
Deep Learning for Wound Tissue Segmentation: A Comprehensive Evaluation
using A Novel Dataset

Muhammad Ashad Kabira,∗, Nidita Royb, Md. Ekramul Hossaina,c, Jill Featherstond, Sayed Ahmede,f

aSchool of Computing, Mathematics and Engineering, Charles Sturt University, Bathurst, NSW, 2795, Australia
bDepartment of Computer Science and Engineering, Chittagong University of Engineering and Technology, Chattogram, 4349, Bangladesh

cComplex Systems Research Group, Faculty of Engineering, The University of Sydney, Darlington, NSW, 2008, Australia
dSchool of Medicine, Cardiff University, Cardiff, Wales, CF14 4YS, United Kingdom

ePrincipal Pedorthist, Foot Balance Technology Pty Ltd, Westmead, NSW, 2145, Australia
fOffloading Clinic, High-Risk Foot Services, Nepean Hospital, Kingswood, NSW, 2750, Australia

Abstract

Chronic wounds represent a major global health challenge, imposing substantial economic and social burdens world-

wide. Traditional methods of visually inspecting and identifying wound tissue are often time-intensive, costly, inaccu-

rate, imprecise, and inconsistent, with a high degree of variability between clinicians. Deep learning (DL) techniques

have emerged as promising solutions for medical wound tissue segmentation. However, a notable limitation in this

field is the lack of publicly available labelled datasets and a standardised performance evaluation of state-of-the-art

DL models on such datasets. This study addresses this gap by comprehensively evaluating various DL models for

wound tissue segmentation using a novel dataset. We have curated a dataset comprising 147 wound images exhibiting

six tissue types: slough, granulation, maceration, necrosis, bone, and tendon. The dataset was meticulously labelled

for semantic segmentation employing supervised machine learning techniques. Three distinct labelling formats were

developed – full image, patch, and superpixel. Our investigation encompassed a wide array of DL segmentation and

classification methodologies, ranging from conventional approaches like UNet, to generative adversarial networks

such as cGAN, and modified techniques like FPN+VGG16. Also, we explored DL-based classification methods (e.g.,

ResNet50) and machine learning-based classification leveraging DL features (e.g., AlexNet+RF). In total, 82 wound

tissue segmentation models were derived across the three labelling formats. Our analysis yielded several notable

findings, including identifying optimal DL models for each labelling format based on weighted average Dice or F1

scores. Notably, FPN+VGG16 emerged as the top-performing DL model for wound tissue segmentation, achieving

a dice score of 82.25%. This study provides a valuable benchmark for evaluating wound image segmentation and

classification models, offering insights to inform future research and clinical practice in wound care. The labelled

dataset created in this study is available at https://github.com/akabircs/WoundTissue.
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1. Introduction

Chronic wounds, including pressure ulcers, venous ulcers, diabetic foot ulcers (DFUs), infections, and other long-

lasting injuries, pose a significant global health issue, carrying immense economic and social burdens [1]. These

wounds often arise from conditions such as diabetes, vascular disease, immobility, and pressure injuries and tend

to persist in an inflammatory state, leading to prolonged healing times, increased risk of infection, and high rates

of morbidity and mortality [2]. In the United States alone, over 8.2 million individuals suffer from chronic wounds,

accounting for over $28 billion in annual healthcare costs [3]. The burden is equally severe in Australia, where approx-

imately 420,000 people are affected annually, with treatment expenses exceeding AUD 3.5 billion [4]. Particularly

concerning is the rising incidence of DFUs [5], a prevalent complication of diabetes mellitus (DM) [6] that affects

approximately 18.6 million people annually, with 34% of diabetic patients developing a DFU in their lifetime. These

ulcers carry an elevated risk of severe complications, such as lower extremity amputations (LEAs), with infection

and severe cases leading to amputations in up to 20% of instances [7, 8]. Consequently, chronic wounds represent a

critical healthcare challenge, underscoring the need for effective management to alleviate both individual and global

impacts.

One critical aspect of wound management is accurately identifying and analysing various wound tissue types [9,

10, 11, 12]. Wounds typically contain multiple tissue types, each playing a distinct role in healing. Granulation tissue,

indicative of new connective tissue formation, marks a positive healing stage, while necrotic tissue, consisting of dead

cells, impedes wound closure and requires debridement [13]. Slough, an intermediate type containing dead cells and

bacteria, also hampers healing, while macerated tissue signals excess moisture and may require specialised dress-

ings [14]. In more severe cases, wounds expose deeper structures like tendons and bones, which increases infection

risks and necessitates advanced treatment strategies [15]. Accurately identifying and quantifying wound tissue types

is crucial for monitoring healing progress and ensuring comprehensive, detailed documentation, as emphasised by

both the Australian guidelines for wound management [16, 17] and the International Working Group on the Diabetic

Foot (IWGDF) guidelines [18]. This documentation provides a chronological record of wound assessment and serves

as a foundation for informed treatment decisions.

Wound tissue assessment mainly relies on manual techniques, such as visual inspection, ruler-based measure-

ments, or digital planimetry, where clinicians subjectively estimate wound tissue composition [19]. This subjective

evaluation can vary significantly between practitioners, making it challenging to ensure consistency and accuracy. Fur-

thermore, chronic wounds often present irregular shapes, poorly defined boundaries, and colour heterogeneity, com-

plicating reliable tissue assessment. The use of the red-black-yellow colour scale, while typical, lacks the precision

needed for consistent and accurate wound monitoring [20]. These manual and subjective methods are time-consuming,

inconsistent, and highly dependent on the clinician’s experience, leading to variability in treatment approaches [21].

Such limitations also hinder the scalability of wound care, particularly in high-demand settings. This highlights the

need for automated, standardised assessment methods to enhance the efficiency, accuracy, and reliability of wound
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assessments and treatment planning. Such a method would enable clinicians to analyse the proportion of each tissue

type quantitatively over time, facilitating more accurate assessments of healing progress and supporting timely and

targeted treatment decisions [22].

Recent advancements in artificial intelligence (AI), handheld imaging devices, and mobile applications hold con-

siderable promise for transforming wound care and addressing current limitations [23, 24, 25, 26]. AI-driven tech-

nologies, especially machine learning (ML) and deep learning (DL) can enhance wound assessment by automating

tasks like tissue segmentation, classification, and healing prediction, thereby providing precise and reproducible anal-

yses [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32]. Several clinical studies have demonstrated that AI can perform wound assessment

with accuracy and efficiency comparable to human specialists [33], often exceeding them in consistency and effi-

ciency [34, 35]. Handheld devices, such as the Silhouette Mobile and InSight systems, offer geometric measurements

of wound area and volume but cannot currently classify tissue types within the wound, limiting their utility for com-

prehensive wound assessment [27]. Meanwhile, smartphone applications like Tissue Analytics have proven effective

in enhancing wound assessment and management by improving documentation, enabling remote monitoring, and re-

ducing the burden of patient travel, but they do not support tissue classification [36]. The mobile application Swift

can reduce wound assessment time by approximately half compared to traditional methods [35], but it is limited to

classifying only four tissue types [37] and does not support the identification of bone or tendon tissue. Despite these

advancements, gaps remain in developing comprehensive wound assessment solutions that integrate the classification

and segmentation of all essential tissue types into a unified framework. Many existing applications focus on a lim-

ited range of tissue types or lack access to their datasets for further research, underscoring the need for continued

development to maximise AI’s potential in wound care.

Wound Area
Segmentation

Wound Tissue
Segmentation

Scope of this study

Figure 1: Overview of wound segmentation research and the scope of this study

The wound segmentation problem can be broadly categorised into two key areas (illustrated in Figure 1): wound

area segmentation and wound tissue segmentation. Wound area segmentation involves isolating the wound area from

the background and surrounding body parts within an image. This initial segmentation step is essential as it provides a

foundation for more detailed analysis, including wound tissue segmentation, wound measurement, 3D reconstruction,

and wound healing assessment. A substantial body of research has been conducted in wound area segmentation, which

can partly be attributed to the availability of publicly labelled datasets, such as those from the DFU segmentation

challenges [38, 39] and FUSeg challenge [40]. These studies have evolved from early edge-based segmentation

techniques, such as active contour models [41, 42], to traditional machine learning approaches using colour and

3



texture feature-based approaches [43, 44, 45, 46, 47], and more recently to deep learning-based approaches [48, 49,

50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58].

In contrast, wound tissue segmentation involves a pixel-wise classification of the various tissues (e.g., granulation,

slough, etc.) found within the wound bed region. It is a more challenging task that has received less attention than

wound area segmentation [37]. This disparity is primarily due to the absence of a publicly available dataset, a key

barrier limiting researchers’ ability to benchmark and validate new models effectively. Historically, studies in wound

tissue segmentation have evolved from traditional machine learning approaches (e.g., [59, 60, 61, 62]), which relied

heavily on handcrafted features and simpler classifiers, to deep learning (DL) methods (e.g., [63, 64, 32, 65]), which

can learn complex representations directly from data [32, 66, 67]. However, most DL-based studies in wound tissue

segmentation have applied only a limited selection of existing DL models, primarily CNNs, without systematically

comparing the latest state-of-the-art segmentation frameworks. This lack of comprehensive evaluation means that

researchers have yet to determine which architectures might best address the intricate requirements of wound tissue

segmentation, such as accurately segmenting various tissue types within irregular wound shapes, imbalanced datasets,

and in varying lighting conditions. Furthermore, none of the studies have made their datasets publicly accessible,

which creates a significant obstacle to continued research, systematic comparisons, and performance enhancement

within this field.

