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Abstract

We introduce Neural Optimal Design of Experiments (NODE), a learning-based framework for
optimal experimental design in inverse problems that avoids classical bi-level optimization and indi-
rect sparsity regularization. NODE jointly trains a neural reconstruction model and a fixed-budget
set of continuous design variables—representing sensor locations, sampling times, or measurement
angles—within a single optimization loop. By optimizing measurement locations directly rather than
weighting a dense grid of candidates, the proposed approach enforces sparsity by design, eliminates
the need for £* tuning, and substantially reduces computational complexity. We validate NODE on
an analytically tractable exponential-growth benchmark, on MNIST image sampling, and illustrate its
effectiveness on a real-world sparse-view X-ray CT example. In all cases, NODE outperforms baseline
approaches, demonstrating improved reconstruction accuracy and task-specific performance.

Keywords: inverse problems; optimal experimental design; deep learning; single-level OED; sensor
placement; Bayesian OED; image reconstruction

1 Introduction

The quality and reliability of experimental outcomes are fundamentally linked to how experiments are
designed. Optimal Experimental Design (OED) provides a mathematical framework for selecting mea-
surement locations, times, or sensing modalities so as to maximize the information gained about quantities
of interest, subject to constraints on cost, noise, and available resources. At its core, OED navigates a
central trade-off: extracting the richest possible information from observations while respecting practical
and computational limitations.

OED has found widespread use across scientific and engineering disciplines. In pharmaceutical
research, it informs the design of clinical trials that balance information gain against cost and risk [1—
3]; in agriculture and industrial experimentation, it guides efficient field trials and process optimization
[4, 5]; in the social sciences and marketing, it improves the reliability of surveys and preference studies
[6, 7]; and in environmental and health studies, it supports data-driven impact assessment and monitor-
ing [8]. Across these settings, common design principles include efficiency, robustness to noise and model
uncertainty, flexibility, and cost-effectiveness.

From a mathematical perspective, OED problems are typically formulated through optimality cri-
teria derived from statistical estimation theory. A classical approach relies on the Fisher information
matrix, which quantifies the sensitivity of observables to unknown parameters. Popular criteria include
D-optimality, which maximizes the determinant of the Fisher information; A-optimality, which minimizes
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the average variance of parameter estimates; and E-optimality, which maximizes the smallest eigenvalue,
ensuring uniform precision across parameters [9, 10]. While these criteria provide a principled basis
for experimental design, translating them into scalable algorithms becomes increasingly challenging in
complex inverse problems.

Inverse problems aim to infer parameters or states from indirect and noisy observations and are
often ill-posed: small perturbations in data can induce large changes in reconstructions. In such
settings—common in medical imaging, geophysics, and dynamical systems—the placement and tim-
ing of measurements play a decisive role in stabilizing inference and mitigating noise amplification.
Consequently, OED is not merely beneficial but often essential for obtaining meaningful solutions.

Two major paradigms dominate OED for inverse problems. The Bayesian formulation incorporates
prior information and typically seeks designs that maximize expected information gain between prior
and posterior distributions [11, 12]. While uncertainty-aware and theoretically appealing, these objec-
tives often require expensive sampling, nested quadrature, or variational approximations, limiting their
scalability in high-dimensional or nonlinear settings. An alternative is bi-level optimization, in which
an upper-level design problem is coupled to a lower-level regularized inverse problem [3, 13-15]. This
approach directly links design quality to reconstruction performance, while reducing the computa-
tional cost compared to the Bayesian approaches it remains computationally demanding: each design
update typically requires solving a full inverse problem, often with forward and adjoint PDE solves, and
nonconvexity in the inner problem can lead to nondifferentiability in the outer objective.

A common practical challenge in both paradigms is the enforcement of sparsity. Measurement budgets
are frequently controlled indirectly through ¢'-based regularization or relaxation strategies, requiring
careful tuning of penalty parameters and often yielding designs whose effective number of measurements
is difficult to predict or control. These issues motivate the search for alternative formulations that couple
design and inversion more tightly while avoiding nested optimization loops and delicate regularization
trade-offs.

A recent and influential step in this direction is deep optimal experimental design [16], which reframes
OED as a single-level learning problem. In this approach, a neural estimator is trained jointly with design
variables embedded directly into the network inputs, using simulated data across noise levels. By learning
the inversion map and the experimental design simultaneously, the method avoids inner inverse solves and
demonstrates strong performance on ODE-based models [16]. This perspective is conceptually appealing
and highlights the potential of learning-based OED to overcome classical computational bottlenecks.

However, this single-level approach begin from a dense discretized grid of candidate measurements
and promote sparsity through shrinkage operators or combinatorial masks. As a result, computational
complexity remains tied to the initial discretization, and sparsity is still controlled indirectly through
regularization heuristics. While the bi-level bottleneck is removed, the challenge of managing sparse
designs persists.

Contributions.

Motivated by these observations, we propose a new framework, termed Neural Optimal Design of Experi-
ments (NODE), that retains the advantages of single-level joint training while enforcing sparsity directly
by design. Rather than starting from a dense candidate grid, we assume a fixed measurement budget
from the outset and treat the corresponding measurement locations or times as continuous variables.
These design variables are optimized jointly with a neural reconstruction model, allowing measurement
locations to move freely within the admissible domain. In this way, sparsity is not induced through
penalization but prescribed explicitly by the experimental budget, eliminating the need for ¢! tuning
and decoupling computational complexity from an artificial discretization.

Building on this fixed-budget formulation, we further introduce an adaptive and iterative extension of
NODE for sequential experimental settings. Previously collected measurements are incorporated into the
design process, enabling subsequent measurement locations to be optimized conditionally on observed
data. This adaptivity aligns naturally with practical experimental workflows and enhances robustness in
the presence of noise or model mismatch.

Structure.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 briefly reviews classical and modern OED
approaches with an emphasis on inverse problems. Section 3 presents the NODE framework, including the



continuous fixed-budget formulation and its adaptive extension. In Section 3.3, we validate the approach
on a benchmark ODE problem with analytically characterized optimal designs. Section 4 reports numeri-
cal experiments on MNIST image sampling (Section 4.1) and sparse-view CT reconstruction (Section 4.2).
We conclude in Section 5 with a discussion of limitations and directions for future work.

2 Background

We consider inverse problems [17, 18] governed by a forward model

y:f(sz)' (1)

Here, z represents the domain inputs of the model. For example, z may be a time variable or spatial
coordinates. These inputs can lie on a continuous or discrete domain space. The output is the vector
y. The model is determined by parameters x, so that f(-,«) maps inputs to outputs. For some fixed
parameters x, f(-,«) results in a collection of points (z,y). For example, the points form a trajectory
when f is the solution to a system of ordinary differential equations, a surface when f is the solution to
a system of partial differential equations, or an image when f maps pixel locations to grayscale values.

