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Abstract

This paper presents a Patherea, a framework for point-based cell detection and clas-
sification that provides a complete solution for developing and evaluating state-of-
the-art approaches. We introduce a large-scale dataset collected to directly repli-
cate a clinical workflow for Ki-67 proliferation index estimation and use it to de-
velop an efficient point-based approach that directly predicts point-based predic-
tions, without the need for intermediate representations. The proposed approach
effectively utilizes point proposal candidates with the hybrid Hungarian matching
strategy and a flexible architecture that enables the usage of various backbones
and (pre)training strategies. We report state-of-the-art results on existing public
datasets - Lizard, BRCA-M2C, BCData, and the newly proposed Patherea dataset.
We show that the performance on existing public datasets is saturated and that the
newly proposed Patherea dataset represents a significantly harder challenge for the
recently proposed approaches. We also demonstrate the effectiveness of recently
proposed pathology foundational models that our proposed approach can natively
utilize and benefit from. We also revisit the evaluation protocol that is used in the
broader field of cell detection and classification and identify the erroneous calcu-
lation of performance metrics. Patherea provides a benchmarking utility that ad-
dresses the identified issues and enables a fair comparison of different approaches.
The dataset and the code will be publicly released upon acceptance.
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1. Introduction

The emergence of whole-slide scanners has enabled the scanning of a com-
plete microscopic tissue slide and the creation of a single high-resolution digital
file - a gigapixel whole slide image (WSI). The so-called digital pathology repre-
sents recent digitalization efforts in the medical field of pathology to omit the need
for traditional diagnostics to be performed under the microscope (Mukhopadhyay
et al., 2018). However, with the emergence of whole slide scanners and progress
in AI and computer vision, it is simultaneously undergoing another big transfor-
mation, shifting from digital to computational pathology – the analysis of digi-
tized data using AI (Bera et al., 2019; Cui and Zhang, 2021). Various computer
vision approaches have been applied for histopathology analysis and diagnostics
with proven comparative performance with the pathologists (Bejnordi et al., 2017;
Bulten et al., 2022).

Cancer diagnostics is traditionally performed by pathologists under the micro-
scope, which includes quantifying the immunohistochemical expression of various
proteins on specially stained tissue samples. In practice, this means counting hun-
dreds or thousands of cells of a particular class and interest (e.g., positively, and
negatively stained tumor cells) which forms a basis to derive prognostic scoring
markers (Dowsett et al., 2011). Ki-67 proliferation index represents one of the
most widely used prognostic markers in different cancer types (e.g., breast cancer,
neuroendocrine tumors, lymphomas, sarcomas) and identifies the proportion of
tumor cells in the proliferation phase (i.e., tumor growth rate). Computing such a
scoring is a highly time-consuming manual work for a pathologist, however it en-
ables classification and grading of tumors, evaluation of their malignant potential,
and is the basis for determining an effective treatment. In practice, less accurate
approaches are used Mikami et al. (2013); Polley et al. (2013), which leads to lower
interobserver concordance and reproducibility.

Automating cell detection and classification represents a key step for perform-
ing diagnostics in a more efficient and reproducible manner and has been one of
the first topics to be addressed in histopathology image analysis Xing and Yang
(2016). Supervised-learning-based approaches require expertly labeled datasets,
which are costly to obtain in sufficient quantities in comparison with natural im-
ages in the broader computer vision domain. Most approaches utilize point-based
annotations, which are easier to obtain in comparison with bounding boxes or seg-
mentation masks and are most often not needed to support the end application in
terms of diagnostics. Various point-based deep-learning-based approaches have
been proposed in recent years (Xie et al., 2015, 2018; Lee et al., 2021; Abousamra
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et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2023b,a; Pina et al., 2024) that require the use of interme-
diate representations to regress and classify cell centers, or the use of existing com-
plex DETR-based (Carion et al., 2020) object-detection architectures, specialized
to support point annotations. In contrast, we provide a direct point-to-point ap-
proach, that utilizes general computer vision backbones (Dosovitskiy et al., 2021;
Liu et al., 2022), with simple architecture, fast convergence, and support for the
use of existing large-scale pathology pretrained foundational models.

Generating labeled data for different possible diseases is not only prohibitively
expensive and time-consuming, but in the medical domain, often impossible due
to low occurrence and natural and technical variability present in the samples. On
the other hand, diagnostics is performed on a daily basis around the world, with
workflows being digitized and unlabeled samples being stored in large quantities.
Similar to general language and vision domains (Radford et al., 2019, 2021; He
et al., 2022; Oquab et al., 2024), pathology foundational models have been recently
presented (Filiot et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2024; Vorontsov et al., 2023; Dippel
et al., 2024; Xu et al., 2024; Nechaev et al., 2024) that utilize vast amounts of
unlabeled data from up to millions of samples from various diseases, stainings
and instruments.

Limited labeled training data is needed to train or fine-tune the models on a
specific downstream task of interest, as well as to benchmark different approaches.
Publicly available cell detection and classification datasets in pathology are rare
and mostly consists of the standard hematoxylin and eosin (H&E) staining and with
at most couple of tens of thousands annotated cell centers, often annotated with an
semi-automatic approach and in a patch-based manner, which does not reflect the
actual pathologists workflow (Sirinukunwattana et al., 2016; Huang et al., 2020;
Graham et al., 2021; Abousamra et al., 2021; Ryu et al., 2023). Different metrics
and their implementations - some of them flawed, are used, making it difficult to
compare different proposed approaches.

To summarize, we make the following contributions:

• We propose a novel end-to-end point-based cell detection and classification
architecture based on Vision Transformers that completely removes the need
for pre-processing and post-processing, enabling fast convergence and uti-
lization of domain-specific foundational models.

• We identify and address the erroneous calculation of performance metrics
in point-based object detection in the domain of pathology and provide a
benchmarking framework that addresses the identified issues and enables a
fair comparison of different approaches.
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• To the best of our knowledge, we present1 the largest manually labeled point-
based Ki-67 dataset that was collected by directly mimicking the clinical
practice, utilizing the full-resolution WSIs. We demonstrate that the perfor-
mance on existing public datasets is saturated and that the newly proposed
dataset represents a significantly harder challenge for the recently proposed
approaches.

• We evaluate the proposed approaches on existing public and newly proposed
cell detection and classification datasets and improve upon recently proposed
state-of-the-art approaches - in some cases by a significant margin.

• We make all of our Patherea code (Patherea-P2P, Patherea-FCRN, bench-
marking code) publicly available for research use2.

2. Related Work

2.1. Point-based Cell Detection
Cell detection and classification in histopathology is a challenging problem due

to variance in cell shape and appearance. This is further exacerbated by overlap-
ping cells, staining artifacts, scanning artifacts, out-of-focus regions, and in gen-
eral, the sheer amount of cells present in a selected field-of-view. This represents
a significant challenge even for trained pathologists when performing diagnostics
under the miscroscope (Mikami et al., 2013; Polley et al., 2013). While limited
success can be achieved with conventional image processing approaches, that are
included in some of the open-source pathology software’s Bankhead et al. (2017),
we limit ourselves to learning-based approaches.

