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Multiplexed imaging is a recently developed and powerful single-cell biology research tool.
However, it presents new sources of technical noise that are distinct from other types of
single-cell data, necessitating new practices for single-cell multiplexed imaging processing
and analysis, particularly regarding cell-type identification. Here we created single-cell
multiplexed imaging datasets by performing CODEX on four sections of the human colon
(ascending, transverse, descending, and sigmoid) using a panel of 47 oligonucleotide-
barcoded antibodies. After cell segmentation, we implemented five different normalization
techniques crossed with four unsupervised clustering algorithms, resulting in 20 unique
cell-type annotations for the same dataset. We generated two standard annotations:
hand-gated cell types and cell types produced by over-clustering with spatial verification.
We then compared these annotations at four levels of cell-type granularity. First, increasing
cell-type granularity led to decreased labeling accuracy; therefore, subtle phenotype
annotations should be avoided at the clustering step. Second, accuracy in cell-type
identification varied more with normalization choice than with clustering algorithm. Third,
unsupervised clustering better accounted for segmentation noise during cell-type
annotation than hand-gating. Fourth, Z-score normalization was generally effective in
mitigating the effects of noise from single-cell multiplexed imaging. Variation in cell-type
identification will lead to significant differential spatial results such as cellular neighborhood
analysis; consequently, we also make recommendations for accurately assigning cell-type
labels to CODEX multiplexed imaging.

Keywords: Multiplexed tissue imaging, CODEX, single-cell analysis, normalization, unsupervised clustering, spatial
analysis, cell-type identification, colon

INTRODUCTION

Multiplexed imaging techniques allow imaging up to 60 markers in a tissue simultaneously, which
increases the number of identifiable cell types in situ (1-3). This enables a level of spatial analysis of
cells that not possible using other immunophenotyping approaches (4, 5). Spatial and structural
relationships are now at the forefront of biological, consortia-led, and clinical studies using these
technologies (6-10). However, these multiplexed imaging technologies have unique sources of
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noise: imperfect cell segmentation, image processing artifacts,
and tissue processing artifacts like autofluorescence (2, 11-14).

Although not problematic for qualitative analysis, these
sources of noise can interfere with quantitative single-cell
analysis—particularly cell-type identification. Incorrect cell-
type identification will lead to false interpretations of spatial
features and study conclusions. Most studies using multiplexed
imaging technologies have employed previously established
pipelines created for non-imaging-based, single-cell-type
identification, such as hand-gating flow plots or unsupervised
clustering, and have used various methods of raw data processing
and normalization (10, 15-20).

Here we describe a study benchmarking the effects of
normalization techniques and unsupervised clustering algorithms
on multiplexed imaging data. In this study, we evaluated the
performance of five major normalization techniques and four
unsupervised clustering algorithms on mitigating the effects of
noise in cell-type identification in a dataset generated by the co-
detection by indexing (CODEX) multiplexed imaging technology.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

CODEX Imaging

CODEX multiplexed imaging was done using a CODEX staining
and imaging protocol previously described in detail (16, 19).
Settings used for the microscope are listed in Supplemental
Table 1. The 47 antibodies were custom conjugated to
oligonucleotides following the published protocol. Antibody
information is summarized in Supplemental Table 1. Raw
imaging data were then processed using the CODEX Uploader
for image stitching, drift compensation, deconvolution, and cycle
concatenation. Processed data were segmented using the
CODEX Segmenter, a watershed-based single-cell segmentation
algorithm. Both the CODEX Uploader and Segmenter are
software can be downloaded from our GitHub site (https://
github.com/nolanlab/CODEX).

Normalization Techniques
We compared single-cell quantified data without processing to
that processed using four different normalization techniques:

Z Normalization

Each marker intensity was Z normalized separately for all cells
within the dataset. This normalized the range of each marker as
fluorescent intensities of each marker can depend on antibody
staining strength and exposure times.

Log (Double Z) Normalization

The first Z normalization was performed on each marker intensity,
and then another Z normalization was applied to each cell. These
values were then transformed into probabilities. Finally, a negative
log transformation was applied to the complement of the
probabilities. Because the first Z normalization equalizes signal
intensities, marker Z scores can be compared. Furthermore, as
each cell should only be positive for between one and five markers of

the 47 recognized by antibodies in the staining panel, applying the
second Z normalization identifies positive markers with high
probability. Using a negative log transformation of the
complement of the probability is necessary to amplify values of
high probabilities for input into clustering algorithms.

Min_Max Normalization

First the 1° and 99" percentiles were found to cap minimum and
maximum values, respectively, for each fluorescent channel and
then each value in the channel was normalized by taking the
difference between minimum over the range of values. Reducing
to the 99™ percentile aids removes artificially high background
fluorescent intensities often seen in imaging datasets.

Arcsinh Normalization

An arcsinh transformation was performed on marker intensities,
and the resulting values were scaled with a cofactor of 150. This
type of normalization is appropriate when dataset contain low or
negative values resulting from background subtraction.

Unsupervised Clustering Techniques

Hand gating was carried out using a hierarchical strategy to label
each cell as shown in Supplemental Figure 1 using CellEngine
(https://cellengine.com/). X-shift with angular distance, X-shift
with Euclidian distance, and k-means clustering were performed
using the VorteX software available from our GitHub site
(https://github.com/nolanlab/vortex). Default settings were used
with k values obtained from the elbow-point inflection from each
clustering technique. Leiden-based clustering was performed
using the scanpy Python package with default parameters.

