offers unique advantages and ap-
plications for wound care.

A. Image-based machine learning for wound assessment

Image-based ML models such as Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNs), have shown high accuracy in classifying
wound types and stages. For instance, Rostami et al. [10]
developed an ensemble CNN model to classify wound images
into categories such as surgical, diabetic, and venous ulcers,
achieving up to 96.4% accuracy in binary classification. Vision
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types for the task of diagnosing myocardial infarction and heart ischemia (Ohlsson, 2004). Brown and Marotta (Brown & Marotta, 
2017) found a gradient boosting ensemble model most accurate in classifying Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI). Consequently, in 
addition to single classifiers, we explored ensembles for classifying wounds. 

Deep learning approaches have also been applied to biomedical data. Gao et al. (Gao et al., 2018) used a Hierarchical Attention 
Network (HAN) consisting of two layers of bidirectional LSTMs/GRUs to identify one of 12 possible International Classification of 
Diseases (ICD) codes, as well as determine a histological grade classification for cancer pathology reports. Bidirectional LSTMs/GRUs 
allow retention of past and present contextual information, which is particularly relevant for text data. HANs are used for document 
classification because its hierarchies reflect the breakdown of a document into sentences, then words. Gao et al. (Gao et al., 2018) 
found the HAN more accurate than SVM, Random Forest, extreme gradient boosting, RNN, and CNN for classifying pathology reports. 
Baumel et al. (Baumel et al., 2018) also found a HAN was more accurate (86% accuracy) than SVMs, Continuous Bag of Words (CBOW), 
and CNNs for classifying 10,000 patient reports with ICD codes. Due to success in prior work with similar medical data, we also 
implemented a HAN. 

2.3. Text mining medical data 

To extract information from the unstructured text from wound experts, we explored Natural Language Processing (NLP) and text 
mining techniques used for Electronic Health Records (EHR). Prior work has combined clinical knowledge with ML to improve 
classification accuracy. Zhang et al. (Zhang et al., 2018) leveraged clinical knowledge and ML methods (logistic regression) to produce 
groupings of medical order sets. 

A popular approach in prior NLP work involves tokenizing input text and identifying token frequency. Zheng et al. (Zheng et al., 
2016) identified cases of Diabetes Mellitus (DM) by mapping tokens to DM risk factors, and indicating presence with a binary encoding. 
Castro et al. (Castro et al., 2015) identified polycystic ovarian syndrome by outputting the frequency of tokens. Another approach used 
to transform free text is to use word embeddings. These were used by Gao et al. (Gao et al., 2018) and are considered a powerful tool to 
represent contextual and semantic meaning. We explored both techniques described to extract meaning from textual EHR data. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Use scenario 

To illustrate the envisioned functionality of our CDSS, and, thus, our ML classifiers, we present a use scenario. We assume a visiting 
nurse or a nursing home nurse is following up with a chronic wound patient who has previously seen a wound specialist and has a 
current treatment plan. The nurse is well-qualified but not a wound expert. The treatments the nurse can provide are limited due to lack 
of wound-specific training or lack of medical resources in remote settings (see Appendix B). Making these assumptions of situation and 
minimal wound expertise allows our CDSS to be used by any nurse in typical visiting nurse settings. However, we acknowledge that 

Table 1 
Treatment types, medical indicators, and wound examples categorized by decision.   

Treatment / Medical Indicators Wound Example 

Decision 1: Continue with current 
treatment. 

No necrotic tissue (wound is clean) 
No debridement needed 
No spreading infection 
No bone or tendon visible 
No ischemia or had a prior vascular treatment 
Size of wound is small enough to not necessitate a 
skin graft 
Does not need offloading 

For a small, uninfected wound, 
apply a gauze dressing. 

Decision 2: Request order for non-urgent 
change in treatment from wound 
specialist. 

Change dressing type (if wound is too dry or too 
moist) 
VAC (vacuum assisted closure) (if wound is clean 
but needs closure or granulation assistance) 
Offloading (if in an area where pressure is an issue) 
Compression (if venous ulcer) 
Antibiotic (if signs of infection) 

For a dry wound, apply a moist 
dressing. 

Decision 3: Refer patient to a wound 
specialist. 

Debridement (if wound has necrotic tissue) 
Ascending ischemia (i.e., may indicate a need for 
revascularization) 
Wet gangrene 
Surgery if bone/tendon visible 
Amputation 
Skin graft (if wound is clean but of a large size) 

For a wound needing surgical 
cleaning, recommend debridement.  

H. Nguyen et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                        

Fig. 1. Example of Wound Image from Dataset. Each image corresponds to one of the three referral decision categories along with descriptive clinical notes
[5].

Transformer (ViT) models, a more recent development, have
also demonstrated promising results in image classification
tasks in wound care. Mohan et al. [12] used a ViT model
for diabetic foot ulcer detection, achieving 98.58% accuracy
and outperforming traditional CNN-based methods [11]. These
examples illustrate the potential of image-based ML models
to provide robust, automated wound assessments that are
faster and typically more accurate than manual assessment by
humans even when guided by paper-based rubrics.

