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Abstract

Lung adenocarcinoma (LUAD) is a morphologically heterogeneous disease, characterized by five primary histolog-
ical growth patterns. The classification of such patterns is crucial due to their direct relation to prognosis but the
high subjectivity and observer variability pose a major challenge. Although several studies have developed machine
learning methods for growth pattern classification, they either only report the predominant pattern per slide or lack
proper evaluation. We propose a generalizable machine learning pipeline capable of classifying lung tissue into
one of the five patterns or as non-tumor. The proposed pipeline’s strength lies in a novel compact Cell Organization
Maps (cellOMaps) representation that captures the cellular spatial patterns from Hematoxylin and Eosin (H&E) whole
slide images (WSIs). The proposed pipeline provides state-of-the-art performance on LUAD growth pattern classi-
fication when evaluated on both internal unseen slides and external datasets, significantly outperforming the current
approaches. In addition, our preliminary results show that the model’s outputs can be used to predict patients Tumor
Mutational Burden (TMB) levels.
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1. Introduction

Lung cancer is one of the most prevalent forms of
cancer worldwide, being the second most common can-
cer (after breast cancer) and the leading cause of cancer-
related deaths, accounting for approximately 18% of all
cancer deaths globally [1]. Around 85% of all reported
lung cancer cases are classified as non-small cell lung
cancer (NSCLC), with Lung Adenocarcinoma (LUAD)
as its most prevalent subtype. According to the latest
World Health Organization (WHO) classification, inva-
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sive non-mucinous LUAD grows into five primary his-
tological growth patterns: lepidic, acinar, papillary, mi-
cropapillary, and solid [2]. Examples of the five growth
patterns are shown in Figure 1(a). These patterns are de-
fined and can be differentiated by the arrangement of tu-
mor cells. In the lepidic pattern, tumor cells line the alveo-
lar walls preserving the original structure of the lung. The
tumor cells in the acinar pattern form glandular shapes,
usually separated by stroma. While in the papillary pat-
tern, tumor cells grow into small finger like projections,
called papillae, having a fibervascular core. Whereas, the
micropapillary pattern is defined by small clusters of tu-
mor cells with no fibervascular core. The solid pattern
appears as sheets of unstructured tumor cells [2].

The identification of such patterns in a LUAD tumor
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is crucial as these patterns carry prognostic value and af-
fect the patient outcomes, with lepidic having the most
favorable prognosis, followed by acinar and papillary,
whereas solid and micropapillary have been known to
have the worst prognosis of all [3]. Despite the clear
definition of these growth patterns, their visual identifica-
tion and classification in a tumor tissue is very subjective
and has high inter- and intra-observer variability due to
their overlapping nature and lack of quantitative measures
[4]. The solid pattern is relatively easy to identify and has
high inter-observer agreement, whereas papillary and mi-
cropapillary patterns suffer from the lowest inter-observer
agreement [4].

As cancer is heterogenous, within the same tumor,
LUAD often presents a varied combination of multiple
growth patterns. The WHO recommends a three-tiered
grading system for lung adenocarcinomas, which involves
assessing the predominant histological growth pattern and
determining the presence or absence of high-grade pat-
terns (solid and micropapillary). This approach has been
shown to provide more accurate information about pa-
tient outcomes [2]. However, this can be challenging, as
a small proportion of high grade patterns can easily be
missed during slide examination. Additionally, this diag-
nostic method fails to consider the diverse patterns and
their spatial arrangement within the tumor, which could
provide more accuracy in diagnosis and improve prog-
nostic predictions for patients. The automation of growth
pattern classification using machine learning would be
a valuable addition to pathology, enhancing the preci-
sion and objectivity of the task while alleviating its labor-
intensive and time-consuming nature.

In this paper, we aim to address the aforementioned
challenges by developing a machine learning pipeline
that can accurately distinguish between the five differ-
ent growth patterns and the normal tissue with an aver-
age overall accuracy of 0.81. Moreover, careful qualita-
tive analysis of the results show that the majority of mis-
classification was due to the presence of mixed patterns
in those tile. This is achieved by introducing a novel im-
age representation that we term as the Cell Organization
Maps (or CellOMaps for short), which is a transformation
and compression of the Hematoxylin and Eosin stained
(H&E) whole slide image (WSI). Through extensive and
appropriate evaluation, we demonstrate that the proposed
CellOMaps preserve the sufficient amount of information

for the task of growth pattern classification, removing the
noisy and irrelevant details of the H&E image.

CellOMaps effectively capture the cellular organization
of the tissue at a sufficient level of detail. It efficiently
preserves nuclei locations and types, where image chan-
nels correspond to different nuclei types and each nucleus
is represented by its centroid. This representation allows
deep learning models to focus on how cells spatially in-
teract within their microenvironment, by minimizing the
noise and complex details of an H&E image.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:

1. We introduce CellOMaps, a novel compressed WSI
representation (approximately 10:1 compression),
that captures and emphasize the cellular arrange-
ment, allowing deep learning models to focus on
relevant details that might be challenging to extract
directly from H&E during training for pathology-
specific tasks. To the best of our knowledge, ours is
the first study that uses such representation for tissue
classification.

2. We evaluate CellOMaps on three external datasets
that have been annotated by pathologists who did not
label any of the training samples. Due to the fact that
CellOMaps capture only necessary information and
ignore unnecessary details, they show good general-
izability.

3. We show that our proposed pipeline achieves the
state-of-the-art performance when properly evalu-
ated using the patient-level splitting approach. With
an average overall acuraccy of 0.81, the pipeline out-
performs baselines and current growth pattern clas-
sifiers with a significant margin.

4. We present indicative results demonstrating how the
model’s outputs can effectively stratify patients ac-
cording to their Tumor Mutational Burden (TMB)
levels.

