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Summary: DeepPriorCBCT: deep learning for diagnostic CBCT at ~1/6 radiation dose,

matching standard quality.



Cone beam computed tomography (CBCT)-guided puncture has become an established
approach for diagnosing and treating early- to mid-stage thoracic tumours, yet the
associated radiation exposure substantially elevates the risk of secondary malignancies.
Although multiple low-dose CBCT strategies have been introduced, none have
undergone validation using large-scale multicenter retrospective datasets, and
prospective clinical evaluation remains lacking. Here, we propose DeepPriorCBCT—
a three-stage deep learning framework that achieves diagnostic-grade reconstruction
using only one-sixth of the conventional radiation dose. 4102 patients with 8675 CBCT
scans from 12 centers were included to develop and validate DeepPriorCBCT.
Additionally, a prospective cross-over trial (Registry number: NCT07035977) which
recruited 138 patients scheduled for percutaneous thoracic puncture was conducted to
assess the model’s clinical applicability. Assessment by 11 physicians confirmed that
reconstructed images were indistinguishable from original scans. Moreover, diagnostic
performance and overall image quality were comparable to those generated by standard
reconstruction algorithms. In the prospective trial, five radiologists reported no
significant differences in image quality or lesion assessment between DeepPriorCBCT
and the clinical standard (all P>0.05). Likewise, 25 interventionalists expressed no
preference between model-based and full-sampling images for surgical guidance
(Kappa<0.2). Radiation exposure with DeepPriorCBCT was reduced to approximately
one-sixth of that with the conventional approach, and collectively, the findings confirm
that it enables high-quality CBCT reconstruction under sparse sampling conditions

while markedly decreasing intraoperative radiation risk.



Lung cancer remains the most prevalent malignancy worldwide, and timely diagnosis

and intervention substantially enhance survival outcomes(/). Percutaneous thoracic

puncture (PTB) continues to serve as the definitive method for distinguishing benign

from malignant pulmonary nodules(2, 3), while percutaneous puncture ablation and

related approaches are frequently adopted for patients at early or intermediate stages(4,

5). Advances in medical imaging have markedly increased the detection rate of early-

stage disease(6, 7). Among these modalities, cone-beam computed tomography (CBCT)
has gained wide application in thoracic and abdominal puncture procedures, including

biopsy and ablation for lung and liver cancer, owing to its integration of high spatial

resolution, deep tissue penetration, real-time imaging capacity, and reliable guidance

during interventional procedures.

CBCT relies on X-ray imaging, subjecting patients to considerable radiation exposure.

Large-scale clinical studies have demonstrated that each additional 100 mGy of
radiation is associated with a 1.96-fold increase in the relative risk of haematological

malignancies, a 1.27-fold increase in brain cancer, and a 1.11-fold increase in glioma(8-

10). A systematic review further indicated a dose-dependent elevation in the relative

risk of all cardiovascular diseases per Gy(//). All clinically implemented CBCT

systems currently employ Feldkamp-Davis—Kress (FDK)-based algorithms, which

achieve satisfactory reconstruction performance but require substantial radiation

exposure. Although procedural doses vary, a single percutaneous biopsy typically

involves three scans, with cumulative exposure approaching 100 mGy. Approximately

27% of patients with pulmonary nodules are ultimately diagnosed with malignant

tumours(3), many of whom undergo subsequent CBCT-guided therapeutic

interventions that markedly increase cumulative radiation burden. Radiation exposure

thus constitutes a major latent hazard for patients. An epidemiological study involving

61.51 million Americans receiving an average of 1.5 CT scans annually projected that,

under current usage patterns, CT-induced cancers could eventually account for 5% of
all newly diagnosed malignancies each year(/2). Given that the dose from a single CT

scan is generally lower than that from CBCT during percutaneous biopsy, the



carcinogenic potential of CBCT may exceed that of CT. Consequently, CBCT-guided
interventions create an inherent dilemma, as procedures intended to preserve life may
simultaneously contribute to the risk of secondary malignancies.

The clinical challenge arises from inherent deficiencies in CBCT technology. All
available systems rely on the FDK algorithm(/3), which necessitates complete angular
sampling to generate artifact-free reconstructions. Efforts to lower radiation exposure
through reduced projections inevitably lead to pronounced streak artifacts, motion blur,
and loss of fine anatomical structures, which critically impairs the visualization of small
pulmonary nodules and the accuracy of needle guidance. These limitations have
stimulated intensive exploration of sparse-view reconstruction strategies.

Deep learning has emerged as a promising avenue for sparse-view CT reconstruction,
with numerous artificial intelligence (Al)-driven methods proposed to achieve low-
dose CBCT imaging(/4-21). While these approaches have partially mitigated the
deterioration of image quality associated with low-dose acquisition, several unresolved
issues persist. First, the majority of studies are constrained by small, single-institution
datasets, which fail to include the variability inherent in clinical practice, including
differences in patient anatomy, pathological conditions, imaging protocols, and vendor-
specific equipment. Second, although these methods frequently report high
performance on computational indices such as peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) and
structure similarity (SSIM), the reconstructions often contain subtle artifacts, indistinct
lesion boundaries, or altered tissue contrast, ultimately reducing diagnostic reliability.
Preliminary investigations demonstrated that algorithms achieving favourable
quantitative scores occasionally led radiologists to overlook small nodules or
misinterpret lesion margins(22-25). Third, and most importantly, none of the existing
sparse-view CBCT techniques have undergone prospective clinical validation to
substantiate their safety and effectiveness in real-world patient care.