B. Text-based machine learning for wound assessment

Text-based models leverage Electronic Health Records
(EHR) and clinical notes to capture detailed patient history,
enabling a comprehensive wound analysis. Advanced Natural
Language Processing (NLP) models, such as Bidirectional
Encoder Representations from Transformers (BERT) and its
medical-specific variant ClinicalBERT, have shown success
in analyzing EHR data by capturing nuanced contextual in-
formation in clinical notes [21]. For example, ClinicalBERT,
fine-tuned on EHRs, has been applied to hospital readmission
prediction with superior performance over traditional NLP
models [14]. This capability enables accurate identification of
key factors in wound progression and treatment response, mak-
ing text-based ML an essential component for understanding
wound conditions from a clinical perspective.

C. Multimodal machine learning for wound referral recom-
mendation

Recent studies have shown that multimodal approaches,
which integrate both image and text data, provide a holistic
view of the wound condition and enhance decision-making
accuracy [17], [15]. Nguyen et al. [5] proposed a multimodal
model combining image and textual features for wound care

decision-making, achieving improved accuracy in referral rec-
ommendations by leveraging PWAT scores along with clinical
notes. Holly et al. [5] applied a multimodal model using
a Hierarchical Attention Network (HAN) to process clinical
notes and visual features, enhancing the reliability of referral
decisions for chronic wounds. These findings highlight the
potential of multimodal approaches to utilize both visual and
textual cues, leading to more accurate wound assessments.

Our work builds on these foundations by introducing
the Deep Multimodal Wound Assessment Tool (DM-WAT),
which combines image features extracted with the DeiT-Base-
Distilled model and text features derived from DeBERTa. This
model is designed to enhance decision support for wound
care, particularly by improving the accuracy of referral rec-
ommendations for chronic wounds. Leveraging these state-of-
the-art architectures, our approach provides reliable, actionable
insights that assist clinicians in making timely and effective
wound care decisions.

III. METHODOLOGY

This methodology section details the Deep Multimodal
Wound Assessment Tool (DM-WAT) architecture, dataset
characteristics and limitations, data augmentation strategies,
feature extraction methods, and classification techniques, along
with interpretation algorithms that enhance the transparency of
model predictions.

A. Dataset

The dataset used in this study consists of 205 wound images
obtained from patients at UMass Memorial Medical Center [5],
[17]. These images were carefully selected to represent various
wound types and severity levels, ensuring a comprehensive
depiction of the wound spectrum. Each image was reviewed
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and labeled by two wound specialists—Expert 1, a plastic
surgeon, and Expert 2, a dually credentialed podiatric surgeon
and vascular nurse practitioner. These experts both provided
ground truth labels by categorizing each wound into one of
three treatment decision categories based on their clinical
judgment and expertise:

1) Continue Current Treatment: Indicating that the cur-
rent treatment plan for the patient’s wound was deemed
appropriate and effective by the experts, with no changes
needed.

2) Change Treatment Non-Urgently: Suggesting that
modifications to the treatment plan were necessary,
although urgent intervention was not required. This
category includes cases where adjustments to wound
care protocols or additional medical interventions might
support optimal healing.

3) Change Treatment Urgently: Referring to wounds
needing immediate intervention due to factors such as
infection, worsening condition, or lack of response to
current treatment. Urgent changes aim to prevent fur-
ther complications and adverse outcomes, such as limb
amputation, and to promote healing.

Alongside each image, the specialists provided detailed tex-
tual descriptions, including insights into wound characteristics
and rationale behind their referral decisions. Figure 1 shows
examples of the three referral decision categories, illustrating
the diversity of wound types and the types of clinical notes
used to describe them.

B. Challenges and strategies to mitigate dataset issues

The dataset presents several challenges, including its small
size, class imbalance, and occasionally contradictory labels
from the experts. Addressing these limitations is critical for
training reliable and accurate machine learning models. The
following strategies were implemented to mitigate these issues:

• Small Dataset: With only 205 images, the dataset’s size
is a major limitation for deep neural network (DNN)
performance. To address this, data augmentation tech-
niques were employed to increase the size and variabil-
ity of the dataset, facilitating robust model training on
limited data. Traditional augmentation methods, such as
rotations, flips, and random cropping, were applied to
wound images [22]. For textual data, GPT-4 was used
to generate additional wound descriptions based on the
clinical context, enhancing the dataset with synthetic but
realistic text [23].

• Imbalanced Dataset: The majority of cases in our dataset
belonged to the urgent treatment class. This imbalance
was because the dataset was sourced from a wound clinic,
which generally treated more severe wound cases. Figure
2(A) shows a bar chart depicting this imbalance across
the three categories. To mitigate data imbalance, data
augmentation was used to upsample underrepresented
categories, aiming to create a more balanced dataset for
model training.

