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Abstract. We introduce a novel unsupervised approach to reconstruct-
ing a 3D volume from only two planar projections that exploits a previous-
ly-captured 3D volume of the patient. Such volume is readily available in
many important medical procedures and previous methods already used
such a volume. Earlier methods that work by deforming this volume to
match the projections typically fail when the number of projections is
very low as the alignment becomes underconstrained. We show how to
use a generative model of the volume structures to constrain the de-
formation and obtain a correct estimate. Moreover, our method is not
bounded to a specific sensor calibration and can be applied to new cali-
brations without retraining. We evaluate our approach on a challenging
dataset and show it outperforms state-of-the-art methods. As a result,
our method could be used in treatment scenarios such as surgery and
radiotherapy while drastically reducing patient radiation exposure.

1 Introduction

In medical treatments, the reconstruction of a partial 3D volume of the patient’s
body is essential for both initial treatment planning and ongoing monitoring
of the patient’s progress. This process, crucial for accurately targeting areas
affected by tumors in interventions like radiotherapy or surgery, traditionally
requires numerous X-ray projections, leading to significant radiation exposure
and extended time commitments. In practice, however, only two projections are
captured to reduce radiation exposure; they are used for rigid registration, a
basic form of alignment.

However, two projections currently fall short of providing the full details of
3D reconstructions. Despite attempts to accurately reconstruct anatomy with
fewer projections, existing methods with just two projections lack the neces-
sary detail for radiotherapy. We aim to develop a method that delivers precise
reconstructions with only two projections, balancing the need for accuracy in
treatment with reduced radiation exposure and shorter procedure times.
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Fig. 1: The goal of our method is to recover an accurate 3D volume given two projec-
tions of the patient and a volume acquired at the beginning of the therapy. As discussed
in the introduction, this ability unlocks better therapy procedures. Combining correctly
these sources of information is however challenging.

Figure 2 illustrates existing approaches to decreasing the number of projec-
tions when reconstructing a volume. One approach is to train a deep model to
regress the volume from a number of projections in a supervised way [11,13,18,
23–27, 31, 32, 34, 35], but such direct inference often results in poor reconstruc-
tion.

Instead, X2Vision [3] learns an anatomical prior and optimizes its parameters
to match the projections. Such optimization approaches (see also [22]) tend to
generalize much better.

In modern medical practice, CT and MRI scans are now widely used for
treatment planning and diagnostics. This provides a volume captured under a
different patient pose and different from the volume to reconstruct by medically-
relevant changes such as weight loss or tumor transformation. X2Vision ignores
this pre-captured volume but 2D3DNR [5] deforms it given several projections.

How can we exploit both sources of information, anatomy knowledge from
a generative model and the pre-acquired volume, to improve the reconstruction
quality to the point it can actually be used for medical applications? This is the
goal of our method.

Getting the best of these two worlds is however not straightforward to do
properly as methods like X2Vision and 2D3DNR work in very different ways. We
start by observing that when 2D3DNR deforms the pre-acquired volume given
very few projections, unrealistic deformations are prone to occur. We therefore
propose to guide the deformations using a volume generative model. Note that
this is different from X2Vision, which directly optimizes the generative model
parameters to match the projections: Our approach allows to deform the pre-
acquired volume under the guarantee that the resulting volume is anatomically
possible.

To do so, we optimize over the generative model parameters so that the pre-
acquired model match well the projections after being mapped to the generated
volume. This is illustrated in Figure 2(5). Compared to 2D3DNR for example,
we guarantee that the deformed pre-acquired volume is anatomically possible,
since it is constrained to be close to a generated (thus anatomically correct)
volume. Moreover, we also have the guarantee that the deformed volume match
well the projections. Compared to X2Vision, because our approach predicts the
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pre-acquired volume after deformation, it captures the patient’s unique anatomy
or abnormalities accurately. This is by contrast with a generated volume, as done
by X2Vision, which often lack critical details.

In our evaluations, we focus on head-and-neck CT scans from cancer pa-
tients undergoing regular radiotherapy from cohorts at two different medical
centers. The head and neck region is a very challenging part of the human
anatomy, maybe the most challenging one, as it is very heterogeneous with
complex shapes (larynx, jaw, teeth, etc.) and its deformations are complex—
combination of twist of the neck, articulation of the jaw, and compression and
extension due to patient weight and tumor variations.