F-Score and Neighborhood Analysis

F-score analysis was performed as described in Figure 3A using
the indicated reference dataset for each comparison.
Neighborhood analysis was performed using the same Python
scripts described previously (10). Neighborhoods were named
for cell types enriched within the neighborhood as compared to
the tissue as a whole (Supplemental Figure 12).

RESULTS

CODEX Multiplexed Imaging of the

Human Colon

We conducted our analysis on data we collected as a part of the
Human BioMolecular Atlas Program (HuBMAP) consortia
effort that focuses on systematic mapping healthy tissue
structure across human organ systems and making the data
publicly available (6). For this analysis we used imaging data
collected from four tissue blocks from the same human donor
from the transverse, ascending, descending, and sigmoid colon
(regions 1-4, respectively) made into a single array. We used a 47
oligonucleotide-barcoded antibody panel to image with the
CODEX technology (16, 19), which involves cyclic stripping,
annealing, and imaging of fluorescently labeled oligonucleotides
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complementary to the oligonucleotides that barcode the
antibodies used in staining (Figure 1A).

The antibody panel includes targets for discriminating several
major epithelial subtypes of the colon, stromal cell types, and
both adaptive and innate immune cell types (Figure 1B). Using
only six markers we can observe major cell subsets of the colon:
immune (magenta), goblet (green), proliferating (cyan), nerve
(gray), general epithelial (yellow), and smooth muscle (red) cells
(Figures 1C, D).

CODEX imaging of the colon tissue resulted in a single-cell
dataset composed of ~130,000 cells with fluorescence values
quantified from each marker by standard processing of

4 healthy colon sections anneal strip

+
N K
N

49 DNA-barcoded antibodies

CODEX Imaging

Region

Region4 -~

E Step1: Image acquisition Step2: Cell Segmentation

& quantification

markers —p»

«4— cells

CODEX imaging data: tile stitching, drift compensation, cycle
concatenation, background subtraction, deconvolution,
determination of best focal plane, and segmentation of single
cells ready for cell type annotations (Figure 1E).

Methods for Normalization and
Unsupervised Clustering Techniques

Used for Cell Type Identification

We first used the hand-gating approach to hierarchically gate out 35
distinct cell types in the dataset (Figures 2A, B and Supplemental
Figure 1). Hand gating is often used for cell type identification in
immunophenotyping techniques like flow or mass cytometry and is
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CD66 CD34 CD57 CD16
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FIGURE 1 | CODEX multiplexed imaging of the human colon. (A) Schematic of the CODEX protocol for imaging of sections of ascending, transverse, descending,
and sigmoid colon. (B) The 47 CODEX oligonucleotide-barcoded antibodies used discriminate several major epithelial subtypes of the colon, stromal cell types, and
both adaptive and innate immune cell types. (C) Image with six representative markers highlighted with data for CD45 (magenta), MUC2 (green), Ki67 (cyan),
Synaptophysin (gray), Cytokeratin (yellow), and aSMA (red) (scale bar = 1 mm). (D) Magnified view of the region indicated with the cyan box in panel (C) (scale bar =
100 um). (E) The workflow for single-cell multiplexed imaging preprocessing used in this study.
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FIGURE 2 | Strategies used for cell type annotation via five methods of data normalization and four clustering algorithms. (A) Far left: Spatial plot of x, y positions
cells gated based on quantified fluorescent signal for aSMA and Cytokeratin. Plots to the right: Single-positive gating shows location of identified populations with the
same x, y positions. (B) Cell-type comparisons at four levels of granularity with the level 1 having the highest degree of granularity of 35 cell types and level 4 having
the lowest degree of granularity of 7 types. (C) Schematic of data treatment and representative UMAP plots for, from left to right, original CODEX data, Z normalized
data, log(double Z) transformed data, min-max normalized data, and arcsinh normalized data. (D) Data, normalized or not, was clustered using the Leiden algorithm,
k-means, X-shift with Euclidian distance, or X-shift with angular distance. All cell type annotations were merged for each cell and combined into one dataset for
comparison of annotations.
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an often used gold-standard for comparison of cell-type annotations
(21). In addition to gating out marker values, with CODEX data we
can also visualize or gate on the spatial location of cells based on
markers (Figure 2A).

Since the granularity of cell-type definition is dependent on
the data analyzer, we also explored the confidence of cell-type
discrimination with multiplexed imaging data. To do this, we
defined four levels of cell-type granularity: level 1, 35 cells types
(including a “noise” cell type); level 2, 20 cell types; level 3, 14 cell
types; and level 4, 7 cell types (Figure 2B). Discrimination at the
highest level of granularity should provide the most detailed
understanding of tissue biology, but increasing granularity comes
at a cost of confidence in accuracy.

To compare the influence of normalization techniques, the
quantified fluorescent data was subjected to one of four
normalization techniques: Z, log(double Z), min-max, or arcsinh,
or left in its original raw format (Figure 2C). The transformed data
were then used as input to four different unsupervised clustering
algorithms: Leiden (graph-based), X-shift (density-based) with
either Euclidian or angular distances, and k-means (Figure 2D).
This produced 20 separate clusterings, with each cell annotated
based on cluster membership, that could be directly compared to
each other and to the hand-gated standard.