The principal difficulty in sparse-view reconstruction lies in recovering lost
information—specifically, in restoring anatomical structures from highly undersampled
data. Contemporary end-to-end deep learning methods attempt to map sparse

projections directly to complete ones, effectively requiring the network to fabricate



missing details. Such strategies are inherently constrained, as they lack explicit
anatomical constraints, often generating images that appear convincing yet contain
artifacts or omit diagnostically important structures.

Figure 1 shows the flowchart of the study. Here we present DeepSparseCBCT, a three-
stage framework that realizes this vision through the largest multicenter validation
study in CBCT reconstruction. First, a new paradigm is introduced in which neural
discrete representation learning is employed to embed anatomical priors (Figure 1A),
rather than relying on the network to fabricate absent information. The rationale is that
human anatomy, despite inter-individual variability, exhibits recurrent patterns that can
be encoded in a learned codebook. Once these patterns are captured from high-quality
datasets, they serve as structural references for sparse-view reconstruction, enabling
substantial radiation dose reduction without compromising diagnostic reliability.
DeepPriorCBCT embodies this concept in the later two-stage framework, validated
through the largest multicenter study to date in CBCT reconstruction. A detailed
algorithmic description is provided in the Methods section. Beyond technical
advancement, the framework demonstrates extensive clinical validation. Retrospective
analysis involving 4,102 patients with 8,675 CBCT images (Figure 1B) and
prospective assessment in real clinical procedures (Figure 1C) collectively confirm the
robustness of the method. The results indicate that DeepPriorCBCT can potentially
supplant existing CBCT protocols by lowering radiation exposure to one-sixth of the

conventional dose while maintaining diagnostic performance.

Study population

A total of 4102 patients with 8675 CBCT-guided PTB images were retrospectively
included between January 1, 2017, and August 30, 2024, across 12 medical centers
(names listed in Supplementary Appendix 1). Baseline characteristics of both
retrospective and prospective cohorts are summarized in Table 1. Within the
retrospective cohort, 2987 patients from centers 1-8 formed the training set, 100
patients from centre 1 constituted the validation set, and 1015 patients from centers 9—

12 comprised the test set (Table 1). Among these 4102 patients, 1368 were female and



2731 were male, with a mean (SD) age of 61.1 (11.8) years. Lesion distribution included
1889 cases (46.1%) in the left lung, 1929 cases (47.0%) in the right lung, and 284 cases
(6.9%) in the mediastinum. In the prospective cohort of 138 patients, the mean (SD)
age was 63.0 (10.5) years, with 54 females and 84 males. Lesions were identified in the
left lung in 66 patients (47.8%), in the right lung in 63 patients (45.7%), and in the
mediastinum in 9 patients (6.5%).

Quantitative evaluation for CBCT images

Reconstruction quality under reduced sampling rates was examined by applying
downsampling ratios of 2x, 4%, 6x, and 8%, corresponding to undersample “1/2 views,”
“1/4 views,” “1/6 views,” and “1/8 views,” respectively. As shown in Figure 2A-2B,
PSNR and SSIM values obtained with DeepPriorCBCT reconstruction for 1/2 views
(PSNR: 28.97+2.49, SSIM: 0.79+0.10), 1/4 views (PSNR: 28.93+3.26, SSIM:
0.79+0.10), and 1/6 views (PSNR: 28.96+2.87, SSIM: 0.79+0.10) exhibited no
significant differences (all P>0.05). However, all were superior to the results of 1/8
views (PSNR: 28.08+4.18, SSIM: 0.75+0.12), which showed a statistically significant
decline in performance (all P<0.001). Based on this comparison, 1/6 views was selected
for subsequent image quality analysis and the prospective COOS investigation.
Clinical applicability assessment

A panel of 11 physicians (5 radiologists with 5—15 years of experience and 6
interventionalists with 8—15 years of experience) conducted a structured subjective
evaluation. Overall image quality and lesion diagnostic clarity were assessed using a 5-
point Likert scale (detailed scoring methods are provided in the Methods section).
Figure 2C-2D present the inter-rater agreement. Both radiologists and
interventionalists demonstrated strong consistency for full-view clinical images
(Radiologists: 0.82 for image quality and 0.86 for lesion diagnosis, both P<0.001;
Interventional radiologists: 0.86 for image quality and 0.83 for lesion diagnosis, both
P<0.001) and DeepPriorCBCT reconstructions (Radiologists: 0.79 for image quality
and 0.79 for lesion diagnosis, both P<0.001; Interventional radiologists: 0.84 for image
quality and 0.84 for lesion diagnosis, both P<0.001), with high Kendall’s W coefficients

for both domains. By contrast, inferior agreement was obtained for the 1/6-view clinical



reconstructions (Radiologists: 0.63 for image quality and 0.64 for lesion diagnosis, both
P<0.001; Interventional radiologists: 0.73 for image quality and 0.64 for lesion
diagnosis, both P<0.001). These results indicate that high-quality images were
interpreted with consistent reliability across specialists, whereas low-quality
reconstructions reduced interpretive concordance.