We compare our method against top-tier techniques, including X2Vision [3],
2D3DNR [5], and the NeRF-based approach [22]. The results demonstrate our
method’s superiority and ability to capture important medical details.

Our method demonstrates high-quality rigid registration, indicating a move
towards more precise biplanar systems over traditional 3D visualization. Un-
like typical 2D/3D registrations focused on bones, our method enables finer ad-
justments due to our detailed 3D reconstructions. The accuracy of our models,
evidenced by high dice coefficients, aligns closely with actual patient anatomy, of-
fering significant improvements for daily treatments and planning. Our approach
also reduces irradiation significantly while delivering accurate volume reconstruc-
tions to guide procedures, showing potential to transform medical practices.

A portion of the data used in our study is already publicly available. We plan
to submit a clinical request to release the longitudinal test dataset as well.

2 Related Work

2.1 3D Reconstruction from few X-Ray Projections

Many methods have already been proposed to reduce the number of X-ray pro-
jections when reconstructing a 3D volume [3,11,13,18,22–26,31–34]. A strategy
is to train a deep learning model for volume estimation from multiple projections
in a supervised manner, as in [11, 13, 18, 23–26, 31, 32, 34]. However it requires
unchanging sensor calibrations from training to deployment, and this direct vol-
ume estimation often yields poor reconstructions. Most current methods employ
a single or multibranch feature embedding from 2D projections [11, 24], incor-
porating a fusion mechanism to predict the 3D volume [13, 18, 25, 32, 34], and
often integrating adversarial models for enhancement [13, 31, 32]. To reduce the
space of potential solutions, some methods introduce geometric constraints [23]
with refinement of a first estimate with a 3D network like U-Net [18,23]. Recent
developments include enriching 2D feature extraction using self-attention mech-
anisms [25] and transformer architectures [31,34]. [26] investigates the incorpora-
tion of semi-supervised learning within a teacher-student framework, addressing
the challenges presented by the limited availability of paired volume-projection
data. Our method advances beyond these limitations by being fully unsuper-
vised, thereby eliminating the need for paired datasets.
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Fig. 2: Current methods vs our method. (1) Feed-forward reconstruction [11,13,
18, 23–26, 31, 32, 34] directly predict a volume from a set of projections. Their perfor-
mance significantly degrades when the number of projections is very low. (2) Methods
such as 2D3DNR [5] deform a pre-acquired volume of the patient based on input pro-
jections. However, the predicted deformation can become under-constrained when the
number of projections is very low. (3) Methods such as X2Vision [3] first learn a volume
generative model and optimize the parameters of this model to match the projections.
However, they are not able to exploit the pre-acquired volume. (4) NeRF-based meth-
ods [22] can take the pre-acquired volume as input and optimize on the volume to
match the projections—however, they do not exploit any anatomy knowledge besides
the pre-acquired volume. (5) To avoid predicting incorrect deformations when the num-
ber of projections gets too low, we propose to guide the deformations using a volume
generative model. Note that this is different from X2Vision, which relies on a gener-
ative model to directly create the predicting volume. Instead, our approach deforms
the pre-acquired volume under the guarantee that the resulting volume is anatomically
possible.

Some methods [3, 22] that iteratively optimize on the reconstructed volume
at inference given projections typically perform better. X2Vision [3] relies on
a learned 3D manifold to find a realistic and matching solution, while other
rely on NeRF [22,33]. These methods ensure projection consistency at inference
and offer superior generalization, thanks to their unsupervised- or non-learning-
based approach. Some of these methods [22] are even already able to exploit
the volume acquired at the beginning of the therapy. However, [22] does this
simply by using the pre-acquired volume to initialize the NeRF. When using
very few projections, this falls short for effective reconstruction as shown in [3].
Our approach efficiently combines such a pre-acquired volume thanks to a prior
on its possible deformation.
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2.2 2D/3D Deformable Registration

Our approach is also related to 2D/3D deformable registration problems, as we
deform the pre-acquired 3D volume by comparing its projections to the captured
X-ray projections.

A common approach to 2D/3D deformable image registration involves solv-
ing an optimization problem to find the best transformation parameters that ex-
plain the deformation between a volume and a set of 2D projections, as discussed
in [7, 20, 28, 36]. This process involves evaluating image similarity by comparing
the actual CT projections with their corresponding simulated CT projections.
Nonetheless, when only a limited number of projections is used, traditional ap-
proaches without deep learning struggle.