Comparison of Normalization and
Unsupervised Clustering Techniques to
Hand-Gated Cell Type Annotations

All percentages of cell types were fairly similar across with values
within 10% for all cell type annotations (Supplemental Figure 2)
and numbers of unique cell types identified were similar across
the clusterings (Supplemental Figure 3). To compare
annotations more statistically between the unsupervised and
hand-gated populations, the F-score was calculated for all
clustering algorithms and normalization combinations at each
cell type. The F-score is a commonly used metric to refer to the
concordance of a prediction and a gold standard and is defined as
the harmonic mean of the precision and recall (Figure 3A,
Supplemental Figure 4). This metric is widely used because it
considers false positives and false negatives. The F-score ranges
from 0 to 1 where 0 is no concordance and 1 is perfect accuracy
between the gold standard and the predication.

F-scores summarized over all cell types revealed that the highest
level of granularity in cell-type identification had a low-level
agreement with the gold-standard hand gating (0.1-0.3,
Figures 3B, C) with high variation. The F-score average increased
(to 0.4-0.6) at higher levels of granularity (Figures 3B, D and
Supplemental Figure 5). As expected, given the variation in F-
scores, grouping of the data on a per cell type basis revealed stark
inter-cell and intra-cell variation of F-scores (Figure 3E).

Understanding the inter-cell variation of F-scores can help us
gauge the appropriate granularity for cell-type assignment.
Certain cell types (e.g., interstitial cells of Cajal, plasma,
stromal cells) were consistently categorized accurately (average
F-score of 0.6), whereas other cell types (e.g., CD4  CD8 T cells,
CD4" T cells, CD127" pCD4" T cells) were not (average F-score

of 0.05), regardless of normalization technique or clustering
algorithm used.

A major reason certain cell types have consistently low F-
scores is that these types of cells were not identified by many of
the approaches (Supplemental Figure 6). Another reason is that
the granularity of cell type definition at level 1 includes the use of
phenotypic markers to split cell types. For example, the
identification of CD4" T cells at level 1 is poor because CD4"
T cell subpopulations were based on CD127 and CD69
expression. Although these distinct cell types were evident in
many clustering datasets based on average expression profiles,
the intensity profiles of single-cell data are a continuum rather
than binary, characteristic of many phenotypic markers like
CD69 and CD127 (Supplemental Figure 7A). This makes it
harder to consistently resolve cell types based on phenotypic
markers. The next level of granularity, level 2, eliminates these
phenotypic separations, and CD4" T cells were one of the more
consistently recognized cell types (F-score increased from 0.05
with level 1 granularity to 0.5 at level 2) (Supplemental
Figure 7B). Consequently, phenotypic definitions of cell types
should be avoided in cell-type annotations.

We verified these general trends using another quantitative
metric, Cohen’s kappa, which is a measure of chanced corrected
accuracy. Cohen’s kappa ranges from 0 to 1 with higher scores
indicative of better agreement between two labels. Cohen’s kappa
was also inversely correlated with the granularity of the cell type
(Supplemental Figure 8A). This metric demonstrated that X-
shift clustering with Euclidian distance clustering performed
poorly regardless of normalization technique (Supplemental
Figures 8B, C). The F-scores and the Cohen’s kappa scores
were correlated indicating agreement within the two metrics
(Supplemental Figure 8D).

Understanding intra-cell variation of F-scores informs how
different combinations of clustering algorithms and normalization
techniques influence cell-type labeling accuracy for CODEX data.
For some cell types (e.g., neuroendocrine cells and neutrophils)
there was high intra-cell variation of F-scores (~0.7 range), whereas
for other cell types (e.g., enterocytes) there was considerably less
intra-cell variation of F-scores (~0.15 range). We highlight three
examples with both high and low intra-cell variation are instructive
of the differences in normalization and clustering techniques.

Neuroendocrine cells are a rare cell type (~0.3% of all cells)
and are uniquely positive for chromogranin A (CHGA). CHGA
had a low signal intensity in the fluorescence but also had a low
background signal (Supplemental Figure 9A). F-scores were
largely dependent on normalization technique and not on the
unsupervised clustering algorithm (Figure 3F and Supplemental
Figure 9B). When Z normalization was applied, these cells were
consistently identified (F-score of 0.65); in contrast, without
normalization, these cells were not identified (F-score of 0).

Neutrophils are also rare (~0.3% of all cells) and are identified
due to expression of CD45, CD15, and CD16, which are markers
also shared by other immune and epithelial cells. CD15 and CD16
had higher background signals than other markers (Supplemental
Figure 9C), and the F-scores were dependent on the normalization
technique (Figure 3G and Supplemental Figure 9D).
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The min-max and arcsinh normalizations had high consistency
(<0.1 F-score range) regardless of the clustering algorithm, whereas
F-scores determined with other normalization techniques varied
widely and depended on the downstream clustering algorithms
(~0.5 F-score range).