This study systematically evaluated widely used deep learning (DL)-based segmentation and classification models

for wound tissue segmentation, using a newly developed wound image dataset, named WoundTissue. The dataset

comprises 147 images annotated with six tissue types commonly found in wounds: granulation, necrosis, slough,

maceration, tendon, and bone. To facilitate diverse analyses, we preprocessed the dataset into three forms: full im-

age, patch, and superpixel. For segmentation, we categorised the methods into conventional segmentation approaches

(e.g., variations of UNet [68]), generative adversarial networks (e.g., cGAN [69]), and modified segmentation archi-

tectures (e.g., UNet+VGG16, ResNet+VGG16, and FPN+VGG16). Classification was also organised into two main

approaches: DL-based classifiers (e.g., VGG16, ResNet50, and InceptionV3) and machine learning (ML)-based clas-

sifiers using DL-extracted features (e.g., VGG16+RF, DenseNet201+SVM, and InceptionV3+KNN). Altogether, the

varied dataset configurations led to developing and evaluating 82 unique DL models for wound tissue analyses. To

our knowledge, this is the first comprehensive study to conduct a quantified comparison of 82 DL models for wound

tissue segmentation and classification, offering insights into optimal model configurations for advancing wound care

technology. The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

• We introduced a new wound tissue segmentation dataset comprising six distinct types of wound tissues: gran-

ulation, necrosis, slough, maceration, tendon, and bone. Notably, this dataset includes maceration, bone, and

tendon tissues previously unavailable in labelled datasets. Experts meticulously labelled these tissues, making

this dataset the pioneering publicly accessible resource for labelled wound tissue imagery.

• We comprehensively assessed state-of-the-art deep learning techniques for image segmentation using our novel
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wound tissue dataset. This evaluation is presented to establish a benchmark for future research in this domain,

addressing a previous limitation where the analysis was restricted to only a limited number of models.

2. Related work

This section presents an overview of recent studies that used machine learning and deep learning-based approaches

specifically for wound tissue segmentation from digital images. For a comprehensive review of this topic, please refer

to the references [32, 66, 67].

2.1. Traditional machine learning-based approaches

Early studies on wound tissue segmentation primarily used traditional machine learning methods that relied on

handcrafted features, such as colour and texture, to segment different wound tissues. For instance, several stud-

ies [59, 60, 61] developed a tissue classification model using a Bayesian classifier to classify three types of tissues

– granulation, necrotic, and slough – based on colour and texture features extracted from wound images. Similarly,

Veredas et al. [70] proposed a wound tissue classification method that applied three traditional machine learning tech-

niques, SVM, neural network (NN), and random forest (RF), to the same three tissue types using colour and texture

features. Several other studies [71, 72, 62, 73] also implemented SVM-based classification methods using colour and

texture features. In another study, Chang et al. [74] introduced a multimodal sensor system for wound assessment,

which used colour histograms to extract features from segmented wound images. Using the RF algorithm, these

features were classified into four different wound tissues: granulation, slough, eschar, and bone/tendon.

Despite their effectiveness to a degree, these traditional approaches face significant limitations in generalisability,

primarily due to their dependence on manually designed features. Such features often fail to capture the complexity

and diversity of wound tissues in real-world clinical settings. Notably, none of these studies considered all six tissue

types as we have, nor did they provide publicly available datasets to facilitate reproducibility in further research.

2.2. Deep learning-based approaches

Recently, DL approaches have gained attention from researchers for wound tissue classification [22]. Various

approaches have been used to tackle the complexity of tissue differentiation and wound boundary delineation, each

with distinct methodologies and limitations.

2.2.1. Full image-based segmentation

This approach processes the entire image as a single entity. It involves applying segmentation algorithms directly

to the complete image, generating a segmentation map where each pixel is classified into a specific category (e.g.,

wound, non-wound, or other tissue types). Full image segmentation benefits from capturing global context and re-

lationships within the image, which can be crucial for accurate segmentation. However, it can be computationally
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demanding and memory-intensive, especially with high-resolution images. Popular deep learning models such as

UNet [68] and its variants are often used for full image segmentation.

The application of full image-based segmentation in wound analysis is demonstrated by Godeiro et al. [75], who

used models like UNet, SegNet, FCN32, and FCN8 on a dataset of 30 images. This work showed promise for

segmenting granulation, slough, and necrosis tissues through the limited dataset size constraints model generalisability

and reliability. Rajathi et al. [63] further advanced this approach with DUTCNet, a model capable of distinguishing

more diverse tissue types, including eschar and epithelial tissues, across a larger dataset of 150 images. This model

demonstrated potential for capturing more nuanced tissue type differences but did not address high variability across

different patient populations. Sarp et al. [76] introduced a conditional generative adversarial network (CGAN) for

simultaneous boundary detection and tissue classification. The CGAN approach uniquely facilitates more complex

interactions between tissue types, although it relies on a relatively small dataset of 100 images, which could limit

accuracy in more varied real-world scenarios. While full image-based segmentation provides a broad contextual

overview, it requires extensive labelled data and computational resources, especially with more sophisticated models

like CGANs, which are sensitive to dataset diversity and size.

2.2.2. Superpixel-based segmentation

In contrast to full image-based approaches, superpixel-based segmentation divides the image into clusters of pix-

els, referred to as superpixels, which share similar characteristics such as colour, texture, or intensity. These super-

pixels are used as the basic units for segmentation instead of classifying individual pixels. The main advantage of

superpixel-based segmentation is the reduction in the number of elements to be classified, leading to faster and more

efficient processing. Moreover, superpixels capture essential local structures and preserve boundaries more effectively

than traditional pixel-wise methods. This approach effectively balances the need to capture local details and maintain

computational efficiency.

Niri et al. [64] applied superpixel-based segmentation with models like SegNet, UNet, and FCN variants (FCN8,

FCN16, FCN32) on a dataset of 219 images, achieving precise segmentation of wound tissues such as granulation,

slough, and necrosis. This approach demonstrated that superpixel-based segmentation can yield accurate results

with fewer computational resources than full image processing, making it a feasible solution for clinical applications

with limited hardware. Similarly, Blanco et al. [65] leveraged superpixel-based segmentation for dermatological

wound analysis, applying feature extraction models like ResNet and VGG16 on 217 images. These models enhanced

classification performance by focusing on specific wound regions, although they are limited by their reliance on well-

defined tissue boundaries, which are not always present in ulcer images. Superpixel-based segmentation thus balances

processing efficiency and localised accuracy, but it may struggle with more heterogeneous ulcer images where tissue

types blend gradually.
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2.2.3. Patch-based segmentation

Patch-based segmentation represents an intermediary approach wherein an image is divided into smaller patches,

either overlapping or non-overlapping patches, and each patch is processed independently. In patch-based approaches,

the segmentation problem is often transformed into a classification problem by dividing the image into smaller patches

and classifying each patch according to its tissue type, simplifying the segmentation task into a series of patch-

level classifications. Each patch is then classified or segmented, and the results are subsequently combined to form

the final segmentation map. This approach can be advantageous in handling high-resolution images and reducing

computational load as the model processes smaller sections of the image at a time. Patch-based segmentation is

particularly suitable for training deep learning models on small datasets, effectively increasing the training data size

without requiring additional full images. Furthermore, it improves the focus on local features within the image.

However, this approach may encounter difficulties in capturing the global context and can produce artifacts at the

boundaries of the patches. Models like convolutional neural networks (CNNs) [77] commonly perform segmentation

tasks on patches.

One of the foundational studies using this approach was conducted by Zahia et al. [78]. Wound images were

partitioned into small patches of 5 × 5 pixels, and a CNN was used for tissue classification. This method allowed for

high granularity in distinguishing tissue types by concentrating on local features within each patch, though the small

patch size necessitates a significant number of patches per image, increasing computational demand. Nejati et al. [79]

expanded upon this approach by combining deep learning with machine learning; they divided wound images into

larger 20 × 20 patches and used AlexNet to extract features, followed by an SVM classifier to categorise each patch.

This hybrid model demonstrated improved accuracy in classifying tissue types, suggesting that patch size and feature

extraction methods can significantly impact classification performance.

Rajathi et al. [80] implemented a 4-layer CNN for tissue classification of ulcer images, using the patch-based

approach to improve the model’s focus on subtle tissue variations within wound images. Garcı́a-Zapirain et al. [81]

further explored patch-based analysis with a 3D CNN, dividing images into 5 × 5 pixel patches to leverage depth in-

formation for pressure ulcer classification. This model emphasised spatial depth features, enhancing the classification

of granulation and necrosis tissues but requiring high computational resources. Similarly, Reifs et al. [34] used four

commonly available CNN architectures, employing the same 5 × 5 patch size for their analyses.

In contrast, Maity et al. [82] used a pixel-based feature extraction approach, using a 9×9 mask window that scanned

over each pixel in the tissue regions to extract relevant features, processed using an autoencoder-based CNN. Lastly,

Pholberdee et al. [83] implemented a simpler CNN architecture that operated on larger 31 × 31 pixel patches. These

studies highlight the diversity in tissue segmentation and classification methodologies, emphasising how variations in

patch sizes and feature extraction techniques can affect model performance.