2. Related Work

The invention of digital scanners have revolutionized
the field of pathology, introducing digital pathology. The
digitized WSIs along with the advancement in machine
learning algorithms enabled the development of various
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Figure 1: Sample images of lung adenocarcinoma (LUAD) growth patterns: (a) the H&E image, (b) the corresponding CellOMaps, where green,
red, and blue dots denote neoplastic cells, connective cells, and non-neoplastic cells, respectively.

segmentation and classification algorithms that can an-
alyze and extract information from such images. Re-
searchers have investigated the use of machine learning
to perform various pathology image analysis tasks rang-
ing from tumor segmentation and subtype classification
[5], to mutation prediction [6] and the classification of
growth patterns in a LUAD tissue slide stained with H&E
[7][8][9].

The classification of LUAD growth patterns is an ac-
tive area of research. The majority of machine learning
algorithms designed for this task predict a single pattern
for each WSI, namely the predominant pattern.

Wei et al. [10] used the Dartmouth-Hitchcock Medical
Center dataset to train a ResNet-18 to classify 224×224
patches into one of the growth patterns. For each WSI,
the majority class was reported as the dominant pattern,
along with patterns spanning more than 5% of the slide
as minor patterns. They report an F1-score of 90.4% for
their dominant pattern prediction [9]. Cao et al. extracted
features from intermediate layers of a deeper ResNet-34,
they performed feature reduction and aggregation to ob-
tain patch level feature representations. A sliding kernel
with an underlying max operation was then used to aggre-
gate patch level prediction, followed by a fully connected
layer to produce a single class for each WSI [10].

These methods achieve good performance and can be
used to assist pathologists in their routine work. However,
they do not take into account the heterogeneous compo-
sition of growth patterns and their spatial relationships,
which can add more precision to the diagnosis and en-
hance the prediction of patient outcome. Predicting the
different growth patterns in a WSI can be done either by
pixel classification (semantic segmentation) or by super-
imposing the results of a tile-based classifier on the WSI.
A few attempts have explored using semantic segmen-
tation for defining the different growth patterns, ranging
from using ensemble U-Net [11] to exploiting multi mag-
nifications [12]. Using average filters of different sizes,
Pan et al. [13] produced three images of varying detail.
Each image was fed into a segmentation stream and re-
sults from each stream were used to guide the segmenta-
tion of the more detailed stream via attention [13].

Semantic segmentation is often used to detect the
boundaries of objects or components in an image and has
been successful in several pathology applications such as
tissue semantic segmentation [14] and nuclei segmenta-
tion [15]. However, growth patterns often do not have
clear boundaries or outlines, as usually they smoothly
transition from one pattern to another with borderline ar-
eas in between. Thus projecting tile classification results
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on WSIs would be more suitable for such application.
Early works in this area designed models to predict the
presence or absence of a single pattern [16] or classify a
tile into a selected subset of the growth patterns, with the
exclusion of the challenging papillary and lepidic patterns
[17].

Only a limited number of studies have developed tile-
based classifiers capable of predicting all five growth pat-
terns. Alsubaie et al. [7] reported that using views from
two magnifications perform better than a single magnifi-
cation. The authors stacked the images from two different
magnification namely 10× and 20×, and aligned them in
the center, then fed the resulting 224×224×6 patches to
a modified ResNet-50 tile classifier. The model achieved
a mean accuracy of 91% using data splits obtained at the
tile-level [7].

Ding et al. [8] also used a ResNet-18 backbone, but
pre-trained three networks each with a pathology-specific
pre-text task [8]. The first task was to predict if the higher
magnification tile of a 6-channel image is in the first or
last channels and if it belongs to the lower magnification
tile. The second task was given a 6-channel image com-
posed of a tile and a crop of that tile, the model predicts
the grid location the crop is from. The third task was pre-
dicting the Eosin stain from a Hematoxylin stained image.
For the downstream task of classifying a tile as normal
or assigning it a growth pattern, these three models were
finetuned and an ensemble network was created, where
the final tile classification result was a weighted average
of the probabilities from all three models. The authors
trained and tested their model on tiles from TCGA, NLST,
and used tiles from CPTAC as external testing. They re-
port F1-score ranging from 0.85 to 0.92 on the internal
testset, but the performance degrades dramatically on the
external testing set [8].

The aforementioned tile classification studies adopt a
tile-based data splitting approach. Consequently, a tile in
the test set might originate from the same WSI or even be
adjacent to a tile used in training the model. This notably
enhances the classifier’s performance because tiles from
the same pattern within a WSI possess substantial visual
resemblance, unlike similar pattern tiles from other WSIs.
As expected, these models often encounter failure when
new data or WSIs that have not been seen before are used
for external validation.

The only study we found in the literature adopting a

patient-level splitting is Sadhwani et al. [18], who used
Inception-V3 to classify an 8×8 mid-region using tiles of
size 512×512 at 10× magnification into nine histologi-
cal subtypes (including five growth patterns).These clas-
sification results were then used as part of a feature vec-
tor input for a TMB classification model. The proposed
approach performed well on predicting growth patterns
with a mean tile-level AUC-ROC of 0.9%. however, the
class imbalance problem was not considered while assess-
ing their model’s performance. Due to the high class im-
balance in such patterns, AUC-ROC may not be the best
choice for assessment [18].

3. The Proposed Method

Inspired by the WHO definition of the five LUAD
growth patterns [2], which is primarily dependent on the
arrangement of neoplastic cells in the tissue and in some
patterns their placement with the connective tissue, we de-
velop a novel pipeline for LUAD growth pattern classifi-
cation. An overview of the proposed pipeline is shown in
Figure 2. It comprises two major parts: the construction
of the CellOMaps, followed by the prediction of the dif-
ferent growth patterns, which are explained in detailed in
the following subsections.

3.1. CellOMaps construction

Our model relies on the simplified and compact repre-
sentation of the WSI, referred to as CellOMaps. To obtain
such representation first, the nuclei need to be identified
and classified. Then the nuclei masks are processed to
form the final CellOMaps.

As illustrated in Figure 2 (a), we employed HoVer-Net
[15] to find the location and type of nuclei cells in a given
WSI. HoVer-Net was trained on the PanNuke dataset [19]
composed of a large amount of histology images obtained
from 19 different tumor sites, including lung. The entire
WSI was processed at 0.5 µm per pixel (mpp), roughly
equivalent to 20× magnification.