Enterocytes are a common cell type (~12% of all cells) identified
based on cytokeratin staining and lack of specialized epithelial
markers (e.g., MUC2). The intra-cell F-score variation was low for
these cells. Differences between normalization and clustering
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FIGURE 3 | F-score comparisons between clustering and normalization technique to hand-gated standard demonstrate high inter-cellular and high intra-cellular
variation. (A) Method for calculating F-scores with cell-type assignments. (B) Average F1 score for each normalization. (C) Clustering combinations stratified by level
of granularity. (D) Level 1 and level 4 F-scores averaged across cell types for each combination of normalization technique and clustering algorithm. (E-H) Level 1 F-
scores for (E) each cell type and, in expanded views, (F) neuroendocrine cells, (G) neutrophils, and (H) enterocytes pulled out for comparisons of clustering or
normalization technique (black data point is mean and error bars indicate standard deviation).

technique were less pronounced than for neuroendocrine cells and
neutrophils, although for enterocytes agreement depended more on
the clustering technique than for rarer cells types. For enterocytes,
Leiden and k-means clustering had more consistent F-scores than did
X-shift-based methods (Figure 3H and Supplemental Figure 9E).
It is important to select the normalization and clustering
technique that maximizes the performance on the cell types (e.g.,
neuroendocrine cells and neutrophils) that have high intra-cell
variation of F-scores. Our analysis indicates that a normalization
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common cell types were merged to a final standard dataset of 28 clusters. (F) Level 4 F-scores averaged across cell types for each combination of normalization
technique and clustering algorithm as compared to over-clustered standard. (G) Level 4 F-scores for the endothelial cell population for combinations of normalization
and clustering techniques compared to the over-clustered standard (black data point is mean and error bars indicate standard deviation).
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method such as Z normalization reduces clustering artifacts
associated with noise associated with low signal or
high background.

Hand-Gating Annotations Are Limited by
Segmentation Noise

F-score averages increased at lower levels of granularity as
expected, although, surprisingly, the endothelial cell population
had a consistent low average score (Figure 4A). We investigated
this by computing the fold change of cell-type percentage from
each clustering result compared to the hand-gated standard
(Figure 4B and Supplemental Figure 10A). Endothelial cells
were identified more frequently (5- to 10-fold higher total
numbers) by clustering annotation compared to hand gating.
In contrast, there were fewer epithelial cells (5- to 10-fold fewer
total numbers) identified by clustering than by hand-gating
assignment. This suggests that the hand-gated standard may
have incorrectly misclassified endothelial cells as epithelial cells.
In the hand-gating process, endothelial cells were identified as
cells that were negative for cytokeratin and positive for CD34
and CD31 (Figure 4C). Only 2% of cells that expressed
cytokeratin were also positive for CD34 and CD31 (Figure 4C
and Supplemental Figure 10B).

Imperfect cell segmentation often happens in regions where
cells are in close proximity and are not separated. This contributes
to the noise in multiplexed imaging data. To understand if this
might be the reason for mislabeling of endothelial cells, we looked
at the spatial locations of endothelial cells, the mislabeled
epithelial cells, and the epithelial cells that were defined by
hand gating. The mislabeled endothelial cells were located
closely adjacent to the epithelium (Figure 4D). This indicates
that cells were misassigned due to segmentation noise in locations
where the cytokeratin stain bleeds into endothelial cell
populations. Because hand gating only can segregate cell types
hierarchically using two markers at a time, this strategy cannot
deal with segmentation noise well.

Since hand-gating cell type identification does not handle cell
segmentation noise well, we required a new gold standard. To
create this standard, the original data was over-clustered into 90
clusters using X-shift clustering with angular distance
(Figure 4E). We used X-shift clustering with angular distance
as this approach was accurate across levels of granularity
(Supplemental Figure 8C). Over-clustering the data enhanced
separation of cell types often confounded by noise into distinct
clusters and overlaying these clusters on imaging data enabled
expert users to determine accurate cell-type annotations based
on staining and morphology. Clusters were also classified and
merged using average cluster profiles, resulting in identification
of 28 unique cell types.

Comparing the clustering outputs to this new gold-standard
annotation substantially increased the average F-score of
endothelial cells at level 4 granularity from 0.2 to 0.6
(Figure 4F). However, there was still high variation between
clustering outputs for endothelial cells. Isolating the endothelial
cells at level 1 revealed that the accuracy of cell-type annotation
was more dependent on normalization technique than clustering

technique. Z normalization and log(double Z) normalizations
provided more consistent performance than did min-max or
arcsinh normalizations (Figure 4G and Supplemental
Figure 11). This result further emphasizes the importance of
CODEX data normalization prior to clustering.

Cross Comparison of Normalization and
Unsupervised Clustering Techniques

In general, the over-clustering annotations demonstrated a bias
towards agreement with X-shift angular clustering and original
untransformed data as expected since these were the conditions
used to generate the annotations (Supplemental Figure 12). To
understand the extent of inter-agreement between choices of
clustering algorithm and normalization technique, we used each
individual clustering result as the gold standard for comparison.
We first averaged the F-scores for each clustering output and cell
type. Similar to previous observations, the normalization method
dominated similarity between combinations of clustering and
normalization algorithms (Figure 5A).

By further averaging all F-scores across these comparisons we
identified normalization techniques and clustering algorithms
that resulted in the greatest variation in cell-type assignment
(Figures 5B, C). Hand-gated assignments had the lowest overall
average, which confirms that this method is not ideal for CODEX
multiplexed imaging assignment. In clustering algorithm
comparisons, X-shift with Euclidian distance had the highest
variance and lowest F-score average (Figure 5B). Furthermore,
k-means and Leiden clustering algorithms had the highest
consistency and least variation (Figure 5A).