• Contradictory Labels: There were instances where the
two experts provided conflicting recommendations for the

same case, introducing inconsistencies into the dataset.
To prioritize patient safety, a conservative final decision,
decfinal, was adopted by selecting the higher (more ur-
gent) of the two expert recommendations, as defined in
Equation (1):

decfinal = max(decexp1, decexp2), (1)

where decexp1 and decexp2 represent the decisions made by
Expert 1 and Expert 2, respectively. Choosing the more
urgent recommendation ensures that the model errs on
the side of caution. Figure 2(B) illustrates the agreement
(diagonal) and disagreement (off-diagonal) between the
experts’ decisions, providing insight into the consistency
of their labeling.

Fig. 2. Expert Decision Analysis (A) The bar chart illustrates the imbalance
in referral decisions, with most cases falling under urgent referral. (B)
The confusion matrix displays agreement (diagonal) and disagreement (off-
diagonal) between the experts’ decisions, highlighting inconsistencies in the
labeling.

C. DM-WAT architecture

Figure 3 presents an overview of the DM-WAT framework,
which consists of four main stages: data augmentation, feature
extraction, multimodal fusion, and classification.

1) Image augmentation: To increase the diversity of the
wound image dataset, classic augmentation techniques, such as
rotations, flips, and random crops, were applied to each wound
image [24]. These augmentations help increase the size of the
data, address class imbalance and add variability to the limited
dataset. Figure 4 provides examples of these transformations.

2) Text augmentation: GPT-4 was employed to augment
textual data by generating synthetic descriptions based on
visual prompts, thereby enriching the dataset with additional
clinical descriptions. This synthetic text was combined with
expert-provided notes to enable the model to learn from a
more diverse set of wound descriptions. Figure 5 illustrates an
example of GPT-4-generated text.

D. Feature extraction

1) Visual feature extraction utilizing DeiT-Base-Distilled:
DeiT-Base-Distilled is a data-efficient vision transformer ar-
chitecture designed to extract detailed visual features, even
from small datasets. DeiT leverages knowledge distillation
from a teacher network, which enhances its generalization
capability [18]. The model processes wound images by em-
bedding image patches into a sequence of tokens. It uses both
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(B) 
Feature Extraction 

I. Continue 
treatment 

II. Non-urgent 
referral 

III. Urgent referral 

(C) 
Feature Fusion 

(D) 
Classifier 

Fig. 3. DM-WAT framework: (A) Data augmentation, (B) feature extraction using deep neural networks, (C) intermediate fusion of features, and (D)
classification into three referral categories: continue treatment, non-urgent referral, or urgent referral.

Name Description Output image

A Original Image No data augmentation. Only preprocess images.

B Saturation, Contrast,
Brightness, and Hue

Adjust saturation, contrast, brightness, and shift hue 
by [-0.1, 0.1]

C Affine Rotate up to 90°, shear up to 20°, and scale area 
[0.8, 1.2].

D Flips Randomly flip images horizontally and/or vertically.

E Random Crops Randomly crop to 0.4–1.0 of the area, 
3

4
−

4

3
aspect ratio.

F Random Erasing Fill part of the image (up to 30%) with random 
noise (p=0.5).

G E →C→D →B Apply operation E, then operation C, D, and B respec-
tively

Fig. 4. Image augmentation operations with visual examples

Input image

Describe the characteristics of the 
wound.

Prompts 

• A mixture of red and white tissue, 
indicating a possible presence of both 
granulation tissue and fibrin in the 
wound bed.

• The presence of black or dark areas 
that could be necrotic tissue 

• Some yellowish discharge that might 
suggest the presence of pus or 
infection.

• The surrounding skin is intact but may 
show signs of inflammation.

Generated Text

GPT-4o

Fig. 5. Example of GPT-4 generated text for Wound Descriptions

class and distillation tokens to improve feature extraction, as
shown in Figure 6.

Knowledge distillation
Knowledge distillation enables DeiT-Base-Distilled to learn

from both the actual labels and the teacher model’s predictions,
enhancing its ability to generalize effectively. The total loss for
training DeiT-Base-Distilled is given by Equation (2):

Ltotal = αLCE + (1− α)LKD, (2)

where LCE represents the cross-entropy loss computed
against the true labels, LKD is the knowledge distillation loss
obtained from the teacher model’s predictions, and α is a

Fig. 6. DeiT-Base-Distilled Architecture with Class and Distillation Tokens
[25].

hyperparameter that balances the contributions of the two
loss components. By optimizing this combined loss function,
Equation (2), DeiT-Base-Distilled learns to leverage both hard
labels and soft labels, which helps it generalize well even on
small datasets.