The early approaches were based on classifying small patches centered on the
ground-truth cell-center locations of whether the center of the patch belongs to
the foreground or background, or by learning a distance function for each pixel
in a centered patch (Kainz et al., 2015; Sirinukunwattana et al., 2016). The inter-
mediate representation in the form of different distance-based functions has later
evolved by taking into account the neighboring context and a direct regression on
full-sized patches (Xie et al., 2018; Huang et al., 2020). MCSpatNet (Abousamra
et al., 2021) has recently introduced Ripley’s K-function that represents an ex-
pected number of neighbors of a specific type, around the limited vicinity of the

1TBD
2TBD
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target cell location. By learning to predict the vectorized form of a K-function,
the model essentially learns the spatial representation. These approaches regress
to an intermediate representation, which needs to be pre-computed for training the
regression model. In inference, the predicted intermediate representation needs to
be post-processed (e.g., with non-maxima suppression) to get the individual cell
locations and cell types. Such approaches are better-suited for cell-counting, while
error-prone in cell localization tasks.

Cell detection and classification represents a similar task to crowd counting
and localization (Li et al., 2018; Song et al., 2021) in the broader computer vi-
sion domain. P2PNet (Song et al., 2021) represents a purely point-based approach,
without the need for intermediate representations. This is achieved by assigning an
optimal target to each proposal candidate in a one-to-one fashion using the Hungar-
ian algorithm. A similar approach is utilized in Detection-Transformers (DETRs),
which were recently proposed for bounding-box-based object detection (Carion
et al., 2020). DETR-based approaches were recently adapted for point-based de-
tection and applied to pathology (Huang et al., 2023b,a). From the implemen-
tation perspective, the standard bounding-box DETR is utilized with 1 × 1 px
bounding box centered on ground-truth point-based annotations. The naive im-
plementation diminishes the predictive power of visual features near the cell cen-
ter, prompting the development of various advancements to address this limitation.
ACFormer (Huang et al., 2023b) utilizes a DETR-based architecture and proposes
an Affine-Consistent-Transformer by using local and global networks to enhance
the spatial scale consistency. PGT (Huang et al., 2023a) is also based on DETR and
introduces a learnable Grouping Transfer that leverages the similarity between nu-
clei and their cluster representation to take into account the spatial context, similar
to MCSpatNet (Abousamra et al., 2021).

Our proposed Patherea-P2P approach (Section 3) builds upon P2PNet (Song
et al., 2021) and introduces a Hybrid Hungarian Matching to increase the amount
of positive supervision in comparison with the vanilla one-to-one matching utilized
in P2PNet, as well as DETR-based approaches. Implicitly, this also incorporates
contextual information. We also design our architecture around a standard visual
backbone with a lightweight head, in comparison with object detection specific
DETR-based architectures, which limit the use of large pre-trained foundational
models.

2.2. Datasets
Supervised deep-learning approaches require lots of labeled training data. Ac-

quiring labeled data in the medical imaging domain is particularly challenging,
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as the samples need to be labeled by domain experts, which represents the main
difference in comparison with natural images. Providing fine-grained annotations
(e.g., point annotations, bounding boxes, segmentation masks) represents an even
greater challenge due to the time-consuming annotation process. Larger datasets
in digital pathology are thus mostly focused on patch-based classification (Litjens
et al., 2018; Sirinukunwattana et al., 2017; Kather et al., 2018; Bulten et al., 2022),
where particular (larger) tissue regions are delineated with polygons in WSIs, with
patches being extracted and labeled based on the annotated source polygon region.

Cell (nuclei) detection and classification requires much more fine-grained la-
bels. A selection of the most prominent datasets is presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Characteristics of different cell detection and classification datasets. Cell segmentation
datasets (*) can also be utilized. Datasets are ordered by their publication date. The WSI column
indicates whether the dataset was acquired using a digital slide scanner. The manual column spec-
ifies whether the dataset was fully annotated manually.

Stain Organs Magn. Cells Classes WSI Manual

BM H&E 1 20x 4,205 1 ! !

CRC H&E 1 20x 22,444 4 ! !

CoNSeP* H&E 1 40x 24,319 4 ! !

PanNuke* H&E 19 20/40x 189,744 5 ! #

BCData Ki-67 1 40x 181,074 2 # !

Lizard* H&E 1 20x 495,179 6 ! #

BRCA-M2C H&E 1 20x 30,638 3 ! !

OCELOT H&E 6 40x 114,700 2 ! !

Patherea (ours) Ki-67 7 40x 202,887 5 ! !

First point-based datasets (e.g., BM (Kainz et al., 2015), CRC (Sirinukunwat-
tana et al., 2016)) were manually labeled single-organ datasets with a limited num-
ber of labeled cell nuclei and cell types. Some of the datasets are labeled at 20x ob-
jective magnification, which significantly reduces the level of morphology present
in cellular structures, which can hinder effective cell detection and classification.
Access to large-scale 40x objective magnification samples is limited, as hospitals
mostly archive 20x samples, due to storage constraints. Cell segmentation and
detection datasets were also introduced (e.g., CoNSeP (Graham et al., 2019), Pan-
Nuke (Gamper et al., 2019), Lizard (Graham et al., 2021)) which usually also have
point-based annotations, or can be manually computed as centroids of the segmen-
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tation masks.
Cell segmentation datasets (Gamper et al., 2019; Graham et al., 2021) were

mostly labeled in a semi-automatic fashion, by manually labeling a small frac-
tion of the samples, training the model, applying the model on new samples, fol-
lowed by a manual step of (frequently limited) expert-level correction. The Lizard
dataset (Graham et al., 2021) represents the largest dataset with close to 500k la-
beled nuclei. A slightly extended version of the Lizard dataset was also part of the
recent CoNIC nuclear detection, segmentation, classification and counting chal-
lenge (Graham et al., 2024).

BCData (Huang et al., 2020), BRCA-M2C (Abousamra et al., 2021) and
OCELOT (Ryu et al., 2023) are more recent datasets that were specifically de-
signed for the task of point-based cell detection and classification tasks. BC-
Data (Huang et al., 2020) represents a similar task to our proposed Patherea-Breast
(Section 4.2) dataset, and the only dataset that uses stains beyond the standard
H&E, but was collected using a standard microscope, with an attached camera.
OCELOT (Ryu et al., 2023) additionally provides a larger field-of-view pair of
cell and tissue annotations.

Our proposed Patherea dataset to the best of our knowledge represents the
largest, fully-manually-labeled point-based cell detection and classification dataset
acquired at 40x objective magnification. In comparison with related work (Ta-
ble 1), we acquire the dataset in a way that mimics the traditional clinical work-
flow with a microscope, with expert pathologists interactively using the full WSIs
at different magnifications to label the regions and cellular structures of interest.