When we observe real-world phenomena that can be described by a mathematical model in the
form of (1), we usually only observe at a finite number of locations in the input domain {(z;,vy;)}¥ ;.
An observation operator P selects which locations out of the whole that we observe. Solving an
inverse problem means recovering the parameters x that, through the model, yielded the observations.
Measurement-taking adds noise to the data, so that what we truly observe is

d=y+e¢,

where € ~ M is independent across different measurements. The noise distribution is commonly assumed
to be a Gaussian distribution centered at zero. Inverse problems are notoriously ill-posed due to this pres-
ence of noise and because the unknown parameters often outnumber the available data. The Bayesian
framework [19] is a popular approach to inverse problems, as a way of propagating uncertainty to the solu-
tion and regularizing the problem. The solution is a probability distribution informed by prior knowledge
on the parameters and the observed data. This is the posterior distribution, as given by Bayes’ rule

_ 7"'pr(a’)ﬂ'like(d | )
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The prior distribution 7p, summarizes our knowledge and assumptions about the parameters before we
observe the experimental data. The likelihood e is an unnormalized distribution for the observation
data that is conditioned on the parameters. It describes, the likelihood, given some fixed values for the
parameters, of observing the observations under our assumptions for the noise.

2.1 Optimal Experimental Design

How often and where should we measure so that the inverse problem yields accurate and stable solutions?
This question lies at the heart of optimal experimental design (OED) for inverse problems. In OED,
design parameters w C W dictate where measurements are taken through the observation operator P,
which operates on y. We observe the noisy data point d = P, (y) + €. The admissible set W encodes
possible physical or geometric constraints, restricting the design to a feasible region. Solving an OED
problem means determining which choice of design parameters will most likely give us an inverse problem
which we can solve accurately. Fundamentally, an OED problem is

quli}n Eg - LosSdesign (Z(w, €), ), @~ mpy, € ~ M, (3)

where LosSgesign measures how well our solution, using the design w, Z(w, ) reconstructs the true
parameters & on average.

Early work by Haber and collaborators [13] and Horesh et al. [14] established the bi-level optimization
problem formulation of OED and proposed efficient computational strategies in the context of linear and



nonlinear inverse problems, respectively. In this setting, the outer problem selects the design w, while
the inner problem solves the corresponding inverse problem for reconstructing the unknown parameters
x, with the goal of ensuring stable and accurate recovery. A generic bi-level OED formulation can be
stated as a Bayesian risk minimization problem,

r1111'1)n Ez.e LoSSdesign(Z(w,€), ) + R(w), (4)
Z(w,e) = argmin  Lossiny (P (Y(Z), Puw(y(z)) +¢) + D(T). (5)

Here, the design parameters w represent nonnegative weights associated with each candidate location
or time where a sensor can record a measurement. A larger weight reflects that observations should
be made at the corresponding location. A regularization term R(w) is added to the design loss. The
reconstruction Z(w,e) is obtained by solving the inner inverse problem (5), where the data misfit loss
Lossiny reflects the assumed statistical noise model and is complemented by a regularization term D(x)
encoding prior assumptions on the parameter x.

The choice of the design loss Lossqesign in (4) reflects the criterion under which the experimental
design is optimized. Among others, there are three classical choices—A-optimality, D-optimality, and
E-optimality [9]. A-optimality is minimizing the average variance in each parameter estimate and can
translate both to minimizing the mean squared error (MSE) between the average parameter estimate
(either the posterior mean or the maximum a posterior point) and true parameter. This is equivalent
to minimizing the trace of the inverse of the information matrix, which corresponds to a Gaussian
covariance matrix when the posterior distribution is Gaussian [20]. D-optimality is an information-based
criterion which prioritizes maximizing the distance, measured via Kullback-Liebler divergence, between
the posterior and prior distributions. This is often formulated as maximizing the determinant of the
information matrix (or minimizing the log-determinant of the inverse of the information matrix), [21].
E-optimality minimizes the worst possible variance in one of the parameter estimates by maximizing the
smallest eigenvalue of the information matrix (or by minimizing the largest eigenvalue of the inverse of
the information matrix). These are the most common approaches when the aim is accurate parameter
estimation. When the parameter estimates are just a mean towards estimating some other quantity
of interest or prediction, the array of optimality criteria becomes numerous, and OED becomes goal-
oriented [22-24].

In practice, the expectation in (4) is approximated by a sample average over draws {wk}le from 7y,
and noise realizations. This turns the outer objective into an empirical risk. Synthetic training data can
be generated when lacking sufficient experimental data, but this assumes that true experimental data
are consistent with the same underlying distribution. Each evaluation of the risk requires solving the
inner inverse problems, which are handled with standard optimization algorithms (e.g., Gauss—Newton)
and warm-started across outer iterations.

A practical way to solve Equation (4) is to begin with an overcomplete catalogue of M admissible
design actions—for instance, a grid of candidate sensor locations or measurement times. A binary selection
vector w € {0,1}™ may encode which actions are active, where w¥) = 1 indicates that the j-th candidate
is chosen. Since this constitutes an NP-hard combinatorial optimization, the problem is typically relaxed
by allowing continuous weights w € [0,1]*. The need to approximate discrete solutions motivates one
to promote sparsity by augmenting the objective with an ¢! penalty

R(w) = A||wl|1, A>0,

where A is a design (sparsity) regularization hyperparameter. Theoretical guarantees from compressed
sensing establish that (e.g., under Restricted Isometry Property (RIP) conditions) that ¢! relaxations
are highly effective in promoting sparsity [25]. In the OED setting, small values of A correspond to weak
budgetary constraints and yield denser designs, whereas large values of A enforce stronger sparsity and
select only a few informative measurement locations. A Pareto trade-off between reconstruction quality
and design sparsity determines the selected “optimal” design. For the outer updates, gradients with
respect to w can be obtained efficiently by differentiating through the inner solver, using adjoint-based
techniques [13, 14]. The ¢ penalty is typically handled with proximal or continuation strategies that



gradually promote sparsity, and after convergence, small weights are pruned or thresholded to yield a
discrete subset of informative measurement points.

While conceptually appealing, the bi-level OED formulation is notoriously challenging to solve in
practice. Every evaluation of the outer objective requires the solution of a full inverse problem, often
repeated for multiple parameter draws in order to approximate the expectation. Many inverse problems,
especially ones with high-dimensional parameters, are challenging to solve once, let alone multiple times.
The feasibility of solving large-scale problems generally relies assumptions that the prior and noise
distributions are Gaussian. The presence of nonlinearities in such problems merits using approximations,
especially a Gaussian approximation of the posterior [26, 27], but also the quadratic approximation
of the goal function in [23]. These approximation methods are necessary, but introduce bias. Ill-posed
settings further complicate this by the need for careful selection of priors and regularization parameters,
which can destabilize the optimization and strongly influence the resulting design. Moreover, sparsity
enforcement through ¢' penalties only indirectly controls the number of sensors: as the penalty weight
increases, many design variables are indeed driven to zero, but the remaining non-zero parameters may
shrink artificially, leading to ambiguous or physically unrealistic designs. Thus, although the bi-level
framework directly links experimental decisions to reconstruction accuracy, its computational cost and
sensitivity to modeling choices strongly motivate the search for alternatives.