Then we filtered the nuclei classified by HoVer-Net to
include only the neoplastic epithelial, non-neoplastic ep-
ithelial, and connective cell nuclei. This selection was
based on the definition of such growth patterns [20],
where the arrangement of neoplastic epithelial cells is the
key visual aspect differentiating the growth patterns apart.
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Figure 2: An overview of the proposed model for growth pattern classification. (a) The formation of the CellOMaps: First, nuclei in a slide are
detected and classified using HoVer-Net. Then relevant nuclei are filtered and stacked (each class in a channel) to form a 3-channel image; (b) The
CellOMaps is input to a convolution neural network (ResNet-50) with an extra dilation layer, for growth pattern classification; (c) Projection of the
predicted patterns on sample WSIs, give an indication that growth patterns provide insight into TMB levels, distinguishing between high and low
TMB.
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The non-neoplastic epithelial cells were included as they
define the normal tissue. The connective cells were incor-
porated to aid in the classification of the acinar pattern, but
more importantly the papillary pattern, which is defined as
tumor papillea arranged around a fibrovascular core. Nu-
clei coordinates were scaled to 2 mpp (equivalent to 5×
magnification). A binary mask was then created for each
nuclei class, where a value of one was assigned to pix-
els corresponding to nucleus centroids. To form the final
3-channel CellOMaps, the three binary masks were nor-
malized to the RGB space (with values ranging from 0 to
255) and stacked, with each mask representing a separate
channel. As illustrated in Figure 1 (b), the visual distinc-
tion between the different growth patterns is maintained
in the generated CellOMaps. Figure 2 (a) shows the for-
mation of CellOMaps at the tile level for demonstration
purpose. However the generation of maps is performed at
the WSI level in the original pipeline.

3.2. Growth pattern classification
We fine-tuned a ResNet-50 model, pretrained on Im-

ageNet, by modifying the final fully connected layer to
classify images into one of six classes: lepidic, acinar,
papillary, micropapillary, solid, and normal. To improve
centroid visibility in the images, we introduced a dilation
layer as the initial layer of the network. This dilation layer
consists of a 5×5 kernel with all ones, followed by a max
pooling operation. The network was fed with CellOMaps
tiles of size 448×448. Data augmentation was performed
during training by applying random horizontal and verti-
cal flips. We used focal loss [21] along with Adam opti-
mizer and a learning rate of 10-5 to train the model. Fo-
cal loss was used to address the class imbalance issue, by
assigning higher weights for the loss of hard to classify
(minority) classes, so that the gradient is not dominated
by easy classes with many correctly classified samples.
Focal Loss modifies the cross-entropy loss by adding a
modulating factor as follows,

FL(pt) = −
K∑

i=1

αi(1 − pi)γyi log(pi) (1)

where pi represents the predicted probability for the class
i,

yi =

1 if y = i
0 otherwise

(2)

and the modulating factor (1− pi)γ is introduced to reduce
the loss assigned to well-classified examples (pi close to
1) and place more emphasis on hard examples (pi close
to 0). The hyper-parameter γ controls the strength of this
modulation. When γ = 0, Focal Loss simplifies to the
standard cross-entropy loss. As γ increases, the effect
of the modulating factor becomes stronger, focusing the
model more on misclassified or difficult examples. Fi-
nally, αi is an optional weighting factor that can be applied
to balance the loss between classes.

4. Experimental Results

4.1. Datasets

For this study, we utilized four datasets: TCGA-LUAD,
NLST, UHCW, and the ANORAK training data from the
TRACERx project. Detailed descriptions of these datasets
and their respective annotation processes are provided in
the subsequent subsections. Only cases of non-mucinous
lung adenocarcinoma were included from each dataset. A
summary of the datasets and their class distributions is
presented in Table 1.

4.1.1. TCGA-LUAD:
A total of 46 diagnostic WSIs obtained from 17 differ-

ent centers were randomly selected and downloaded from
the publicly available Cancer Genome Atlas [22]. All
slides were annotated by three expert pulmonary pathol-
ogists, and ground truth labels were acquired by the con-
science of at least two pathologists. The annotating pro-
cess comprised three main steps: First two pathologists
were separately asked to annotate regions of the WSIs
best expressing the different growth patterns. The only
requirement was to identify regions as large as possible,
which are relatively pure (i.e, containing a single pattern).
Then we identified non-overlapping areas between indi-
vidual annotators. We requested both the pathologist to
provide an annotation for those non-overlapping regions
independently. A third pathologist was asked to provide a
pattern for all regions where the first two pathologist dis-
agreed. Finally, the concession of at least two annotators
was used as ground truth labels. To maintain consistency
with the other datasets, the number of tiles reported in Ta-
ble 1 corresponds to tiles of size 1024×1024 at 0.5 mpp.
However it is worth noting that CellOMaps allow us to
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Table 1: Total Number of WSIs and tiles per class for each dataset.

Dataset WSIs Solid Acinar Papillary Micropapillay Lepidic Normal Total tiles
TCGA-LUAD 46 277 310 109 133 67 396 1292
NLST 78 133 122 111 49 123 152 690
UHCW 19 156 168 323 77 68 395 1187
ANORAK data - 132 108 33 7 84 127 491

fit a wider context into memory and thus the number of
patches vary for this dataset based on the tile size used.

4.1.2. UHCW:
A local dataset obtained from the University Hospi-

tal Coventry and Warwickshire (UHCW) comprising of
1,187 tiles acquired from 19 WSIs, each from a different
patient. This dataset was annotated following the same
process used to annotate the TCGA-LUAD slides men-
tioned previously in Section 4.1.1 above. All tiles have a
size of 1024×1024 at 20× magnification.

4.1.3. NLST:
A total of 690 tiles extracted from 78 slides from the

publicly available National Lung Screening Trial (NLST)
dataset [23]. This dataset was constructed and annotated
by pathologists from University of California, Los Ange-
les [8]. All tiles have a size of 1024×1024 at 20× magni-
fication.