Overall, patch-based segmentation offers flexibility in wound tissue analysis by turning segmentation into a classi-

fication task, making it feasible for models to learn from limited data. Patch size, feature extraction method, and CNN
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architecture selection are all critical to optimising the accuracy of these models. However, this approach may sacrifice

some global context, as each patch is classified independently without considering neighbouring patches, which could

lead to misclassification in highly heterogeneous wound images.

Table 1: Summary of the DL-based studies

Study Method Dataset
Approach Input type Model Tissue Image

count
Available

[75] Segmentation Full image UNet, SegNet, FCN32, FCN8 G, S, N 30 No
[63] Segmentation Full image DUTCNet G, Es, N, Ep 150 No
[76] Segmentation Full image CGAN G, S, N 100 No
[64] Segmentation Superpixel SegNet, UNet, FCN8, FCN16, FCN32 G, S, N 219 No
[65] Classification Superpixel ResNet, VGG16, InceptionV3 G, S, N 217 No
[78] Classification Patch CNN G, S, N 22 No
[80] Classification Patch CNN G, S, N, Ep 1,250 No
[81] Classification Patch 3D CNN G, S, N 193 No
[83] Classification Patch CNN G, S, N 180 No
[82] Classification Pixel CNN G, S, N 250 No
[79] Classification Patch AlexNet+SVM G*, S, N, Ep, I 350 No
[34] Classification Patch VGG16, InceptionResNetV2,

InceptionV3, ResNet50
G, S, N 727 No

This study Segmentation and
Classification

Full image,
Superpixel,
Patch

State-of-the-art 82
DL approaches

G, S, N, M, T, B 147 Yes

G - Granulation, S - Slough, N - Necrosis, Es - Eschar, Ep - Epethelial, M - Maceration, T - Tendon, B - Bone, I - Infected
*Classified Granulation (G) tissue as Healthy Granulation, Unhealthy Granulation, and Hyper Granulation

2.2.4. Summary

Table 1 summarises the above-discussed studies related to deep learning (DL) approaches for wound tissue seg-

mentation and classification, as the main objective of this study is to compare different DL approaches for wound

tissue analysis. Notably, existing studies have focused exclusively on either segmentation or classification methods

for segmenting wound tissues without considering both approaches. In contrast, our study presents a unique and

comprehensive framework incorporating 82 distinct DL models for classification and segmentation approaches.

It is also observed that most previous studies considered three tissue types: granulation, necrosis, and slough, such

as [75, 76, 78, 65]. A few studies included epithelial tissue alongside these three [79, 80]. In contrast, our study

expanded the segmentation scope to include six tissue types: granulation, necrosis, slough, maceration, tendon, and

bone, excluding epithelial tissue, which is often similar to granulation tissue in terms of its role in wound healing.

Moreover, none of the studies considered both bone and tendon tissues individually in their analysis, like this study.

Furthermore, none of the existing studies made their datasets publicly available, whereas we provide access to our

dataset to facilitate further research in this area.

Regarding dataset forms, most existing studies used a patch-based approach, while a few studies used full images

and superpixels as inputs to their DL models. Our research incorporated all three forms of the dataset – full images,

patches, and superpixels. This comprehensive approach allows for a more robust comparison of DL models across

varying input types, addressing the limitations observed in previous studies.
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3. Material and methods

3.1. Dataset curation

This study created a new dataset of wound images specifically for ulcer tissue analysis. The images were sourced

from multiple databases, including the DFU database [84] and the Medetec Wound Database [85]. However, we

encountered challenges related to suboptimal image quality, which made it difficult to distinguish between various

tissue types and the need to address dataset imbalance. The abundance of granulating tissue and necrotic-like erythema

tissue further complicated the analysis. To maintain the correctness and reliability of the dataset, we opted to remove

certain images, resulting in a final collection of 147 wound images. This dataset encompasses various types of ulcers,

including pressure ulcers, diabetic foot ulcers, and venous ulcers. The wound images feature a range of tissue types,

such as granulation, necrosis, slough, maceration, tendon, and bone. Figure 2 illustrates wound image samples for

each of the six tissue types.

Granulation Maceration Slough Necrotic Tendon Bone

Figure 2: Different types of wound tissues in the dataset.

3.2. Dataset preparation and labelling

After collecting the raw dataset, we implemented several steps to prepare it for use in deep learning (DL) models.

The first step involved segmenting the wound area, distinguishing it from healthy skin, and removing background ele-

ments. Eliminating background objects is essential for emphasising tissue features within the wound and simplifying

the tasks of tissue segmentation. In this study, we manually segmented the wound areas and replaced the background

with a uniform blue. This process resulted in a dataset of segmented wound images optimised for subsequent analysis.

In the second step, we applied padding to the images to ensure consistent input dimensions required by various models

during training. This preprocessing step prevents unnecessary distortion, such as shrinking or stretching, and allows

the images to be resized effectively before input into the models.

In the third step, we conducted detailed tissue annotation of the ulcer images, specifically delineating the var-

ious tissue types within the ulcer region. The six selected tissue classes were labelled using the following colour

scheme: granulation tissue is represented in red, slough in yellow, maceration in white, necrosis in black, tendon in

sky blue, and bone in cream. The background is denoted by blue. This labelling process was critical for the sub-

sequent segmentation task, allowing us to generate precise ground truth data for model training. A team of trained
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annotators carefully performed the labelling process. To ensure these labels’ accuracy and clinical relevance, they

were thoroughly reviewed and validated by a qualified medical expert with specialised knowledge in wound care.

This critical validation step was implemented to minimise labelling errors and maintain the integrity of the dataset

used for developing the segmentation model. The resulting dataset is referred to as the ‘full image’ dataset.

In the next step, we generated a patched and superpixel form of the full image dataset. The patching form of the

dataset includes patches of wound images, where each wound image is divided into patches of size 10×10 pixels. We

used the Python library patchify [86] to split images into these smaller patches. The process for creating the patches

is illustrated in Figure 3a. In contrast, the superpixel form of the dataset consists of superpixels, which are defined as

groups of pixels with similar characteristics. This study used the simple linear iterative clustering (SLIC) algorithm

[87] to generate superpixels from the segmented wound images. Each image was divided into 100 superpixels, each

with an approximate size of 128 × 128 pixels. The process involved in creating the superpixels is shown in Figure 3b.

Each patch or superpixel of an image was labelled with one of the tissue classes by comparing it to the ground truth of

the corresponding original image. Patches or superpixels containing a significant presence of two or more dominant

tissue labels were excluded from the dataset.

The number of images for each tissue class across these three dataset forms – full image (D1), patch (D2), and

superpixel (D3) – is reported in Table 2. D1 is suitable for applying segmentation techniques, D2 is appropriate for

classification techniques, while D3 can be used for both segmentation and classification.

Table 2: Summary of WoundTissue dataset.

Dataset form Count Granulation Necrosis Slough Maceration Tendon Bone Total

Full image (D1) Image 102 19 74 25 15 12 147
Pixel 4,815,302 812,556 1,735,373 477,249 73,498 41,074 7,955,052

Patch (D2) Image 21,846 7,861 15,548 10,843 448 240 56,786
Superpixel (D3) Image 1,802 420 1,041 678 80 18 4,039

Each form of the dataset is split into training, validation, and testing sets, ensuring that each set across all dataset

forms includes the same segmented wound images. The number of images, patches, and superpixels allocated for

training, validation, and testing is detailed in Table 3.

Table 3: Summary of the dataset split ratio.

Dataset form Training Validation Testing Total
D1 118 14 15 147
D2 35196 9966 31251 76413
D3 2873 481 685 4039

3.3. Wound tissue segmentation and classification approaches

This subsection describes the state-of-the-art deep learning (DL) approaches used for wound tissue segmentation

and classification. A taxonomy of these approaches is illustrated in Figure 4.
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Full image
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Ground truth

Patching

Labels

(a) Patching

Full image

Ground truth

SLIC algorithm
Segmented image

Ground truth

Superpixels

Labels

Superpixels
splitting

(b) Superpixels

Figure 3: Patching and superpixels

3.3.1. Classification approach

In recent years, deep learning (DL) techniques have been extensively used for wound tissue classification [65, 80,

88]. This study uses several prominent DL approaches for wound tissue classification, described below.

CNNs [77] are among the most popular and widely used techniques in DL. The CNN architecture primarily con-

sists of three layers: convolutional, pooling, and fully connected layers. Convolutional layers contain convolutional
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Wound Tissue Analysis

Segmentation
approach

Classification
approach

Conventional
segmentation

Modified
segmentation

ML using DL
feature

UNet

UNet2D

UNet++ 2D

R2UNet

UNet + 
(VGG16, ResNet152, InceptionV3,

Densenet201, or MobileNetV2)
VGG16 + (RF, SVM, or KNN)

VGG16
ResNet50
InceptionV3AlexNet + (RF, SVM, or KNN)

InceptionV3 + (RF, SVM, or KNN)

Attention 2DUNet

cGAN
DenseNet201 + (RF, SVM, or KNN)

DenseNet201
Xception
EfficientNetB7
MobileNetV2
NASNetMobile

LinkNet + 
(VGG16, ResNet152, InceptionV3,

Densenet201, or MobileNetV2)

FPN + 
(VGG16, ResNet152, InceptionV3,

Densenet201, or MobileNetV2)

DL based

Figure 4: A taxonomy of different deep learning approaches for wound tissue classification and segmentation.

filters (or kernels) and generate feature maps. Each filter has weighted inputs convolved with the input volume to

produce a corresponding feature map. The pooling layer reduces the dimensions of larger feature maps, resulting

in smaller feature maps. Fully connected layers are located at the end of the CNN architecture and function as the

classifier. Consequently, the output of these fully connected layers represents the final output of the model.