Some learning-based methods for 2D/3D deformable image registration use
feedfoward predictions for faster registration [8,17,19,35]. [35] for instance uses
a U-Net structure to predict deformation fields directly from a CT volume and
captured X-rays projections, maintaining projection consistency in training.

This method still struggles with spatial ambiguity in 2D projections due to
insufficient 3D spatial information in the training’s loss function, essential for
learning accurate 3D deformations from high-quality, real 3D pairs, a limitation
underscored in [27]. Other works [17,19] attempt to overcome this by using prior
data to constrain deformations within a realistic range using PCA, yet this does
not fully eliminate the spatial ambiguity of 2D measurements.

The main challenge in 2D/3D deformable registration is resolving spatial am-
biguity. Deep learning can be a solution by including accurate 3D data in the
training loss function, which may reduce spatial ambiguity and retain general-
izability during testing, even without 3D image pairs. [27] introduces a method
that is able to extract 3D spatial information from the backprojection of pro-
jections, further helping the process by incorporating prior knowledge of patient
motion via a PCA-reduced space, similar to atlas registration techniques. Build-
ing on this, [5] introduced a method we reference by the name “2D3DNR” that
transitions from 2D biplanar projections to 3D space. This is achieved by esti-
mating a 3D feature map from the projections, followed by a 3D-3D deformation
learning process using a U-Net-based model [4]. Our method includes two types
of prior: a prior on the predicted volume and a prior on the deformation of the
pre-acquired volume. These priors can be learned in a unsupervised way. As our
results show, this is key to perform better than the previous state-of-the-art
methods.

3 Method

In this section, we first formalize our approach, and then describe each of its
components.
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Fig. 3: Our pipeline. We first train a generative model to generate 3D volumes in
a low-dimensional manifold and a 3D/3D deformable registration model between two
volumes. Now, given two projections and a pre-captured volume of the patient, we
recover a 3D volume corresponding to the two projections by finding the latent vectors
that generate the best 3D volume so that the pre-captured volume well deforms on it
to match the projections. We iteratively refine the generation and deformations based
on the discrepancy between the generated and actual projections.

3.1 Problem Formulation

Given a limited set of projections {Ii}i, our objective is to reconstruct the 3D
tomographic volume v responsible for these projections. In practice, we consider
only two projections as it is medical practice.

Also following medical practice, a previously-captured volume v− of the pa-
tient is available as well. Between v− and v are both rigid and non-rigid trans-
formations, as well as more complex transformations such as tumor growing or
shrinking. We thus seek the transformation of v− to v.

Finding the deformation is ill-posed in general when the number of projec-
tions becomes small. Our main contribution lies in the following formulation
that enforces the predicted deformation of v− to produce an anatomically cor-
rect volume:

g∗ = argmin
g

∑
i

Li(S(v
−, v(g)), Ii) +R(g) . (1)

We briefly describe below each component of this formulation, then describe
them in more details in the rest of the section:
– v(.) is a generative model of volumes of parameters g, i.e., v(g) is a generated

volume. In practice, we use a model similar to the one in X2Vision. However,
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X2Vision uses this model to directly predict the final volume v. The key
difference in our method is that we use it here to guide the deformation of v−.

– S(v−, v(g)) is a spatial transformer [12] 5 trained to predict directly the trans-
formation between two volumes. Here, S(v−, v(g)) returns volume v− after
deformation to align on the generated volume with the deformation consis-
tent with training data. We use a spatial transformer very close to the one
proposed by VoxelMorph [1].

– Li is a loss term that compares the projections of deformed volume S(v−, v(g))
with the input projections Ii.

Intuitively, the optimization on g generates a volume v(g) that guides the defor-
mation of v− thanks to the first term and exploits prior knowledge on volumes
to recover. After optimization, our method returns S(v−, v(g)), the pre-acquired
volume after deformation.

Figure 3 illustrates our pipeline that implements our approach: We first train
generative model v(g) as well as spatial transformer S, both in an unsupervised
way. Given two input projections, we then optimize the parameters g of the
generative model, which gives us deformed volume S(v−, v(g)).

By themselves, generative model v(g), spatial transformer S, loss term Li are
relatively standard. We describe them below for the sake of completeness. We
end this section by describing the warm-up step we use to bootstrap optimization
of Eq. (1).