2.3. Pathology Foundational Models
Transfer learning from a supervised pre-trained ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009;

Yosinski et al., 2014) backbone has been a widely established approach in general
computer vision. Recently, transfer-learning from a self-supervised pre-training
showed promising results in various downstream tasks (Ericsson et al., 2021; Gold-
blum et al., 2024). This is even more evident in the medical imaging domain (Azizi
et al., 2021), where large supervised pre-trained models are not available for a spe-
cific domain. The benefits of using self-supervised pre-training for fine-grained
downstream tasks (e.g., detection, segmentation) have been less evident (Gold-
blum et al., 2024), especially with earlier, contrastive-based approaches (Chen
et al., 2020; Caron et al., 2021). Lately, masked-image-modeling has been pro-
posed (Xie et al., 2022; He et al., 2022; Oquab et al., 2024; Tian et al., 2023),
which pre-text task is much more suitable for fine-grained tasks.
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Similar to the general computer vision domain, pathology foundational models
have been recently proposed (Filiot et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2024; Vorontsov et al.,
2023; Dippel et al., 2024; Xu et al., 2024; Nechaev et al., 2024) that utilize vast
amounts of digitized pathology data from various organs, stains and instruments.
Most of the models utilize the standard H&E data, which is available in abun-
dance. Recent foundational models (Dippel et al., 2024; Nechaev et al., 2024) have
also incorporated different stains. Most of the models are trained on proprietary
training data and are not publicly available. They are predominately evaluated on
various downstream clinical tasks, where a significant boost is observed in com-
parison with ImageNet pre-trained models (Campanella et al., 2024). We utilize
a recently provided open-source Hibou pathology foundational model (Nechaev
et al., 2024), based on the ViT-B backbone and apply it to the task of point-based
cell detection and classification. This presents a novel application of an existing
foundational model to the specific downstream task of point-based cell detection
and classification.

3. Methods

The proposed Patherea-P2P architecture is presented in Figure 1. The over-
all architecture was inspired by the crowd counting and localization Point-to-Point
Network (P2PNet) (Song et al., 2021), which was further extended with a novel Hy-
brid Hungarian-based regression loss, classification capability and modern build-
ing blocks that enable the use of self-supervised approaches to train or use existing
foundational models tailored for digital pathology. The used notation mostly fol-
lows (Song et al., 2021).

3.1. P2P Network
Patherea-P2P method training input represents a (histology tissue) patch with

a set of P = {pi} point-based annotations pi = (xi, yi, ti), i ∈ {1, ..., N}, t ∈
{1, ..., T}, which represents a cell center location (xi, yi) and a cell type (ti) for a
particular cell i - amongN labeled cells and T cell types in a given patch (Figure 1,
left, green dots). The trained model similarly predicts a set of points P̂ = {p̂j}
in a given patch p̂j = (x̂j, ŷj, c

t∈T
j ), j ∈ {1, ...,M}, based on the M proposal

candidates (Figure 1, top-right, red dots), with an additional confidence score ct∈Tj

for each of the T possible cell types, which we threshold to produce a final set
of predictions (Figure 1, bottom-right, red dots). Predicted points p̂j should be
as close as possible to ground-truth cell locations and of the same type ti, while
maximizing a confidence score cj , for the task of cell localization. Similarly, the
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Figure 1: The proposed Patherea-P2P architecture. The green dots ( ) and circles ( ) represent the
ground-truth annotations. Anchors ( ) are initialized in a regular grid and get moved around using
the regression loss (yellow head) and classified using the classification head (green).

overall number of predicted number of cells (N̂ = |ct∈Tj > ct∈Tthresh|) should be as
close as possible to the actual number of cells N in a given patch, for the task of
cell counting. Patherea-P2P combines and optimizes both tasks at the same time,
while taking into account individual cell types.

The overall architecture consists of a backbone, which encodes an image patch
to the embedding Fs, where s represents the downsampling stride (each posi-
tional embedding in Fs represents a s× s receptive field in the input patch). The
lightweight regression head Hreg and classification head Hcls are attached to the
backbone, which are executed in parallel. We start by a set of proposal candidate
points P̃ (Figure 1, top, red dots), which are initialized in a regular grid along the
input patch. This is achieved by initializing K proposal candidates for each recep-
tive field of size s × s in a Hf ×Wf sized embedding Fs (M = Hf ∗Wf ∗K).
Regression head Hreg then predicts the offsets ∆k∈K

x,y for each proposal k ∈ K.
Similarly, classification head Hcls predicts cell class for each of the K proposal
candidates.

For every ground truth target from P , we need to assign a proposal from a
set of predicted points P̂ , using a one-to-one matching strategy. Point proposals
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are dynamically updated during training and there is no guarantee that the same
point proposal will always be matched to the same ground truth proposal, espe-
cially in the early stages of training, where proposals compete with each other.
But crucially, an optimal one-to-one matching must be found, where there is only
one proposal candidate for each ground truth target. The matching process can be
described with Ω(P , P̂ ,D), where D represents a pair-wise matching cost matrix
N ×M , that needs to be optimized to produce matchings that minimize the sum
of individual matching pair-wise costs (1):

D(P , P̂) = (τ∥pi − p̂j∥2 − ctij ), (1)

where ∥ ·∥2 denotes the l2 distance between the matched ground truth cell location
pi and matched predicted cell location p̂j . The predicted confidence score ctij for
the ground truth cell type ti is utilized to resolve potential conflicts where multiple
proposals pj are of the same distance to the ground truth pi. The confidence term
also encourages the positive matches to have a higher confidence score. τ denotes
a weight term to balance the pixel distance term. The Hungarian algorithm is used
for Ω to solve the assignment problem.

Let ξ = Ω(P , P̂ ,D) denote the optimal permutation {1, ...,M}, such that
P̂pos = p̂ξ(i), i ∈ {1, ..., N} represents the matched proposal candidate for ground
truth pi, while P̂neg = p̂ξ(i), i ∈ {N + 1, ...,M} represents unmatched proposal
candidates that are treated as background. The classification loss can thus be de-
rived as following (2):

Lcls = − 1

M

{
M∑
i=1

λtti log c
ti∈T
ξ(i)

}
, (2)

where λt denotes a cell type class weight for T ∈ {bg, t1, ..., t|T |} and ti denotes the
ground truth cell type for the matching target pi and |T | the number of all possible
cell type classes. An additional background class bg is introduced for P̂neg.

Regression head Hreg is optimized using only matched targets P̂pos using the
Euclidean loss:

Lreg =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥pi − p̂ξ(i)∥22 (3)

The combined loss is (4):

L1v1 = Lcls + λregLreg (4)
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where λreg denotes the weight to balance the regression loss.

3.2. Hybrid Hungarian Matching
With the P2P framework presented in Section 3.1, only one proposal candi-

date is selected per ground truth target (one-to-one matching). Selected targets are
supervised both, with the classification loss Lcls (2) and regression loss Lreg (3).
Unmatched proposal candidates are only supervised with the classification loss.
Given that M > N , often M >> N , there is a lack of positive supervision, es-
pecially for the regression loss. Additionally, in the earlier phases of the training,
different proposal candidates are often selected and partially optimized, resulting
in many candidates being localized and classified "correctly", however, in the later
stages of training, these candidates are treated as negative examples. This is de-
picted in Figure 1 (top-right), where multiple proposal candidates are positioned
on the cell (or even within the more restrictive ground-truth radius). The one-to-
one matching described in 3.1 selects only the closest one by distance and highest
confidence when in practice, multiple candidates can be equally good. This mixed
supervision - "good" candidates are being treated as background - results in sub-
optimal optimization and reduced performance.