AlexNet [89] is the first CNN that significantly advanced the understanding of visual data. The architecture

comprises eight layers, with the first five consisting of convolutional layers followed by max-pooling layers, and the

last three are fully connected layers. It uses RELU activation in each layer, except for the output layer. VGG [90]

is another influential CNN architecture that comprises 13 convolutional layers and three fully connected layers. It

classifies images into 1,000 categories and achieved a top-5 test accuracy of 92.7% on the ImageNet Dataset. It has

several variants, including VGG11, VGG13, VGG16, and VGG19.

ResNet [91] is an advanced neural network that uses a technique known as skip connections, which allows the

network to bypass one or more layers and connect directly to the output layer. This design effectively addresses the

challenges of vanishing and exploding gradients. By using skip connections, the network can learn residual mappings

rather than relying solely on the underlining mappings.

Inception-V3 [92] is a CNN model from the Inception family that incorporates several modifications, including the

factorisation of convolutions into smaller components (7×7 convolutions), label smoothing, and the use of an auxiliary
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classifier to propagate class information. DenseNet [93] is another type of CNN that uses connections between each

layer and every other layer in a feed-forward manner. Xception [94] is a variation of the Inception model that uses

depth-wise separable convolutions followed by point-wise convolutions.

MobileNetV2 [95] is a CNN architecture that uses depth-wise separable convolutions to construct a lightweight

model suitable for training on mobile devices with limited computational resources. EfficientNet [96] is an enhanced

version of MobileNetV2 that introduces a compound scaling module, which effectively scales depth, width, and

resolution uniformly. NASNetMobile [97] is another lightweight CNN architecture designed for mobile devices. It

features two main components: the normal cell and the reduction cell. The normal cell generates a feature map of the

same dimensions, whereas the reduction cell produces a reduced feature map, decreasing the height and width.

In addition to the aforementioned DL-based techniques, this study uses several modified classification approaches

that combine traditional machine learning (ML) algorithms with DL models. In this hybrid approach, DL models

are used to extract features from the wound images, which feed into traditional ML algorithms for the classification

of wound tissues. The modified approach integrates various DL models, including VGG, AlexNet, Inception, and

DenseNet, along with several traditional ML models, including RF, SVM, and KNN.

3.3.2. Segmentation approach

This study uses several prominent DL-based techniques that have been successfully applied for segmentation in

wound tissue [64, 75, 76] or other domains, which are described below.

UNet [68] is the most widely used semantic segmentation model in biomedical image processing. It consists of an

encoder that scales the features down to a smaller dimension bottleneck and a decoder that scales them back up to their

original dimensions. In this study, we employed different modified versions of UNet, including UNet2D, UNet++

2D, R2UNet, and Attention 2DUNet.

LinkNet [98] is similar to UNet, with the main distinction being that LinkNet uses residual blocks in its encoder

and decoder networks instead of conventional convolutional blocks. Similarly, Feature Pyramid Network (FPN) [99]

also resembles UNet, but it incorporates a 1×1 convolution layer and adds features rather than copying and appending

them, as is done in the UNet architecture.

Conditional generative adversarial network (cGAN) [69] is a type of generative adversarial network (GAN). In a

GAN, a generator learns to create new images, while a discriminator learns to differentiate between synthetic and real

images. In cGAN, conditions are imposed on both the generator and the discriminator using information from other

modalities. This enables the model to learn multimodal mappings from inputs to outputs based on diverse information

sources.

In addition to the aforementioned conventional segmentation techniques, this study uses several modified seg-

mentation techniques. In this approach, we use a combination of segmentation methods and DL models, where DL

models function as encoders and conventional segmentation methods serve as base models. The modified segmen-

tation approach incorporates the use of UNet, LinkNet, and FPN as base models, along with VGG16, ResNet152,
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InceptionV3, DenseNet201, and MobileNetV2 as encoders.

3.4. Evaluation metrics

The performance of the wound tissue segmentation and classification models is evaluated using several key met-

rics, including precision, recall, specificity, dice coefficient (Dice), area under the receiver operating characteristic

(ROC) curve (AUC), intersection over union (IoU), and Matthews’ correlation coefficient (MCC) [78]. These metrics

provide a comprehensive understanding of the models’ performance, particularly in distinguishing between different

tissue types. We also computed the weighted average for each of these metrics to account for the class imbalance

present in the dataset, particularly for underrepresented tissues like bone and tendon. The weighted average was cal-

culated by multiplying the metric score for each class by the proportion of instances in that class and then summing

these values. This approach ensures that the overall performance metrics are more representative of the actual class

distributions in the dataset, giving a clearer picture of a model’s ability to handle both dominant and rare tissue types.

The ROC curve is characterised by two parameters: the true positive rate (TPR) and the false positive rate (FPR). The

other metrics are calculated based on true positive (TP), true negative (TN), false positive (FP), and false negative

(FN). Definitions and equations for these metrics and detailed descriptions of how they are calculated are provided in

Table 4.

3.5. Model training

In this study, we trained 82 distinct deep learning (DL)-based classification and segmentation models for the

experimental evaluations of wound tissue segmentation. Transfer learning was used, utilising pre-trained ImageNet

weights. The models were implemented in Python using the Keras [100] and TensorFlow [101] frameworks, and

they were trained on a Lambda server equipped with a single NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti GPU to enhance

computational efficiency.

Categorical cross-entropy was used as the loss function for the multi-class segmentation and classification models.

It measures the difference between the predicted probability distribution of pixel classes and the true class labels (one-

hot encoded) for each pixel, which can be defined as follows:

LCCE = −
1
N

N∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

wc · yc
i · log(ŷc

i ) (1)

where yi is the ground truth label for pixel i and class c, ŷi is the predicted probability that pixel i belongs to class c, N

is the total number of pixels, C is the total number of classes, and wc is the weight assigned to class c, which adjusts

the contribution of each class to the loss. In semantic segmentation, class weights are often used to address the class

imbalance, especially when some classes have significantly more pixels than others in the dataset, like this study. The

goal of calculating class weights is to give more importance to underrepresented classes during training. We assigned
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Table 4: Definition and equation of the metrics.

Metrics Equation Definition
Precision T P

T P+FP Quantifies the accuracy of correctly identified pixels for a specific
class within the segmented image. A higher precision indicates
fewer false positives, reflecting a model’s ability to precisely seg-
ment only the intended class pixels without mis-classifying other
regions as part of that class.

Recall/True
Positive Rate

T P
T P+FN Measures the proportion of pixels correctly identified for a partic-

ular class relative to the total number of pixels that belong to that
class in the ground truth. Higher recall indicates that the model
has successfully segmented a greater proportion of the actual area
belonging to the target class.

Specificity T N
T N+FP Represents the accurately predicted negatives ratio. High speci-

ficity implies that the model effectively avoids incorrectly seg-
menting irrelevant areas as part of the target class.

Dice/F1 2×T P
2×T P+FP+FN Compares the predicted segmentation and the ground truth over-

lap. It is defined as twice the area of true positives (TP) divided
by the sum of the total number of pixels in both the predicted seg-
mentation and the ground truth. Dice is frequently used in medi-
cal image analysis, where a slightly higher sensitivity to overlap is
beneficial, especially for small and complex structures. It is also
called the F1, as it balances precision and recall in a single mea-
surement.

IoU T P
T P+FP+FN Like Dice, IoU measures the overlap between predicted and

ground truth segmentations, but it calculates this similarity dif-
ferently. IoU is calculated by dividing the area of overlap (inter-
section) between the predicted and actual segmentation (i.e., TP)
by the area covered by both (union) of these regions. It is often
considered a stricter metric, as it directly measures the proportion
of overlap relative to the union, making it less forgiving of false
positives and false negatives.

MCC T P×T N−FP×FN
√

(T P+FP)(T P+FN)(T N+FP)(T N+FN)
Widely used to assess classification performance, particularly ef-
fective for imbalanced datasets. A high MCC score indicates
strong predictive accuracy across all four components of the con-
fusion matrix (i.e., TP, TN, FP, and FN), suggesting that the model
identifies both classes without bias. MCC values range from -1 to
1, where 1 represents a perfect prediction, 0 indicates no better
than random chance, and -1 corresponds to total disagreement be-
tween prediction and ground truth.

AUC – Measures the performance of a classification model by evaluating
the area under the ROC curve. It represents the probability that
a randomly selected positive instance is correctly ranked higher
than a randomly selected negative instance. An AUC value closer
to 1 indicates excellent model performance, while a value closer
to 0.5 suggests that the model is no better than random guessing.
AUC is particularly useful for assessing classifier performance in
imbalanced datasets, as it considers both the true positive and false
positive rates across all classification thresholds.

15



class weight using the equation as follows:

wc =
N

C · nc
(2)

where nc is the number of pixels for class c.

We used the Adam optimisation algorithm to update the network parameters, which is well-regarded in stochastic

optimisation for its faster convergence compared to other optimisation algorithms [102]. We trained models with an

initial learning rate of 1 × 10−4, which was reduced by a factor of 0.1 if the validation loss did not improve for five

consecutive epochs. The total number of epochs was set to 200 with a batch size of eight; however, early stopping

was implemented to terminate the training process when no improvement in validation loss was observed for more

than fifteen epochs.