3.2 Generative Model v(.)

Like X2vision [3], we learn generative model v(.) using GANs. We decompose
parameters g into a latent vector w and Gaussian noise vectors n = {nj}j :
g = [w,n]. Latent vector w ∈ N (w|µ, σ) is computed from an initial latent
vector z ∈ N (0, I ) mapped using a learned network m: w = m(z). w controls the
global structure of the predicted volumes at different scales by its components wi,
while the noise vectors n allow more fine-grained details. Mean µ and standard
deviation σ of the mapped latent space can be computed by mapping over initial
latent space N (0, I ) after training. Like [3], we optimize on the noise vectors n
as well as they are useful to generate high-resolution details.

To ensure that the predicted volume remains in the manifold of possible
volumes, R(g) is defined as a sum of regularization terms on w and n:

R(g) = R(w,n)

= λwLw(w) + λcLc(w) + λnLn(n) .
(2)

Terms Lw(w) = −
∑

k logN (wk|µ, σ) and Ln(n) = −
∑

j logN (nj |0, I ) ensure
that w and n remain on their respective distributions learned during training.
Term Lc(w) = −

∑
i,j logM(θi,j |0, κ) encourages the wi vectors to be collinear

to keep the generation of coarse-to-fine structures coherent. M(·;µ, κ) is the
density of the Von Mises distribution of mean µ and scale κ, which we take
5 Not to be confused with Transformers [30].
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fixed, and θi,j = arccos( wi·wj

∥wi∥∥wj∥ ) is the angle between vectors wi and wj . The
λ∗ are fixed weights.

3.3 Spatial Transformer S

We use a spatial transformer S very close to the one introduced by Voxel-
Morph [1]. It can be decomposed into:

S(v1, v2) = W(v1, D(v1, v2)) , (3)

where D(v1, v2) is a deep network predicting a deformation field from v1 to v2;
W(v1, D(v1, v2)) deforms volume v1 according to the deformation field predicted
by D. Model D is trained to predict deformation W between two volumes v1
and v2 by minimizing

λs∥v2 − S(v1, D(v1, v2))∥2 + λD∥∇D(v1, v2))[x]∥2 , (4)

over a training set of corresponding volumes {(v1, v2)}. The second term is a
smoothing loss that mitigates sharp local fluctuations and promote smoothness
of the predicted field. λs and λD are balancing weights that adjust the emphasis
between similarity and regularization during training.

Maintaining 1-to-1 mapping in medical image registration is crucial to pre-
vent tearing or overlapping. Our model, inspired by the VoxelMorph approach,
predicts a velocity field. By integrating this velocity field over time, we obtain
smooth, invertible transformations that naturally avoid singularities. This ap-
proach ensures the deformation remains diffeomorphic.

3.4 Loss Term Li

As in X2Vision, we take term Li(v, Ii) as the weighted sum of the Euclidean
distance and the perceptual loss [14]:

L(v, Ii) = λ2

∥∥Ai ◦ v − Ii
∥∥
2
+ λpLp(Ai ◦ v, Ii) , (5)

as we observed that this combination results in the best results. Ai denotes an
operator that projects volume v under view i—we detail it in the supplementary
material.

3.5 Warm-Up

Before optimizing Eq. (1) we first retrieve an initial volume estimate v(g) by
performing several gradient descent steps of objective∑

i

Li(v(g), Ii) +R(g) , (6)

starting from random initialization for g. We use 10 iterations in practice. This
provides a better initialization for g before optimizing Eq. (1) and speeds up
convergence.
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4 Experiments

We evaluate our method for our target application, head-and-neck cancer ra-
diotherapy. Head-and-neck imagery exhibits many fine details and complex de-
formations and is representative of many of the different challenges of volume
recovery. In this section, we introduce our dataset, models for learning key priors,
and present both quantitative and qualitative comparisons with state-of-the-art
methods. We also include an ablation study to evaluate the contribution of our
priors and an analysis of our run-time efficiency of our method.

pre-
captured

CT

backprojec-
tion

NeRP [22]
w/o

NeRP [22]
w/

X2Vision [3] 2D3DNR [5] Ours Ground
Truth

Fig. 4: Visual analysis of recovered volumes from two projections by pre-
vious methods and our approach. In the absence of a pre-captured CT volume,
NeRP struggles due to lack of constraints. When exploiting the pre-captured CT vol-
ume, NeRP still tends to introduce artifacts in an attempt to align with the projections
and alters the anatomy without ensuring anatomical accuracy. In contrast to X2Vision,
our method predicts a reconstruction that captures patient-specific details and nuances.
2D3DNR results in deformations that do not adequately match the anatomy.