Regularization and augmentation
DeiT-Base-Distilled also employs strong augmentation tech-

niques such as Mixup, CutMix, and random erasing to intro-
duce variability in the training data and prevent overfitting
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Figure 5: An illustration of standard Transformer atten-
tion (left) and DeBERTa disentangled attention (right).

relative position between the tokens, so the disen-
tangled relative position embeddings act as implicit
position markers within DeBERTa, which might
make it easier for the model to learn the latent posi-
tion relationship in the training data of the symbolic
manipulation tasks.

Although DeBERTa uses disentangled attention
mechanism, it was not originally introduced to en-
hance the locating capability of LMs, so no pre-
training task was specifically proposed for training
the position embeddings in DeBERTa. This may
potentially lead to limited generalization ability of
DeBERTa on the induction tasks requiring accurate
locating.

Rather than relying on implicit positional mark-
ers, another, more straightforward approach is to
add explicit positional markers in the input for the
model. For example, the input string 2 2 2 is aug-
mented with positional markers A, B, C, · · · . We
explore two methods of adding explicit positional
markers:
Ordered marker: The markers are inserted into
the input in order. 2 2 2→ A 2 B 2 C 2
Random marker: The markers are inserted into
the input in random order. 2 2 2→ E 2 X 2 J 2

With the explicit positional markers, each repeat-
ing 2 becomes different for the model. When do-
ing symbolic manipulation, the Transformer-based
LMs can easily locate the digit by recognizing the
explicit positional markers. Essentially, adding
explicit positional markers breaks the repeating
numbers into a non-repeating input sequence. This
method is also related to pointer networks (Vinyals
et al., 2015), which uses attention as a pointer to
select the position indexes of the input tokens as
the output. A hybrid pointer-generator network can
also be leveraged to copy number from the source

text, while retaining the ability to produce new
numbers through the generator (See et al., 2017).
Compared with implicit markers, explicit markers
provide more direct and clearer location informa-
tion in text format. However, similar to the implicit
positional markers, whether using the explicit posi-
tional markers can generalize to arbitrary length or
unseen markers is still questionable.

4.2 Fine-grained Computation Steps

We then explore possible methods to alleviate the
OOD generalization problem. One observation is
that the complexity of addition with long digits
is larger than that of the 1-digit addition. Thus,
the model should be given more computation time
on the task when the numbers are large. The fine-
tuned T5 and prompted GPT3 mentioned above,
however, is required to generate the answer with
a fixed amount of computation, so one possible
direction to mitigate this limitation is to allow the
model to operate step-by-step instead of generating
the answer in one forward pass. For example, in k-
digit addition, the model is allowed to break it down
into k simple 1-digit addition and the model is
allowed to generate k intermediate addition results
to get the final answer.

Generating fine-grained computation steps can
potentially alleviate the generalization problem, but
may not contribute to the locating capability of
the Transformer-based LMs. To mitigate the locat-
ing problem, we add positional markers to scratch-
pad (Nye et al., 2021) (Figure 6):

question: 1 1 + 2 5
solution:
convert 1 1 into ☞ 1, ☛ 1.
convert 2 5 into ☞ 2, ☛ 5.
☛ 1 5, carry 0, so 1 + 5 + 0 = 6. carry 0, step result 6. 
combine 6 and result, get result 6.
☞ 1 2, carry 0, so 1 + 2 + 0 = 3. carry 0, step result 3. 
combine 3 and result 6, get result 3 6.
carry 0, combine 0 and result 3 6, final result 3 6.

Figure 6: The prompt for GPT3 on the addition task.
We use ª and ª to denote optional different markers
as described in Section 4.1 if they are applied.

We also experiment a more comprehensive
scheme where each number in the demonstration
is associated with an explicit positional marker or
reference marker. A reference marker refers the
positional marker where the following number is
copied from as shown in Figure 7.

Fig. 7. Comparison of Standard BERT Attention (Left) and DeBERTa’s
Disentangled Attention (Right) [29]. DeBERTa separates token embeddings
from position embeddings, allowing it to compute more precise attention
scores based on both content and relative position.

[18]. Mixup generates hybrid samples by combining pairs of
images and their labels, creating smoother transitions between
classes and reducing the risk of overfitting [26]. CutMix cuts
and pastes patches between images, proportionally mixing the
labels based on the area of the patches, which retains more
information and improves model robustness [27]. Random
Erasing randomly removes rectangular regions of an image
during training, simulating occlusions and making the model
more resilient to missing or corrupted information [28].

E. Textual feature extraction utilizing DeBERTa-base

DeBERTa-base (Decoding-enhanced BERT with Disentan-
gled Attention) is a powerful transformer model specifi-
cally designed to capture and extract meaningful textual
features [19]. In the DM-WAT framework, DeBERTa-base
effectively processes clinical notes, which are often complex
and contain domain-specific language, enabling more accurate
decision-making for wound care. The model incorporates two
primary architectural innovations—disentangled attention and
an enhanced mask decoder—tailored to improve contextual
understanding, particularly when applied to small or special-
ized datasets, such as clinical notes.