We also averaged F-scores to compare all combinations for
each cell type (Figure 5D). The results are consistent with those
of individual comparisons (compare to Figure 3E). Certain cell
types are consistently recognized accurately (e.g., interstitial cells
of Cajal, plasma cells) and others are not assigned accurately
(e.g., CD4" T cells, CD127" pCD4" T cells). This strengthens the
argument that phenotypic cell-type calling should be limited in
initial clustering due to the low confidence of these cell-type
definitions (Supplemental Figure 13).

Neighborhood Analysis Reveals Sources
of Noise in Cell-Type Calling
CODEX multiplexed data can be used to spatially map cell types
and to characterize cell neighborhoods (10). We identified cell
neighborhoods for five exemplary annotations at the highest
level of cell-type granularity (Supplemental Figure 14). Visual
inspection revealed that some neighborhoods (e.g., plasma-
enriched interstitial epithelial lymphocytes) are present in all
regions of the colon, whereas there was considerable variation in
other neighborhoods (e.g., transit amplifying zone) (Figure 6A
and Supplemental Figure 15). Particularly noticeable are the
differences between muscularis externa and noise (enriched for
noise cells) neighborhoods. Both neighborhoods primarily
depend on one cell type: noise and smooth muscle muscularis
externa, respectively.

Imaging noise was particularly located within the tissue sample
from the transverse colon (region 1) as there were areas where the
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FIGURE 5 | F-score comparisons between all clustering and normalization techniques as standards. (A) Clustered heatmap with F-scores averaged across cell
types. The yellow rectangle indicates the comparisons made in Figure 3, the cyan rectangle indicates the comparisons made in Figure 4, and the green rectangle
indicates the comparisons made when log double Z normalization combined with Leiden clustering was used as the gold standard. The red rectangle indicates
exemplary similarities between normalization techniques. (B, C) Level 1 F-scores averaged over cell types for (B) clustering and (C) normalizations for all
comparisons shown in panel (A, D) Level 1 F-scores averaged over cell types for all normalization and clustering combinations (black data point is mean and error

tissue folded during the cutting process, and some edge effects that
were noticeable in the folded area (Supplemental Figure 16A).
Focusing on this region, the F-scores for noise depended more on
clustering algorithm than normalization; use of X-shift angular
distance clustering resulted in the highest average F-score
(Figure 6B and Supplemental Figure 16B). This result closely
mirrors the trend of the ability of clustering algorithm to identify
higher numbers of unique cell types (Supplemental Figure 3).
This suggests the need for overclustering of CODEX multiplexed
data to segregate out noise from the cell-type clusters.
Hand-gating did not accurately pick up the noise in the folded
region and labeled many cells in this area as immune cell types.

This is another limitation of the hand-gating approach. Even
though no actual noise cells were identified by the Z
normalization and Leiden combination, this combination did
identify the noise neighborhood. This demonstrates the ability of
this combination of normalization and clustering to recognize
noise at later stages of the data analysis pipeline.

Smooth muscle muscularis externa had significant
background signal from the MUC2 channel in tissue from the
sigmoid colon (region 4). Smooth muscle cells were often
incorrectly assigned as cells of goblet or epithelium origin as
demonstrated by assignment to the muscularis externa
neighborhood (Supplemental Figure 16C). Only Leiden
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FIGURE 6 | Cellular neighborhood analysis reveals additional noisy cell populations that can be managed by data normalization. (A) Cellular neighborhoods shown
for Region 1 and 4 for five of the 23 cell-type annotations. (B) Level 1 F-score averages for Region 1 for the noise cell type and averaged across all cell types.
(C) Level 1 F-score averages for Region 1 for the smooth muscle muscularis externa cell type and averaged across all cell types (black data point is mean and error
bars indicate standard deviation). (D) Recommendations for normalization and cell type annotations of segmented single-cell CODEX data.

clustering with either Z or arcsinh normalizations were able to
accurately eliminate noise and accurately assign the majority of
the smooth muscle cells (Figure 6C and Supplemental
Figure 16D). This demonstrates that cell-type assignment
without image verification can lead to faulty cell annotations.
Of the normalization techniques, Z normalization best reduced
high background signal noise.

DISCUSSION

Manual identification of cell types in multiplexed imaging data
requires significant time and expertise. Noise from imaging artifacts,
imperfect segmentation, or tissue processing artifacts can hinder
accurate cell-type annotation. Decreasing the time required and
increasing the quality of cell type annotations is crucial for
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conducting robust and reproducible analysis on tissues from large
cohorts of subjects. By analysis of cell-type annotation of CODEX
multiplexed imaging data that result from several combinations of
normalization and clustering approaches provided insight into
optimal strategies, summarized in Figure 6D.

In general, of the normalization methods we tested (Z, log
(double Z), min-max, or arcsinh), Z normalization was the most
consistent technique for handling different sources of noise
including low intensity signal, high background signal,
segmentation noise, and imaging artifacts. Furthermore, Z
normalization resulted in accurate identification of both rare
and common cell types. Consequently, we recommend Z
normalization of values from each marker prior to cell-type
identification (Figure 6Dj).