We used the Intersection over Union (IoU), also called the Jaccard index, as the evaluation metric and implemented

a ModelCheckpoint to save the model with the highest IoU, ensuring that the best-performing model was retained.

The IoU expression presented in Table 4 can be adapted to calculate the weighted IoU as follows:

Weighted IoU =

∑C
c=1 nc ·

|yc∩ŷc |

|yc∪ŷc |∑C
c=1 nc

(3)

where, yc and ŷc represent the ground truth and predicted binary masks for class c, respectively. The numerator

computes the weighted sum of IoUs for each class. The denominator ensures normalisation by the sum of weights. C

is the total number of tissue classes.

4. Experimental evaluations

The experimental evaluations in this study aimed to achieve four main objectives: (i) to provide baseline evalua-

tion results for four segmentation and classification techniques applied to our wound dataset; (ii) to assess the impact

of class weighting on the performance of classification models dealing with imbalanced data; (iii) tissue-wise per-

formance of the selected segmentation and classification models; and (iv) to present leave-one-out cross-validation

results for the selected best-performing models, thereby offering a robust estimate of their performance.

4.1. Performance of conventional segmentation models

This study employed six DL-based conventional segmentation models – UNet, UNet2D, UNet++ 2D, R2Unet,

Attention 2DUNet, and cGAN – to evaluate their performance in wound tissue segmentation. Each model was applied

to the full image (D1) and superpixel (D3) forms of the dataset, and the average weight of all tissue classes for the

evaluation metrics was computed based on the test dataset. The results are reported in Table 5, with the best results

for each dataset highlighted in bold.

The analysis revealed that the weighted average Dice score and IoU for UNet2D were the highest for D1, achieving

68.87% and 54.22%, respectively. Conversely, UNet++ 2D attained the highest Dice score and IoU of 68.07% and
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54.44%, respectively, for D2. This study used the Dice score as the criterion for selecting the best segmentation model.

Therefore, based on overall performance, it is evident that the UNet++ 2D model achieved the highest Dice score of

68.07% for D3.

Table 5: Performance of wound tissue classification models using segmentation models.

Dataset Model Precision (%) Recall (%) Dice (%) IoU (%) AUC MCC (%)

D1

UNet 47.29 28.59 35.25 24.68 0.92 32.83
UNet2D 77.84 68.36 67.87 54.22 0.97 67.19
UNet++ 2D 75.87 69.45 65.56 51.5 0.97 65.88
R2UNet 64.06 64.49 63.31 48.8 0.95 60.7
Attention 2DUNet 60.45 68.02 62.3 51.83 0.96 60.83
cGAN 53.59 28.76 30.21 23.48 – 31.77

D3

UNet 47.36 61.91 44.44 34.42 0.91 45.01
UNet2D 54.32 49.16 30.99 19.72 0.9 33.25
UNet++ 2D 64.63 81.17 68.07 54.44 0.96 67.08
R2UNet 63.34 63.76 48.49 34.65 0.95 50.86
Attention 2DUNet 61.25 78.61 61.16 46.56 0.96 61.16
cGAN 54.07 8.17 12.45 7.12 – 13.8

4.2. Performance of modified-segmentation models

Fifteen modified segmentation models were used for wound tissue segmentation across both the full image (D1)

and superpixel (D3) forms of the dataset. These modified models are constructed from a combination of segmenta-

tion models (base models or decoders) and DL classification models (encoders). The segmentation models used in-

cluded UNet, LinkNet, and Feature Pyramid Network (FPN), while the DL classification models consisted of VGG16,

ResNet152, DenseNet201, InceptionV3, and MobileNetV2.

To evaluate the performance of the modified segmentation models, relevant evaluation metrics were calculated

for all tissue classes and subsequently averaged based on class weight. The results are reported in Table 6. The

combination of FPN and VGG16 was observed to have a high Dice score and IoU of 76.95% and 62.77%, respectively,

for D1. For D3, the highest Dice score and IoU of 52.68% and 37.17%, respectively, were obtained with the LinkNet-

VGG16 combination. In terms of overall performance, the FPN-VGG16 model exhibited the highest Dice score of

76.95%.

4.3. Performance of DL-based classification models

To evaluate the DL models for tissue classification, we tested eight DL architectures using the D2 and D3 dataset

forms. The models included VGG16, ResNet50, DenseNet201, EfficientNetB7, MobileNetV2, InceptionV3, NAS-

NetMobile, and Xception. The results are presented in Table 7.

It was observed that NASNetMobile achieved a high F1 score of 77.13% for D2, while DenseNet201 attained the

highest F1 score of 61.39% for D3. Additionally, the best Matthews correlation coefficient (MCC) score of 65.97%
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Table 6: Performance of wound tissue classification models using modified-segmentation models.

Dataset Model Backbone Precision (%) Recall (%) Dice (%) IoU (%) AUC MCC (%)
D1 UNet VGG16 57.78 58.37 57.05 41.2 0.91 54.03

ResNet152 65.59 60.15 55.54 38.77 0.86 56.79
DenseNet201 68.2 67.79 66.68 52.3 0.88 65.5
InceptionV3 62.73 69.97 62.09 47.97 0.89 61.9
MobileNetV2 23.5 25.69 23.85 14.16 0.57 10.15

LinkNet VGG16 57.54 61.77 58.21 42.65 0.87 55.33
ResNet152 75.24 54.89 57.39 41.83 0.91 58.43
DenseNet201 20.7 27.56 22.11 13.08 0.55 17.47
InceptionV3 45.5 53.43 46.28 31.47 0.77 44.46
MobileNetV2 13.91 33.22 17.77 10.42 0.61 13.89

FPN VGG16 83.47 72.34 76.95 62.77 0.98 75.87
ResNet152 41.09 56.83 46.5 31.34 0.93 43.71
DenseNet201 61.12 43.45 46.66 32.51 0.91 47.05
InceptionV3 66.25 60.46 63.17 46.94 0.96 61.01
MobileNetV2 52.67 61.27 53.09 38.22 0.94 52.18

D3 UNet VGG16 54.82 52.05 50.85 35.44 0.86 48.37
ResNet152 62.53 59.12 49.21 36.17 0.88 51.08
DenseNet201 33.96 28.35 26.77 15.77 0.81 24.48
InceptionV3 52.95 56.72 47.66 32.12 0.83 47.58
MobileNetV2 45.8 39.83 21.75 13.65 0.86 22.08

LinkNet VGG16 54.58 54.93 52.68 37.17 0.92 49.99
ResNet152 50.26 36.22 38.42 27.31 0.84 37.87
DenseNet201 55.69 59.01 41.94 28.76 0.88 44.65
InceptionV3 44.11 43.03 30.79 18.69 0.75 32.04
MobileNetV2 56.59 46.71 43.65 28.08 0.92 44

FPN VGG16 51.16 28.45 36.47 22.76 0.88 34.97
ResNet152 59.74 22.86 28.31 19.27 0.55 29.28
DenseNet201 21.44 17.02 16.69 10.27 0.68 14.42
InceptionV3 49.5 37.74 31.61 19.64 0.87 32.82
MobileNetV2 43.01 30.79 20.91 13.5 0.9 21.86

was found for NASNetMobile using D2, and 46.4% for DenseNet201 using D3. In terms of overall performance,

NASNetMobile exhibited the highest MCC score of 65.97%.

4.4. Performance of modified-classification approaches

In the modified-classification approaches, DL classification models are used as feature extractors and are combined

with traditional ML models as classifiers for wound tissue classification. We used twelve modified-classification

approach-based models, where the DL models were AlexNet, VGG16, InceptionV3, and DenseNet201, and the ML

models included SVM, RF, and KNN.

Table 8 reports the performance of these models. The results indicate that the combination of AlexNet and RF

showed high performance across all evaluation metrics for D2. For D3, the combination of DenseNet201 and RF

emerged as the best model, based on the F1 and MCC scores. Overall, the combination of AlexNet and RF achieved

the highest F1 score and MCC of 76.19% and 67.88%, respectively.
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Table 7: Performance of wound tissue classification models using DL-based approaches.

Dataset Model Precision (%) Recall (%) Specificity (%) F1 Score (%) IoU (%) AUC MCC (%)
D2 VGG16 52.44 38.06 85.63 40.63 27.51 0.76 26

ResNet50 78.43 72.82 88.88 74.13 59.59 0.91 65.15
DenseNet201 79.42 72.35 85.93 71.37 56.19 0.93 63.82
EfficientNetB7 53.11 35.66 82.39 28.66 18.17 0.84 19.95
MobileNetV2 73.03 60.07 88.55 62.53 46.16 0.88 52.39
InceptionV3 70.18 58.76 87.01 61.75 44.71 0.86 49.2
NASNetMobile 77.52 74.68 88 74.13 59.3 0.94 65.97
Xception 64.93 42.08 90.15 44.86 30.56 0.83 36.81

D3 VGG16 52.34 49.97 77.48 49.42 34.73 0.71 28.19
ResNet50 57.64 58.29 79.35 56.76 42.18 0.77 38.80
DenseNet201 63.75 65.26 79.56 61.39 47.25 0.80 46.4
EfficientNetB7 31.62 50.24 61.41 37.41 27.21 0.63 17.13
MobileNetV2 59.27 57.55 82.33 56.68 41.72 0.71 40.12
InceptionV3 54.9 54.83 78.36 52.83 38.38 0.70 32.94
NASNetMobile 50.18 53.31 72.09 49.82 35.29 0.73 26.82
Xception 51.18 50.56 75.63 50.2 34.89 0.69 26.86

Table 8: Performance of wound tissue classification using modified-classification approaches.