4.1.4. ANORAK training data:
This dataset is a subset of the training dataset used to

train the segmentation model ANORAK [24]. It was col-
lected and annotated by the TRACERx (TRAcking Can-
cer Evolution through therapy (Rx)) project [25]. This
dataset was cleaned and curated to fit the classification
problem. First all tiles were scaled to 0.5 mpp. Tiles
expressing more than one pattern, and tiles with major
artifacts such as blurring or no tissue were removed. Fi-
nally, we unified the tile sizes to 1024×1024, where im-
ages with insufficient tissue amount (less than 1000×1000
of tissue) were removed. For extremely large tiles, a max-
imum of two non-overlapping tiles were generated. The
final cleaned dataset contained 491 tiles.

A quality check was conducted on the HoVer-Net out-
put on each of our datasets separately. In both the TCGA-

LUAD (refer to section 4.1.1), NLST dataset (refer to sec-
tion 4.1.3), and ANORAK training data (refer to section
4.1.4) the number of misclassification was minimal and
did not affect the overall structure of the patterns. How-
ever, in the UHCW dataset (refer to section 4.1.2), we
noticed that a great majority of the neoplastic cells were
classified as necrosis in a couple of slides where there was
extreme difference in stain appearance. Further investi-
gation showed that around 90% of the cells classified as
necrosis were in fact neoplastic cells, with the remaining
minority to be inflammatory cells. This observation was
verified by our pathologist and thus all cells classified as
necrosis were treated as neoplastic cells in this dataset.

4.2. Comparative evaluation

The performance of the proposed model was evaluated
through internal cross validation and external testing. For
both experiments, we compare the performance of our
proposed CellOMaps approach with five state-of-the-art
and baseline models including:

1. A multi-resolution approach: where we proposed
to train two identical ResNet-34 models: one on
1024×1024 H&E tiles at 20× magnification and the
other on 1024×1024 H&E tiles at 5× magnification.
The final classification result is determined by se-
lecting the prediction of the model with the high-
est confidence when fed with tiles having the same
center. This approach is similar to the way we ob-
served pathologists typically analyze these patterns,
where they make an initial decision at lower magni-
fications and then confirm or alter their decision at
higher magnifications.

2. ResNet-50: The widely used baseline
[9][7][24][26][27], in which we apply transfer
learning from the pre-trained ImageNet weights.
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Figure 3: The difference between tile-based splitting used widely in the literature (a) and the appropriate patient level splitting employed in this
study (b). In (a) tiles from a single patient could be included in both the training and test set. In (b), there is a strict boundary between training and
test sets and mixing of tiles is not allowed.

The input to the network is 1024×1024 H&E tiles at
20× magnification.

3. AlSubaie et al. [7]: The model is a modified
ResNet-50 that takes as an input a 6-channel image.
The image is formed by stacking a tile at 20×magni-
fication, and at 10× magnification of an H&E image
and aligning them in the center .

4. Ding et al. [8]: The model consists of three
ResNet-18 networks each pretrained on a differ-
ent pathology-specific task. It takes as an input
a 1024×1024 tile at 20× magnification, passes it
through the pretrained models separately, then uses
weighted averaging to ensemble the final prediction.

5. ViT-16: We use the Hugging Face implementation
of the vision transformer [28] to classify 448×448
tiles extracted at 5× magnification.

4.2.1. Patient-level Cross Validation

The validation approach employed by growth pattern
classifiers in the current literature adopt a tile-level split-
ting approach (illustrated in Figure 3 (a)), to create their
train/test splits, where tiles from all WSIs in the dataset
are mixed then divided into training and testing sets. This
method does not ensure a robust evaluation of the model,
as visually similar, adjacent tiles from the same WSI may
end up in different partitions (training or testing). Conse-
quently, the high performance metrics reported using this
validation approach often indicate over fitting.

To provide a strong and more robust evaluation we
adopt a patient-level splitting approach on the TCGA-
LUAD dataset (illustrated in Figure 3 (b)), where split-
ting of data is done at the patient level, before tiling. We
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Table 2: Average and standard deviation of per class accuracy for growth pattern classification on TCGA-LUAD using cross validation on the
patient level; (CE): cross entropy, (FL): Focal loss.

Method solid Acinar Papillary Micropapilaary lepidic Normal Overall
Multi-resolution 0.45 ± 0.19 0.36 ± 0.09 0.12 ± 0.12 0.05 ± 0.04 0.02 ± 0.03 0.38 ± 0.22 0.27 ± 0.07
ResNet-50 0.35 ± 0.14 0.45 ± 0.24 0.10 ± 0.18 0.10 ± 0.14 0.02 ± 0.03 0.42 ± 0.16 0.26 ± 0.04
AlSubaie et al. [7] 0.23 ± 0.03 0.43 ± 0.13 0.0 ± 0.0 0.18 ± 0.32 0.05 ± 0.10 0.52 ± 0.24 0.27 ± 0.12
Ding et al. [8] 0.59 ± 0.22 0.32 ± 0.16 0.49 ± 0.39 0.34 ± 0.30 0.09 ± 0.10 0.22 ± 0.12 0.40 ± 0.20
ViT-16 [28] 0.94 ± 0.04 0.73 ± 0.17 0.30 ± 0.23 0.41 ± 0.17 0.60 ± 0.24 0.99 ± 0.01 0.78 ± 0.08
CellOMaps (CE) 0.90 ± 0.07 0.82 ± 0.08 0.32 ± 0.20 0.43 ± 0.18 0.62 ± 0.15 0.96 ± 0.05 0.76 ± 0.03
CellOMaps (FL) 0.87 ± 0.13 0.74 ± 0.11 0.45 ± 0.2 0.51 ± 0.13 0.77 ± 0.09 0.97 ± 0.01 0.81 ± 0.02

consider this to be a stronger evaluation, where we ensure
that the tiles in the test set originate from WSIs of patients
that none of their WSIs (or part of it) have been utilized
for training, thus minimizing leakage and creating a truly
unseen test set.

We trained and evaluated each model 5 times. In each
trial approximately 10 patients were randomly sampled
from the dataset as the unseen test set. Stratified sampling
was used to ensure the presence of all patterns in the un-
seen test set. The remaining slides were then tiled and
split into 80% training and 20% validation.