Accuracy in cell-type identification depended more on
normalization technique than it did on the downstream
unsupervised clustering algorithms. The algorithms tested,
which were the graph-based Leiden, the density-based X-shift
with either Euclidian or angular distances (15), and k-means
clustering, performed similarly, although X-shift clustering with
Euclidian distances consistently performed poorly across
conditions and annotated standards. Clustering algorithms that
resulted in higher numbers of distinct clusters were more
accurate in separating distinct phenotypes at the most granular
level of cell-type annotation. Furthermore, hand-gating
annotations failed to recognize a noise cell type due to cells
positive for all markers, image processing artifacts, or tissue
artifacts (like folded tissue) and was confounded by
segmentation noise such as bleed through of cytokeratin signal
into neighboring endothelial cells.

Many granular cell-type definitions that were phenotypic
separations (e.g., activated CD4™ T cells vs. inactivated CD4" T
cells) were inaccurately assigned by all normalization and
clustering algorithms. Consequently, irrespective of the
clustering algorithm used, settings should be chosen to produce
significantly higher number of clusters than cell types expected
(Figure 6Dii). Further detailed annotation should then be done
using expression profiles, direct image overlay of cells, and
avoiding granular phenotypic cell type calling (Figure 6Diii).

However, phenotypic markers can be useful once cell types
have been established to look at differential expression between
the same cell type in different experimental conditions (e.g. PD1
staining on T cells). Also, here we imaged healthy human
intestine, whereas in tumor tissues there can be in EMT
(Epithelial-Mesenchymal Transition) and MET transition
states. This also makes separation of cell types challenging with
EMT or MET markers. However, computational analysis such as
pseudotime analysis of the transition continuum would be
interesting once broader cell types have been established.

With this in mind, selection of antibodies thus plays a
significant role in downstream spatial tissue analysis and
recognition of cell types. In short, if the research question is to
maximize the number of cell types identified to understand the
distinct landscape of the tissue, then antibody markers that were
restricted to certain cell types (e.g. CHGA-Neuroendocrine)
should be selected. On the other hand, phenotypic markers are

useful in comparing a certain cell type state in greater detail
between experimental conditions.

Beyond making a choice between phenotypic and cell-type
markers, antibody clone selection can significantly affect staining
quality. Improving the signal-to-noise ratio makes it easier to
separate out cell types from one another in unsupervised
clustering. Best practices for selecting antibodies can be found
in a recent primer (22). Briefly, one should compare available
clones, validate with positive and negative controls with both
unconjugated and conjugated antibodies, titrate antibody
concentration and exposure time, and alter order used within
the multiplexed imaging to increase signal-to-noise ratios to
improve cell type identification accuracy. While time-
consuming, quality assessment of CODEX antibodies will
critically impact downstream quantitative results.

In the future, we expect that machine learning-based cell-type
annotation transfer models will be built using accurately
annotated data (23). This type of model will enable rapid cell-
type annotations for replicates or additional samples imaged
with a similar imaging panel. This further underscores the
necessity for generating an accurate, high-confidence sets of
cell-type annotations as training sets.

Additional analytical methods will be needed to address the
root causes of additional noise in multiplexed imaging data. As
examples, efforts are focused on cell segmentation with
generalizable whole-cell segmentation masks trained from a
variety of multiplexed imaging data (11). Second,
computational methods for correcting small imperfections in
segmentation and reassigning signal to the proper cells are in
development. Third, amplification approaches within the
multiplexed imaging techniques themselves will aid in
improving signal-to-noise ratios and elimination of tissue- and
imaging-based noise (24, 25). We expect, however, that even
after these noise issues are addressed, downstream data analysis
will depend on data normalization and cell-type annotation of
high-quality reference datasets.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The datasets presented in this study can be found in online
repositories. The names of the repository/repositories and
accession number(s) can be found below: HubMAP,
HBM977.PCGP.852, HBM575.THQM.284, HBM462.JKCN.863,
HBM334.QWFV.953, HBM938. KMNW.825; Dryad https://doi.
org/10.5061/dryad.dfn2z352c.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conceptualization: JH, YG, and GPN. Methodology: JH and YG.
Formal Analysis: JH, YT, and YG. Writing: JH, YT, YG, and
GPN. Funding acquisition: GPN. All authors contributed to the
article and approved the submitted version.

Frontiers in Immunology | www.frontiersin.org

August 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 727626


https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.dfn2z352c
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.dfn2z352c
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/immunology
http://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/immunology#articles

Hickey et al.

Accurate CODEX Cell Type Identification

FUNDING

This work was supported by the U.S. National Institutes of Health
(2U19AI1057229-16, 5P01HL10879707, 5R01GM10983604,
5R33CA18365403, 5U01AI1101984-07, 5UH2AR06767604,
5R01CA19665703, 5U54CA20997103, 5F99CA212231-02,
1F32CA233203-01, 5U01AI1140498-02, 1U54HG010426-01,
5U19AI1100627-07, 1RO1HL120724-01A1, R33CA183692,
RO1HL128173-04, 5P01AI131374-02, 5UG3DK114937-02,
1U19AT1135976-01, IDIQ17X149, 1U2CCA233238-01,
1U2CCA233195-01); the U.S. Department of Defense
(W81XWH-14-1-0180, W81XWH-12-1-0591); the U.S. Food
and Drug Administration (HHSF223201610018C, DSTL/AGR/
00980/01); Cancer Research UK (C27165/A29073); the Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation (OPP1113682); the Cancer Research
Institute; the Parker Institute for Cancer Immunotherapy; the
Kenneth Rainin Foundation (2018-575); the Silicon Valley
Community Foundation (2017-175329 and 2017-177799-5022);
the Beckman Center for Molecular and Genetic Medicine; Juno
Therapeutics, Inc (122401).; Pfizer, Inc (123214).; Celgene, Inc