Well-posedness of the outer objective in (4) requires properties such as convexity, uniqueness, and
differentiability of the inner solution map in (5). These assumptions are rarely satisfied in realistic inverse
problems, making the outer function discontinuous and its gradients unstable [15]. Stabilization of the
inner problem through strong priors may reduce this sensitivity but also bias reconstructions, limit the
effectiveness of the design, and introduce hyperparameter dependencies. While Bayesian global optimiza-
tion approaches have been proposed to mitigate such effects [28], they remain computationally prohibitive
in high-dimensional settings. In addition to these challenges, practical OED is further complicated by
issues such as nonconvex outer objectives, difficulties in discretizing relaxed designs, and sensitivity to
model or prior misspecification.

2.2 Single-level OED with Neural Networks

To overcome some of the major challenges associated with bi-level optimization approaches to OED,
Siddiqui, Rahmim, and Haber proposed deep optimal experimental design in 2024 [16]. The central
idea is to bypass the nested bi-level structure by training a neural network ®y, with parameters 6,
that simultaneously learns both the inversion map and the experimental design. Within this single-level
framework, the forward model is used only to generate synthetic training data across a distribution of
parameters and noise realizations. The network is then trained end-to-end to minimize reconstruction
error while treating the design variables as trainable quantities embedded in the input layer. In this way,
inversion and design are learned jointly, avoiding the repeated forward—inverse loops characteristic of
classical bi-level formulations.

Rather than solving an inner inverse problem for each design w, a neural network is used to
approximate the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator directly,

Py (y(w;m,e), w) ~ arg Max Mpost (x| y(w;x,¢)). (6)

Here, parameters @ ~ mp,, and noise e ~ N (0,0°I) are sampled to generate synthetic observations via
the forward model (1) at a design specified by w. The network outputs an estimate of x directly from
the data, with the design variables w and noise implicitly embedded in the inputs. In practice, w re-
weights the input data element-wise via a Hadamard product prior to the first network layer. As a
result, the estimator & = ®y(-) is obtained through a single forward evaluation rather than by solving
an optimization problem.

The estimator and design are trained jointly by minimizing a Bayes risk that combines reconstruction
accuracy with data consistency,

i By o7 - al} +yly(w,@) - dwiz,2) 3+ Mwl, &= 0(ywiz,2)w), (1)



where v, A > 0. This objective can be interpreted as a variant of A-optimality, with the ¢! penalty
promoting sparsity in the design. The second term enforces data consistency, ensuring that the recon-
structed parameters reproduce the observed data, and may be viewed as a physics-informed regularization
analogous to those used in PINNs [29].

The principal advantage of this framework is that it eliminates the nested structure of classical bi-level
OED: the forward model is used solely to generate training data, while both the estimator parameters
0 and the design variables w are optimized jointly within a single learning problem. This significantly
reduces computational cost and avoids repeated inverse solves.

Despite these advantages, a computational challenge remains when designs are defined over a large
set of candidate measurement locations. For PDE-based inverse problems in particular, fine spatial or
temporal discretizations are often required, leading to high-dimensional design vectors w and corre-
spondingly large input tensors y(w). This tight coupling between design resolution and network input
dimensionality substantially increases model complexity and training cost, motivating approaches that
avoid reliance on dense, predefined candidate grids altogether.

To promote compact and informative designs within this setting, Siddiqui, Rahmim, and Haber
explore several sparsity-inducing strategies for w, including ¢! relaxations and discrete Tabu-search
methods. This highlights that, even within a single-level formulation, achieving sparse and interpretable
designs remains nontrivial and often requires additional algorithmic machinery — a difficulty that
motivates the alternative, grid-free approach proposed in this work.

3 Method

Our approach is an evolution on deep OED of [16], we refer to our method as NODE (neural optimal
design of experiment). In our approach, a budget of M sensors is specified and the design variables w
represent the locations of those M sensors. This differs from traditional OED setups where w represent
weights on candidate locations. We follow the same philosophy in of leveraging neural networks for
design optimization to avoid the complexity of bi-level formulations. This formulation overcomes two
major limitations of the previous approach: it eliminates the need for tuning sparsity parameters and
0! regularization, and it substantially reduces the dimensionality of the problem—designing over the
number of sensors rather than the number of potential placement sites. To be more precise, let us consider
a continuous and bounded design space W, such as a time interval or a bounded spatial domain. Our
objective is to select M design points w = {w(™}M_, C W that minimize a given loss function.

To train our estimator we go hand in hand with the objective laid out in Equation (7) and the
design jointly, the empirical risk that blends a risk of the inversion process with a data-consistency risk
is considered, i.e., it simplifies to

Jmnin By o@ — xl3 +|Pu (y(@) - Pu(d(z0) |3, &= 00(Puly(@)+2), 720 ()

While Equation (7) and Equation (8) appear similar, the key distinction lies in the interpretation of the
design variable w. In the former, w represents weights associated with a predefined set of candidate data
points, whereas in the latter, w directly parameterizes the measurement locations or observation times
themselves. Consequently, the optimization is performed over the actual sensor positions or sampling
times, rather than over a weighting of fixed candidates. This eliminates the need for sparsity-inducing
regularization such as A||w||; as utilized in Equation (7), while retaining an A-optimal design criterion.

Further, when the forward model is unavailable (e.g., as in the numerical experiment in Section 4.1),
computationally prohibitive, or otherwise impractical to employ, we set v = 0 and omit the corresponding
term. The resulting formulation reduces to a purely data-driven learning objective, focused solely on
recovering the unknown parameter  from the observed data.

Assuming (8) is continuous and well-posed, we leverage universal approximation theorems to ensure
that a neural network can approximate the mapping from design variables to the objective value. Con-
sequently, when the problem is well-posed—meaning we have enough design points for the parameter
complexity—we can establish theoretical bounds on the approximation error of the optimal design. We
note that these guarantees depend on the problem not being underdetermined. If the number of design
points is insufficient, the theoretical approximation results do not apply. In summary, our method provides
robust approximation guarantees under appropriate conditions. Naturally, this shift from location-based



to budget-based discretization requires approximating the underlying continuous placement in space
(and time), but yields a far more scalable and interpretable design process, as we show in our numerical
experiments.

Algorithm.

A pseudocode summary of the proposed approach is given in Algorithm 1. Depending on whether an
underlying mathematical forward model is available, the observations y; may either be computed on the
fly via the forward operator and noise simulation or drawn from a precomputed training dataset.

Algorithm 1 jointly updates the design variables w and the parameters 6 of the reconstruction net-
work ®y. At each iteration, a mini-batch of training samples is drawn and projected onto the current
design via the projection operator P,,, which extracts the measurements at the selected sensor locations.
Observational noise is added when working with simulated or noise-free data to mimic realistic measure-
ment conditions. The reconstruction network then maps the resulting measurements to an estimate of
the unknown parameter @, and both w and 6 are updated jointly using gradient-based optimization.

While we explicitly separate the design variables w from the reconstruction network ®4 for conceptual
clarity and modularity, these components can alternatively be thought of a single neural architecture.
Such a unified formulation is adopted, for example, in the deep optimal experimental design framework
of [16]. The present separation, however, allows for greater modality in incorporating different design
parameterizations and inversion models.