Figure 2E—2H present the 5-point Likert scale scores from 11 physicians for overall
CBCT image quality and lesion assessment. For image quality, no significant
differences were observed between radiologists (3.93+0.25 vs. 3.91£0.28, P>0.05) and
interventional radiologists (3.9340.23 vs. 3.94+0.24, P>0.05) when comparing clinical
full-view reconstructions with DeepPriorCBCT, whereas both groups assigned
significantly higher scores to these methods than to clinical reconstructions from 1/6-
view data (2.124+0.33 and 2.29+0.46, all P<0.001) (Figure 2E-2F). A similar pattern
was noted in lesion quality analysis: radiologists (4.89+0.33 vs. 4.88+0.29, P>0.05) and
interventional radiologists (4.81£0.39 vs. 4.81£0.39, P>0.05) rated DeepPriorCBCT
and full-view reconstructions equivalently, with both outperforming 1/6-view
reconstructions (2.98+0.13 and 3.06+0.45, all P<0.001). In terms of image quality and
lesion diagnosis, when comparing clinically full-view reconstructed images with
DeepPriorCBCT, no significant differences were observed between the scores of each
radiologist and each interventional radiologist (all P>0.05); however, the scores
assigned by each physician to these two methods were significantly higher than those
to clinically reconstructed images from 1/6-view data (all P<0.05) (Figure 2G-2H).
Figure 21-2J and Supplementary Table 1 display the Turing test outcomes, in which
11 physicians evaluated image authenticity between full-view reconstructions and
DeepPriorCBCT. Both radiologists (Kappa = -0.09, P<0.001) and interventionalists
(Kappa = 0.09, P=0.003) demonstrated poor concordance in differentiating the two
modalities. Confusion matrices revealed classification accuracy close to 0.5, indicating
near-random discrimination between DeepPriorCBCT and full-view images.
Comparison experiments study

The proposed algorithm was systematically compared with four widely used models,

with methodological details provided in the Comparison experiment section. As



illustrated in Figure 3A-3B, the DeepPriorCBCT model consistently achieved superior
reconstruction performance relative to all reference algorithms. In contrast to the
incomplete delineation of lesion margins and intrapulmonary vessels produced by the
four comparative models, which led to degraded image fidelity (Figure 3A),
DeepPriorCBCT generated images comparable to those reconstructed by the clinical
full-view method. Quantitative evaluation further confirmed this advantage: across 1/4,
1/6, and 1/8 views, the PSNR and SSIM values of DeepPriorCBCT (PSNR: 29.08,
28.81, 27.14; SSIM: 0.79, 0.77, 0.76) exceeded those of the clinical reconstruction
approach (PSNR: 23.8, 21.69, 20.04; SSIM: 0.64, 0.63, 0.61), FDKConvNet (PSNR:
26.93,25.4,24.42; SSIM: 0.78, 0.76, 0.7216), CysleGAN (PSNR: 27.24, 25.29, 24.96;
SSIM: 0.78, 0.77, 0.74), and RedCNN (PSNR: 27.92, 27.15, 26.77; SSIM: 0.79, 0.77,
0.75) (Figure 3B).

Ablation study

An ablation analysis was performed to assess the contribution of each component in the
study design (see Methods for details). The outcomes are summarized in
Supplementary Table 2. Elimination of both Stage 2 and Stage 3 (ours w/o S2,3)
caused a marked decline in performance, with PSNR reduced by 2.91 and SSIM
decreased by 0.05. These results indicate that directly mapping sparse-view to full-view
reconstructions through an autoencoder yields limited accuracy, whereas introducing a
high-dose prior followed by guidance of sparse-view reconstruction produces superior
results. Excluding only Stage 3 led to a noticeable reduction in PSNR, while SSIM
remained nearly unchanged, suggesting that Stage 2 ensures anatomically reliable
CBCT reconstruction, whereas Stage 3 enhances image realism.

Prospective clinical trial analysis

A prospective paired non-inferiority trial was conducted in 138 patients from five
centers to assess the clinical feasibility and utility of the model. Each patient underwent
two CBCT scans: one with full views and the other with 1/6 views acquired through
machine undersampling. In addition, full-view CBCT images were manually
undersampled to 1/6 views, and both datasets were reconstructed using the conventional

clinical method and the DeepPriorCBCT model. Image quality was evaluated with



PSNR and SSIM metrics. Figure 3C-3D display representative reconstructions and
corresponding quantitative analyses. DeepPriorCBCT reconstructions from 1/6-view
data achieved image and lesion quality comparable to conventional reconstructions
from full-view scans, while clearly outperforming conventional reconstructions from
1/6-view inputs (Figure 3C). Across both manual and machine undersampling, PSNR
and SSIM values for DeepPriorCBCT reconstructions were consistently higher than
those obtained with the clinical method at 1/6 views (manual undersampling: PSNR
28.33+1.91 vs. 24.91+2.23, P<0.001; SSIM 0.81£0.05 vs. 0.65+0.03, P<0.001;
machine undersampling: PSNR 21.93+3.17 vs. 20.06+2.56, P<0.001; SSIM 0.58+0.07
vs. 0.4140.05, P<0.001). Nevertheless, under machine undersampling conditions, both
PSNR and SSIM values from DeepPriorCBCT and conventional reconstructions were
lower than those obtained under manual undersampling (Figure 3D). This decline
reflects the imperfect pixel-level correspondence between full-sampled and
undersampled CBCT images of the same patient, which introduces limitations in
quantitative evaluation during clinical translation.

Figure 3E-3G present the assessments of five radiologists regarding overall CBCT
image quality and lesion diagnosis. High concordance was observed in both metrics,
with Kendall’s W values of 0.78 (P<0.001) for overall image quality and 0.78 (P<0.001)
for lesion diagnosis in DeepPriorCBCT, and 0.83 (P<0.001) and 0.82 (P<0.001),
respectively, in the clinically applied full-view reconstruction method (Figure 3E, 3G).
Evaluations from five radiologists indicated that DeepPriorCBCT achieved image
quality and diagnostic performance comparable to those obtained using the clinical full-
view reconstruction approach (Figure 3F).