REFERENCES

1. Tan WCC, Nerurkar SN, Cai HY, Ng HHM, Wu D, Wee YTF, et al. Overview
of Multiplex Immunohistochemistry/Immunofluorescence Techniques in the
Era of Cancer Immunotherapy. Cancer Commun (2020) 40:135-53. doi:
10.1002/cac2.12023

2. Taube JM, Akturk G, Angelo M, Engle EL, Gnjatic S, Greenbaum S, et al. The
Society for Immunotherapy in Cancer Statement on Best Practices for
Multiplex Immunohistochemistry (IHC) and Immunofluorescence (IF)
Staining and Validation. J Immunother Cancer (2020) 8(1):e000155. doi:
10.1136/jitc-2019-000155corr1

3. Bodenmiller B. Multiplexed Epitope-Based Tissue Imaging for Discovery and
Healthcare Applications. Cell Syst (2016) 2:225-38. doi: 10.1016/
j.cels.2016.03.008

4. Porwit A, Bene MC. Multiparameter Flow Cytometry Applications in the
Diagnosis of Mixed Phenotype Acute Leukemia. Cytom Part B Clin Cytom
(2019) 96:183-94. doi: 10.1002/cyto.b.21783

5. Kolodziejezyk AA, Kim JK, Svensson V, Marioni JC, Teichmann SA. The
Technology and Biology of Single-Cell RNA Sequencing. Mol Cell (2015)
58:610-20. doi: 10.1016/j.molcel.2015.04.005

6. Consortium H. The Human Body at Cellular Resolution: The NIH Human
Biomolecular Atlas Program. Nature (2019) 574:187. doi: 10.1038/s41586-
019-1629-x

7. Rozenblatt-Rosen O, Regev A, Oberdoerffer P, Nawy T, Hupalowska A, Rood
JE, et al. The Human Tumor Atlas Network: Charting Tumor Transitions
Across Space and Time at Single-Cell Resolution. Cell (2020) 181:236-49.
doi: 10.1016/j.cell.2020.03.053

8. Ecker JR, Geschwind DH, Kriegstein AR, Ngai J, Osten P, Polioudakis D, et al.
The BRAIN Initiative Cell Census Consortium: Lessons Learned Toward
Generating a Comprehensive Brain Cell Atlas. Neuron (2017) 96:542-57. doi:
10.1016/j.neuron.2017.10.007

9. Goltsev Y, Samusik N, Kennedy-Darling J, Bhate S, Hale M, Vazquez G,

et al. Deep Profiling of Mouse Splenic Architecture With CODEX

Multiplexed Imaging. Cell (2018) 174:968-81. doi: 10.1016/j.cell.

2018.07.010

Schiirch CM, Bhate SS, Barlow GL, Phillips DJ, Noti L, Zlobec I, et al.

Coordinated Cellular Neighborhoods Orchestrate Antitumoral Immunity at

the Colorectal Cancer Invasive Front. Cell (2020) 182:1341-59. doi: 10.1016/

j.cell.2020.07.005

Greenwald NF, Miller G, Moen E, Kong A, Kagel A, Fullaway CC, et al.

Whole-Cell Segmentation of Tissue Images With Human-Level Performance

10.

11.

(133826, 134073).; Vaxart, Inc (137364).; and the Rachford &
Carlotta A. Harris Endowed Chair to GN. The funders were not
involved in the study design, collection, analysis, interpretation of
data, the writing of this article or the decision to submit it for
publication. JH was supported by an NIH T32 Fellowship
(T32CA196585) and an American Cancer Society - Roaring
Fork Valley Postdoctoral Fellowship (PF-20-032-01-CSM).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Figures 1A and 3A were created with BioRender.com.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fimmu.2021.
727626/full#supplementary-material

Using Large-Scale Data Annotation and Deep Learning. bioRxiv (2021). doi:
10.1101/2021.03.01.431313

Stringer C, Wang T, Michaelos M, Pachitariu M. Cellpose: A Generalist
Algorithm for Cellular Segmentation. Nat Methods (2021) 18:100-6. doi:
10.1038/541592-020-01018-x

Schapiro D, Sokolov A, Yapp C, Muhlich JL, Hess J, Lin J-R, et al. MCMICRO:
A Scalable, Modular Image-Processing Pipeline for Multiplexed Tissue
Imaging. bioRxiv (2021). doi: 10.1101/2021.03.15.435473

Chang YH, Chin K, Thibault G, Eng J, Burlingame E, Gray JW. RESTORE:
Robust Intensity Normalization Method for Multiplexed Imaging. Commun
Biol (2020) 3:1-9. doi: 10.1038/s42003-020-0828-1

Samusik N, Good Z, Spitzer MH, Davis KL, Nolan GP. Automated Mapping
of Phenotype Space With Single-Cell Data. Nat Methods (2016) 13:493-6. doi:
10.1038/nmeth.3863

Kennedy-Darling J, Bhate SS, Hickey JW, Black S, Barlow GL, Vazquez G,
et al. Highly Multiplexed Tissue Imaging Using Repeated Oligonucleotide
Exchange Reaction. Eur ] Immunol (2021) 51(5):1262-77. doi: 10.1002/
€ji.202048891