Algorithm 1 Neural optimal design of experiments (NODE)

Inputs: Training set {(zy, y,) 2 ,, Architecture of ®4, Noise distribution e ~ M, Sensor budget M,
Design space W
Outputs: Optimized locations w*, Reconstruction model ®y-
Initialize wy > e.g., as the locations of highest variance across all y;,
Initialize 6
fori=1,...,inm. do
Sample batch (x;,y,)
Project to current design d; = Py, (y;) + € > Add observational noise if needed
Compute reconstruction & = ®y, (d;)
Compute loss > Empirical version of Equation (8)
Update w; — Wi, 91 — 01'_;,_1
end for
Set 6* =6, ..
Set w* = w;

3.1 Interpolation over Finite Design Space

When the design space W is continuous, optimization of Equation (8) is straightforward, as gradients
with respect to the design variables w can be computed and standard gradient-based methods applied.
In practice, however, observations may be restricted to finitely many admissible locations, so that W is
a discrete subset of M candidate points in the input domain. For a given parameter x, the model output
can then only be observed at these locations, yielding a finite vector y = [y(l), . ,y(M)]T.

To circumvent the resulting discrete optimization problem, we smoothly interpolate the observable
outputs y over a continuously extended design space. We denote the interpolated outputs by y and
the corresponding continuous design variables by w. This continuous relaxation enables gradient-based
optimization of the design variables within the learning loop. During training, the interpolated outputs
y are projected onto M sensor locations specified by w, and the resulting measurements serve as input
to the reconstruction network.

The discrete structure of the admissible design set can be exploited to construct an informed and
inexpensive initialization of the sensor locations. Rather than initializing w at random, we select admis-
sible locations that exhibit large empirical variance across the training dataset. Specifically, for each



candidate location w(™), we compute the empirical variance

K ) K
Var( =% Z( — g™ ) , where gy = & Zy (m), (9)

k=1 k=1

The initial design wy is chosen as the M locations with the largest variance values among all admissible
candidates. This simple heuristic provides a reasonable proxy for informativeness and serves as a robust
starting point for subsequent gradient-based optimization.

Upon completion of training, the optimized continuous design w is projected back onto the admissible
set W. When W consists of integer-valued locations—as is the case for image-based designs defined on
pixel grids—this projection can be performed by simple rounding w to the nearest admissible locations,
yielding the final design w™*.

Several interpolation strategies may be employed to construct g, including n-linear [30], n-cubic [31],
radial basis function [32], or neural interpolation methods such as SIREN [33]. While these approaches are
often designed for high-fidelity resolution enhancement, such accuracy is not required for the present pur-
pose. We therefore recommend linear interpolation, which is computationally inexpensive and sufficient
for enabling effective gradient-based optimization of the design variables.

3.2 Adaptive NODE

In many practical experimental settings, data are collected sequentially. For example, in medical X-ray
computed tomography the measurement device rotates around the object and acquires a sequence of
projections, while in active seismic imaging sources are deployed according to a prescribed acquisition
sequence. In such scenarios, measurements collected at earlier stages can be leveraged to inform and
optimize the selection of subsequent measurement locations. In this section, we introduce an adaptive
NODE framework that explicitly incorporates past measurements into the design of future experiments.
In a nutshell, adaptive NODE proceeds sequentially by fixing the previously learned i — 1 design
points and augmenting the NODE optimization by selecting an additional measurement location. At
each step, the network is updated using all measurements acquired thus far, and a new design point is
chosen to complement the existing design. Repeating this procedure yields an adaptive, data-informed
experimental design.
Formally, suppose we are at the i-th step of the adaptive NODE procedure. We assume access to either
a forward operator f or an experimental device that has provided noisy measurements d'~* corresponding
to previously selected design parameters w’~!. To incorporate these past observations into Equation (8),
we modify the reconstruction network to include the previously acquired data as a non-trainable input,
yielding
% = O (P (y(@) + ), Pus 1 (5" 1). (10)

Here, w C W denotes a proposed new set of design parameters to be optimized.
The corresponding adaptive NODE objective is then given by

z{( z) )} { Py (d(, <)) }

yi! Pyi-1(d(z, )

2

.y >0. (11)
2

i B8 =+

Solving this optimization problem yields a new set of design parameters w*, which are then used with
the forward operator f or the experimental apparatus to obtain a new measurement realization y*.

The design and observation sets are subsequently updated by concatenation: we define w’ =
(w1, w*) and y* = (y*~!,y*). This procedure is then repeated, enabling sequential, data-informed
refinement of the experimental design.

Note that the input dimension of ®,
adapt
6

adapt .
changes as new measurements are 1ncorp0rated. Conse-

quently, ® requires a dynamic archltecture capable of accommodating an increasing number of
inputs. One option is to assume a maximum input dimension and pad missing measurements with zeros;
however, this can lead to an unnecessarily large memory footprint. Alternatively, as discussed in the
previous section, the measurements ¢y’ may be interpolated to a fixed-dimensional representation 3",
allowing the architecture of @Zdapt to remain fixed across all adaptive NODE iterations.



We emphasize that previously explored design parameters w’~! are not excluded from the search
space W. In the presence of noise or unforeseen experimental artifacts—such as patient motion in medical
imaging—newly acquired measurements may be insufficiently informative. In such cases, the adaptive
NODE framework naturally allows for repeated measurements at previously selected locations until a
desired level of information is obtained.

The adaptive NODE procedure continues until a specified stopping criterion is met, such as achieving a
target reconstruction accuracy or exhausting a predefined measurement budget. The complete procedure

is summarized in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Adaptive NODE

Inputs: Training set {(zx, y;) 1 ,, Architecture of ®4, Noise distribution € ~ M, Sensor incremental
budget M, Design space W, Initial design parameter w® and measurement y°, and stopping rule L.
Outputs: Optimized locations w*, Reconstruction model ®y-
Set 1 =1
while stopping rule £ is not met do

Solve (11) for #* and w*

Perform actual measurement corresponding to w* to obtain y*

[w*, w'] — w’

vyl =y

i+1—i
end while

3.3 Exponential-Growth Benchmark

To rigorously assess our approach, we require a numerical experiment where the true optimal design is
analytically known. Such a setting provides a clear benchmark: we can verify that our method achieves
provably optimal accuracy rather than relying on empirical evidence alone. Kiefer’s seminal 1959 work
[34] offers broad structural principles for optimal experimental design, but these results remain general
and do not resolve specific models. Following works [35, 36] provide details on optimal experimental
design for regression models, however, here we focus on a very specific experiment for benchmarking.

We therefore develop a specific, fully analyzable benchmark problem that admits an exact character-
ization of the optimal design. We consider the exponential growth model

y'(t) = By(t) ontel0,1] with y(0) = a. (12)

This model has been explored numerically [3, 16] and confirmed optimality only empirically (for a two
point design only). Here we derive the optimal design explicitly and extend the result to any number of
design points. Our analysis follows the spirit of Kiefer’s foundational theory while providing a closed-
form solution for this specific nonlinear regression problem. We use this benchmark problem to rigorously
test our approach, and it simultaneously offers an independent theoretical contribution.