In addition, DeepPriorCBCT markedly reduced radiation exposure during CBCT
scanning. The Dose Area Product (DAP) was significantly lower (299.47 uGy*m? vs.
1674.24 uGy*m?, P<0.001), as was Air Kerma (AK) (10.17 mGy vs. 53.53 mGy,
P<0.001), compared with the clinical full-view reconstruction method (Figure 3H).
To evaluate whether reconstruction with one-sixth sparse sampling satisfies
intraoperative requirements, CBCT images from 138 patients reconstructed using either

full-sampling or undersampled DeepPriorCBCT were assessed by 25 interventionalists



across five medical centers. Each physician was instructed to identify the image set
most suitable for surgical puncture guidance. The proportion of selections favoring full-
sampling and DeepPriorCBCT images was nearly equivalent, with both approximating
50% (Supplementary Figure 1). The overall inter-physician agreement in image
preference was below 0.1, and subgroup analysis within each center showed agreement
values below 0.2 (Supplementary Table 3). Collectively, the evidence indicates that
CBCT images reconstructed by DeepPriorCBCT meet the standards required for

clinical surgical guidance, demonstrating equivalence to full-sampling reconstructions.

Early detection and intervention in lung cancer significantly improve survival outcomes,
with procedures such as percutaneous puncture biopsy and ablation dependent on high-
resolution CBCT imaging guidance(26). Conventional CBCT reconstruction using
FDK-based algorithms, however, imposes considerable radiation exposure, thereby
heightening the likelihood of secondary malignancies and compounding risks in
patients requiring repeated interventions(9, 27). Although various approaches have
been proposed to mitigate imaging quality degradation under low-dose CBCT, most
remain constrained by limited sample sizes, single-center evaluations, and insufficient
clinical validation of sparse reconstruction performance. Elevated quantitative metrics
alone cannot guarantee clinical reliability; algorithms may yield missed or incorrect
diagnoses and reduced surgical efficiency, particularly in detecting small lesions and
delineating boundaries, where minor artifacts exert negligible influence on numerical
indices but markedly impair diagnostic precision(/4, 15, 28). Consequently, resolving
the dual challenges of radiation safety and clinical applicability has emerged as an
urgent priority in advancing CBCT technology.

In this study, a three-stage deep learning reconstruction framework is introduced to
enhance the quality of low-dose, sparse-view CBCT images. In contrast to approaches
that depend exclusively on input data for reconstruction(29-33), this framework
integrates feature representation and prior modeling through a codebook-driven
reconstruction mechanism. During the first stage, an autoencoder is pretrained on full-

view CBCT data to extract representative features, and neural discrete representation



learning compresses continuous features into indexable discrete vectors(34), thereby
establishing a codebook enriched with structural priors. The second stage addresses
sparse-view inputs by employing a feature classifier that projects encoded features into
the high-dose feature domain, enabling accurate retrieval and completion of missing
structural information from the codebook. In the final stage, multi-scale features from
low-dose inputs are fused with corresponding high-dose features retrieved from the
codebook, reinforcing structural preservation and detail recovery in the reconstructed
outputs. Through this process, the framework accomplishes low-dose to high-dose
feature transfer and semantic-level completion, surpassing prevailing methods in
structural fidelity, image quality, and generalization performance.

NeRF-based approaches have demonstrated notable advances in 3D reconstruction(35,
36), with applications extending to medical imaging(/8, 31, 32, 36, 37). Their practical
use, however, is constrained by low reconstruction efficiency arising from the
requirement for object-specific optimization(3/, 32). Although generalized extensions
improve computational efficiency(36, 38), their translation into stable and clinically
usable systems remains unresolved. The proposed framework directly learns priors
from large-scale high-dose CBCT datasets and integrates this prior knowledge into the
reconstruction process, thereby producing more reliable and clinically applicable
outcomes. Unlike post-processing strategies that establish a direct image-domain
mapping from low-dose results to high-dose images(33, 38, 39), this method employs
a feature-level mapping guided by high-dose CBCT priors. Embedding structural
information within the reconstruction itself—rather than applying corrections after
image formation—enhances the fidelity of anatomical restoration and preserves
diagnostically relevant features. A further advantage lies in its robustness to noise and
sparse-view conditions. Because the feature classifier operates within the latent space
while drawing on priors derived from clean high-dose data, reconstructions exhibit
reduced susceptibility to artifacts and input corruption, in contrast to NeRF-based and
post-processing approaches that often propagate or magnify such errors under degraded
acquisition conditions.

This study analyzed retrospective data from 4,102 patients including 8,675 CBCT



images across 12 centers, together with 138 prospective cases, constituting the largest
multicenter investigation of sparse-view CBCT reconstruction to date. The diversity of
devices and clinical scenarios provided by multicenter datasets conferred broad
generalizability, strengthening the model’s robustness across institutions. Quantitative
evaluation demonstrated that PSNR and SSIM achieved by DeepPriorCBCT at 1/2, 1/4,
and 1/6 views were markedly superior to those obtained with the clinically used
reconstruction at 1/6 views and with comparative algorithms including RedCNN and
CycleGAN. High image fidelity was preserved even under extreme sparsity (1/6 views),
whereas conventional 1/6-view reconstructions displayed pronounced edge blurring
and loss of structural detail. In subjective assessments, 11 physicians reported no
significant differences in both overall image and lesion quality between
DeepPriorCBCT reconstructions at 1/6 views and full-view clinical reconstructions
(P>0.05), with both approaches rated significantly higher than conventional 1/6-view
clinical reconstructions (P<0.001). Turing test analyses further indicated near-random
discrimination (confusion matrix approximating 0.5) between model-generated and
full-dose images, confirming that DeepPriorCBCT reconstruction achieves clinical-
grade quality while substantially lowering radiation exposure.