We propose a hybrid matching scheme, that first performs one-to-many match-
ing, followed by the standard one-to-one matching, as depicted in Figure 1. The
prediction head outputs are used to perform the one-to-many matching, while being
further refined in the last layer with the standard one-to-one matching. This en-
sures more supervision signal from one-to-many optimization, while still enabling
end-to-end point-based object detection, without the need for post-processing (e.g.,
non-maxima suppression).

We implement this by relaxing the Hungarian algorithm to enable multiple can-
didates to match the ground truth targets. This is achieved by replicating ground
truth targets in a cost matrix D by a factor of β, where β represents the number
of candidate proposals per ground truth target. This allows the Hungarian algo-
rithm to match multiple proposal candidates per ground truth target, with β = 1
representing the standard P2P framework presented in 3.1. This results in a new
cost matrix D̂ with dimensions (N × β) × M . The losses (2) and (3) are com-
puted in the same manner, the only difference being more matched positive sam-
ples (N = β ×N ), resulting in L1vN . The combined loss is then:

L = L1v1 + λone2manyL1vN , (5)
where λone2many denotes the balancing weight between the one-to-one and one-to-
many matchings.
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3.3. Foundational Backbone
The proposed Patherea-P2P method removes the need for any intermediate

representations on the input side, as well as any post-processing, thus making it
fully end-to-end. Additionally, we design the architecture in a simplified man-
ner, reducing the need for complex task-specific building blocks, beyond the light-
weight heads. Most of the existing work (Huang et al., 2023b,a; Pina et al., 2024)
base their architecture on DETR-based frameworks. Vision, or even tasks-specific
(e.g., object detection) approaches are usually more complex, but have usually
achieved better performance due to the inherent inductive bias present in the archi-
tecture. We design the architecture around general-purpose architectures like Con-
vNext (Liu et al., 2022) and ViT (Dosovitskiy et al., 2021), which directly support
(multi-modal) pre-training in a self-supervised manner. We utilized ConvNext and
ViT backbones, together with Feature Pyramid Networks (FPN) (Lin et al., 2017),
which enables to use of higher-resolution features, beneficial for dense prediction
tasks. For ViT, we additionally utilized ViT-Adapter (Chen et al., 2023), which
allows plain ViT to achieve comparable performance to vision-specific transform-
ers.

Masked image modelling can be used to train foundational models from scratch
using MAE (He et al., 2022) for ViT or SparK (Tian et al., 2023) for ConvNext. Al-
ternatively, existing, open-source pathology foundational models (Nechaev et al.,
2024) can be used, which are most often only available for ViTs.

4. Patherea Dataset

4.1. Background
We present, to the best of our knowledge, the largest public dataset for cell de-

tection and classification on immunohistochemistry samples for the clinical prob-
lem of Ki-67 proliferation index estimation in neuroendocrine tumors (NETs) at
different locations (small and large intestine, appendix, larynx, pharynx, lungs)
and breast cancer. Both cancer types were selected due to well-standardized usage
of Ki-67 as a classification/grading parameter by World Health Organization and
other relevant standardization bodies and comparative studies (Polley et al., 2013;
Reid et al., 2015; Dowsett et al., 2011; Nielsen et al., 2021). There is also a signifi-
cant lack of publicly available datasets with immunohistochemistry stainings, with
vast majority of the public pathology datasets being the standard H&E staining.

Ki-67 proliferation index is calculated as a proportion of positive tumor cells
against the negative tumor cells. For example, International Ki-67 in Breast Cancer
Working Group (Dowsett et al., 2011) recommends counting at least 1000 tumor
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cells in at least three high-power (x40 objective) fields. In practice, "eye-balling"
is often used (Reid et al., 2015), which basically means estimating the percentage
of Ki-67 positive tumor cells by "scanning" the entire slide at intermediate power
(x10 objective), without actually counting the individual cells. This results in a low
inter-observer agreement (Reid et al., 2015) in comparison with manual counting.
The development of AI-based approaches holds the potential to enable scoring
Ki-67 at a fraction of the time needed, even in comparison with eye-balling, while
reaching the inter-observer agreement of the manual counting. The focus of this
work is to develop an efficient approach for cell detection and classification and
compare its performance against the ground truth data from pathologists. Clinical
relevance of an AI-assisted Ki-67 proliferation scoring and comparison against the
pathologists will be the scope of the subsequent publications.

4.2. Dataset
We collected 42 samples of NETs at the Institute of Pathology, Faculty of

Medicine, University of Ljubljana and 29 samples of breast cancer at the Insti-
tute of Oncology Ljubljana. All the samples were scanned at x40 objective us-
ing Hamamatsu NanoZoomer S360. Ethical approvals were obtained from the
National Medical Ethics Committee of the Republic of Slovenia for NETs (No.
0120-357/2023/23), as well as breast cancer (No. 0120-147/2024-2711-3).

In comparison with the related work (Sirinukunwattana et al., 2016; Huang
et al., 2020; Graham et al., 2021; Abousamra et al., 2021; Ryu et al., 2023), we
directly used WSIs for labeling and not the selected extracted patches, such that
we directly mimicked the actual clinical workflow, if it were to be digitized. We
deployed the Digital Slide Archive platform (Gutman et al., 2017) in a cloud en-
vironment for the management of WSIs, as well as for the labeling. The selected
slides were labeled by 4 pathologists and each of the pathologists had access to
the platform and labeled the slides through a web browser. The pathologists were
free to select the regions to be labeled, which were marked with a polygon, with
all of the cells and their types labeled - as depicted in Figure 2. The pathologists
had access to the WSI and were able to freely navigate across the slide and use
different magnifications to label the cells. Five different classes of cells were la-
beled: positive and negative tumor cells, cells that show proliferation, but are not
tumor cells - others positive, others negative, as well as normal healthy cells. The
selected samples represent biopsies of the cancer tissue, resulting in a low occur-
rence of healthy cells. As described in Section 4.1, the ratio between positive and
negative tumor cells is important to derive the Ki-67 proliferation index.
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Figure 2: An example of the labeled WSI from the Digital Slide Archive. The pathologists selected
the polygon regions (red) and labeled all the cells and their types using point-based annotations.
Different colors represent different cell types, as defined in Table 2.

We divided the samples across three different sets - LNET, GNET and Breast.
LNET part of the dataset represents the NET samples from larynx, pharynx and
lungs. GNET part of the dataset represents the NET samples from the gastroin-
testinal tract. The Breast part of the dataset represents breast cancer samples. Each
sample was labeled by one senior pathologist. Publicly available datasets are usu-
ally labeled by junior pathologists or students and later verified by a senior pathol-
ogist. In comparison, all of our samples were labeled by senior pathologists with
an average of around 25 years of working experience in clinical practice. Some
large-scale datasets (Graham et al., 2021) are labeled in a semi-automatic fashion,
where cell centers are first proposed by an automatic (e.g. AI) approach, which
are then verified by a pathologist. In comparison, we labeled all of our samples
completely manually, thus producing high-quality annotations.

Different parts of the Patherea dataset, the number of samples and the number
of different cells labeled are summarized in Table 2. In total, more than 200k
cells of different types were labelled across 100 samples, which, to the best of
our knowledge represents the largest publicly available fully-manually labeled cell
detection and classification dataset.