For Equation (12) with solution y(t) = a e, we consider multiplicative noise of the form

g = y(t)& = ae’ig,  j=1...m,

where {{;} are independent positive random variables with finite second logarithmic moment with m > 2.
We assume that
E(logé&;) =0, Var(log&;) = 0 < o0,

for all j = 1,...,m, ensuring that the log-transformed noise is centered and admits a diagonal covariance
structure with uniform variance across sampling times. Define y; := log §; and ¢; := log&;, and collect
Y = [Y1,- - ym] " and € = [e1,...,6m] . Let Xirue = [, B]T with @ = loga, t = [t1,...,tm]", and

A(t) =[(1,¢t1);...;(1,tm)]- The log-linear model is y(t) = A(t) X¢rue + € with E(e) = 0 and Cov(e) =
o?I. Note our zero-mean assumption entails no loss of generality for the design problem, since adding a
deterministic shift to the log—observations does not affect the optimal placement of design points.
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Fig. 1 Evolution of sensor location and training loss during NODE training. NODE is applied to (13) for m = 3 sensors.
Prior distributions for model parameters are a ~ 1£(0.5,1.5) and b ~ U(1,2). Locations and model weights are trained
simultaneously, using Adam optimizer, with learning rates of 10~ and 103, respectively. Training lasts for 4,000 epochs
with batch size 1,024. Sensor locations stabilize to either 0 or 1 at the same time that the loss stabilizes.

The inner parameter estimation problem can now be formulated as follows: given t, estimate x by

least squares
x(t) = argmin [y (t) — A(t)x[3,  A(t)TA(t)x = A(t) "y(t)

Assuming full column rank of A(t) (i.e., the ¢; are not all identical), the solution is

1

%(t) = (A(t) TA()) TA®) Ty (t) = Xuue + (A(6)TA(L) TTA() e (13)

This leads to the outer design problem: we seek design locations t € [0, 1]™ that minimize the expected
reconstruction error of given x(t), i.e.,

in  F(t) =E ||%(t) — Xtruell3.
(ohin (t) [[%(t) — Xeruel|2

Using Equation (13) and the fact that E(ee ") = oI, we obtain

E [[%(t) — Xuuell5 = 0 tr((A(t) TA(t)) " A(t) TA(t)(A(t) TA(t) )
sa(t) +m
msa(t) — (s1(t))?’

=0 tr((A(6)TA(t) ) = o2

where s1(t) = Y7, t; and sa(t) = Y27, t5. Note, % > 0 is due to Cauchy Schwartz
inequality.

Consider now any arbitrary design points tx, ¢, € (0,1). Then, replacing (¢, t;) with

14
(1 —tx —ty,1) otherwise, (14)

i) = {(O,tk—i—tg) if b < 1
reduces the overall objective function F', since s; remains unchanged and s increases under this exchange.
Hence m — 1 design point must lie on the boundary. By fixing m — 1 boundary points and viewing F
as a function of the remaining coordinate ¢ € [0, 1] shows that F is strictly convex on (0,1) and attains
its minimum only at ¢ € {0,1}. Thus in any optimal design all points lie at the endpoints. An example
showing the sensor locations evolving towards 0, 1 during training is shown in Figure 1 for m = 3 sensors.

Now let k be the number of design points placed at t = 1 (and m—k at t = 0). Then s1(t) = sa(t) =k,
and the design criterion becomes

m+k

F(k) = o? W R

kEe{l,...,m—1}.
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Fig. 2 Optimal placement of design points at the boundary locations t = 0 and ¢t = 1. Shown is the ratio of points
assigned to each endpoint for increasing total design size m. The optimal design always places all sampling locations on
the boundary, and the discrete optimal ratios converge as m — oo to the continuous limits v/2 — 1 /&~ 41.42% at t = 1 and
2 — V2~ 58.58% at t = 0.

Treating k as a continuous variable in (0,m), we see that f is differentiable and strictly convex on
(0, m). Differentiation yields

o k(m —k) — (m+k)(m —2k)  k*>+2km —m?

Fi(k) = o k2(m — k)2 T T R2(m— k)2

Solving F'(k) = 0 gives the unique stationary point
B +2km-—m?=0sk=m(vV2-1),

which is therefore the global minimizer of the continuous relaxation. Consequently, for the discrete design
problem k € {1,...,m—1}, the optimal integer choice is obtained by comparing the two nearest integers,

k== |m(vV2-1)], K= [m(vV2-1)],

and selecting the one with the smaller value of f(k), see Figure 2

Now that we have established the theoretical endpoint—optimal design, we investigate our NODE
approach. For each total number of design points m = 2,...,200 we apply Algorithm 1, treating the m
locations t; € [0, 1] as trainable parameters that are updated jointly with a small reconstruction network.
In each training iteration we draw a batch of parameter pairs (a,b) with a ~ 2£(0.5,1.5) and b ~ U(1,2),
and evaluate the forward model y(t) = b exp(at) at the current design locations. Noise is introduced
by adding i.i.d. Gaussian perturbations with standard deviation € = 0.05 to the log-space transformed
data, producing the noisy observations g(t;). The concatenated input vector y(t) = [§(t1),...,7(tm)] is
then formed and passed to a fully connected network with a single hidden layer of width 256 and ReLLU
activation. The network outputs estimates (d,B) and is trained with a mean—squared error loss. The
reconstruction weights and design locations are updated simultaneously using Adam with learning rates
1073 for the reconstruction network and 10~! for the design variables, a batch size of 1024, and 10,000
epochs per value of m. After each gradient step we project the learned locations back to the interval [0, 1].

For each value of m, the learned design is assessed by counting the number of points located near
t = 0 and near ¢ = 1. We report on the count of design points at 0 (ko) and 1 (k1) respectively.
Specifically, we record the fractions ko/m and k;/m. Figure 3 reports these fractions as functions of
m and compares them with the theoretical limits v/2 — 1 & 0.4142 (fraction of points at ¢ = 1) and
2—1/2 ~ 0.5858 (fraction of points at ¢ = 0), compare also to Figure 2. As designed, the NODE approach
consistently drives the locations toward the endpoints of the interval, thereby recovering the qualitative
endpoint—optimal structure predicted by the theory. Moreover, despite the deliberately simple network
architecture, additive noise, and finite optimization budget, the learned fractions fluctuate around and
increasingly concentrate near the theoretical limits as m grows. The remaining scatter is consistent with
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Fig. 3 Neural OED convergence to the theoretical endpoint design for the scalar exponential model y(¢) = b exp(at).
For each m = 2,...,200 we train the NODE algorithm (Algorithm 1) with batch size 1024, 10,000 Adam steps (learning
rates 10~ for the reconstruction network and 10! for the design variables), Gaussian noise level & = 0.05 on the log-
transformed data, and a single-hidden-layer ReLU MLP of width 256 that reconstructs (a,b) from noisy measurements
and their locations. The plot shows, for each m, the fractions k1/m (blue, points near t = 1) and ko/m (orange, points
near t = 0), together with the theoretical limits v/2 — 1 & 0.4142 and 2 — v/2 ~ 0.5858 (dashed lines). The learned designs
systematically concentrate on the endpoints and the empirical fractions cluster around the theoretical values, demonstrating
that the neural OED recovers both the qualitative endpoint structure and the optimal asymptotic splitting of design points.

finite-sample effects and imperfect optimization rather than a systematic deviation from the optimal
design, underscoring that the neural approach is capable of reproducing the asymptotic optimal splitting
of design points between t = 0 and ¢ = 1.

4 Numerics

Here we present numerical results for applying NODE algorithm for sparse image reconstruction for
MNIST grayscale images and X-ray computed tomography.