4.1 Datasets and Metrics

Volume Generator Learning. We trained our GAN model for v(g) on a large
dataset of 3500 CTs of patients with head-and-neck cancer, more exactly 2297
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patients from the publicly available The Cancer Imaging Archive (TCIA) [2,
10, 15, 16, 29, 37] and 1203 from private internal data, after obtaining ethical
approbation. We split this data into 3000 cases for training, 250 for validation,
and 250 for testing.

We targeted CT scans of the head-and-neck region with a resolution of 80×
96× 112. Using an automatic segmentation of the mouth with a pre-trained U-
Net [21], we centered these scans around it. We applied min-max normalization
and post-clipping values between -1024 and 2000 Hounsfield Units (HU) to the
CT scans as pre-processing. Our goal is to reconstruct the head-and-neck area
using only two projections and the pre-acquired volume.

Longitudinal Radiotherapy Data. In radiotherapy, a “planning CT” capture is
used to design the therapy plan, while daily 3D Cone-Beam CTs (CBCTs) are
captured during treatment to ensure the patient’s positioning matches this ini-
tial CT. With patient consent, we compiled planning CT scans and subsequent
CBCT scans from 242 patients across two medical centers, one contributing
177 and the other 65 cases. These datasets, distinct in protocols and scanning
equipments, offered a diverse basis for assessing our methods in varied clinical
settings.

As depicted in Figure 4 and the supplementary material, notable differ-
ences emerge between the initial CT scans and subsequent CBCT scans, because
of both treatment-induced alterations and patient pose variations. By aligning
planning CTs with CBCTs using MRF minimization [9], we derived 3D volumes
as CTs. We used some of these volumes for training our 3D/3D deformable reg-
istration model and the rest for evaluating the predicted reconstructions by the
different methods.

3D/3D Deformable Registration Training. More precisely, to train our 3D/3D
deformable registration model, we randomly selected 146 patients for training, 16
for validation, and 10 for testing. We paired each initial CT with any subsequent
CT from the same patient to obtain a large training set.

Volume Recovery. The second part of volumes, used for evaluation, includes
70 patients showcasing the most marked longitudinal alterations. These were
selected by comparing their CBCTs with planning CTs. We paired the planning
CT with each patient’s final CT—which underscores the utmost discrepancies.
We used the planning CT as pre-captured volume. Projections were derived from
the last 3D volumes, focusing on the reconstruction area, using our projector
detailed in previous section.

Metrics. We assessed the reconstruction performance using two quantitative
metrics: PSNR, which quantifies reconstruction error, and SSIM, which gauges
the perceptual quality of the images.

We also evaluated the accuracy of the deformation between the pre-acquired
volume and the recovered volume for the two methods that estimate this de-
formation: 2D3DNR and ours. To this end, we consider the Dice score for the
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mouth and the larynx, two structures that are likely to deform significantly. To
compute it, we segmented these structures on the pre-captured volumes and the
recovered volumes using a trained U-Net model using about 1000 head-and-neck
CTs.

Additionally, we compared the 3D rigid registration differences between the
initial full CT scans and our reconstructions against the ground truth, including
variations in rotation angles and translations across all axes. This comprehen-
sive analysis helps to underline the precision of our method in capturing and
reconstructing the nuanced deformations of critical anatomical features.

More implementation details are provided in the supplementary material.

Table 1: Metrics on volumes from two projections by previous methods
and our approach. Standard deviations are provided in parentheses. (w/) and (w/o)
stand for the use or not of the pre-captured volume respectively.