Nevertheless, there is some inherent bias with assigning cell types, includ-
ing with senior pathologists. This is especially evident with border cases, such
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Table 2: Statistics of the Patherea dataset. Different colors represent the colors used to represent
different cell types across all the Figures in this manuscript. Breast-P1 and Breast-P2 represents
the same dataset and ROIs that were labeled by two different pathologists.

Nsamples Npos Nneg Nothr_pos Nothr_neg Nnorm

∑
LNET 20 25,118 35,288 660 10,334 80 71,480

GNET 22 6,458 43,606 761 10,762 - 61,587

Breast-P1 29 9,665 17,187 908 8,913 - 36,673
Breast-P2 29 8,813 18,583 274 5,477 - 33,147∑

100 50,054 114,664 2,603 35,486 80 202,887

as other positive and negative cells. We have thus labeled the Breast part of the
Patherea dataset by two pathologists. The same regions that were selected by the
first pathologist were given to the second pathologist, which labeled all of the cells
in the regions that were selected by the first pathologist. This is depicted in Table 2
by Breast-P1 and Breast-P2.

Annotated WSIs were then patched into patches of 224 × 224 and split into
3 folds, that were used to train and evaluate different models in Section 6. The
dataset, including the raw WSIs and the patched folds, will be made publicly avail-
able.

5. Evaluation Protocol

As described in Section 4, we only obtain point-based annotations and sub-
sequently define a ground truth region as a circular region with radius r centered
at a cell center labeled by a pathologist. We can then match all the detected cell
centroids with the corresponding pathologist annotations. We can then compute
a per-class F1 score based on true-positives (TP), false-positives (FP) and false-
negatives (FN), as depicted in Figure 3 - left and equation (6).

F1cls =
TP

TP + 1
2
(FP + FN)

(6)

The Hungarian algorithm is used by most of the established public datasets
and benchmarks (Xie et al., 2018; Graham et al., 2019; Huang et al., 2023b,a)
to perform the one-to-one matching between the detections and labeled ground
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Figure 3: Left: Visual representation of F1 metric computation based on the visual detections and
circular ground truth regions. Right: Depiction of wrongly assigned matches when performing
Hungarian one-to-one matching directly on the distance matrix. Numbers represent the predicted
confidence.

truth data. Some of the established benchmarks (Graham et al., 2019) have per-
formed the Hungarian matching in a flawed manner3, which does not report the
correct F1 scoring. Such flawed scoring is then used by the following work (Huang
et al., 2023b,a), which prevents a fair comparison against different approaches and
datasets, if not the same benchmarking code is used - which would still result in an
underestimated F1 score. The problem arises due to the global cost optimization
nature of the Hungarian algorithm, if directly a distance matrix is used to do the
assignments. This is depicted in Figure 3 - right, that depicts the flawed nature of
assignments.

Due to the global objective optimization, a distant detection, correctly detected
for one of the ground truth cells is assigned to another cell, that has no close de-
tection (e.g., Figure 3, left arrow). A detection, close-by, but outside of the ground
truth circular region is assigned to the first ground truth location (e.g., Figure 3,
right arrow). After the Hungarian matching, filtering based on the ground truth

3https://github.com/vqdang/hover_net/blob/master/metrics/stats_utils.py#L393
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radius r is used. Due to the wrongly predicted point being matched to the first
cell, an additional false-negative is produced, despite the first cell being correctly
detected in the first place. This is the result of the global nature of the Hungarian
optimization objective.

The solution, correctly implemented in the broader domain of crowd counting
and localization (Wang et al., 2020) is to perform the Hungarian algorithm on a
Boolean matrix, obtained by thresholding the distance matrix based on the ground
truth radius r. This ensures that the matching is correct, with the only limitation
being that there is no guarantee that if multiple detections are present in a circular
region, the closest one to the center will be selected. This does not influence the
correctness of the reported F1 score.

The alternative greedy approach of iterating across all the predicted points and
ground truth data is used by some of the related work (Abousamra et al., 2021),
which is also often flawed4, by allowing multiple predictions within the ground
truth radius count as true-positives (one-to-many matching), which overestimates
the F1 score.

The benchmarking code will be released alongside the dataset presented in
Section 4 that addresses the above-mentioned problems to enable a reproducible
and robust comparison across different datasets and approaches.

6. Experiments

In this section we report results on two established public datasets for point-
based cell detection and classification - Lizard (Graham et al., 2021) and BRCA-
M2C (Abousamra et al., 2021) in Section 6.2. Additionally, we also report results
on BCData (Huang et al., 2020) in Appendix A.3. We report results on our newly
introduced Patherea dataset in Section 6.3. We compare the proposed Patherea-
P2P method introduced in Section 3 against the recent DETR-based approaches
ACFormer (Huang et al., 2023b) and PGT (Huang et al., 2023a), as well as against
more traditional approaches with an intermediate representation(s). For the tra-
ditional approaches, we compared against MCSpatNet (Abousamra et al., 2021),
which additionally utilizes spatial context information and against our implemen-
tation of the approach from (Xie et al., 2018) - named Patherea-FCRN, which
was modernized with ResNet-34 backbone and added support for cell classifica-
tion, mostly following (Lee et al., 2021). We used the official code for ACFormer,

4https://github.com/TopoXLab/MCSpatNet/blob/main/03_eval_localization_fscore.py#L17
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PGT and MCSpatNet, including their publicly available pre-trained weights, when
available for Lizard (Appendix A.1) or BRCA-M2C (Appendix A.2) datasets. We
will publicly release the modernized re-implementation of FCRN (Xie et al., 2018)
as no official code was released with the paper. F1 scores for Lizard, BRCA-M2C
and Patherea datasets have been reported using the evaluation protocol described
in Section 5.

6.1. Implementation Details
Patherea-P2P and FCRN (Xie et al., 2018) methods were implemented in Py-

Torch, while the official code and parameters were used to reproduce MCSpat-
Net (Abousamra et al., 2021), ACFormer (Huang et al., 2023b) and PGT meth-
ods (Huang et al., 2023a) on selected datasets. Patherea-P2P proposal candidates
were initialized with K = [2, 2] and a Feature Pyramid Network (FPN) (Lin et al.,
2017) was used for ConvNext (Liu et al., 2022) and ViT (Dosovitskiy et al., 2021)
backbones with number of features set to 256 for ConvNext-B and 768 for ViT-B.
Only higher-resolution features at level 2 of the FPN were used as an input to Hreg

and Hcls. Lightweight regression and classification heads were attached with two
ResNet blocks (He et al., 2016) and two 3 × 3 convolutions for one-to-one and
one-to-many hybrid Hungarian matching.

We use τ = 0.05 as a weight term for the pixel distance in the Hungarian
matching. In a hybrid Hungarian matching setup, β = 2 was used for public
datasets reported in Section 6.2, while β = 6 was used for the Patherea dataset,
due to the increased resolution of the dataset. The influence of parameter β is
investigated in Section 6.5. A class weighting term λt in Lcls was set to 0.5 for
the background class and 10 for all the foreground classes t ∈ T . Regression loss
weight in L1v1 and L1vN was set to 2e− 3, while λone2many in a combined loss L
was set to 0.5. Threshold on confidence ct∈Tthresh in inference was set to 0.9 for all
classes t ∈ T for Lizard(Graham et al., 2021) and BRCA-M2C (Abousamra et al.,
2021) datasets, while 0.5 was used for Patherea dataset.