In the prospective cross-over observational study (COOS), five radiologists rated
CBCT images reconstructed with the full-view clinical method higher in image quality
and lesion assessment than those generated by DeepPriorCBCT at 1/6 views. However,
evaluation by 25 interventional physicians across 138 patients demonstrated nearly
equal preference for DeepPriorCBCT-reconstructed images and full-view clinical
reconstructions for surgical guidance, with consistently low inter-rater agreement
(Kappa <0.2) across centers. These outcomes indicate that CBCT reconstruction at 1/6
sparse sampling satisfies clinical requirements for guiding thoracic puncture procedures.
The validation also moves beyond the conventional paradigm of Al algorithm
development, which often prioritizes quantitative metrics over clinical relevance, by
confirming practical utility through multicenter physician-driven image selection.
Despite these advances, several limitations remain: the dataset was restricted to thoracic

lesions, highlighting the need for validation in other anatomical regions (e.g., head,



abdomen); the prospective sample size was limited to 138 patients, necessitating larger
cohorts to establish long-term clinical benefit in reducing radiation exposure; this study
did not conduct Randomized Controlled Trial (RCT) to verify whether CBCB affects
surgical efficiency and complications, and we will continue to carry out RCT for such
verification in subsequent research.

By progressing through sequential stages of retrospective modeling, multicenter
validation, and prospective clinical testing, this study developed a low-dose
DeepPriorCBCT framework that reduces patient radiation while maintaining diagnostic
image quality comparable to standard full-dose CBCT. The approach offers a clinically
viable alternative to conventional high-dose CBCT-guided thoracic puncture
procedures, with substantial potential to improve patient safety and procedural

outcomes.

Overview of the study

Figure 1 presents the overall study design, which involved a multicenter early-stage
clinical validation. Step 1 entailed developing a deep learning model for low-dose
CBCT reconstruction using retrospectively collected pre-CBCT images from 4102
patients. Step 2 involved selecting the optimal low-dose reconstruction model based on
four quantitative image quality metrics, followed by independent assessments from 11
physicians. Step 3 prospectively enrolled 138 patients undergoing CBCT-guided
thoracic puncture to evaluate the clinical utility of the model through undersampling
and reconstruction, with image evaluations performed by 25 physicians across 5
medical centers. Ethical approval was obtained from the institutional review board;
informed consent was waived for the retrospective analysis, whereas written consent
was secured from all participants in the COOS study.

Patients

Pre-construction CBCT data were retrospectively collected from 4169 patients across
12 centers (listed in Supplementary Appendix 1), of which 4102 video sequences met
inclusion criteria and were analyzed. Eligible patients were adults (=18 years) who

had undergone CBCT-guided PTB for the relevant diseases. Exclusion was based on



technical issues, such as incomplete uploads or failure in image cropping
(Supplementary Figure 2).

Within the COOS study, 138 patients from 5 medical centers (centers 1-5) were
prospectively enrolled. Inclusion required: (1) undergoing CBCT-guided percutaneous
thoracic biopsy during the study period; (2) availability of complete clinical records
containing demographic data and medical history; and (3) provision of written informed
consent by the patient or a legal representative. Exclusion applied to: (1) patients
younger than 18 years; (2) those with severe psychiatric disorders or cognitive
impairment precluding study comprehension and consent; (3) pregnant women, due to
radiosensitivity of the fetus and pregnancy-related imaging alterations; and (4)
concurrent participation in other studies that could interfere with outcomes (Figure 4).
All enrolled patients received two scans during CBCT-guided puncture: one full-
sampling scan and one 1/6-view undersampling scan. Full-view CBCT data were also
manually reduced to 1/6 views to generate reference undersampled sequences.
Reconstruction model

To fully exploit large-scale data and construct a reconstruction model with strong
generalization across heterogeneous sparse-view conditions, a three-stage framework
combining neural discrete representation learning with prior-guided reconstruction was
developed. The first stage, High-Dose Prior Learning, applies an autoencoder
structure—consisting of an encoder, a discrete codebook, and a decoder—to perform
self-reconstruction on full-view results. This process enables the extraction of structural
information from high-dose data, which is preserved in the codebook as a reliable prior.
The second stage, Low-Dose Reconstruction, retains the autoencoder while introducing
a classifier that links features derived from sparse-view inputs to their corresponding
high-dose representations in the codebook, enabling prior-driven reconstruction of
accurate outputs. The third stage, Feature Fusion, improves reconstruction fidelity by
integrating multi-resolution intermediate features from both encoder and decoder,
thereby refining fine-grained details while preserving global structural integrity
(Supplementary Figure 3). The structural details of these two sub-networks are

described below:



1. Overview

To construct a reconstruction framework capable of adapting to diverse sparse-view
conditions while exploiting large-scale data, a three-stage strategy was designed that
integrates neural discrete representation learning with prior-guided reconstruction. The
first stage, High-Dose Prior Learning, employs an autoencoder consisting of an encoder,
a discrete codebook, and a decoder to perform self-reconstruction on full-view outputs.
Through this process, structural patterns from high-dose data are captured and encoded
into the codebook as priors. The second stage, Low-Dose Reconstruction, preserves the
autoencoder backbone while introducing a classifier that maps sparse-view (low-dose)
features to their corresponding high-dose representations within the codebook, thereby
enabling prior-constrained reconstruction with improved fidelity. The final stage,
Feature Fusion, enhances output authenticity by integrating multi-resolution
intermediate features from both encoder and decoder, allowing refinement of fine-
grained details while preserving overall anatomical coherence.

2. High-Dose Learning stage

Building on the concept of neural discrete representation learning(40), an autoencoder
structure comprising an encoder, a codebook, and a decoder was employed to capture
prior knowledge inherent in extensive full-view X-ray projections through self-
reconstruction of their corresponding full-view reconstruction outputs. Specifically, the
full-view X-ray projections are first reconstructed into a CT volume I, e R"**”
using the FDK algorithm(/3). This volume is then transformed into a full-view feature

volume Z, e R through a full-view encoder According to the vector E p
quantization mechanism(40), each voxel in the feature volumeZ, is replaced by

N
n=l

the nearest code vector from a learnable codebook C={c, e R} where K

denotes the codebook size. As a result, the quantized feature volume

h dxc - . . .. ..
Z, e R"™"“is obtained. This process can be z%/’k) = argmin, _- HZ%I R e
n

2

expressed as Finally, the full-view decoder D, reconstructs the CT

image by decoding the quantized feature volume Z p to CT volume Ir .