4.1 MNIST Image Reconstruction

Which pixel locations in the MNIST images of handwritten digits are sufficient to accurately reconstruct
the image or to reliably identify the digit it represents? We study this question next using our NODE
method.

An image is an m X n array «, where each (¢, j)-entry corresponds to a pixel. The value x; ; € [0, 1]
represents the pixel intensity, ranging from black to white in grayscale images. Image reconstruction and
deblurring [37] are classical problems in inverse problems. The aim here is to reconstruct an image
(assumed to be vectorized for notational convenience) from partial and noisy observations,

d=Py(z)+e. (15)

Here, the parameters correspond directly to pixel values, i.e., * = y. The observation d consists of a
subset of pixel values selected by the masking operator P,,, where w denotes the locations of the observed
pixels, and is corrupted by additive noise ¢ ~ N'(0, 0°T).

As the problem is clearly ill-posed, we adopt a Bayesian regularization framework. We assume a prior
distribution @ ~ m,, on the image. Given an observation d, the reconstruction is characterized by the
posterior distribution mpest(x | d, w),

1
Tpost (X | d, w) o T (@) Tike (d | , w), Tike(d | &, w) = exp (—M|Pw(m) — d|2) . (16)

The pixel locations w defining P,, constitute the experimental design. In inversion-oriented OED,
the goal is to identify pixel locations that yield the most accurate reconstructions across the image
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distribution. In addition, we consider a goal-oriented setting in which full reconstruction is not the
primary objective. Instead, the aim is to select pixel locations that enable accurate classification of each
image according to the digit it represents.

We consider images from the MNIST data set [38, 39], which consists of 70,000 grayscale images of
handwritten digits. Each image is of size 28 x 28 and represents one of the ten digits 0 through 9. The
image data are encoded as matrices & € [0,1]?8%28, and each image is associated with a label vector
£ € {0,1}1Y identifying the corresponding digit. We treat the MNIST data set as a collection of 70,000
independent samples drawn from the prior distribution mp,.

Optimality.

We study optimal pixel selection under two inversion-oriented criteria, as well as a goal-oriented criterion.
The first inversion-oriented approach uses a mean squared error (MSE) loss to select pixel locations that
minimize the expected deviation from the posterior mean. This corresponds to the A-optimality design
criterion and is defined by the loss

Lyisg(w) :]Em,EHﬁ—:cHg, T ~ Tpr, e~ N(0,0°T), (17)

where the posterior mean Z is conditioned on observations d = Py, (x) + €.
A second inversion-oriented criterion, reminiscent of E-optimality, focuses on minimizing the largest
pointwise deviation from the posterior mean. The corresponding loss function is

~ ~ 2
L () = B ol|#(0,) = % = Ba e (max[@:;(w,y) - @0, [). (18)

with & ~ 7, and € ~ N(0,0°1).

In Equations (17) and (18), the posterior mean Z(w,y) may be viewed as a mapping from data to
an estimator, y — Z(w,y). In the likelihood-free NODE setting, this mapping is approximated by a
neural network ®y. The reconstruction network ®y and the experimental design are learned jointly by
minimizing empirical approximations of the loss functions.

K
Lyse(w, 0) = Eqg o [|0g(Pwt + £) — |3~ £ D> |06(Puwy + k) — @[3 (19)
k=1
Similarly, the max loss becomes
K
Linax(w,0) = Eq o | Po(Puwa +¢) — @[|2 ~ & Y | Po(Puwy, + k) — @ % (20)
k=1

In the goal-oriented setting, the loss function is based on the categorical cross-entropy [40]. Here,
the neural network ®¢ does not reconstruct the image @, but instead predicts its label vector v. The
corresponding loss is

K
Lece(w, 0) = —E(g,v), E(v log @y (P +¢)) ~ — % Zz log(®g (Pwmr, + £1)). (21)
k=1

The output of ®y is a probability vector, where each entry represents the probability that the image
corresponds to one of the ten digits. For all loss functions above, we jointly optimize over the observation
locations w and the network parameters 6 within our single-loop optimization framework Algorithm 1.

Experimental settings.

The MNIST data set is split into a training set of K = 60,000 images and a testing set of 10,000 images.
Each image is corrupted with additive Gaussian noise of standard deviation o = 0.05.

All neural networks used in the experiments share the same multi-layer perceptron architecture,
which depends only on the number of observation locations |w| = M. Each network has 3M inputs:
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the (4, j) pixel coordinates of the M selected locations and the corresponding observed pixel intensities.
These inputs are mapped to a single hidden layer with 512 neurons and ReLU activation. The output
layer produces a reconstructed 28 x 28 image, yielding an output dimension of 784. A sigmoid activation
function is applied at the output to ensure that all reconstructed pixel values lie in the interval [0, 1].

Initial sensor placements are chosen as the M pixel locations with the highest empirical variance across
the training set, as discussed in Section 3.1, while the network parameters 6 are initialized randomly. All
models are trained using the Adam optimizer [41] with a learning rate of 10~3 for 50 epochs and a batch
size of 64. Interpolation of the pixel location space is performed using bilinear interpolation [30].

For a fixed number of sensor locations, we compare the NODE designs against neural network models
using non-optimized (fixed) designs. Specifically, we consider designs in which observation locations are
selected either uniformly at random or as the highest-variance pixel locations used for NODE initializa-
tion. For these non-NODE baselines, only the network parameters 6 are trained, while the observation
locations w are held fixed throughout training. To assess the impact of the sensor budget, we perform
reconstruction experiments with both NODE and non-NODE designs for varying numbers of allowed
observation locations.

Results.
Our experiments feature sensor counts of M = 1, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100. For each M we train
models using the reconstruction loss functions (19) and (20), and the goal-oriented loss (21).

We train models that use NODE designs, high variance designs, and random designs. For random
designs, we repeat training twenty times for each experiment, using different random locations.

£

o

Random NODE High Variance Random High Variance Random NODE High Variance

-~ E1E1E3 € BEQ
- EEIE BEE BEE
-~ E1IK1El Elrp)
-EISE ElEE AR
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Fig. 4 Sample image reconstructions of images, representing the digits 4,0,6. The top row displays the true images. Below,
reconstructions are shown for different models. Models use NODE designs, random designs, or high variance designs, are
trained using either the MSE loss (19) or max loss (20), and their designs use M = 10, 50, 100 sensors.
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In Figure 4, we compare reconstructions of some example images from the testing set, from different
reconstruction models. The models use designs for M = 10,50,100 sensor locations. The quality of
reconstruction depends on which design is used and on the loss function used. The reconstructions
representing random designs come from one of the randomly created designs and do not represent an
average over the twenty random designs.