Disentangled Attention
One of DeBERTa’s key innovations is disentangled at-

tention, where each token is represented by two separate
embeddings: one for semantic content and one for positional
context [19]. This separation allows DeBERTa to compute
more precise attention scores based on both the content of each
token and its relative position, which enhances the model’s
ability to capture complex relationships within clinical notes.
Figure 7 provides an illustration of how DeBERTa employs
separate embeddings for text content and position.

In DeBERTa, the attention score for each token is computed
by combining the content embedding (C) and positional em-
bedding (P ) for each query and key, as shown in Equation (3):

Attention(QC +QP ,KC +KP , V ) =

softmax
(
(QC +QP )(KC +KP )

T

√
dk

)
× V, (3)

Transformer 
Layer

Q K V

H

a) BERT decoding layer

Language Model 
Head

Transformer Layer

Q K V

H

b) Enhanced Masked Decoder 

Language Model 
Head

Fig. 8. Comparison of BERT’s Decoder (Left) and DeBERTa’s Enhanced
Mask Decoder (Right). DeBERTa’s EMD integrates absolute position embed-
dings, making it more flexible and capable of capturing complex relationships
in clinical text [19].

where QC and KC represent the content embeddings, QP

and KP are the positional embeddings for the query and
key, respectively, and dk is the scaling factor. Equation (3)
highlights how DeBERTa separately processes content and
positional information to compute attention scores, enabling
it to better capture the meaning of each word as well as its
structural role within a sentence. This feature is particularly
valuable for understanding nuanced medical language in clin-
ical notes.

Enhanced mask decoder
In addition to disentangled attention, DeBERTa features an

Enhanced Mask Decoder (EMD), which further improves its
interpretive ability by integrating absolute position embed-
dings directly into the decoding process [19]. This differs
from standard BERT, where only the hidden states from the
previous layer are used in decoding. DeBERTa’s EMD enables
more flexible and accurate decoding by allowing the model to
incorporate different input types, including hidden states and
absolute positions, into its final predictions. Figure 8 compares
the standard BERT decoder with DeBERTa’s enhanced mask
decoder. This enhanced decoding process allows DeBERTa to
better capture relationships between clinical terms and improve
token prediction accuracy, which is essential for understanding
and processing the nuanced language of clinical notes.

Performance on small data The architecture of DeBERTa-
base, incorporating disentangled attention and an enhanced
mask decoder, makes it well-suited for handling limited and
complex datasets, such as clinical notes in wound care set-
tings. These features allow DeBERTa to capture nuanced
dependencies, even when working with a relatively small
dataset. Consequently, it can extract meaningful insights from
clinical notes, making it a strong candidate for the DM-WAT
framework, where reliable and interpretable analysis of limited
medical text data is critical for informed decision-making.

F. Multimodal fusion

DM-WAT combines image and text features utilizing in-
termediate fusion, integrating high-level representations from
DeiT-Base-Distilled and DeBERTa-base. This fusion strategy
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Fig. 9. Illustration of the Intermediate Fusion Process: (A) Input modalities
(image and text), (B) modality-specific embedders (DeiT-Base-Distilled for
images, DeBERTa-base for text), (C) extracted embedding vectors concate-
nated into a 1,536-dimensional combined representation.

preserves unique modality-specific features while enabling a
more comprehensive understanding of the data. The combined
features form a unified vector representation, which is fed into
a classifier [30]. Figure 9 demonstrates the fusion process.

G. Support Vector Machines (SVM) to classify fused represen-
tation

The fused features are classified using a Support Vector Ma-
chine (SVM), an algorithm that identifies optimal hyperplanes
to separate data points across multiple classes. SVM works
well on limited datasets and offers clear decision boundaries.
The classification is performed using the decision function, as
expressed by Equation (4):

F (x) = Wx+ b, (4)

where W represents the weight vector and b is the bias term.
The margin, defined as the distance between the hyperplane
and the nearest support vectors, is maximized to achieve
optimal separation. This optimization can be expressed as:

max

(
2

∥W∥

)
. (5)

Equation (5) ensures that the model maximizes the separa-
tion between classes, enhancing the robustness of predictions.

H. Interpretation algorithms

The Score-CAM (for images) and Captum (for text) inter-
pretability algorithms provide insight into model predictions,
enhancing the model’s transparency and trustworthiness.

1) Score-CAM: Score-CAM interprets model predictions
by generating heatmaps that highlight predictive regions in
wound images. It creates these maps by masking different
parts of the image and observing the changes in model
confidence. The final Score-CAM heatmap is calculated using
Equation (6):

Lc
Score-CAM = ReLU

(∑
k

αc
kA

k
l

)
, (6)

where αc
k represents the normalized importance of each

activation map Ak
l . Equation (6) ensures that only the positive

contributions of the activation maps are considered, focusing
the heatmap on regions most relevant to the model’s prediction.