Dataset DL Feature ML Model Precision (%) Recall (%) Specificity (%) F1 Score (%) IoU (%) AUC MCC (%)
D2 AlexNet SVM 74.35 62.09 90.9 66.45 50.88 0.9 56.02

RF 80.7 73.38 92.52 76.19 62.03 0.92 67.88
KNN 76.82 68.38 90.98 71.91 56.82 0.86 61.83

VGG16 SVM 69.05 55.73 90.73 59.37 45.13 0.87 48.99
RF 68.22 58.49 88.37 60.61 45.46 0.86 48.97

KNN 67.94 57.78 89.3 59.73 45.19 0.77 48.9
InceptionV3 SVM 69.92 56.62 89.89 60.58 44.96 0.9 49.49

RF 74.21 62.94 89.84 65.81 49.59 0.9 56.15
KNN 66.31 48.59 87.68 52.23 36.07 0.78 40.62

DenseNet201 SVM 69.99 58.32 89.99 62.75 48.83 0.87 51.03
RF 77.96 68.02 92.15 71.67 57.64 0.9 62.42

KNN 76.19 66.71 91.55 70.45 56.24 0.85 60.47
D3 AlexNet SVM 52.68 53.03 70.87 47.95 34.05 0.71 27.13

RF 50.57 49.32 65.1 41.84 29.28 0.65 19.9
KNN 50.05 50 73.54 47.99 33.46 0.66 25.13

VGG16 SVM 56.08 53.52 78.12 52.8 37.77 0.79 33.14
RF 57.4 57.51 78.83 56.54 41.24 0.79 37.28

KNN 53.73 51.59 77.55 50.64 36 0.72 30.24
InceptionV3 SVM 54.67 52.98 77.25 52.69 37.55 0.70 31.49

RF 54.41 55.17 74.43 52.29 37.85 0.73 32.3
KNN 53.64 52.24 74.69 51.05 35.99 0.67 28.97

DenseNet201 SVM 63.4 60.92 82.56 61.12 45.84 0.81 44.72
RF 63.58 61.7 82.68 61.42 46.64 0.79 45.67

KNN 59.02 56.05 81.5 56.25 41.27 0.73 38.55

4.5. Applying class weight

Our dataset exhibits imbalanced classes. To mitigate this class imbalance, we used class weights, assigning

weights to classes based on their sizes. The primary purpose of using class weights is to penalise the misclassification

of minority classes (such as bone and tendon) by assigning them higher weights, while simultaneously reducing the

weights for majority classes (such as granulation, slough, maceration, and necrosis).

Table 9 reports the results of this approach. They indicate that the class weight approach did not yield significant
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improvements compared to the results obtained without class weights (Table 7) for both the D2 and D3 datasets.

Specifically, the highest MCC score was 66.37% for D2 and 46.14% for D3 with class weights, while the highest

MCC score without class weights was 65.97% for D2 and 46.4% for D3. A similar pattern was observed for the F1

score.

Table 9: Performance of wound tissue classification models using DL-based approaches by applying class weights.

Dataset Model Precision (%) Recall (%) Specificity (%) F1 Score (%) IoU (%) AUC MCC (%)
D2 VGG16 59.4 46.74 79.06 46.22 30.5 0.79 30.05

ResNet50 78.5 74.95 88.55 74.36 60.77 0.91 66.37
DenseNet201 73.42 53.78 86.18 59.56 43.2 0.83 46.93
EfficientNetB7 44.26 34.96 96.29 37.55 28.48 0.78 34.28
MobileNetV2 67.02 32.63 91.46 42.74 28.15 0.81 32.4
InceptionV3 58.99 36.47 85.66 44.51 29.7 0.74 28.17
NASNetMobile 81 46.23 96.96 48.79 39.58 0.82 48.2
Xception 61.97 35.78 87.23 42.1 27.01 0.79 28.96

D3 VGG16 54.22 42.29 83.41 45.66 30.36 0.73 26.41
ResNet50 64.19 55.35 85.14 57.05 41.59 0.77 41.52
DenseNet201 66.64 57.69 88.41 59.20 43.56 0.77 46.14
EfficientNetB7 43.18 50.33 58.11 37.93 27.06 0.63 17.15
MobileNetV2 58.86 52.50 85.12 55.15 40.98 0.72 38.33
InceptionV3 56.29 49.90 82.73 51.83 36.03 0.71 32.61
NASNetMobile 54.55 40.18 84.86 43.83 29.1 0.74 25.79
Xception 52.28 39.72 82.46 43.91 29.16 0.69 23.49

4.6. Tissue-wise performance of segmentation and classification models

Table 10 presents the tissue-wise performance for the selected segmentation and classification models across

three dataset forms: D1 (full image), D2 (patching), and D3 (superpixel). We selected the two best-performing

models for each form of the dataset applied to the segmentation and classification approaches. The results show that

segmentation models, particularly in the D1 dataset, excelled at identifying granulation and necrotic tissues. Notably,

the FPN+VGG16 model demonstrated superior performance, achieving high Dice scores of 89.6% and 78.32% for

granulation and necrosis, respectively. However, across all dataset forms, bone and tendon tissues posed significant

challenges, with both UNet++ 2D and LinkNet+VGG16 in the D3 dataset failing to segment these tissues, as reflected

by 0% Dice scores for bone and very low scores for tendon.

In classification tasks, models trained on the D2 dataset showed better performance for granulation and necrotic

tissues, with NASNetMobile and AlexNet+RF achieving F1 scores of 70% and 85% for granulation and necrosis,

respectively. However, the classification of bone and tendon remained problematic across all datasets, with F1 scores

dropping to 0% for bone and minimal scores for tendon. The poor performance of both segmentation and classifi-

cation models for bone and tendon can be attributed to the severe class imbalance, where these tissues are heavily

underrepresented, particularly in the D3 dataset.

To assess the impact of these underrepresented tissue classes on the overall segmentation performance, we de-

signed an experiment where we ran the best two performing models for the D1 dataset, UNet 2D and FPN+VGG16,
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Table 10: Performance of segmentation and classification approaches for tissue-wise classification

Approach Dataset Model Metrics Tissue classes
Slough Granulation Bone Tendon Maceration Necrosis

Se
gm

en
ta

tio
n

D1

UNet2D Precision (%) 35.65 93.28 24.81 17.33 83.45 92.82
Recall (%) 84.36 86.43 5.5 3.26 24.85 64.49
Dice (%) 50.12 89.72 9.01 5.49 38.3 76.1
IoU (%) 33.44 81.36 4.72 2.82 23.68 61.42
MCC (%) 49.5 86.99 11.49 7.09 42.78 77.02

FPN+VGG16 Precision (%) 73.32 88.12 83.61 51.37 90.18 94.55
Recall (%) 71.76 91.14 56.15 95.35 76.5 66.84
Dice (%) 72.53 89.6 67.18 66.77 82.78 78.32
IoU (%) 56.9 81.16 50.58 50.12 70.62 64.36
MCC (%) 70.28 86.55 68.4 69.59 81.29 79.18

D3

UNet++ 2D Precision (%) 35.31 92.92 0 0 81.4 80.52
Recall (%) 85.92 84.24 0 0 23.48 76.9
Dice (%) 50.05 88.37 0 0 36.45 78.67
IoU (%) 33.38 79.16 0 0 22.29 64.84
MCC (%) 49.75 85.37 0 0 40.9 78.28

LinkNet+VGG16 Precision (%) 35.96 92.35 0 12.35 67.41 72.91
Recall (%) 55.14 87.6 0 14.59 37.46 75.93
Dice (%) 43.53 89.91 0 13.37 48.16 74.39
IoU (%) 27.82 81.67 0 7.17 31.71 59.22
MCC (%) 38.8 87.14 -0.09 12.39 46.25 73.89

C
la

ss
ifi

ca
tio

n

D2

NASNetMobile Precision (%) 68 74 0 100 52 98
Recall (%) 93 66 0 1 34 60
F1 Score (%) 79 70 0 2 41 75
IoU (%) 65.24 53.84 0 0.81 25.74 59.62
MCC (%) 66.8 61.51 -0.05 8.96 41.16 72.59

AlexNet+RF Precision (%) 78 71 0 2 53 99
Recall (%) 65 90 0 1 28 74
F1 Score (%) 71 80 0 1 36 85
IoU (%) 54.88 66.01 0 0.56 22.14 73.35
MCC (%) 57.66 73.02 -0.99 0.96 37.51 82.23

D3

DenseNet201 Precision (%) 58 70 0 67 62 36
Recall (%) 14 86 0 27 70 57
F1 Score (%) 23 77 0 38 66 44
IoU (%) 13.04 62.76 0 23.53 49.12 28.57
MCC (%) 22.44 54.36 0 41.41 50.8 43.46

DenseNet201+RF Precision (%) 34 74 0 0 76 27
Recall (%) 53 80 0 0 49 19
F1 Score (%) 41 77 0 0 60 22
IoU (%) 25.78 62.56 0 0 42.86 12.5
MCC (%) 25.09 55.75 0 -0.57 49.98 20.48

exclusively on the slough, granulation, maceration, and necrosis classes, while excluding the bone and tendon classes.