ImageNet pre-trained weights were used to initialize the backbone, except when
pathology foundational model (Nechaev et al., 2024) was specifically mentioned.
Both, Patherea-P2P and FCRN methods were trained for 1000 epochs on public
datasets (Section 6.2), while 100 epochs were used for the Patherea dataset in Sec-
tion 6.3. This is due to the much larger Patherea dataset, which makes training
competing methods inefficient for larger training cycles. The batch size was set to
16 and AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019) was used as an optimizer with a
learning rate set to 1e− 4, weight decay to 2e− 3 and cosine annealing scheduler,
with a linear warm-up in all experiments.
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6.2. Public Datasets
Lizard: Lizard dataset was introduced in (Graham et al., 2021) and consists

out of 6 different public datasets of colon cancer, where 291 images were extracted
at x20 objective magnification. The Lizard dataset was primarily developed for
nuclear instance segmentation and classification, but also provided cell center lo-
cations which can be utilized to develop and evaluate point-based approaches. The
dataset was mostly automatically labeled, with a HoVer-Net (Graham et al., 2019)
trained on existing public data and used as an initial segmentation result. The seg-
mentation results were later refined by a pathologists and a model was re-trained.
Similarly, cell class refinement was augmented with pathologists-in-the-loop. This
semi-automatic approach enabled the annotation of 495,179 cells of 6 different
classes (epithelial, lymphocyte, plasma, neutrophil, eosinophil, connective).

The dataset was split into 3 folds and we followed the evaluation protocol used
in ACFormer and PGT and used fold 3 for training, fold 2 for validation and fold
1 for testing. The ground truth radius r was set to 6 pixels. We report the results
in Table 3.

Table 3: Results on the Lizard dataset using 5x re-training strategy. Average F1 scores are reported.
Standard deviation is also reported for F1avg . † represents foundational model.

F1con F1eos F1epi F1lym F1neu F1pla F1avg

MCSpatNet 0.659 - 0.800 0.705 - 0.437 0.434 ±0.003

ACFormer 0.723 0.565 0.816 0.771 0.405 0.580 0.643 ±0.012

PGT 0.718 0.534 0.833 0.757 0.283 0.538 0.611 ±0.009

FCRN 0.573 0.019 0.720 0.664 0.048 0.289 0.386 ±0.014

ours (ViT) 0.665 0.452 0.782 0.734 0.366 0.500 0.583 ±0.007

ours (ViT)† 0.680 0.499 0.788 0.742 0.444 0.524 0.613 ±0.005

ours (CNN) 0.730 0.543 0.816 0.771 0.448 0.569 0.646 ±0.007

We report the results using the 5x re-training strategy to demonstrate real-world
robustness and reproducibility. We report the average of the F1 scores across the 5
training runs. The official training code and recipes were used to re-train the mod-
els, except for the MCSpatNet and our re-implementation of the FCRN method,
which did not report the results on the Lizard dataset. The checkpoint was selected
using the best results on the validation set. We also report results using the offi-
cially provided pre-trained weights on Lizard for ACFormer and PGT in Appendix
A.1, where the improvements of our model are even more significant.
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The best results are achieved using our proposed Patherea-P2P approach, using
the ConvNext backbone. We hypothesize that the dataset of only 291 is too small
for the ViT backbone to generalize and learn the inductive biases, despite ImageNet
initialization. Another reason could be low resolution of input images, scanned
at 20x objective magnification and compressed, which basically removes most of
the cell morphology information. We slightly improved ViT results by using a
pathology foundational model† (Section 6.5). We also noticed that density-based
approaches MCSpatNet and FCRN performed significantly worse, mostly due to
inability to detect eosinophil and neutrophil classes. These two classes are in low
abundance (e.g., 3,604 and 4,824 labels in comparison with more than 100k for
epithelial, lymphocyte and connective).

BRCA-M2C: This breast cancer dataset was introduced with the MCSpat-
Net (Abousamra et al., 2021) and consists of 120 patches belonging to 113 pa-
tients, collected from TCGA. The dataset was collected at 20x objective magnifi-
cation with inflammatory (lymphocyte), epithelial and stromal cells being labeled
as point-based annotations. The ground truth radious r = 6 was used for evalua-
tion. We report results in Table 4.

Table 4: Results on BRCA-M2C dataset using 5x re-training strategy. Average F1 scores are re-
ported. Standard deviation is also reported for F1avg . † represents foundational model.

F1epi F1lym F1str F1avg

MCSpatNet 0.764 0.594 0.525 0.628 ±0.009

ACFormer 0.645 0.528 0.447 0.540 ±0.084

PGT 0.777 0.625 0.524 0.642 ±0.014

FCRN 0.725 0.579 0.472 0.592 ±0.013

ours (ViT) 0.753 0.629 0.502 0.628 ±0.007

ours (ViT)† 0.768 0.674 0.509 0.650 ±0.005

ours (CNN) 0.772 0.636 0.525 0.644 ±0.007

We report the results using the 5x re-training strategy and report the average
F1 scores across the 5 training runs. Our proposed approach again achieved the
best results using the ConvNext backbone, due to the small size of the BRCA-
M2C dataset. The performance of the ViT-based backbone improved when the
pathology foundational model† was used for pre-training. We also report results
using the official weights for ACFormer and PGT in Appendix A.2.
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6.3. Patherea Dataset
We evaluate the proposed Patherea-P2P method on our newly proposed Patherea

dataset introduced in Section 4. We split the Patherea dataset into 3 folds across
different patients in a random manner and perform 3-fold cross-validation for all
the approaches. The splits across the folds are released alongside the Patherea
dataset. The normal cells were excluded from the analysis, as only 80 cells were
labeled across all parts of the Patherea dataset. We used a fixed training schedule
of 100 epochs for all the methods and report the average across the folds at 100
epochs. We report the results across different parts of the Patherea dataset - LNET
in Table 5, GNET in Table 6 and Breast in Table 7.

Overall, Patherea-P2P approach outperforms all of the competing approaches
by a significant margin (e.g., 4-13%) in comparison with the second best approach
across different Pathera datasets. The improvement is more significant with less
abundant classes of others positive and others negative classes. Interestingly, density-
estimation-based approaches MCSpatNet and FCRN outperformed recently pro-
posed DETR-based approaches.

Table 5: Results on Patherea-LNET dataset. Average F1 scores are reported for 3-fold cross-
validation.

F1pos F1neg F1othr_pos F1othr_neg F1avg tf/Ngpu

MCSpatNet 0.790 0.734 0.190 0.446 0.540 1d18h/1
ACFormer 0.826 0.781 - - 0.402 1d18h/4
PGT 0.789 0.758 - - 0.387 1d19h/4
FCRN 0.787 0.750 0.245 0.467 0.562 4h/1
ours (ViT) 0.832 0.790 0.273 0.572 0.617 2.1h/1
ours (CNN) 0.828 0.789 0.318 0.559 0.624 1.5h/1

Patherea-P2P method based on the ViT backbone consistently outperformed
the ConvNext backbone. This implies that our proposed approach effectively uti-
lizes the additional scale of the data, in comparison with existing public datasets
used in Section 6.2, where performance is largely saturated. Patherea dataset can
thus serve as baseline dataset to benchmark new proposed approaches. Addition-
ally, the others positive and others negative classes present a significant challenge
due to their visual similarity with positive and negative tumor cells. We hypoth-
esize that the performance on those two classes could be further improved with
approaches that can more effectively handle imbalanced datasets.
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Table 6: Results on Patherea-GNET dataset. Average F1 scores are reported for 3-fold cross-
validation.