Method PSNR (dB) ↑ SSIM ↑

Backprojection 10.29 (±0.5) 0.23 (±0.01)

NeRP (w/o) [22] 19.81 (±1.7) 0.21 (±0.03)

NeRP (w/) [22] 25.32 (±1.6) 0.34 (±0.02)

X2Vision [3] 27.80 (±1.4) 0.89 (±0.03)

2D3DNR [5] 29.07 (±1.6) 0.92 (±0.02)

Ours 33.23 (±0.62) 0.96 (±0.01)

Method Dice ↑
Mouth Larynx

2D3DNR [5] 0.91 (±0.03) 0.80 (±0.07)

Ours 0.95 (±0.01) 0.91 (±0.02)

Method Rigid Registration Error (6 DoF)
Rotation (°) ↓ Translation (mm) ↓

2D3DNR [5] 0.52 (±0.29) 0.88 (±0.45)

X2Vision [3] 0.45 (±0.31) 0.50 (±0.26)

Ours 0.16 (±0.15) 0.20 (±0.07)

4.2 Results and Analysis

Table 1 reports the quantitative results. We detail below the methods we com-
pare to and discuss their results after they were retrained on our data. Figure 4
compares visually our reconstruction to these methods on several examples. Ad-
ditional results and reconstructions are provided in the supplementary material,
but we summarize below our visual analysis of the results.

The backprojection method is a very simple baseline inspired from [6]. It
estimates the value of each voxel as the average of the values at the projected
voxel locations in the input X-ray projections. When enough input projections
are available, this method can provide satisfying results. However, it fails when
only two projections are used.

The NeRP method [22] optimizes the 3D volume to match the projections. It
also struggles when very few projections are given since they lack prior anatom-
ical knowledge. Even when conditioned on the pre-captured volume, it is often
not able to eliminate the many artefacts.

We also considered the recent X2Vision [3] method to highlight the advan-
tages of exploiting the pre-captured volume as we do—which X2Vision does not.
It provides a reasonable reconstruction but still misses important details.
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2D3DNR [5] predicts in a feedforward way the deformation between the
pre-captured 3D volume and the new one given the precaptured volume itself
and the available projections. Since the original code was unavailable, we used
the same VoxelMorph backbone as ours to reimplement the 3D/3D registration
method. Further details can be found in the supplementary material. The vol-
umes predicted by 2D3DNR do not reproject well on the input projections in
general. Because it is a feedforward method, it also tends to generalize poorly.
Our method recovers better the deformation of the tissues.

Like X2Vision and NeRP, our method optimizes on the volume during in-
ference for consistency with the input projections, which helps generalization.
It also introduces a prior on the anatomical volume thanks to its GANs, in
a way related to X2Vision. Our method has however an original way to ex-
ploit the pre-acquired volume by controling its deformations. This contrast with
2D3DNR, which takes this volume as input to a feedforward process, and with
NeRP, which uses this volume only as conditioning. Our approach appears to be
more powerful as it yields the best results.

Although X2Vision provides a capable reconstruction, it lacks in detailing
critical aspects. Our method emphasizes integrating patient-specific details to
surpass the constraints of the generative model manifold, which might not cap-
ture the patient’s unique anatomy or abnormalities accurately. By leveraging
the pre-acquired volume, our method obtains a more accurate depiction of the
patient’s real anatomy rather than depending on a generalized learned mani-
fold. This focus on patient specificity is crucial for achieving detailed and lifelike
anatomy reconstructions.

In stark contrast to 2D3DNR, our approach adopts an optimization strategy
to inform the deformation prior, significantly enhanced by the capabilities of the
generative model. This model lays down a realistic 3D scaffold for the optimiza-
tion process, ensuring the deformations are not just plausible but supported by
the anatomical description of the generative model. This leads to reconstruc-
tions that are markedly more precise, showcasing a significant leap forward in
the fidelity of anatomical reconstruction techniques.

4.3 Validation for Medical Applications

As shown on the right of Table 1, our method demonstrates superior deforma-
tion accuracy. Moreover, we attain impressive rigid registration with an average
precision way below 1mm. This level of detail and accuracy underscores the effec-
tiveness of our approach in capturing the complex nuances of patient anatomy.
Such high-quality volume reconstruction from only biplanar projections opens
the way for accurate 3D rigid registration and daily assessment of the evolution
of the patient, without needing 3D acquisition.

4.4 Ablation Study

Table 2 presents an ablation study highlighting the benefits of our loss function
in Eq. (1) by comparing it to different possible variants. Figure 5 presents a
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Table 2: Ablation Study. This table shows the contribution of our two priors. ’de-
formation of the pre-acquired volume without any prior’ only uses the pre-acquired
volume and no prior. ’generative model only’ does not use the pre-acquired volume.
’generative model followed by 1 deformation’ uses the pre-acquired volume only after
the independent reconstruction phase conducted by the generative model. ’deformation
of the pre-acquired volume only’ only uses the pre-acquired volume and the prior on its
deformations. More details about these experiments are given in Section 4.4. Standard
deviations are provided in parentheses.