The visual reconstructions confirms that the NODE designs yield better reconstructions when using
either the MSE loss or the max loss. Checking the reconstruction errors, in Figure 5, of the models
on the set of test images confirms that NODE designs yield better reconstructions on average. The
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Fig. 5 Log-scale comparison of the distribution of reconstruction error over the testing set of 10,000 images. Top figure
shows reconstruction errors under the MSE loss (19). Bottom figure shows reconstructions errors under the max loss (20).
Distributions are computed different neural network architectures making use of M = 1,10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100
sensor locations. Green distributions correspond to designs where locations are optimized by NODE. Blue distributions
correspond to designs where locations fixed at randomly chosen values. Red distributions correspond to designs that use
locations with the highest variance across the training set.

distributions representing random designs describe errors across distributed across the testing set and
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all twenty random designs. The test set error distributions gives empirical evidence that NODE designs
result, on average, in better reconstructions and in lower variance in the reconstruction error. The goal-
oriented setting does not involve reconstructions. Instead we gauge accuracy based on whether the model
correctly classifies a digit. The classification accuracy is the percentage of images in the testing set that
the model classifies correctly. In Figure 6, NODE designs result in models with better classification
accuracy. Note that, for random designs, we have a distribution of classification accuracy over the twenty
random designs. There is a small probability that random designs may outperform high variance designs.
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Fig. 6 Comparison of the of classification accuracy on the testing set of 10,000 images. Classification models are computed
via neural network architectures making use of M = 1,10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100 observable locations. The green
plot correspond to NODE designs. The blue distributions correspond to designs where locations fixed at randomly chosen
values. Red plot corresponds to designs that use locations with the highest variance.

However, random designs are extremely unlikely to outperform NODE designs. We lastly see how NODE
designs compare to the high variance initial locations. In Figure 7, NODE results in similar, but different,
designs depending on the loss function used. The optimal locations cluster near the center pixels. This is
to be expected since the digit strokes are in the centers of the images while the image borders are black.

4.2 Neural Optimal Design for X-ray Computed Tomography (CT)

Computed tomography (CT) is a well-established method for reconstructing an image of the cross-section
of an object using projection data that represents the intensity loss or attenuation of a beam of X-rays
as they pass through the object. According to the Lambert-Beer law [42], the attenuation of X-rays can
be mathematically modeled as the line integrals or projection.

A simple mathematical model for X-ray computed tomography is given by the Radon transform,
which serves as the forward operator f in (1). In this setting, f is a linear operator that maps a two-
dimensional attenuation field x to its one-dimensional line integrals, commonly referred to as a sinogram.
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The Radon transform can be expressed through the following integral equation:
flxl(w, s) = / x(ry,ry) Al = / x(r)é(s — r-n(w)) dr, (22)
L(w,s) R2

where the middle formula represents a line integral along the line {(w,s) = {r|s — n(w) - r} with
r = (r1,72) € R? representing Cartesian coordinates and n(w) = (cos(w), sin(w)) the normal vector to .
A Radon transform often comprises f[x](w,s) where w € [0,27) and s € [—1, 1]. We assume that £ =0
when |r1| + |r2] > 1 to ensure that the integrals above are bounded.

In this work we are interested in designing an optimal X-ray CT setup that utilizes a limited number of
projections, i.e., we want to reconstruct & while optimally utilizing a few view angles w = {w1, ..., wn}.
We refer to f% as the projection operator associated to the angles in w, i.e., the Radon transform (22)
subject to w € w. Under additive Gaussian noise, the inverse problem (1) reduces to

y =[]+ (23)

where, with a slight abuse of notation, * € R™*"™ denotes the discrete unknown cross-sectional image,
and e represents additive Gaussian measurement noise. The forward operator f* : R™»*™ — RP*™ maps
the image to its corresponding sinogram, where p denotes the number of X-ray sensors, represented
by a discretization of the interval [—1,1] for the detector coordinate s. The noise is modeled as € ~
N(0,0%1,%,,), with o denoting the noise standard deviation. The optimal design, for the X-ray CT
problem comprises finding the best projection angles w to reconstruct cross-sectional image a that solves
the inverse problem (23).

NODE Formulation of X-ray CT.

In this section we reformulate the X-ray CT inverse problem into a join design and reconstruction problem
described in Section 3.

We start with a dataset {wk}le of ground truth cross-sectional images. In this work we use the
Low Dose Parallel Beam (LoDoPaB) dataset [43, 44] which comprises over 40,000 cross-sectional thorax
images of around 800 patients. This dataset is split over the training data containing around 36,000 slices
and a validation dataset with around 4,000 cross-sectional images.

Following (8) we use the NODE loss function for the X-ray CT problem as

arg min Eq .|| ®g(Z(f*[x] +¢)) — xf5. (24)

0, w

Here, f is the sparse angle Radon transform introduced above, and ®g is a parameterized family of
inversion method, and Z : R?*™ — R™*" ig an interpolation mapping, as described in Section 3.1.

In this work, we choose ®y to be a convolutional U-Net [45]. This architecture follows an
encoder—decoder structure: the contracting path captures multiscale features through successive convo-
lution and pooling operations, while the expanding path enables precise localization via upsampling and
concatenation with corresponding feature maps from the encoder. We adopt this architecture because U-
Nets are particularly effective at extracting and integrating localized features, making them well suited
for processing sinogram data.

U-Nets typically require the input and output to have identical spatial dimensions. To satisfy this
requirement, we introduce an interpolation operator Z that resamples the sinogram so that its dimensions
match those of the target image.

Solving the optimization problem in (24), for example using gradient descent methods, requires knowl-
edge of the partial derivatives with respect to both # and w. While computing derivatives with respect to
0 is standard practice, commonly referred to as back-propagation, we also require the partial derivatives
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of f*[x], with respect to w. We can differentiate (22) with respect to one projection angle w to obtain

Ouflzl(w, ) = /Rg z(r)0yd(s —r-n(w)) dr = - /}R2 z(r)(r - t(w))d' (s —r-n(w)) dr
- /R2 x(r)(r - t(w))d0(s — r-n(w)) dr = =9, | x(r)(r - t(w))d(s — 7 - n(w)) dr

Rz
— — 0, Ta(r - t(w))](w, 5).
(25)
Here, we used the fact t(w) := n/(w) = (—sin(w), cos(w)), i.e., the derivative of a normal vector is the
tangential vector. However, in practice we utilize auto-differentiation tools, e.g., autograd feature from
PyTorch, to calculate these partial derivatives.

To solve the minimization problem in (24), we employ the Adam optimization algorithm [41] with a
mini-batch strategy using a batch size of 128 of the training LoDoPaB dataset. The learning rate is fixed
at 2 x 1072, and the optimization is performed for a total of 150 epochs.

We evaluate the performance of the proposed method on the LoDoPaB validation dataset. Specifically,
we solve the neural optimal design problem (24) for two cases: one where the size of w is 45, and
another where it is 10. We remind the reader that a typical CT reconstruction involves O(100) projection
angles; therefore, both cases considered in this experiment correspond to highly challenging X-ray CT
reconstruction problems.

As the initial condition for the optimization problem (24), we initialize all projection angles to be
uniformly distributed within the interval [0, 7), where 7 = m when |w| = 10 and 7 = 7/6 when |w| = 45.
These differing initializations are chosen to highlight the adaptivity of the proposed method. Following
the training phase, the projection angles are optimized to their final configurations.