F1pos F1neg F1othr_pos F1othr_neg F1avg

MCSpatNet 0.612 0.825 0.127 0.579 0.536
ACFormer 0.584 0.827 - - 0.353
PGT 0.598 0.825 - - 0.356
FCRN 0.746 0.842 - 0.629 0.555
ours (ViT) 0.774 0.852 0.241 0.658 0.631
ours (CNN) 0.756 0.842 0.214 0.649 0.615

Table 7: Results on Patherea-Breast dataset. Average F1 scores are reported for 3-fold cross-
validation for both pathologists (P1/P2).

F1pos F1neg F1othr_pos F1othr_neg F1avg

MCSpatNet 0.771/0.690 0.680/0.696 0.315/- 0.606/0.511 0.593/0.474
ACFormer 0.761/0.717 0.657/0.668 -/- - /- 0.378
PGT 0.794/0.770 0.713/0.742 -/- -/- 0.377/0.378
FCRN 0.785/0.768 0.736/0.762 0.326/0.025 0.586/0.533 0.608/0.522
ours (ViT) 0.804/0.776 0.748/0.763 0.341/0.143 0.640/0.585 0.633/0.567
ours (CNN) 0.752/0.714 0.698/0.722 0.319/0.169 0.607/0.531 0.594/0.534

We also report an approximate training time per-fold on LNET dataset in Ta-
ble 5. Training time of our proposed Patherea-P2P method is multi-fold faster,
regardless of the chosen backbone. Note that we didn’t include pre-processing
time needed to create intermediate representations for MCSpatNet and FCRN. We
also only report the prompt fine-tuning training time for PGT.

6.4. Qualitative Results
Qualitative results for the Patherea-P2P model are presented in Figure 4. First,

we notice that proposal candidates are successfully filtered down with the Hun-
garian one-to-one matching and confidence thresholding (0.5), such that multiple
detection occur rarely. This also holds true in most of the extreme cases, where
cell size is significantly larger (e.g., LNET-4, GNET-3). Cells are successfully
detected in dense regions (e.g., LNET-2, GNET-2), as well as when cell morphol-
ogy is less apparent (e.g., GNET-5, Breast-4). There are some multiple detec-
tions present when cells are significantly overlapped and clustered (e.g., Breast-5).
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One could utilize the non-maxima suppression to further fine-tune the predictions,
which would result in the introduction of the post-processing step and break the
fully end-to-end learning-based paradigm.

Labeling cells directly from WSI, replicating the real-world diagnostics repre-
sents a significant challenge in comparison with directly labeling small patches.
Certainly, some cells will be missed or different cut-off thresholds will be used by
different pathologists to label the specific cell. We notice some detections, that
were not labeled by expert pathologists (e.g., LNET-4, GNET-3). We can also no-
tice (Breast-4) how the model fits the pathologist that was labeling the data. Breast
samples represent the same samples being labeled twice by two different patholo-
gists. We notice, that they mostly disagree in border classes of others positive and
others negative.

In Figures A.5 and A.6 we present qualitative results for Lizard (Graham et al.,
2021) and BRCA-M2C (Abousamra et al., 2021) datasets. We notice that resolu-
tion is significantly lower with significantly less cell morphology visible to differ-
entiate different cell types. We notice a confident detection of well-representative
classes and similarly some spurious detections in regions where no labels are
present.

6.5. Ablation Studies
Hybrid Hungarian Matching: In Table 8 we evaluate the influence of the

parameter β which is used to select the number of candidates each ground truth
target is matched against for an additional one-to-many loss in Patherea-P2P, as
presented in Section 3.2. We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed hybrid
matching, with relative performance gains of up to 7% for sufficiently represented
classes and up to almost 25% for less abundant classes.

Table 8: The influence of the number of matching proposal candidates in training - β for Patherea-
LNET dataset. Reported F1 scores are averaged across the 3 folds. positiveothr results are reported
at 50 and 100 epochs. Relative improvement ∆ is also reported against the default setup (β = 1).

β 1 2 4 6 ∆[%]

positive 0.799 0.820 0.828 0.832 4.1
negative 0.744 0.772 0.788 0.790 6.2
positiveothr100 0.292 0.332 0.287 0.273 13.7
positiveothr50 0.268 0.311 0.332 0.319 23.9
negativeothr 0.534 0.563 0.567 0.572 7.1
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Figure 4: Patherea-P2P (ViT) qualitative results on different Patherea datasets. Example detections
are displayed as filled circles, color-coded for cell type ( pos, neg, othr_pos, othr_neg).
Ground-truth circular region is color coded (border) with the ground-truth cell type. Best viewed
in an online version.
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We notice that performance on Patherea-LNET dataset is improving with in-
creasing β and starts to saturate between β = 4 and β = 6. We used β = 6 as
default for Patherea dataset in Section 6.3, while β = 2 was used for Lizard and
BRCA-M2C datasets in Section 6.2 due to only x20 objective magnification used.

We also notice an overfitting against the extremely imbalanced positiveothr
class when evaluated at 50 and 100 epochs. The positive class starts to dominate
and reduces the performance on the positiveothr class with longer training.

Foundational Model: In Table 9 we report the average F1 performance on
Lizard (Graham et al., 2021), BRCA-M2C (Abousamra et al., 2021) and Patherea-
LNET datasets when using different model training strategies. For Lizard and
BRCA-M2C we report the F1avg across different classes with a 5x re-training
strategy, directly comparable with results reported in Tables 3 and 4. Similarly
to Table 5, we report F1avg across the 3 folds for Patherea-LNET dataset.

Table 9: Average F1 performance when training from scratch, fine-tuning from ImageNet or using
the pathology foundational model Hibou.

Lizard BRCA-M2C LNET
Scratch 0.459 0.471 0.576
ImageNet 0.583 0.628 0.617
Hibou 0.613 0.650 0.617

We evaluated three different training strategies for training Patherea-P2P using
the ViT backbone. i) With the Scratch strategy, we trained the Patherea-P2P model
from scratch (backbone, ViT-Adapter, heads). ii) The 2nd approach, fine-tuning
from ImageNet initialized ViT backbone represents the default approach used to
report results in Sections 6.2 and 6.3. iii) Lastly, we utilized the recently released
Hibou family of open-source foundational models for pathology (Nechaev et al.,
2024). For ImageNet, we fine-tuned the whole Patherea-P2P architecture, while
for Hibou, we only fine-tined ViT-Adapter (Chen et al., 2023) and heads and kept
the ViT backbone frozen.