Method PSNR (dB) ↑ SSIM ↑

deformation of the
pre-acquired volume 27.04 (±1.9) 0.88 (±0.03)
without any prior

generative model only 27.80 (±1.4) 0.88 (±0.03)

generative model
29.24 (±1.8) 0.92 (±0.02)followed by 1 deformation

deformation of the
30.75 (±1.19) 0.93 (±0.01)pre-acquired volume only

full method 33.23 (±0.62) 0.96 (±0.01)

pre-captured
CT

deformation
of the

pre-acquired
volume

without any
prior

generative
model only

generative
model

followed by 1
deformation

deformation
of the

pre-acquired
volume only

full method Ground
Truth

Fig. 5: Visual Analysis of the Ablation Study. Deforming the pre-acquired vol-
ume without any prior results in erratic and anatomically inconsistent changes. Recon-
struction solely with the generative model may overlook details and lead to mismatches.
Deforming the pre-acquired volume on it introduces patient-specific features but may
retain initial misalignments. While introducing prior on deformation aids guiding the
direction process, it leads to unnatural distortions of body contour and bone struc-
tures. Our method, by leveraging both anatomical and deformation priors, yields more
realistic and anatomically preserving results.

visual comparison of the results obtained with these variants. We considered
four variants. The reader should compare the loss functions for these variants to
the loss function we introduced in Eq. (1):
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– ‘deformation of the pre-acquired volume without any prior’: This variant re-
turns volume W(v−, ϕ∗) with:

ϕ∗ = argmin
ϕ

∑
i

Li(W(v−, ϕ), Ii) , (7)

where W(v−, ϕ) applies a deformation field ϕ to the pre-acquired volume
v−. This approach is related to 2D3DNR as 2D3DNR also deforms the pre-
acquired volume. The difference is that 2D3DNR predicts the deformation in a
feedforward fashion while this approach retrieves the deformation parameters
iteratively. The retrieved deformations tend to be erratic, blending structures
and leading to artifacts that compromise anatomical accuracy.

– ‘generative model only’: This variant returns v(g∗) with

g∗ = argmin
g

∑
i

Li(v(g), Ii) +R(g) . (8)

It uses only the generative model to predict the volume and corresponds to
the X2Vision method.

– ‘generative model followed by 1 deformation’: This variant returns volume
S(v−, v(g∗)) with g∗ retrieved by optimizing Eq. (8). This approach deforms
the pre-acquired volume to fit the generative model’s reconstruction, introduc-
ing patient-specific details but potentially retaining initial mismatches. This
shows the advantage of combining volume v− and the generative model v(g)
during optimization.

– ‘deformation of the pre-acquired volume only’: This variant returns volume
S(v−,v∗) with:

v∗ = argmin
v

∑
i

Li(S(v
−,v), Ii) , (9)

where v is a volume represented by a voxel grid, with each voxel encompassing
an intensity to optimize. This approach uses only the pre-acquired volume and
the spatial transformer, but not the generative model. This results in local
deformations that are not anatomically realistic, such as bone extensions or
body contour distortions, stemming from its lack of anatomical prior.

Further details are provided in the supplementary material. The quantitative
results clearly show that our loss function exploits both priors well.

4.5 Inference Time

Due to lack of space, a comparison of inference times for the different meth-
ods is given in the supplementary material. Our method recovers high-quality
volumes in only 1 minute. While some other methods are faster, the trade-off
fidelity/runtime is well acceptable as clinical CBCT acquisition and FDK recon-
struction [6] currently requires more than 2 minutes.
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5 Conclusion

Our studies show that merging two key priors into one optimization problem
significantly outperforms existing techniques. Using patient-specific data and
anatomical constraints, we achieve unmatched accuracy in anatomical recon-
structions, avoiding the need for intensive 3D scans. This method promises im-
proved patient care with daily adjustable treatments like adaptive radiotherapy,
enhancing precision and outcomes while reducing treatment times and radiation
exposure. Such advancements have the potential to revolutionize healthcare by
enabling safer and more personalized treatment approaches.
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