2) Captum: Captum utilizes Integrated Gradients to inter-
pret textual predictions, identifying predictive words in clinical
notes. Integrated Gradients compute the attribution score as
shown in Equation (7):

IntegratedGrad(x) = (x−x′)×
∫ 1

α=0

∂f(x′ + α× (x− x′))

∂x
dα,

(7)
where x is the actual input, x′ is a baseline input (repre-

senting a neutral or reference point for the input), and f is
the model’s output function. Equation (7) highlights tokens in
clinical notes that significantly impact the model’s predictions
by evaluating the path integral of gradients between the base-
line and the actual input. This enables clinicians to understand
the reasoning behind each referral decision.

IV. EVALUATION AND RESULTS

This section presents the evaluation metrics, results of
different types of models (image-only, text-only, and multi-
modal), and interpretation algorithms used to analyze the per-
formance of DM-WAT. Each result is analyzed and discussed
to reason about factors contributing to model performance.

A. Evaluation metrics

To assess the performance of DM-WAT and baseline mod-
els, the following standard metrics were utilized:

Accuracy measures the overall correctness of predictions,
as defined in Equation (8):

Accuracy =
TP + TN

TP + TN + FP + FN
, (8)

where TP is True Positives, TN is True Negatives, FP is
False Positives, and FN is False Negatives.

Precision evaluates the ratio of correctly predicted positives
to all predicted positives, as shown in Equation (9):

Precision =
TP

TP + FP
. (9)

Recall measures the ratio of correctly predicted positives to
all actual positives, as defined in Equation (10):

Recall =
TP

TP + FN
. (10)

F1 Score balances Precision and Recall, as shown in
Equation (11):

F1 = 2× Precision × Recall
Precision + Recall

. (11)

B. Results

Stratified 5-fold cross-validation was employed to ensure
consistent class distribution across folds. This method reduces
bias caused by imbalanced datasets, facilitating reliable eval-
uations.
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TABLE I
NUMBER OF IMAGES IN EACH CLASS FOR NON-AUGMENTED AND

AUGMENTED DATASETS

Class Without Augmentation With Augmentation
Class 1 26 1950
Class 2 40 1850
Class 3 139 2085

1) Image-Only classifier evaluation: The image-only clas-
sifiers were evaluated using both non-augmented and aug-
mented datasets (Table I).

The DeiT-Base-Distilled model achieved the highest F1
score of 67% with augmentation (Table II). Vision Trans-
formers (ViTs) such as DeiT excel in capturing long-range
dependencies via self-attention, making them well-suited for
recognizing subtle patterns in wound images. Additionally,
knowledge distillation allows the model to generalize effec-
tively, even on small datasets, by learning from a teacher
model that emphasizes clinically relevant features.

Augmentation significantly improved performance, increas-
ing the F1 score from 33% without augmentation to 67% with
augmentation. By introducing variations such as rotation, flip-
ping, and cropping, augmentation exposes the model to diverse
scenarios, helping it focus on invariant features rather than
overfitting. This is especially important for small, imbalanced
datasets like ours, where augmentation not only increases
dataset size but also balances class distributions (Table I).
The combination of augmentation and DeiT’s architecture en-
hances robustness and accuracy, making it the best performing
model in this study.

2) Text-only classifier evaluation: Table III presents the
performance of BERT-based models for wound text classifica-
tion. Among the models evaluated, DeBERTa-base achieved
the highest F1 score (65%) with augmented data. DeBERTa’s
superior performance can be attributed to its disentangled
attention mechanism, which separates content and positional
embeddings, allowing for more nuanced understanding of
word relationships. Additionally, its enhanced mask decoder
improves the model’s ability to capture complex dependencies
within clinical notes. These innovations make DeBERTa es-
pecially well-suited for interpreting domain-specific language
with limited and contextually dense datasets, such as clinical
wound descriptions.

Despite augmenting textual data with GPT-generated de-
scriptions, the overall improvement in performance was min-
imal across all models. While the augmented text provided
additional variability, its utility was constrained by potential
mismatches in the quality or relevance of the synthetic text
compared to expert-provided clinical notes. For DeBERTa-
base, the F1 score increased marginally from 63% (without
augmentation) to 65% (with augmentation), indicating that the
added text may have introduced only slight benefits in feature
diversity but did not significantly improve the model’s gen-
eralization. This suggests that while GPT-generated text can
complement datasets with limited expert annotations, it may
not fully replicate the depth and precision of expert-authored
clinical notes required for optimal model performance.

3) Multimodal classifier evaluation: This evaluation aims
to assess the performance of intermediate fusion of image
and text data in making referral decisions. For the DM-
WAT model, we selected the best-performing classifiers for
feature extraction—DeiT-Base-Distilled for vision features and
DeBERTa-Base for text features. These features were then
combined using intermediate fusion, with classification by
either SVM or MLP. All models were trained and tested on
augmented versions of the dataset. The DM-WAT algorithm,
using both SVM and MLP classifiers, was trained for 20
epochs with a learning rate of 1e-6.