Figure 4 summarizes the results of the internal valida-
tion on the TCGA-LUAD cohort. It is clearly evident
that the proposed CellOMaps approach outperforms all
other approaches proposed in the literature by approxi-
mately 50% in F1 score, achieving an average AUC-ROC
of 0.92 and an average F1-macro score of 0.7. Even when
adopting the widely used cross entropy loss function, Cel-
lOMaps outperforms all other methods. The simplifica-
tion of the input from complex H&E images to images
containing only the nuclei type and location information,
caused the model’s learning to focus on such information
without getting diverted to other non-relevant aspects in-
cluding stain and tissue related features.

Table 2 reports the average F1-scores and standard de-
viations detailed for each growth pattern. It can be seen
that the proposed model predicts all patterns with very
high precision. The major confusion is between the pap-
illary and micropapillary patterns, which have high dis-
agreement levels even between trained pathologists.

4.2.2. External Validation
For external validation, we tested the model on three

datasets obtained from different sources and annotated by

Figure 4: Average and standard deviation of AUC-ROC and macro F1-
scores for growth pattern classification on TCGA-LUAD using cross
validation on the patient level. (CE): cross entropy, (FL): Focal loss

different pathologists, the NLST dataset, the UHCW co-
hort, and the ANORAK training data. In all experiments
the methods were trained on the entire TCGA-LUAD and
tested on the target external dataset. Due to the annotation
format of the NLST dataset and the limited annotated area
of the UHCW dataset we use smaller CellOMaps tiles of
256×256 at 2 mpp.

The external validation results on the UHCW, and
NLST datasets are detailed in Table 3 and 4 respectively,
comparing our model to the state-of-the art methods and
baselines. The highest F1-score on the UHCW dataset
was 0.57 achieved by the proposed CellOMaps outper-
forming the second best model (ViT-16) by 7%. All other
methods fall behind by 20% or more. However, on the
NLST dataset ViT slightly outperforms CellOMaps. That
can be credited to its slightly better performance in clas-
sifying normal, solid, and acinar tiles, which represent a
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Table 3: External validation results for growth pattern classification on
the UHCW cohort.

Method AUC-ROC Accuracy F1-score
Multi-resolution 0.75 0.48 0.38
ResNet-50 0.64 0.30 0.22
AlSubaie et al. [7] 0.67 0.47 0.30
Ding et al. [8] 0.60 0.33 0.08
ViT-16 [28] 0.73 0.61 0.50
CellOMaps 0.89 0.66 0.57

Table 4: External validation results for growth pattern classification on
the NLST dataset.

Method AUC-ROC Accuracy F1-score
Multi-resolution 0.63 0.28 0.26
ResNet-50 0.58 0.29 0.25
AlSubaie et al. [7] 0.57 0.28 0.26
Ding et al. [8] 0.59 0.25 0.18
ViT-16 [28] 0.83 0.54 0.50
CellOMaps 0.81 0.48 0.40

great portion of dataset. However for the harder classes,
with fewer examples such as micropapillary and papillary
CellOMaps provides higher precision. These results gives
an indication that our proposed method generalizes well
compared to the other approaches, given its performance
on the external validation sets where the data came from
different hospitals and was annotated by different pathol-
ogists.

We experience similar behavior when evaluating the
models on the external ANORAK dataset. The proposed
CellOMaps approach achieved a macro F1-score of 0.61
and an accuracy of 0.78. Where the major misclassifica-
tion was in the papillary samples. we provide comparative
results in Table 5. Due to the unavailability of the original
slides we exclude models that require views from different
magnifications.

4.3. Qualitative results

In our study, we also conduct some qualitative anal-
ysis to better understand the weakness of the proposed
model. A subset of 60 misclassified tiles from all datasets
were randomly selected, focusing on the most challeng-
ing classes, namely the misclassification of the papillary

Table 5: External validation results for growth pattern classification on
the ANORAK dataset.

Method AUC-ROC Accuracy F1-score
ResNet-50 0.64 0.36 0.20
Ding et al. [8] 0.52 0.25 0.14
ViT-16 [28] 0.91 0.79 0.65
CellOMaps 0.86 0.78 0.61

pattern as micropapillary or lepidic and vice versa. These
tiles were given to two pathologists as presented to the
model, with no further context, and they were each asked
independently if the tile expressed the predicted pattern
(correctly classified), the ground truth (missclassified), a
mixture of those two patterns, or it expresses another pat-
tern or morphology. To prevent bias, only the pattern
names were given to the pathologist without specifying
what is the original ground truth. Figure 5 shows the re-
sults of such assessment for the papillary and micropapil-
lary pattern (a) and papillary and lepidic pattern (b). We
observed that the majority of the misclassified tiles actu-
ally express a mixture of patterns, both the ground truth
and the predicted pattern. However, a few of the misclas-
sified micropapillay tiles expressed a rare representation
of the pattern that was not present in the training sample.
A sample of the misclassified tiles are presented in Figure
6, where the lack of pattern purity is clearly evident.

4.4. Tumor Mutation Burden (TMB) prediction

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
model, we conducted preliminary experiments to provide
indicative results and insights into the relationship be-
tween TMB levels and growth patterns. Several studies
have investigated the differences in genomic profiles [29]
and TMB levels of LUAD tumors, based on their pre-
dominant growth patterns [30, 31]. High TMB is defined
as having 10 or more mutations per megabase (mut/Mb),
a threshold for which the U.S. Food and Drug Admin-
istration (FDA) has approved the use of pembrolizumab
[32]. These studies show that high-grade tumors, namely
solid and micropapillary predominant, are linked with
high TMB levels [30]. Conversely, low grade tumors, es-
pecially lepidic predominant tumors, are associated to low
TMB levels and have more favorable outcomes [33]. To
visualize the distinction between high and low TMB tu-
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Figure 5: Pathologists assessment of the misclassified tiles. Green indicates agreement with the predicted label, red indicate agreement with the
ground truth, yellow indicates the appearance of mixed patterns in the tile, and gray meaning the tile expresses something other than the predicted
label or ground truth.
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Figure 6: Sample of misclassified tiles from TCGA (left column), NLST (middle column) and UHCW (right column). The rows depict confusion
between different patterns: papillary and micropapillary (first row), papilllary and lepidic (second row), and papillary and acinar (third row).
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mors, we overlay the model’s predictions on WSIs with
varying TMB levels. As depicted in Figure 2 (c), we ob-
serve that the growth patterns in patients with low TMB
tend to be clustered and have a clear transition between
one another (well differentiated), compared to more scat-
tered and intermixed patterns (poorly differentiated) in pa-
tients with high TMB. Moreover, we observe the pres-
ence and spread of high grade patterns (micropapillary
and solid) in patients with high TMB compared to patients
with low TMB.