The rationale behind this experiment was to determine how the poor representation and segmentation of bone and

tendon in Table 10 might have influenced the models’ overall performance. The results of this experiment, presented

in Table 11, demonstrate a clear improvement in segmentation performance across the remaining tissue classes when

bone and tendon were removed.

For the UNet 2D model, excluding bone and tendon led to a marked increase in performance. In Table 10,

the model struggled to segment bone and tendon, yielding very low Dice scores of 9.01% and 5.49%, respectively.

However, after removing these challenging tissue classes, the weighted average Dice score increased significantly

from 67.87% (Table 5) to 70.98%. This improvement was observed across all remaining tissue classes. For instance,

the Dice score for granulation increased slightly from 89.72% (Table 10) to 90.44%, while the performance for
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Table 11: Performance of segmentation approaches for slough, granulation, maceration, and necrotic tissue classes.

Dataset Model Metrics Tissue type Weighted Avg.Slough Granulation Maceration Necrosis
D1 UNet 2D Precision (%) 42.29 94 81.41 85.62 70.25

Recall (%) 76.52 87.14 47.44 68.38 76.61
Dice (%) 54.48 90.44 59.95 76.03 70.98
IoU (%) 37.44 82.55 42.81 61.33 57.26
MCC (%) 52.22 87.91 59.08 76.11 69.3

FPN+VGG16 Precision (%) 74.99 89.32 90.95 88.62 83.33
Recall (%) 75.04 93.49 82.2 57.5 76.09
Dice (%) 75.02 91.36 86.35 69.75 78.82
IoU (%) 60.02 84.09 75.98 53.55 65.93
MCC (%) 72.94 88.82 84.99 70.96 77.49

maceration showed a notable rise from 38.3% to 59.95%. This indicates that bone and tendon had been negatively

impacting the model’s overall performance, and once excluded, the model’s ability to focus on better-represented

classes improved considerably.

The FPN+VGG16 model, which was already performing well (see in Table 10), further benefited from the exclu-

sion of bone and tendon. Its weighted average Dice score rose from 76.95% (Table 6) to 78.82%, reflecting enhanced

performance across all remaining tissue types. For example, the granulation Dice score improved from 89.6% to

91.36%, and the maceration Dice score increased significantly from 82.78% to 86.35%. Although there was a slight

drop in the necrosis Dice score from 78.32% to 69.75%, the overall improvement in performance highlights the

model’s capacity to segment well-represented tissues more effectively when not hampered by the underrepresented

and poorly segmented bone and tendon classes. Despite all these challenges, the D1 form of the dataset, when paired

with the FPN+VGG16 model, demonstrated the best overall performance for wound tissue classification.

4.7. Visual performance analysis

Figure 5 provides a visual comparison of the best-performing models’ predicted images alongside the correspond-

ing input and ground truth images for the three dataset forms: D1 (full image), D2 (patch), and D3 (superpixel). This

visual performance analysis highlights the strengths and limitations of various segmentation and classification models

in accurately identifying wound tissues.

For D1, the FPN+VGG16 segmentation model demonstrated superior performance by accurately segmenting

most wound tissues. The clear delineation of tissue boundaries in the predicted images closely resembles the ground

truth, indicating the model’s effectiveness in identifying complex tissue structures, such as granulation and necrosis.

UNet 2D, however, struggled with more intricate tissue types, particularly bone and tendon. This conventional model

failed to correctly classify these tissues, often misclassifying them as slough, which aligns with its poor performance

metrics reported earlier. This visual evidence underscores the limitations of standard segmentation models in handling

underrepresented tissue classes like bone and tendon, suggesting an opportunity for future model development in this
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Input image Ground truth Output of
UNet2D

Output of
FPN+VGG16

Output of
UNet++ 2D

Output of
LinkNet+VGG16

Full image dataset (D1) Superpixel dataset (D3)

Output of
NasNetmobile

Output of
AlexNet+RF

Patch dataset (D2)

Figure 5: Visual comparison of predicted wound tissue segmentation using two best-performing models across three forms, D1, D2, and D3, of the
dataset. The first column from the left shows input images, while the second column illustrates the ground truth, where different tissue types are
colour-coded: granulation in red, slough in yellow, maceration in white, necrosis in black, tendon in sky blue, and bone in cream. The remaining
columns display the predicted segmentation results from the two best-performing models for each dataset form, showcasing the accuracy and
limitations of each model in identifying and segmenting the wound tissues.

area.

In D3, the LinkNet+VGG16 model performed better than the UNet++ 2D, demonstrating strong segmentation

capabilities for granulation and necrotic tissues. Despite the lower representation of certain tissue types in the D3

form of the dataset, this model could still identify the major wound tissues with reasonable accuracy. In contrast,

UNet++ 2D again exhibited poor segmentation results, particularly in identifying bone and tendon, which were either

missed entirely or often classified inaccurately as slough. This suggests that while superpixel-based datasets offer

a more compact representation, they might oversimplify the visual features required to accurately segment complex

tissue types.

For D2, NASNetMobile demonstrated considerable success in classifying wound tissues, showing strong recog-

nition of granulation, necrosis, and other major tissue types, except for bone and tendon. The visual results show that

the model could identify the overall structure of the wound, but finer details, such as blonde and tendon segmentation,

were still problematic. This indicates that while NASNetMobile is well-suited for broader tissue classification tasks,

it struggles with highly localised and underrepresented classes. On the other hand, the combination of AlexNet with

random forest (RF) produced subpar results, as seen in the visual outputs. The predicted images from this model could
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not correctly identify most wound tissues, resulting in a significant deviation from the ground truth. This highlights

the limitations of combining traditional machine learning models with deep learning architectures, particularly for

tasks requiring high precision and spatial understanding.

Overall, the visual analysis in Figure 5 reinforces the earlier quantitative findings. While FPN+VGG16 emerges

as the most effective model for wound tissue segmentation on the D1 form of the dataset, conventional models like

UNet2D and UNet++ 2D lag, particularly in classifying bone and tendon tissues. Regarding classification, NASNet-

Mobile performs well for D2 but struggles with more complex tissue types, highlighting the need for further refine-

ment in models to handle underrepresented and difficult-to-segment tissues. These findings suggest a clear direction

for future research, focusing on improving model architectures for bone and tendon segmentation and exploring more

sophisticated approaches for handling imbalanced datasets.

4.8. Leave-one-out cross-validation

This study used leave-one-out cross-validation (LOOCV) on the D1 form of the dataset to evaluate the robustness

of deep learning (DL) models for wound tissue segmentation. LOOCV is particularly valuable for estimating accu-

rate model performance in studies with smaller datasets [103]. We tested the best-performing segmentation model,

FPN+VGG16, using LOOCV.

In LOOCV, the number of folds is equal to the total number of images in the dataset, which in our case was 187.

Consequently, the experiment was run 187 times, with each iteration using a different single image for testing and the

remaining images for training and validation (with 1% of the training set allocated for validation). The final results

were calculated as a weighted average over 187 iterations, using the number of pixels as the weight. To assess the

effect of class weighting on our highly imbalanced dataset, we conducted LOOCV both with and without applying

class weights to categorical cross-entropy as the loss function.

Table 12 summarises the performance of the FPN+VGG16 model using LOOCV for various tissue types. The

weighted average values across all tissue types indicate the model’s general performance. Without class weighting,

the weighted average Dice score was 82.25%, and IoU was 75.45%. With class weighting, these metrics decreased

slightly, with the Dice score averaging 78.31%, and IoU 70.14%. Figure 6 directly compares how class weighting

influences model performance (Dice score), particularly for underrepresented tissues like bone and tendon. With class

weighting applied, the Dice score for bone increases significantly from 24.28% (without class weighting) to 42.94%,

and there is a slight improvement in the tendon from 31.76% to 32.55%, and in maceration from 77.06% to 82.48%.

Although this shows a modest improvement in segmentation for these classes, the Dice scores for well-represented

tissues like granulation, slough, and necrosis decrease a little. These results provide valuable insights into the trade-

offs between class-weighted and non-weighted training approaches. Class weighting improves segmentation accuracy

for underrepresented tissues, particularly bone and tendon, which have historically low segmentation performance due

to their limited representation in the dataset. However, this improvement comes at the expense of reducing overall

accuracy for well-represented classes, as the model must allocate more learning capacity to the difficult-to-segment
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tissues, which detracts from performance on tissues like granulation and necrosis.