As shown in Table IV, DM-WAT outperformed both single-
modality models and Nguyen’s multimodal baseline. This suc-
cess is due to the advanced feature extractors for both image
and text data, which provided a more accurate view of wound
characteristics. The use of intermediate fusion effectively
combined these features, improving robustness and accuracy.
Additionally, the multimodal results suggest that DM-WAT
with the SVM classifier achieved slightly better results than
the MLP classifier. Overall, these findings demonstrate that
utilizing both image and text data yields more accurate wound
referral decisions than relying on a single type of data.

C. Interpretation of model decisions

After evaluating DM-WAT’s performance, we wanted to
understand how the models interpret inputs and identify key
parts of input data that are predictive of the target labels.
As mentioned in Section III-H, Score-CAM and Captum
are utilized to interpret image and text inputs to the DeiT-
Base-Distilled and DeBERTa-Base models respectively. These
interpretation algorithms were applied to all original images,
and for text input, GPT-4-generated text was utilized because
it corresponds better to the image details and provides more
useful information.

As shown in Figure 10, both Score-CAM and Captum
generally focused on the parts of the input that are significant
for making predictions. Interestingly, they often highlight the
same areas across different modalities. For instance, in the
Class 3 example, both models pay attention to the irregular
shape and the yellow areas—Score-CAM highlights the yellow
regions in the image, while Captum emphasizes the yellowish
description in the text. This overlap suggests that the models
are consistently identifying the most relevant features in both
image and text data, reinforcing the effectiveness of using both
data modalities for robust prediction.

V. DISCUSSION

The scarcity of labeled data and class imbalance were
effectivly addressed using data augmentation and transfer
learning. Data augmentation for images and pre-trained mod-
els such as DeiT and DeBERTa generally improved results and
allowed the model to perform effectively despite limited data
availability. For missing and contradictory clinical notes, GPT-
4 was employed to generate supplementary text, enriching the
dataset with alternative perspectives. For inconsistent referral
decisions from wound experts, a conservative approach was
adopted, prioritizing patient safety by selecting the more
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TABLE II
PERFORMANCE OF CNN AND VIT-BASED MODELS ON WOUND IMAGE CLASSIFICATION

Model Without Augmentation With Augmentation
Acc Rec Prec F1 Acc Rec Prec F1

CNN-based models
VGG16 53±7 42±7 33±5 37±6 68±2 30±3 28±2 28±2
ResNet50 55±4 34±5 32±5 33±3 67±1 33±2 24±1 27±1
EfficientNetB0 59±4 39±3 38±4 39±3 66±3 34±3 31±4 31±4
MobileNetV2 60±5 43±6 39±4 40±4 68±1 33±1 25±2 27±1

ViT-based models
DeiT-Tiny 67±5 39±4 37±4 39±4 67±4 67±4 65±6 66±4
DeiT-Base-Distilled 66±5 33±2 34±5 33±5 70±4 72±3 66±5 67±5
ViT-Hybrid-Base 68±6 40±6 37±4 38±5 69±4 70±2 64±3 65±3

TABLE III
PERFORMANCE OF BERT-BASED MODELS ON WOUND TEXT CLASSIFICATION WITH AND WITHOUT AUGMENTATION

Model Without Augmentation With Augmentation
Acc Rec Prec F1 Acc Rec Prec F1

BERT-based models
Med-BERT 64±3 62±2 56±3 61±3 65±3 62±2 55±3 60±3
Dr-BERT 65±5 62±6 55±6 58±6 65±3 61±4 56±2 58±4
BERT-base-uncased 70±2 68±1 60±3 63±3 68±5 69±3 61±5 66±5
BioBERT-v1.1 68±3 61±4 51±4 55±4 69±2 62±3 52±4 55±4
RoBERTa-base 70±4 66±5 58±4 60±4 70±6 66±5 58±6 61±6
DeBERTa-base 73±4 69±3 60±2 63±3 74±4 70±6 61±4 65±5

Baseline Model
Nguyen et al. (2020) HAN SMOTE 64±5 61±3 51±5 53±4 63±4 61±3 52±4 53±4

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF BEST IMAGE, TEXT, AND MULTIMODAL MODELS ON WOUND CLASSIFICATION

Accuracy Recall Precision F1
Image-based

Deit-tiny 67±4 67±4 65±6 66±4
Deit-base-distilled 70±4 72±3 66±5 67±5
Vit-hybrid-base 69±4 70±2 64±3 65±3

Text-based
RoBERTa-base 70±6 66±5 58±6 61±6
DeBERTa-base 74±4 70±6 61±4 65±5
Nguyen et al. (2020) HAN SMOTE 64±3 65±4 60±3 62±4

Multimodal
DM-WAT (DeBERTa + DeiT + MLP) 76±4 72±5 67±3 69±3
DM-WAT (DeBERTa + DeiT + SVM) 77±3 73±3 67±2 70±2
Nguyen et al. (2020) Previous Multimodal SOTA 71±6 64±4 54±6 61±4

urgent recommendation. Stratified cross-fold validation was
implemented to ensure proportional representation of classes,
enhancing the model’s ability to generalize across data subsets.