Furthermore, we use our proposed pipeline to predict
all growth patterns present in the entire non-mucinous
TCGA-LUAD cohort, consisting of 372 WSIs. We then
represent each WSI by a 6-feature vector representing the
percentage of each pattern in the tumor along with the per-
centage of normal tissue. These feature vectors were than
fed to a simple Multi-Layer Perception network (MLP)
with a single hidden layer to classify the patient as having
low or high TMB. Using 5-fold cross validation an aver-
age accuracy of 0.66 ± 0.08 was achieved. Compared to
an average accuracy of 0.63 ± 0.05 when applying IDaRS
[34] on the same splits.

We also investigate incorporating the spatial placement
and adjacency of the patterns in a WSI, and study its im-
pact on TMB prediction. In this experiment we proposed
CellOMaps GP-GNN, a Graph Neural Network (GNN)
were each node is a tile represented by a 6-feature vector
consisting of the predicted probability of each pattern, and
normal, output by our proposed classification model. The
edges of the graph connect each node to its four nearest
neighbors, forming a grid like network mimicking the tile
placements in the WSI. This slightly improves the average
accuracy to 0.67 ± 0.04.

Finally to ensure that this improvement is an added
value of the pattern’s spatial information and not caused
by the use of GNNs. We used Slidegraph+ [35], where we
represented the node by the 15 cell shape morphology fea-
tures proved as descriptors in the paper along with deep
features from ResNet-50. The remaining GNN architec-
ture was maintained. This approach achieved an average
accuracy of 0.41 ± 0.02, falling about 20% behind in ac-
curacy. Results are summarized in Table 6

We will perform further investigation to better under-
stand the role of growth patterns in predicting TMB and
other important factors such as prognosis in LUAD in fu-
ture work.

Table 6: TMB prediction using 5-fold cross validation on the TCGA-
LUAD cohort

Method AUC-ROC Accuracy
IDaRS [34] 0.62 ± 0.05 0.63 ± 0.05
Slidegraph+ [35] 0.66 ± 0.03 0.42 ± 0.03
CellOMaps GP-MLP 0.64 ± 0.07 0.66 ± 0.08
CellOMaps GP-GNN 0.67 ± 0.04 0.67 ± 0.4

4.5. Ablation Studies

To optimize our proposed framework and asses the var-
ious components’ added value we conduct ablation stud-
ies using the TCGA-LUAD dataset detailed in section
4.1.1. Each experiment is done using 5-fold cross vali-
dation adopting patient-level splits.

4.5.1. CellOMaps structure
To systematically evaluate the effectiveness and suffi-

ciency of our proposed CellOMaps representation com-
pared to the standard H&E, we employed ResNet-50
trained with focal loss, with varying input representations,
all maintaining the same field of view. We compared the
model’s performance with the following inputs: an H&E
tile at 0.5 mpp, an H&E tile at 2 mpp, and our proposed
3-channel CellOMaps.

Additionally, we modified the first layer of the pre-
trained ResNet-50 to accept a 6-channel input image,
where we stacked the H&E tile at 2 mpp with its corre-
sponding CellOMaps. This modification aimed to deter-
mine whether the model could leverage both morphologi-
cal features and abstract cellular arrangements.

Furthermore, we adjusted the first layer of the pre-
trained ResNet-50 to accept a single-channel grayscale
image representing all cells in one mask without type sep-
aration. This arrangement was crucial to assess the impor-
tance of stratifying by cell types.

The results, listed in Table 7, demonstrate the superior
performance of the proposed CellOMaps representation.
These findings indicate that the cellular arrangement of
different cell types alone is sufficient to distinguish be-
tween various growth patterns, and the cell type informa-
tion is important as without those the performance drops
to be equivalent to random guessing.
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Table 7: Effect of varying input representation on the performance of growth pattern classification on the internal unseen test set.

Input AUC-ROC Accuracy F1-score
H&E (0.5 mpp) 0.56 ± 0.04 0.23 ± 0.03 0.18 ± 0.02
H&E (2 mpp) 0.59 ± 0.04 0.24 ± 0.07 0.18 ± 0.02
3 channel CellOMaps (2 mpp) 0.92 ± 0.03 0.81 ± 0.02 0.7 ± 0.04
H&E + CellOMaps (2 mpp) 0.84 ± 0.03 0.62 ± 0.1 0.51 ± 0.03
single channel CellOMaps (2 mpp) 0.49 ± 0.01 0.3 ± 0.07 0.08 ± 0.01

4.5.2. Network architecture
The choice of backbone network architecture is

paramount to achieving optimal performance. As dis-
cussed in section 2 the majority of the work in the litera-
ture utilize the power of pre-trained CNNs for the classi-
fication of LUAD growth patterns, with ResNet-50 being
the most popular in such application. Moreover, the re-
cent introduction of the vision transformer, that rely on the
self attention mechanism, have boosted the performance
and prediction accuracy on natural images [28]. In this
section, we compare the results of using different back-
bone architectures for classifying CellOMaps into the dif-
ferent growth patterns or as normal. We experiment us-
ing ResNet-18 (pretained on ImageNet), ResNet-50 (pre-
tained on ImageNet), ResNet-50 with two extra self at-
tention layers (SA) before the final fully connected layer,
and the vision transformer (ViT-16, pretained on Ima-
geNet). AUC-ROC, accuracy, and F1-scores reported in
Table 8 show that ResNet-50 provides sufficient perfor-
mance without the need of more complex and computa-
tionally expensive models.

Table 8: Effect of using different classification backbone on the perfor-
mance of growth pattern classification in the proposed pipeline on the
internal unseen test set.