Table 12: Performance of FPN+VGG16 model evaluated using leave-one-out cross-validation

Dataset Model Metrics Tissue type/condition Weighted Avg.Slough Granulation Bone Tendon Maceration Necrosis

D1

FPN+VGG16 (w/o
class weight)

Precision (%) 86.44 95.19 62.35 70.69 90.66 96.21 91.28
Recall (%) 75.68 85.20 17.31 28.26 74.61 94.01 79.58
Dice (%) 78.00 88.39 24.28 31.76 77.06 94.37 82.25
IoU (%) 71.00 81.83 16.41 23.52 68.40 90.47 75.45
MCC (%) 75.51 85.54 28.51 33.58 71.87 93.04 79.51

FPN+VGG16
(with class weight)

Precision (%) 79.57 94.12 45.71 64.59 83.50 91.99 83.50
Recall (%) 71.48 75.90 47.71 36.02 85.83 96.66 76.41
Dice (%) 72.16 81.30 42.94 32.55 82.48 94.05 78.31
IoU (%) 63.80 72.84 31.67 22.81 74.25 89.18 70.14
MCC (%) 67.69 78.16 43.09 34.56 74.41 91.64 74.40
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Figure 6: Impact of using class-weight on the segmentation performance of the FPN+VGG16 model evaluated using leave-one-out cross validation

5. Discussion

5.1. Findings and observations

Model architecture. The performance discrepancies between UNet++, LinkNet+VGG16, and FPN+VGG16 under-

score the importance of model architecture in tissue classification tasks. While UNet++ and LinkNet+VGG16 strug-

gle with certain tissues like tendons and bones, FPN+VGG16 demonstrates superior performance, particularly with

multi-scale feature recognition. This suggests that FPN’s pyramid structure is more adept at capturing the hierarchical

features of complex tissues.
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Dataset forms on performance. A key observation is the varying model performance across different dataset forms

(D1, D2, and D3). The D1 form of the dataset (full image) is relatively limited in size, with only 147 images. On the

other hand, the D2 dataset (patching) significantly expands the sample size to 76,413 patches, while D3 (superpixel)

consists of 4,039 superpixels. The substantial difference in dataset sizes suggests that models trained on D2 likely

benefit from the abundance of training data, especially for tissues like granulation, necrosis, and slough. This could

explain why classification models performed better on D2 than on D3. The D2 dataset likely had a better balance or

clearer representation of tissue classes, whereas D3 might suffer from class imbalance or less informative features,

leading to reduced performance. In D1, bone and tendon tissues are poorly represented (only 12 and 15 samples,

respectively), and even in D2 and D3, these classes are heavily underrepresented (D2: 240 bones, 448 tendons; D3:

18 bones, 80 tendons). This class imbalance likely plays a significant role in the poor performance of segmentation

and classification models on bone and tendon tissues across all dataset forms. The models do not have enough training

examples to effectively learn from these rare classes. This suggests that the dataset’s characteristics play a critical role

in model performance, emphasising the need for careful dataset curation and balancing when training classification

models, especially in medical imaging tasks.

Granulation and necrotic tissue success. The consistent performance for granulation and necrotic tissues suggests

that these models are well-tuned for tissue types with distinct textural patterns, making them easier to differentiate.

This strength may be attributed to the combination of dataset features and the architecture of the models, which

are designed to capture such patterns effectively. However, overfitting to these classes might explain the lack of

generalisation to other tissue types like bone and tendon.

Failure in bone and tendon recognition. The poor performance in bone and tendon classification across models,

especially for D3, highlights future work opportunities. Bone and tendon tissues may share similar intensities with

other tissues, such as slough, or may not have enough distinct features for the models to detect reliably. The failure

in these classes could be due to the lack of sufficient training examples or misrepresentation of these tissues in the

training set. Future improvements could focus on augmenting the dataset or applying advanced techniques like domain

adaptation to enhance bone and tendon recognition.

Segmentation vs. classification approach. The main strength of segmentation models is their ability to generate pixel-

wise predictions, which is crucial for medical imaging tasks like wound tissue analysis, where spatial information

and tissue boundaries are paramount. The segmentation models’ higher IoU and Dice scores for granulation and

necrotic tissues highlight their ability to handle intricate wound textures and details. These models utilize spatial

hierarchies and deep feature extraction techniques to capture and localize tissues more effectively. The results show

that segmentation models are better suited for medical tasks requiring tissue delineation, which is essential in wound

assessment and treatment planning.
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On the other hand, classification models are typically faster and simpler to implement but lack the fine-grained

spatial understanding necessary for segmenting complex tissue types. While they performed well in assigning tissue

labels to the overall image, their inability to focus on precise regions within the wound area limits their utility for

detailed medical diagnosis. They showed strong performance for certain tissues, such as granulation and necrosis, but

struggled with more nuanced or less-represented classes like bone and tendon.

5.2. Limitations

The primary limitation of this study stems from the small and imbalanced nature of the dataset. The under-

representation of certain tissue types, particularly bone and tendon, significantly impacted the performance of both

segmentation and classification models, leading to poor generalisation for these tissue classes. This imbalance poses

a challenge for the models to learn sufficient features for accurate tissue recognition and segmentation, resulting in

low-performance metrics for these underrepresented classes. Additionally, the limited size of the dataset restricts the

models’ ability to generalise to new, unseen data, potentially affecting the reliability of the results when applied in

broader clinical settings.

Another limitation arises from the heterogeneity in image quality. The wound images were collected from various

sources, each with different levels of resolution, lighting conditions, and image clarity. This variability in image

quality introduces noise and inconsistency, which complicates the training process and may hinder the model’s ability

to learn robust features. The lack of standardised image acquisition protocols across the dataset may lead to suboptimal

performance in real-world applications where high consistency in imaging is required for reliable wound assessment.

Also, while meticulous effort was made to label wound tissues accurately, agreement among expert physicians

on wound labelling can vary substantially, making it challenging to establish a consistent criterion standard [33].

This variability could impact the interpretability and reproducibility of results, particularly when deploying models in

diverse clinical environments.

Despite these challenges, this study marks a significant first step toward leveraging publicly available wound

images to develop a labelled wound tissue segmentation dataset. It highlights the feasibility of using these resources

to create a labelled dataset for model development, paving the way for future efforts to enhance the dataset in size and

quality.

5.3. Future directions

Augmentation, synthetic data generation and data balancing. The poor performance of the models on underrepre-

sented tissue classes, particularly bone and tendon, highlights the need for enhanced data augmentation, synthetic

data generation, and balancing techniques. Advanced augmentation methods such as rotation, flipping, zooming, and

colour adjustments can increase the diversity of training samples, exposing models to more varied scenarios and im-

proving their robustness in imbalanced datasets [104]. Also, synthetic data generation can be a powerful technique

to augment rare classes like bone and tendon by creating artificial but realistic images using methods such as the
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generative adversarial networks (GANs) technique. These synthetic images can help balance the dataset and provide

the models with more examples to learn from, especially for underrepresented tissue types [105]. Alongside these

techniques, oversampling or SMOTE (Synthetic Minority Over-sampling Technique) can further address class imbal-

ance, ensuring that the model trains on a more evenly distributed dataset and reducing its bias toward overrepresented

classes [106]. By combining traditional augmentation, synthetic data generation, and data balancing methods, the

dataset’s representation of bone and tendon can be significantly improved, resulting in better segmentation perfor-

mance for these challenging tissues.

Custom loss functions. A promising approach to further improve the recognition of underrepresented tissues is the

use of custom loss functions. By assigning higher weights to under-performing classes like bone and tendon, models

can be more heavily penalised for misclassifications, encouraging them to focus on these harder-to-classify tissues.

Loss functions such as focal loss are particularly effective for addressing class imbalance by down-weighting easy

examples and emphasising difficult ones [107]. This method has significantly improved datasets with skewed class

distributions [108].

Ensemble and custom models. The varied success of different model architectures across tissue classes suggests

that ensemble modelling could be a viable solution to mitigate these discrepancies. By combining the strengths

of multiple models—such as UNet++ 2D, FPN+VGG16, and LinkNet+VGG16—an ensemble approach can take

advantage of each model’s strengths while compensating for their weaknesses. Techniques such as stacking, bagging,

or voting allow multiple models to contribute to the final prediction, improving accuracy and robustness, particularly

in complex tasks like wound segmentation [109]. Ensemble models have been widely used in medical image analysis

to achieve state-of-the-art results and can be especially effective for improving performance on poorly represented

tissue types [110].

One potential approach for a custom model would be to incorporate multi-scale feature extraction modules, al-

lowing the model to capture high-level contextual information and fine details, essential for accurate wound tissue

delineation [111]. Also, attention mechanisms could be integrated to help the model focus on important tissue re-

gions, potentially improving its accuracy on challenging classes [112, 113]. Recent studies (e.g., [114, 115]) have

shown that attention-based modules can enhance segmentation performance by guiding the model’s focus to regions

with higher relevance, which would be particularly useful in medical image analysis where certain tissue classes need

more emphasis.

6. Conclusion

This study makes significant contributions by presenting the first publicly available wound tissue segmentation

dataset, offering a valuable resource for the research community focused on wound analysis and medical imaging.

A comprehensive comparison of deep learning (DL) models for wound tissue segmentation and classification was
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conducted, exploring their performance across different dataset forms, including full image, patch, and superpixel

representations. By developing and testing 82 DL models, this study provides an in-depth evaluation of model perfor-

mance across six critical tissue types: slough, granulation, maceration, necrosis, bone, and tendon.

One of the major contributions of this work is its rigorous evaluation of model performance using multiple metrics,

including precision, recall, Dice score, IoU, AUC and MCC. These comprehensive evaluations allow for a nuanced

understanding of each model’s strengths and limitations. The results revealed that modified segmentation models,

particularly FPN+VGG16, consistently outperformed conventional models, showing their superiority over the full

image dataset in handling complex tissue boundaries and structures.

The significance of this study lies not only in its immediate findings but also in its potential as a benchmark for

future research. It also provides extensive discussion highlighting the gaps and potential future work, particularly in

addressing the segmentation of bone and tendon tissues. The publicly available dataset and extensive model evalua-

tions can serve as a foundation for further developments in wound tissue segmentation and classification. Researchers

can use this dataset to test new algorithms, refine existing models, and explore innovative techniques to improve ac-

curacy, particularly for underrepresented tissue types like bone and tendon. This work sets a strong precedent for

addressing real-world challenges in medical imaging, providing both practical insights and a valuable resource for

continued advancements in the field.
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