We notice that training from scratch significantly reduces the performance on
Lizard and BRCA-M2C datasets, while the drop on the Patherea-LNET dataset is
smaller. We hypothesize that this is due to significantly smaller size of Lizard and
BRCA-M2C datasets in terms of the actual number of training samples. We also
notice a 3-5% improvement over ImageNet when using a foundational model on
Lizard and BRCA-M2C datasets. We were able to improve upon ConvNext-based
Patherea-P2P results on BRCA-M2C, reported in Table 4, when using a founda-
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tional model. No improvement was observed on Patherea-LNET dataset when
using a pre-trained Hibou foundational model. We hypothesize that this is due to
the training data used in Hibou, where mostly H&E samples were used for training,
same staining as used in Lizard and BRCA-M2C datasets. We expect to observe
similar gains when foundational models start to appear, that were predominately
trained on Ki-67 staining.

7. Conclusion

Cell detection and classification represents an essential tool to perform diag-
nostics in various pathology workflows. Such diagnostics workflows are extremely
time-consuming for pathologists, which in practice results in performing them
less accurately, leading to lower interobserver concordance and reproducibility.
Automatisation of such workflows requires a significant amount of labeled data,
which for the task of cell detection and classification is most efficiently obtained
as point-based annotations. There is also a lack of approaches that can effectively
utilize such point-based annotations and can be easily deployed in clinical practice.
Ideally, the models can effectively utilize pre-trained foundational models to gen-
eralize across different cell detection and classification tasks with limited training
data and/or enable efficient re-training or fine-tuning on newly collected data.

In this work, we introduced a Patherea framework that directly addresses the
development of AI models in a clinical setting. First, we collected the largest fully
manually labeled point-based cell detection and classification dataset for a particu-
lar clinical task of Ki-67 proliferation index estimation in Neuroendocrine tumors
(NETs) and breast cancer. The annotation process was designed to mimic the ideal
clinical setting, where pathologists would be manually counting the cells for the
estimation of the Ki-67 index, instead of the less accurate "eye-balling" technique.

Secondly, we introduced a new approach for an automated cell detection and
classification that can directly utilize point-based annotations, without the need
for intermediate representations. We proposed a more efficient approach for the
target-candidate association that can effectively utilize multiple (good) proposal
candidates for a particular cell. We reported state-of-the-art results on existing
large-scale public datasets and demonstrated that the newly proposed Patherea
dataset presents a significant challenge for existing approaches, while the proposed
Patherea-P2P achieving significantly better results. We also demonstrated that the
proposed architecture can be effectively used to utilize existing large-scale unla-
beled data to pre-train large-scale foundational models and apply them to specific
tasks with a limited amount of labeled data.
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We hope that the release of the Patherea framework will facilitate the devel-
opment of new approaches that can effectively handle imbalanced datasets and
distinguish challenging cell type classes introduced with our dataset. Comparing
different approaches with reliable metrics is important, and we have revised the
established scoring protocols for point-based cell detection and classification and
proposed a more accurate approach.

Finally, in this work, we only addressed the specific problem of point-based
cell detection and classification, without addressing the actual clinical problem
of Ki-67 proliferation index estimation. In our future work, we plan to apply the
proposed approaches to a large cohort of Ki-67 stained samples that have slide-
level Ki-67 index estimations provided by multiple pathologists and compare that
against the automatically estimated Ki-67 index that was calculated based on the
approach developed in this work.
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Appendix A. Additional Results

Appendix A.1. Lizard
In Table A.10 we report the results on the Lizard dataset (Graham et al., 2021)

by using officially provided weights to initialize the ACFormer (Huang et al., 2023b)
and PGT (Huang et al., 2023a) methods, without the need for re-training. No offi-
cial training weights were provided for MCSpatNet (Abousamra et al., 2021) and
FCRN (Xie et al., 2018).

We notice a slight drop in performance, when using the official weights. We
report the best obtained Patherea and FCRN results after 100 training runs using
using different random seeds. This gives an upper bound for the Lizard dataset.
This is possible due to an efficient implementation of the Patherea approaches,
which on average take around 2 hours to train on the Lizard dataset, in comparison
with 2 days for MCSPatNet, ACFormer and PGT.

Table A.10: Results on Lizard dataset using official pre-trained weights for PGT and ACFormer.
Best out of 5 training runs is reported for MCSpatNet. Best out of 100 training runs using different
random seeds is reported for FCRN and Patherea.

F1con F1eos F1epi F1lym F1neu F1pla F1avg

MCSpatNet 0.661 0 0.814 0.712 0 0.442 0.438
ACFormer 0.714 0.506 0.819 0.740 0.330 0.561 0.612
PGT 0.712 0.536 0.810 0.742 0.395 0.515 0.618
FCRN 0.594 0.017 0.733 0.676 0.055 0.309 0.397
ours (CNN) 0.722 0.570 0.815 0.780 0.445 0.585 0.653

Appendix A.2. BRCA-M2C
We notice that MCSpatNet (Abousamra et al., 2021) performs much better with

the official weights in comparison with 5x re-training (reported in Table 4) using
the official code and training recipes. We report the best obtained Patherea and
FCRN results after 100 training runs using different random seeds. We notice that
we are able to reach the official performance of the MCSpatNet with one of the
random seeds, which suggests that best performing MCSpatNet weights were se-
lected for release. Similar improvement is noticeable for ACFormer (Huang et al.,
2023b).
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Table A.11: Results on BRCA-M2C dataset using official pre-trained weights for MCSpatNet, PGT
and ACFormer. Best out of 100 training runs using different random seeds is reported for FCRN
and Patherea.

F1epi F1lym F1str F1avg

MCSpatNet 0.793 0.649 0.548 0.663
ACFormer 0.741 0.618 0.462 0.607
PGT 0.792 0.624 0.531 0.649
FCRN 0.777 0.583 0.489 0.616
ours (CNN) 0.786 0.659 0.538 0.661

Appendix A.3. BCData
We report results on BCData (Huang et al., 2020) in Table A.12. We directly re-

port F1 scores from the original publication for competing methods SC-CNN (Sir-
inukunwattana et al., 2016), CSRNet (Li et al., 2018) and U-CSRNet (Huang et al.,
2020). The official implementation code was not released. No details (or code)
were provided on F1 score calculation. FCRN re-implementation (Xie et al., 2018)
and Patherea results are reported using our F1 benchmarking code (Section 5).

Table A.12: Results on BCData dataset. Best out of 100 training runs using different random seeds
is reported for FCRN and Patherea.

F1epi F1lym F1avg

SC-CNN 0.798 0.778 0.788
CSRNet 0.829 0.814 0.822
U-CSRNet 0.863 0.852 0.857
FCRN 0.844 0.804 0.824
ours (CNN) 0.862 0.854 0.858

FCRN (Xie et al., 2018) implementation is very similar to U-CSRNet (Huang
et al., 2020), but achieving lower performance. No implementation code or bench-
marking details are available for U-CSRNet to verify the results.

Appendix A.4. Qualitative Results
In Figures A.5 and A.6 we present qualitative results for Lizard (Graham et al.,

2021) and BRCA-M2C (Abousamra et al., 2021) datasets. Lizard samples are col-
lected from various public colorectal cancer datasets with various image size and
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quality. BRCA-M2C samples are collected and labeled from TCGA BRCA (Lingle
et al., 2016).
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