We present the NODE-designed projection angles in Figure 8. Column (a) shows representative
cross-sectional images from the LoDoPaB test dataset. The NODE-optimal projection angles are shown
in columns (b) and (c) for designs with 45 and 10 projection angles, respectively. In both cases, the
learned designs differ markedly from the uniformly spaced angles commonly used in sparse-view X-ray
CT. In particular, NODE allocates more view angles near the horizontal and vertical directions. Some
reconstruction artifacts are visible, especially for the extremely sparse case of 10 projections; these could
likely be mitigated by employing a more specialized reconstruction architecture.

We further compare filtered backprojection (FBP) reconstructions obtained using NODE-designed
angles and uniformly spaced angles. Columns (d) and (e) in Figure 8 show FBP reconstructions with
NODE angles, while columns (f) and (g) correspond to equidistant angle placement. The NODE-based
designs yield noticeably improved image quality, and FBP reconstructions using NODE angles better
preserve structural features and discontinuities than those obtained with uniform sampling.

Adaptive NODE for X-ray CT.

Next, we modify the NODE cost function to enable adaptive updates of the projection angles. Following
the methodology described in Section 3.2, we implement an adaptive experimental design framework for
X-ray computed tomography. Although, in practice, measurements are acquired from patients in a clinical
setting, in this work we instead generate measurements from cross-sectional images in the LoDoPaB test
dataset using a simulated Radon transform.

to summarize, suppose that we have a true image ' but unknown to the method. In the ith
(i > 0) step of the adaptive NODE, we suppose that we have y*~! € R?X™ as sinogram already collected
from x'U¢ which correspond to view angles w'~! = {wy,...,w,}. We now look for new set of angles
w' = {Wy41,...,Wnip} to complement w'~! in the sense

o (= ([ 7]) -

As discussed in Algorithm 2 each new iteration of the adaptive NODE requires a new reconstruction
architecture <I>f;)7 e.g., number of cells and layers in the inversion network. However, if we assume that we
are in a sparse angle imaging setup, i.e., the number of view angles are significantly smaller than image
dimensions, we can fix the architecture of ®¢ and only modify the interpolation operator Z* to map data
into image dimensions.

2

arg min E,, .
6,w

(26)

2
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(a) Original (b) OD 45 (c) OD 10 (d) OD FBP 45 (e) OD FBP 10 (f) Uniform FBP 45 (g) Uniform FBP 10

-

Fig. 8 NODE suggested of X-ray projection angles and the corresponding reconstruction. NODE angles are indicated
with green colors. (a) original cross-sectional thorax image (b) NODE of 45 projection angles and reconstruction (¢) NODE
of 10 projection angles and reconstruction (d) FBP reconstruction with NODE 45 design angles (e) FBP reconstruction
with NODE 10 design angles (f) FBP reconstruction with 45 equidistant design angles (g) FBP reconstruction with 10
equidistant design angles.

In this example, we choose the design of the inversion network ®y to be identical to previous section
and choose increments of 5 view angles, i.e., |w’| = 5 for all i > 0. The method is initiated (i = 0) by
choosing wg = {0+ nn/5 | n = 1,...,5}. For the rest of iterations, we initiate optimization (26) by
choosing w; = {0+ nn/30 | n = 1,...,5} and create y* by concatenating previous sinograms with the
new ones, i.e.,

yi _ (yi—l’ f'w* [wtrue] + 5), i>1, (27)
where w* is the approximate solution of (26) in the ith iteration, and ¢ contains a Gaussian noise
£ ~ N(0,0%I), with noise level to o = 0.01 x || f*" [**"¢]||5. We perform the incremental NODE iterations
for i =0,1,2.

We choose a small incremental addition of projection angles to better showcase the potential of
NODE in challenging inverse problems. Moreover, visualizing and distinguishing the impact of different
projection angles is inherently difficult when many angles are involved; limiting the number of added
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Case 3

Fig. 9 the results for the adaptive NODE method for three test images. The first column shows the ground truth images
where the second and third columns corresponds to the first and second iterations of the adaptive NODE method. The
blue lines indicate the initial uniformly separated angles, while the yellow and red corresponds to NODE angles, after the
first and second iterations, respectively.

projections allows reconstruction improvements and differences between projection angle selections to be
more clearly observed.

We apply the incremental NODE framework to three test images from the LoDoPaB test dataset,
and the results are presented in Figure 9. Each row corresponds to a single test case, with the first
column showing the ground-truth image. The directions of the projection angles are indicated by colored
lines: the blue lines denote the initial projection angles, chosen uniformly; the yellow lines in the middle
column show the NODE-selected projection angles after the first adaptive iteration; and the red lines in
the right column indicate the projection angles selected in the second iteration. The results demonstrate
that successive incremental NODE iterations lead to improved reconstructions while yielding case-specific
and adaptive view-angle selections.

5 Conclusion and Outlook

We introduced Neural Optimal Design of Experiments (NODE), a learning-based framework for
optimal experimental design that circumvents the classical bi-level optimization paradigm. Building
on deep OED [16], NODE replaces sparsity-inducing weight optimization with direct optimization
over measurement locations themselves. By leveraging smooth interpolation of the design space, this
approach significantly reduces problem dimensionality while avoiding ¢! regularization and associated
hyperparameter tuning. The resulting method is flexible, scalable, and straightforward to implement.
For a scalar exponential growth model, we derived a benchmark problem with a closed-form A-optimal
design and proved that all optimal designs concentrate at the boundary of the experimental interval,
with a precise asymptotic splitting between endpoints. NODE consistently recovers this structure across
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a wide range of design budgets, demonstrating that joint neural training can reproduce classical optimal
design behavior. In higher-dimensional settings, NODE designs outperform random and variance-based
baselines, yielding improved reconstruction and classification accuracy. In sparse-view CT experiments,
the learned projection angles deviate substantially from uniform sampling and align with known struc-
tural preferences, indicating that NODE captures meaningful geometric information intrinsic to the
inverse problem.

One limitation of the current NODE framework is that the architecture of the reconstruction network
®y depends on the sensor budget M. As a result, identifying optimal designs for different budgets requires
retraining the model, which can be computationally expensive when studying budget—performance trade-
offs. A promising direction to address this issue is the use of autoencoders [46-48] to embed the output
space into a lower-dimensional latent representation. Applying NODE in latent space could enable more
compact architectures and amortize training across multiple sensor budgets.

The interpolation strategy employed for finite design spaces draws on techniques from image pro-
cessing. While effective in practice, such methods are not intrinsic to optimal experimental design.
Developing interpolation schemes specifically tailored to discrete design optimization is an important
avenue for future work. Optimization over interpolated discrete spaces can be interpreted as a finite-
dimensional problem with infinitely many constraints, linking NODE to semi-infinite programming [49].
Mollifier-based approaches [50, 51], which concentrate information locally around admissible locations
while smoothly decaying elsewhere, may offer a principled alternative.

Finally, neither NODE nor existing single-level learning-based OED methods [16] directly address
D-optimality. Extending NODE to this setting would require access to the full posterior distribution
rather than point estimates. Generative models such as diffusion models or conditional normalizing flows
offer a natural path forward by enabling posterior sampling within the loss function. In a single-level
formulation, both the generative model and the experimental design could be trained jointly. This has
already received significant attention in recent work [52-54]. Alternatively, a two-stage strategy may be
more appropriate in real-world applications, where a data-driven generative model trained on simulated
data is combined with simulation-based inference [55] using experimental observations to optimize the
design.
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