At this stage, the encoder, decoder, and codebook are jointly trained. The overall

loss, denoted as Lsi, formulated as follows:

L, = LVQ + ﬂAdeAdv + ;LPLP (D)

wherel,,, L,, and L, are vector quantization loss(40), adversarial loss(4/) and

perceptual loss(42, 43), respectively. L, is defined as:
Ly, =1, -1, +l sgZ,1-Zll,+l sg[Z,.1-Z,],, 2)
where sg[-] stands for stop-gradient operation. This loss function minimizes the

disparity between the input CT volumel, and the reconstructed CT volume

I, while aligning encoded features E(x) and feature codeszZ searched from

codebook C.

L, incorporates a discriminatorD to encourage more realistic reconstructions:

L, =logD (I;)+log(1-D (I,.)). 3)
L, is the perceptual loss employed to maintain high perceptual quality during

vector quantization. We use 2D pre-trained VGG-16 network(44, 45), denoted as @,

as the feature extractor. For 3D volume, we randomly select three orthogonal

2D planes from input data{p,}._, < I, and the corresponding reconstructed planes

P, C I ~ at the same position to compute perceptual loss:

Ly =21l @(p,) =0, ), “

3. Low-Dose Reconstruction Stage
The objective is to transform sparse-view X-ray projections into CBCT images
free of artifacts while preserving anatomical fidelity and fine structural details.

In the initial step, we first apply the FDK algorithm to obtain the sparse-view CT

RHXWXD

volume I e . This volume is then encoded into a sparse-view feature



hxwxd . . e .
volume Zg € R™™ ™ using a sparse-view encoder E( initialized from the full-
view encoder E,. However, in this stage, nearest-neighbor search cannot be

directly applied to quantize each voxel in Zg using the full-view codebook C,

due to the significant distributional discrepancy between sparse-view and full-view

features. Following the strategy proposed in(46), we introduce a code classifier

¢, , composed of a series of convolutional layers. The classifier takes each code

feature Z@» as input and predicts a probability sequence

iR i} -
"= (p €011}, , where each element p/* denotes the probability that

n=1>2

797" corresponds to the n-th quantized code c, eC.

As a result, the quantized feature volume Z s 1s obtained by selecting the most
probable code for each code feature, defined as:

7 (i, 7.k

Z~(S o = cargmaxn f)ff”"k) (5)

where p!"/* denotes the predicted probability of replacing Z{’* the with the

n-th code ¢, €C

During this stage, the full-view decoder D, and the codebook C are kept
fixed, while the sparse-view encoder E; and the code classifier ¢y are fine-tuned.
To push the sparse-view feature volume Zg closer to the full-view feature volume

Z,., the feature loss is performed:

Lfeature = Zg—- ZF||2 (6)

where, Z;=E;(I;) and Z,=E,.(I,) is the per-trained encoder in the first

stage. Moreover, the classification loss (cross-entropy loss) is required measures
the discrepancy between the predicted probabilities and the true labels for each

code:

Le; =—fi > 1 = )log . ™

i=l j=1 k=1 n=1



(i,j.k) 5

where y is the true label of the code at position (i,j,k), obtained from the

pretrained autoencoder in the first stage.
The overall loss in this stage is formulated as:
L

L uure + Lci ®)

52 = feature

4. Feature Fusion Stage

To improve reconstruction fidelity, we fuse the multi-resolution intermediate

features from the encoder and decoder, denoted asF,and F,,
respectively. The fused feature is given by

F p =F,+¢&,(concat(F,,F,)), 9)
where, &, denotes a stack of convolutions that learns to fuse the concatenated

features.

In this stage, we train the convolutional fusion module £, and fine-tune the

sparse-view encoder E , while keeping all other components fixed. The training

objective follows the structure of the first stage but omits terms associated with
codebook optimization. Specifically, it consists of the reconstruction loss,

perceptual loss, and adversarial loss, formulated as:

L =l I _iFHZ + ApaLagy + Ap L, (10)
where I, is the ground-truth full-view reconstruction and I ~1s the final output.

5. Implementation Details
The framework was implemented in PyTorch(47). Training employed the Adam
optimizer(48) to minimize the loss function and update network parameters. CBCT
images were reconstructed from X-ray inputs using the FDK algorithm provided by the
ASTRA Toolbox(49). All images were resampled to isotropic voxel spacing of 0.5 X
0.5 x 0.5, and intensities were normalized to ™" ! via min-max scaling. Random
cropping was applied across all three stages during training with a patch size of 128 x
128 x 128. The learning rate was fixed at 0.0001, with batch sizes of 3 in Stages 1 and

3 and 4 in Stage 2. All training and inference procedures were executed on a single



NVIDIA Tesla A100 GPU with 80 GB memory.

Ablation experiment

The framework comprises three stages, and its effectiveness was assessed through
ablation analysis. Three model variants were trained: (1) the complete framework
(DeepPriorCBCT), (2) the framework excluding both Stage 2 and Stage 3 (ours w/o
S2.,3), and (3) the framework excluding only Stage 3 (ours w/o S3). An additional
configuration with only Stage 2 removed was not included, as Stage 3 specifically
refines feature fusion by adjusting the decoder and relies on the encoder and code
classifier pre-trained in Stage 2. All models were trained under an identical data
partitioning scheme (including 1015 test cases), with sparse-view X-ray projections
generated by downsampling full views at a 1/6 ratio.