Backbone AUC-ROC Accuracy F1-score
ResNet-18 0.91 ± 0.01 0.73 ± 0.05 0.62 ± 0.04
ResNet-50 0.92 ± 0.03 0.81 ± 0.02 0.7 ± 0.04
ResNet-50 + SA 0.91 ± 0.02 0.79 ± 0.04 0.68 ± 0.02
ViT-16 0.9 ± 0.03 0.65 ± 0.04 0.47 ± 0.06

4.5.3. Loss function
The selection of an appropriate loss function is a criti-

cal component in the design of deep learning models, as
it directly influences the convergence behavior and over-

all performance. In this section, we systematically ex-
amine the impact of the loss function on the proposed
model’s performance. We examine the classic cross en-
tropy, weighted cross entropy (with static class weights
based on the number of samples belonging to the class),
and focal loss (which employs a dynamic weight scaling).
The later two are to address the class imbalance problem
present in growth patterns. Results listed in Table 9 show
that focal loss improves the per class F1-scores compared
to cross entropy and weighted cross entropy. In our exper-
iments, we empirically found that setting γ = 0.7 worked
best for our specific problem.

4.6. Image size
CellOMaps require only 3 bits to represent a pixel (1

bit/channel), compared to 24 bits needed to represent a
RGB-image pixel (8 bits/channel). To demonstrate the
compactness and efficiency of our proposed CellOMaps
representation for WSIs, we quantified its compactness
by calculating the Shannon entropy [36] of 448×448 tiles
at 1 mpp. This metric provides a rigorous assessment of
the information density within an image.

We compare the average Shannon entropy of all H&E
stained tiles in our TCGA-LUAD dataset to their corre-
sponding CellOMaps, This quantification highlights the
reduction in information achieved by our method reduc-
ing the average Shannon entropy of a tile from 7.20 bits in
the H&E images, to 0.74 bits in the proposed CellOMaps.
Figure 7 illustrates such reduction on sample slides from
TCGA-LUAD showing heatmaps for the Shannon en-
tropy of both H&E and CellOMaps.

5. Discussion

Identifying growth patterns in lung adenocarcinoma tu-
mors is crucial for assessing tumor grade and determin-
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Figure 7: Heatmaps of the Shannon entropy for sample slides. (a) H&E representation, (b)CellOMaps representation.
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Table 9: Average and standard deviation of F1-scores per class on the internal unseen test set for different loss functions. (CE): cross entropy,
(WCE): Weighted cross entropy, (FL): Focal loss.

loss function solid Acinar Papillary Micropapilaary lepidic Normal
CE 0.95 ± 0.04 0.9 ± 0.05 0.45 ± 0.22 0.58 ± 0.17 0.76 ± 0.11 0.98 ± 0.03
WCE 0.89 ± 0.12 0.84 ± 0.12 0.71 ± 0.23 0.64 ± 0.17 0.77 ± 0.16 0.98 ± 0.01
FL 0.93 ± 0.08 0.84 ± 0.08 0.59 ± 0.21 0.67 ± 0.11 0.87 ± 0.05 0.99 ± 0

ing appropriate treatment. However, these patterns are
highly heterogeneous, leading to significant inter- and
intra-observer variability. Currently, pathologists typi-
cally report only the dominant pattern, sometimes list-
ing other significantly represented patterns. We believe
that identifying all patterns in a whole slide image (WSI)
along with their spatial relationships could provide a bet-
ter understanding of tumor behavior leading to a better
diagnosis.

Recent studies have attempted to use machine learn-
ing to predict growth patterns, predominantly focusing on
predicting a single dominant pattern for a WSI. Although
some studies have developed tile-based classifiers, they
often lack proper evaluation since performance metrics
are reported on unseen tiles rather than unseen WSIs.

To address these clinical challenges and fill the cur-
rent gap in the literature, we propose a novel pipeline
for growth pattern classification. Our proposed approach
substitutes the H&E stained image with a simpler and
lighter format called CellOMaps, which maintain cellu-
lar information and spatial arrangement. Moreover, we
conducted an extensive evaluation of the proposed model
and performed a fair comparison with state-of-the-art tile-
based growth pattern classifiers. Our results demonstrate
that with appropriate data splitting, most models proposed
in the literature fail, achieving average F1-scores around
0.2 on internal cross-validation using the TCGA-LUAD
dataset. In contrast, our proposed pipeline achieves an
outstanding F1-score of 0.7. Validation results on external
datasets yield similar outcomes, reinforcing our findings.

Our preliminary findings suggest that the model’s out-
put can be used to effectively distinguishes between high
and low TMB tumors, highlighting the association be-
tween high TMB levels and the presence of aggressive
growth patterns such as micropapillary and solid. These
results align with existing literature. Moreover, we show
that exploiting the full spatial information of these pat-

terns can enhance TMB prediction. However, further
research with advanced methods is essential to enhance
these results and validate the significance of such obser-
vations.

The proposed approach demonstrates that cell types
and their spatial relationships are sufficient to distinguish
between different growth patterns. However, this imposes
a high dependency on the nuclei detection and classifica-
tion algorithm used, as its precision significantly impacts
the model’s final classification.

Another limitation of the current study, and other sim-
ilar studies, is the lack of regional annotations, which
are costly to obtain as they require a minimum of two
trained pathologists to annotate the same regions. To fa-
cilitate further research,our annotations for the TCGA-
LUAD slides have been made publicly available.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced CellOMaps, a novel com-
pressed representation of the H&E WSI, that effectively
captures cellular composition. We proposed a classifi-
cation model that utilizes these CellOMaps to classify
LUAD growth patterns. Through extensive and proper
evaluation (using patient-level splitting), we show that the
proposed pipeline achieves state-of-the-art performance
compared to current growth pattern classification models.
Moreover, we showcase the generalizability of the pro-
posed model via external validation. Finally, we highlight
the impact of our model predictions, and its potential use
for TMB stratification. In light of the results presented
here, in the future we plan to extend our analysis to predict
prognosis, single gene mutations, and patient outcomes
such as survival ultimately enhancing our understanding
of lung adenocarcinoma.
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Table A.10: Quantitative comparison of the performance of the pro-
posed method along with other state-of-the-art and baseline methods for
growth pattern classification using tile-based data splitting