Multimodal fusion significantly improved DM-WAT’s re-
ferral decision accuracy. The results highlighted that the mul-
timodal approach achieved 77% accuracy and an F1 score of
70%, outperforming single-modal models. Vision Transformer
(ViT) models, particularly DeiT-Base-Distilled, excelled due
to their self-attention mechanisms, achieving 70% accuracy
and 67% F1 score. Similarly, DeBERTa demonstrated superior
text classification performance, achieving 74% accuracy and
65% F1 score, attributed to its advanced attention mechanisms
and enhanced mask decoder. Data augmentation and majority
voting further improved model robustness, with DeiT-Base-
Distilled’s F1 score increasing from 42% to 69%.

Interpretability methods provided insights into the

model’s decision-making. These included Captum for text
and Score-CAM for images, potentially increasing clinician
trust in model outputs and the likelihood of adoption.

Unexpected findings revealed limitations and areas for
improvement. The impact of text augmentation was limited,
suggesting that either the model had reached its optimal
performance or the augmented text lacked sufficient diversity.
Slight overfitting persisted despite regularization techniques,
indicating the need for advanced data expansion strategies. A
key limitation of this study is its reliance on a single dataset
with unknown demographics and wound types that were not
specified, which may limit generalizability. Future work should
specify wound types and investigate differences in results on
different wound types and include diverse datasets to validate
the robustness and adaptability of DM-WAT across varied
patient populations.
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Fig. 10. Model interpretations using Score-CAM for images (left) and Captum for clinical notes (right). In Score-CAM, red indicates high attention, and
blue indicates low attention of the vision model for classification. In Captum, green text aids predictions, while red text distracts from predictions. Examples
representing the three wound care decision classes are shown: Class 1 (continue treatment), Class 2 (non-urgent referral), and Class 3 (urgent referral).

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

A. Conclusion

This paper introduced DM-WAT, a novel machine learning
framework designed to assist clinicians in wound assessment
and referral decision-making. The proposed system integrates
multimodal data, combining wound images and clinical notes,
to provide a comprehensive analysis of wound characteristics.
The multimodal DM-WAT model, which employed DeBERTa
for text and DeiT-Base-Distilled for images, demonstrated
superior performance, achieving an accuracy of 77% and an
F1 score of 70%.

The success of DM-WAT is attributed to several key con-
tributions. Transfer learning enabled advanced models such
as DeiT-Base-Distilled and DeBERTa to leverage pre-trained
knowledge, enhancing performance on a limited dataset. DeiT-
Base-Distilled emerged as the best-performing image-based
model, achieving an F1 score of 67%, while DeBERTa led
text-based models with an F1 score of 65%. Data augmenta-
tion, particularly for images, and majority voting significantly
improved model robustness and reduced overfitting. For in-
stance, the application of augmentation and majority voting
increased the F1 score of DeiT-Base-Distilled from 42% to
69% on the test set.

Additionally, the Score-CAM and Captum interpretability
methods provided visual and textual highlighted regions of
input data that were predictive of the referral target labels, fa-
cilitating sensemaking and could potentially aid non-specialist
clinicians in understanding the model’s outputs. Overall, DM-
WAT represents a significant advance in improving wound
care decision-making and patient outcomes for chronic wound
management.

B. Future work

Although DM-WAT has shown promising results, several
avenues for improvement and further research remain. First,
the current approach to text data augmentation using GPT-4
had limited impact. Exploring advanced prompt engineering
techniques, such as few-shot and chain-of-thought prompting,
could improve the quality and diversity of generated text,
potentially enhancing model performance.

For image augmentation, deep learning-based methods such
as diffusion models or Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs) could provide more realistic and diverse synthetic
data, further improving the model’s generalization capabilities.
Advanced fusion strategies, including attention-based fusion,
could be explored to better combine visual and textual features,
improving robustness and accuracy.

Incorporating wound assessment scores such the PWAT
score auto-generated by external models during intermediate
fusion could enhance decision-making by providing additional
wound information. To build trust with non-specialist users,
the system could provide explanations and justifications for its
decisions in a format tailored for clinicians, further increasing
their understanding and trust the recommendations.

Given the limited dataset, semi-supervised learning meth-
ods, such as Semi-Supervised Progressive Multi-Granularity
(SS-PMG) [31] training, could be employed to leverage ad-
ditional unlabeled wound data. Reinforcement learning with
human feedback (RLHF) could address inconsistencies in
expert referrals by integrating feedback to refine the model’s
decision-making, dynamically prioritizing more reliable expert
input.

Finally, expanding the dataset with more labeled data from
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experts will improve DM-WAT’s accuracy and generalizability,
reliability and utility, ensuring its applicability across diverse
clinical scenarios.
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