Comparison experiment

Comprehensive comparative experiments were conducted to assess the performance of
the proposed method against representative baselines from both analytical and learning-
based categories. The FDK algorithm, widely used in clinical CBCT reconstruction,
was included as the reference standard despite its well-documented susceptibility to
streak artifacts under sparse-view or limited-angle conditions(/3). Within the deep
learning domain, several established approaches were evaluated. FBPConvNet(50), a
convolutional neural network originally designed to map artifact-corrupted
reconstructions generated by filtered back-projection (FBP) to artifact-free images
through paired supervision, was examined. RED-CNN(57), a residual encoder—decoder
framework incorporating skip connections to strengthen information propagation and
enhance denoising by learning residual mappings, was also included. In addition,
CycleGAN(52), an adversarial translation network employing unpaired image-to-
image learning with cycle-consistency constraints, was assessed for its ability to
produce visually realistic reconstructions without paired datasets. Notably, as
FBPConvNet was initially tailored for fan-beam CT, slight modifications were
introduced to adapt its structure to CBCT geometry, with the adapted version denoted
as FDKConvNet.

Subjective and objective assessments



Subjective assessments: Subjective evaluations were conducted by 11 physicians (6
interventionalists and 5 radiologists) with 5—15 years of experience, who independently
rated the images using a single-blind protocol in which the evaluators were blinded to
image type in the retrospective dataset. In addition, five radiologists with 10—15 years
of experience independently assessed image quality and lesion visualization using a 5-
point Likert scale. A panel of 25 interventionalists (five from each center, 8—15 years
of procedural experience) further compared conventional full-view reconstructions
with DeepPriorCBCT images in the prospective dataset. All evaluators remained
blinded to the reconstruction method and image source. In parallel, objective metrics
were calculated for three groups: CBCT reconstructed with 1/6 views using the clinical
method, CBCT reconstructed with DeepPriorCBCT, and CBCT reconstructed with the
clinical full-view method.

For this analysis, CBCT images from 100 patients in the retrospective dataset and 138
patients in the prospective dataset were randomly selected, and overall image quality
as well as lesion diagnosis were assessed using a 5-point Likert scale. A score of 1
represented very poor quality with image interpretation not feasible, whereas a score of
5 denoted excellent quality without hindrance to diagnostic assessment. Detailed
scoring criteria are provided in Supplementary Table 4.

Objective assessments: To quantitatively assess the accuracy of reconstructed CBCT
images, PSNR and SSIM were calculated.

Outcomes

The study outcomes comprised algorithm-derived and manual assessment metrics.
Algorithm-derived outcomes included PSNR and SSIM, where PSNR quantifies the
ratio of maximum signal power to noise power, and SSIM evaluates the similarity
between reference and reconstructed images by comparing structural information.
Manual assessments encompassed physician-assigned scores for image and lesion
quality as well as the accuracy in distinguishing authentic from false images.
Statistical analysis

Continuous variables were expressed as mean + standard deviation or interquartile

range, with Student’s t-test or Mann—Whitney U-test applied according to distribution



characteristics. Paired t-tests were used for within-subject comparisons. Categorical
variables were analyzed using chi-square or Fisher’s exact test. Agreement in Visual
Turing Tests among physicians was quantified using the weighted kappa coefficient (k)
with linear weighting. Interpretation of k followed conventional thresholds: poor
(<0.20), fair (0.20—0.40), moderate (0.40-0.60), good (0.60-0.80), and excellent
(>0.80). The Kendall coefficient of concordance (W) was applied to measure inter-
observer consistency in image and lesion scoring across 6 interventionalists and 5
radiologist readers, with agreement classified as poor (W<0.20), fair (0.20<W<0.40),
moderate (0.40<W<0.60), strong (0.60<W<0.80), or super (0.80<W<1.0).

Paired T-tests for non-inferiority were applied to determine the prospective sample size,
using overall image quality manual scoring as the basis. In a retrospective assessment
of 100 patients, the manual score for the clinically used full-sample reconstruction
method was 3.94 £+ 0.24, compared with 3.91 £ 0.28 for the DeepPriorCBCT method
with 1/6 sampled reconstruction. Parameters were specified as follows: significance
level 0.9, one-sided test power 0.025, non-inferiority margin 0.05 (Determine based on
the differences considered by the evaluating physicians), and an expected paired mean
difference of 0.02. The standard deviation of score differences between the two
reconstruction approaches was 0.23. From these values, the required sample size was
calculated as 116 cases, considering that 20% of the patients may be censored, and the

study 1s expected to enroll 140 patients. The formula applied was:

Nz(—(zl‘“”l“*)*"d)2 (11)

S+Uuq

Where a represents the significance level, B the test power, o4 the standard deviation of
the paired difference, 0 the non-inferiority margin, and pq the expected mean paired
difference.

In this study, P-values < 0.05 were regarded as statistically significant. Statistical
analyses were performed using R version 4.3.1, PASS 2021 ( Matlab version R2022b
(MathWorks, Natick, MA, USA), and Python version 3.10 (Python Software
Foundation, Beaverton, OR, USA).
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Figure 2. Subjective evaluation on retrospective data. (A-B) Ratios of algorithmic

metrics across different views; (C) Inter-observer agreement in image and lesion



scoring among interventionalists; (D) Agreement among radiologists; (E) Comparison
of image and lesion scores from interventionalists; (F) Comparison of scores from
radiologists; (G) Radar plots of score distributions for interventionalists; (H) Radar

plots for radiologists; (I) Confusion matrix for interventionalists in authenticity

recognition; (J) Confusion matrix for radiologists. * P>0.05, *** P<0.001.
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Figure 3. Comparative experimental and prospective study outcomes. (A) CBCT
reconstructions from five models, with red arrows highlighting detail loss in four
models compared with the clinically applied full-view method and DeepPriorCBCT,;
(B) Radar chart comparing PSNR and SSIM across reconstructions from different view
numbers; (C-D) CBCT images reconstructed by various methods, with red arrows
marking detail loss in three approaches relative to full-view reconstruction and
DeepPriorCBCT; (E) Inter-rater consistency in image and lesion scoring among five
radiologists; (F) Comparison of image and lesion scores across the five radiologists; (G)
Alluvial plot illustrating the relationship between overall image quality and lesion

diagnosis from five radiologists; (H) Radiation dose distribution of CBCT scans



reconstructed by DeepPriorCBCT and the clinical full-view method. * P>0.05, **

P<0.05, *** P<0.001.