Method AUC-ROC Accuracy F1-score
Multi-resolution 1.0 ± 0.0 0.96 ± 0.01 0.97 ± 0.01
ResNet-50 1.0 ± 0.0 0.96 ± 0.01 0.48 ± 0.0
AlSubaie et al. [7] 0.94 ± 0.01 0.66 ± 0.03 0.68 ± 0.04
CellOMaps (CE) 0.97 ± 0.01 0.81 ± 0.03 0.89 ± 0.02

Data and Code availability

We provide the code and the annotation masks
for TCGA-LUAD dataset in the following repository
(https://github.com/Arwa-AlRubaian/CellOMaps). Inter-
ested reader may use the code and masks to replicate the
the results presented in this paper.
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Appendix A. Weak validation approach, when adopt-
ing a tile-based data splitting

We present the results of evaluating the proposed ap-
proach and comparing it to state-of-the-art methods using
the weak validation approach widely adopted in the liter-
ature which involves employing a tile-based data splitting
approach. We apply 5-fold cross validation at the tile level
on a subset of 18 WSIs from TCGA-LUAD. We include
the results of this weak validation solely for comparison
purposes. We suggest strong validation should be used for
testing robustness of the algorithms.

.

Appendix B. Extra ablation Studies

Appendix B.1. CellOMaps Cell Types

The subset of cells to include in the proposed Cel-
lOMaps representation is a critical choice, as it forms
the network learning material. HoVer-Net classifies a nu-
clei to one of the five types: Neoplastic epithelial, non-
neoplastic epithelial, connective tissue, inflammatory, and
necrosis. In this section, we study the affect of excluding
and including different cell types in our proposed Cel-
lOMaps. We include Neoplastic epithelial cells in all
formations (as they represent the tumor cells), and ex-
clude necrosis due to its irrelevance. We construct the
CellOMaps by placing each cell type in a channel and
use an appropriate adaptation of ResNet-50 to classify
the growth patterns. Table B.11 reports the average and
standard deviation of five distinct runs on internal unseen
test sets from TCGA-LUAD. Results show that the most
representative CellOMaps is the one composed of neo-
plastic epithelial, non-neoplastic epithelial, and connec-
tive cells. This can be justified by the definition of the
growth patterns [2], where we observe that the inclusion
of connective cells enhances the prediction of the papil-
lary and acinar patterns, thus improving the overall F1-
score. While the placement of inflammatory cells do not
define any of the patterns and thus their inclusion only
confuses the model.

Appendix B.1.1. Tile size

The CellOMaps provide a compressed version of the
WSI that conserves the full cellular composition; as it
captures the detailed cellular arrangement at 0.5 mpp and
compresses it by a factor of 4 without information loss.
This allows us to capture more context in a single tile
compared to its H&E equivalent. However, as our growth
pattern labels are regional, and a single WSI usually con-
tain more than one pattern we needed to find the ”perfect”
tile size that captures enough context to identify the pat-
tern without spanning more than a single pattern. We ex-
periment with different tile sizes starting at 224×224 up
to 1024×1024. Results illustrated in Figure B.8 show that
a tile size of 448×448 is the best fit for our problem.
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Table B.11: Effect of including and excluding different cell types in the formation of the CellOMaps on the performance of growth pattern classifi-
cation on the internal unseen test set. Tepith (Neoplastic epithelial), Nepith (Non-Neoplastic epithelial), Conn (connective), Inf (inflamatory).

Cell types included AUC-ROC Accuracy F1-score
Tepith 0.85 ± 0.11 0.69 ± 0.05 0.61 ± 0.03
Tepith + Nepith 0.66 ± 0.06 0.33 ± 0.08 0.22 ± 0.03
Tepith + Conn 0.84 ± 0.01 0.56 ± 0.11 0.51 ± 0.04
Tepith + Inf 0.84 ± 0.03 0.55 ± 0.09 0.49 ± 0.03
Tepith + Inf + Nepith 0.79 ± 0.12 0.63 ± 0.07 0.58 ± 0.05
Tepith + Inf + Conn 0.88 ± 0.02 0.72 ± 0.08 0.59 ± 0.03
Tepith + Inf + Nepith + Conn 0.65 ± 0.06 0.4 ± 0.08 0.29 ± 0.09
Tepith + Nepith + Conn 0.92 ± 0.03 0.81 ± 0.02 0.7 ± 0.04
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Thomas FE Barth, Ralf Marienfeld. Molecu-
lar heterogeneity in histomorphologic subtypes of
lung adeno carcinoma represents a challenge for
treatment decision. Neoplasia 2024; 100955.

[34] Mohsin Bilal, Shan E Ahmed Raza, Ayesha Azam,
Simon Graham, Mohammad Ilyas, Ian A Cree,
David Snead, Fayyaz Minhas, Nasir M Rajpoot. De-
velopment and validation of a weakly supervised
deep learning framework to predict the status of
molecular pathways and key mutations in colorectal
cancer from routine histology images: a retrospec-
tive study. The Lancet Digital Health 2021; e763–
e772.

[35] Wenqi Lu, Michael Toss, Muhammad Dawood,
Emad Rakha, Nasir Rajpoot, Fayyaz Minhas. Slide-
graph+: Whole slide image level graphs to predict
her2 status in breast cancer. Medical Image Analy-
sis 2022; 102486.

[36] Claude Elwood Shannon. A mathematical theory of
communication. The Bell system technical journal
1948; 379–423.

21


	Introduction
	Related Work
	The Proposed Method
	CellOMaps construction
	Growth pattern classification

	Experimental Results
	Datasets
	TCGA-LUAD:
	UHCW: 
	NLST:
	ANORAK training data:

	Comparative evaluation
	Patient-level Cross Validation
	External Validation

	Qualitative results
	Tumor Mutation Burden (TMB) prediction
	Ablation Studies
	CellOMaps structure
	Network architecture
	Loss function

	Image size

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Weak validation approach, when adopting a tile-based data splitting
	Extra ablation Studies
	CellOMaps Cell Types
	Tile size