Lin J-R, Izar B, Wang S, Yapp C, Mei S, Shah PM, et al. Highly Multiplexed
Immunofluorescence Imaging of Human Tissues and Tumors Using T-CyCIF
and Conventional Optical Microscopes. Elife (2018) 7:¢31657. doi: 10.7554/
eLife.31657

Liu X, Song W, Wong BY, Zhang T, Yu S, Lin GN, et al. A Comparison
Framework and Guideline of Clustering Methods for Mass Cytometry Data.
Genome Biol (2019) 20:1-18. doi: 10.1186/s13059-019-1917-7

Black S, Phillips D, Hickey JW, Kennedy-Darling ], Venkataraaman VG,
Samusik N, et al. CODEX Multiplexed Tissue Imaging With DNA-
Conjugated Antibodies. Nat Protoc (2021) 16:3802-35. doi: 10.1038/s41596-
021-00556-8

Shakya R, Nguyen TH, Waterhouse N, Khanna R. Immune Contexture
Analysis in Immuno-Oncology: Applications and Challenges of Multiplex
Fluorescent Immunohistochemistry. Clin Transl Immunol (2020) 9:e1183.
doi: 10.1002/cti2.1183

Aghaeepour N, Finak G, Hoos H, Mosmann TR, Brinkman R, Gottardo R,
et al. Critical Assessment of Automated Flow Cytometry Data
Analysis Techniques. Nat Methods (2013) 10:228-38. doi: 10.1038/
nmeth.2365

Hickey JW, Neumann EK, Radtke AJ, Camarillo JM, Beuschel RT, Albanese
A, et al. Spatial Mapping of Protein Composition and Tissue Organization: A
Primer for Multiplexed Antibody-Based Imaging (2021). Available at: https:/
arxiv.org/abs/2107.07953 (Accessed July 23, 2021).

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Frontiers in Immunology | www.frontiersin.org

August 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 727626


https://BioRender.com
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fimmu.2021.727626/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fimmu.2021.727626/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1002/cac2.12023
https://doi.org/10.1136/jitc-2019-000155corr1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cels.2016.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cels.2016.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1002/cyto.b.21783
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2015.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1629-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1629-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2020.03.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2017.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2018.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2018.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2020.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2020.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.01.431313
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-020-01018-x
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.15.435473
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-020-0828-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.3863
https://doi.org/10.1002/eji.202048891
https://doi.org/10.1002/eji.202048891
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.31657
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.31657
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13059-019-1917-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41596-021-00556-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41596-021-00556-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/cti2.1183
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2365
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2365
https://arxiv.org/abs/2107.07953
https://arxiv.org/abs/2107.07953
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/immunology
http://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/immunology#articles

Hickey et al.

Accurate CODEX Cell Type Identification

23. Brbic M, Zitnik M, Wang S, Pisco AO, Altman RB, Darmanis S, et al. MARS:
Discovering Novel Cell Types Across Heterogeneous Single-Cell
Experiments. Nat Methods (2020) 17:1200-6. doi: 10.1038/s41592-020-
00979-3

Saka SK, Wang Y, Kishi JY, Zhu A, Zeng Y, Xie W, et al. Immuno-SABER
Enables Highly Multiplexed and Amplified Protein Imaging in Tissues. Nat
Biotechnol (2019) 37:1080-90. doi: 10.1038/s41587-019-0207-y

Radtke AJ, Kandov E, Lowekamp B, Speranza E, Chu CJ, Gola A, et al. IBEX:
A Versatile Multiplex Optical Imaging Approach for Deep Phenotyping and
Spatial Analysis of Cells in Complex Tissues. Proc Natl Acad Sci (2020)
117:33455-65. doi: 10.1073/pnas.2018488117

24.

25.

Conflict of Interest: GPN received research support from Pfizer, Vaxart, Celgene,
and Juno Therapeutics during the course of this work. YG and GPN are inventors
on US patent 9909167, granted to Stanford University, that covers some aspects of
the technology described in this paper. YG and GPN have equity in and/or are
scientific advisory board members of Akoya Biosciences, Inc.

The remaining authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of
any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential
conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of
the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in
this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2021 Hickey, Tan, Nolan and Goltsev. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No
use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Immunology | www.frontiersin.org

August 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 727626


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-020-00979-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-020-00979-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41587-019-0207-y
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2018488117
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/immunology
http://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/immunology#articles

	Strategies for Accurate Cell Type Identification in CODEX Multiplexed Imaging Data
	Introduction
	Materials And Methods
	CODEX Imaging
	Normalization Techniques
	Z Normalization
	Log (Double Z) Normalization
	Min_Max Normalization
	Arcsinh Normalization

	Unsupervised Clustering Techniques
	F-Score and Neighborhood Analysis

	Results
	CODEX Multiplexed Imaging of the Human Colon
	Methods for Normalization and Unsupervised Clustering Techniques Used for Cell Type Identification
	Comparison of Normalization and Unsupervised Clustering Techniques to Hand-Gated Cell Type Annotations
	Hand-Gating Annotations Are Limited by Segmentation Noise
	Cross Comparison of Normalization and Unsupervised Clustering Techniques
	Neighborhood Analysis Reveals Sources of Noise in Cell-Type Calling

	Discussion
	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary Material
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages false
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 1
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU (T&F settings for black and white printer PDFs 20081208)
  >>
  /ExportLayers /ExportVisibleLayers
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