178 patients identified from the PTB waiting list

® 9 patients were excluded due to PTB cancelled.
® |5 patients were excluded because they chose to
receive PTB under CT/ultrasound guidance.

154 patients assessed for eligibility

® 6 patients declined to participate in the study.
® 10 patients did not meet the inclusion criteria:
(1) 4 patients had not clinical records.
(2) 6 patients had severe psychiatric disorders.

138 patients were included into the study.

Figure 4. CONSORT flow diagram.

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of patients and data source centers

Retrospective cohort Prospective
cohort
Training Validation Test group COOS
group group (n=1015) (n=138)
(n=2987) (n=100)
Age (years)  60.8+11.5 62.1£12.5 60.6£13.2 63.0+10.5
Sex
Male 1983 (66.4) 68 (68.0) 680 (67.0) 84 (60.9)
Female 1004 (33.6) 32 (32.0) 335 (33.0) 54 (39.1)
BMI (kg/m2) 22.3+3.5 22.6+4.3 22.4+43.7 21.94+4.6
Lesion size 5.6%1.1 4.8£1.8 6.1+1.3 5.3+2.1
(em)
Lesion

location




Left lung 1378 (46.1) 45 (45.0) 466 (45.9) 66 (47.8)
Right Lung 1403 (47.0) 48 (48.0) 478 (47.1) 63 (45.7)
Mediastinum 206 (6.9) 7 (7.0) 71 (7.0) 9(6.5)
Data source centers
Center 1 Center 1 Center
(n=1048) (n=100) (n=48)
Center 2 Center
(n=315) (n=28)
Center 3 Center
(n=227) (n=21)
Center 4 Center
(n=279) (n=23)
Center 5 Center
(n=389) (n=18)
Center 6
(n=195)
Center 7
(n=306)
Center 8
(n=228)

Center
(n=329)
Center
(n=124)
Center
(n=296)
Center

(n=266)

10

11

12
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Supplementary Appendix 1. Medical centers participating in the retrospective study

Center 1: Union Hospital, Tongji Medical College, Huazhong University of Science
and Technology

Center 2: Wuhan Union West Hospital

Center 3: Wuhan Union Jinyin Lake Hospital

Center 4: The First Affiliated Hospital of Zhengzhou University

Center 5: The First Affiliated Hospital East Campus of Zhengzhou University
Center 6: The First Affiliated Hospital of Guangzhou Medical University

Center 7: Zhongda Hospital Jiangbei Campus, Medical School, Southeast
University

Center 8: Union Hospital, Fujian Medical University

Center 9: Zhongda Hospital, Medical School, Southeast University

Center 10: Fujian Provincial Hospital Affiliated to Fuzhou University

Center 11: The First Affiliated Hospital of University of Science and Technology of
China

Center 12: Zhongshan Hospital of Fudan University



Supplementary Table 1. Inter-rater agreement analysis for CBCT images visual

turing tests

Kappa
Radiologists z-value

p-value

Kappa
Interventional

z-value
Radiologists

p-value

-0.087

-3.37

<0.001

0.091

2.88

0.003




Supplementary Table 2. Quantitative results of the ablation study

PSNR 1 SSIM 1
DeepPriorCBCT
25.8981 +5.5215 0.7227 £ 0.0075
(w/o S2,3)
DeepPriorCBCT
27.3026 +10.3940 0.7705 + 0.0087
(w/o 3)

DeepPriorCBCT  28.8073 +12.5254 0.7734 £ 0.0123




Supplementary Table 3. Consistance analysis on the selection of optimal images
for surgical guidance by 25 interventionalists

Readers IR-1-25 IR1-5 IR6-10 IR11-15  IR16-20 IR21-25
Kappa -0.024 -0.139 -0.148 -0.119 -0.131 -0.129
Z-value -4.84 -5.18 -5.50 -4.43 -4.85 -4.79

P-value <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.001 <0.001 <0.001




Supplementary Table 4. Five-point Likert scale for overall image quality and lesion

quality assessment

5-point Likert  Overall image quality Lesion quality

scale

1 The image appears faulty Unable to identify lesions

2 Severe artifacts and noise in ~ Difficult to identify the location
the image of the lesion and unable to

measure the size

3 Severe artifacts or noise in ~ Harder to identify lesion location;
the image difficult to measure size
4 Mild artifacts or noise in the Location of lesions can be
image localized, harder to measure size
5 Image free of artifacts and ~ Location of lesions can be
noise localized, and the size can be

measured




Supplementary Figure 1. 25 interventionalists choose the best guided surgical Image

obfuscation matrix
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Supplementary Figure 2. Flowchart of patient selection in the retrospective cohort

4169 patients were screened or treated with CBCT
at 12 medical centers

67 patients were excluded due to
failure to crop images or incomplete

sequence uploads

Training Validation Test
N=2987 N=100 N=1015




Supplementary Figure 3. The whole framework of the algorithm
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