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Abstract

Regularized estimation of quantitative ultrasound
(QUS) parameters, such as attenuation and backscat-
ter coefficients, has gained research interest. Re-
cently, the alternating direction method of multipli-
ers (ADMM) has been applied successfully to estimate
these parameters, by utilizing L2 and L1 norms for
attenuation and backscatter coefficient regularization,
respectively. While this method improves upon pre-
vious approaches, it does not fully leverage the prior
knowledge of minimum physically feasible parameter
values, sometimes yielding values outside the realistic
range. This work addresses this limitation by incorpo-
rating minimum QUS parameter values as constraints
to enhance ADMM estimation. The proposed method
is validated using experimental phantom data.

1 Introduction

Quantitative ultrasound (QUS) reveals the quan-
titative properties of the tissue microstructure [1–3],
and have been extensively utilized in breast cancer di-
agnosis [4, 5], fatty liver disease classification [6], and
prostate cancer monitoring [7]. Spectral-based QUS
methods employ RF data backscattered from the tis-
sue to estimate different parameters such as attenu-
ation coefficient, backscattering coefficient (BSC), and
effective scatterer diameter (ESD) [8–11]. In this work,
we focus on estimating the attenuation coefficient and
BSC from the power spectra.

Several approaches have been proposed to estimate
the mentioned parameters. Reference phantom model
(RPM) is a well-known method used to cancel the
system-dependant effects [12]. A reference phantom
imaged by the same imaging setting was utilized to

remove system-dependent effects. The RPM employs
least squares optimization, leading to high variance
in parameter estimation. In [13], dynamic program-
ming was introduced to account for the dependency be-
tween neighboring samples, incorporating regulariza-
tion to mitigate variance. Another method, Analytical
Globally Regularized Backscatter Quantitative Ultra-
sound (ALGEBRA), optimizes a penalty function with
L2 norm regularization terms [14]. More recently, the
Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers (ADMM)
has been suggested to overcome the limitations of AL-
GEBRA, such as relying on the L2 norm for both at-
tenuation and BSC, assigning equal importance to all
frequencies, and reduced performance in the presence
of specular reflectors [15]. This work presents a mod-
ification to the ADMM solution to incorporate prior
knowledge of the minimum value of the estimated pa-
rameters as a constraint in the optimization framework.

2 Material and Methods

2.1 Problem formulation

Based on RPM, the power spectra are divided by
the power spectra of a reference phantom with known
parameters to remove system-dependant effects, which
yields [12–15]:

St(x, z, f)

Sr(x, z, f)
=

σt(x, z, f)At(x, z, f)

σr(x, z, f)Ar(x, z, f)
(1)

where x, z, and f denote the lateral position, depth,
and frequency, respectively, and the subscripts t and
r represent the target and reference phantom. The
system-independent power spectra are modeled as a
multiplication of the BSC (σ) and total attenuation
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(A), which can be defined for the target as [12–15]:

σt(z, f) = bt(z)f
nt

At(z, f) = exp(−4αtfz)
(2)

by taking the natural logarithm and applying (2) into
(1) we can obtain:

X(f, z) = b+ n ln f − 4αfz

ln
bt
br

≡ b, nt − nr ≡ n, αt − αr ≡ α
(3)

The goal is to estimate b, n, and α from the observed
X(f, z).

2.2 ADMM method

Jafarpisheh et al. proposed using ADMM optimizer
to estimate the QUS parameters. They used L2 norm
regularization for α since it has gradual variations and
employed L1 norm regularization for BSC since it can
have abrupt changes [15]. They also utilized adaptive
weights for different frequencies since the importance of
different frequencies may change with depth and SNR.

Explaining the details of how the ADMM solution
has been derived is out of scope of this work but the
final results are given here. The algorithm tries to min-
imize the following constrained cost function:

C =
1

2
∥Hx− t∥22 + λ1∥s1∥22 + λ2∥s2∥1

s.t. K1x1 − s1 = 0, K2x2 − s2 = 0.
(4)

where x is the vector containing b,
n, α of all samples in a line, x =
{α1, α2, ..., αNR

, b1, b2, ..., bNR
, n1, n2, ..., nNR

}T , and
NR denotes the number of samples in a line. H is a
known transformation matrix (refer to [15] for more
details), and t is the observed power specra sample.
The x1 is part of x containing only α values, x2 is
the part containing b and n values; and K1, and
K2 denote the regularization weight matrices. By
adding the latent variables, (4) can be converted to an
unconstrained cost function, and ADMM update rules
can be derived as:

xk+1 :=
(
HTH + ρKTK

)−1
HT t+ ρKT

(
sk − yk

)
sk+1
1 :=

(
K1x

k+1
1 + yk1

)
/(ρ+ λ1)

sk+1
2 := Sλ2/ρ

(
K2x

k+1
2 + yk2

)
yk+1 := yk +Kxk+1 − sk+1

(5)

where Sλ
ρ

= sgn(·)max
{
|·| − λ

ρ , 0
}

performs soft

thresholding.

2.3 Proposed method

The ADMM approach incorporates the regulariza-
tion of L1 and L2 norms, but it does not utilize any
constraint regarding the feasible range of the estimated
variables. In this work, we incorporate the minimum
physically feasible values as the constraints to pro-
vide prior knowledge to the cost function. The new
constrained optimization cost function can be written
as [16]:

C =
1

2
∥Hx− t∥22 + λ1∥s1∥22 + λ2∥s2∥1

s.t. K1x1 − s1 = 0, K2x2 − s2 = 0.

Φx− v = β

(6)

The last phrase is added to represent the minimum
value constraint, where

β =
[
αm1 , . . . , αmNR

, bm1 , . . . , bmNR
, nm1 , . . . , nmNR

]T
is the vector containing the minimum feasible values
for each parameter, v denotes the new latent variable
added to facilitate the incorporation of the constraint,
and Φ is an identity matrix. We considered that the
attenuation (αt), BSC (bt), and nt are greater than 0,
0.001 of the reference and 0, respectively. Therefore,
the minimum values (αm, bm, and nm) can be obtained
as:

bm ≡ ln(0.001), nm ≡ −nr, αm ≡ −αr (7)

The constrained optimization in 6 can be converted
into an unconstrained optimization problem by adding
a latent variable (called q here), and the update rule
can be written as [16]:

xk+1 :=
(
HTH + ρKTK

)−1
HT t

+ ρKT
(
sk − yk

)
+ γϕT (vk − qk)

vk+1 = clip{xk+1 + q, β}
qk+1 = qk +

(
xk+1 − vk+1

)
Sk+1
1 =

K1x
k+1
1 + y1
ρ+ λ1

Sk+1
2 = S2 (K2x2 + y2)

y = y +Kxk+1 − S

(8)

The clip function ensures that v stays higher than the
minimum physically feasible value (β), and the latent
variable q tries to make the estimated variables (x)
as close as possible to v. We named this method
Constrained-ADMM (C-ADMM), and γ is a hyper-
parameter that should be tuned for each application.
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2.4 Datasets

2.4.1 Phantom With Specular Reflectors

We employed Verasonics Vantage 128 system (Vera-
sonics, Kirkland, WA, USA) with an L11-5v trans-
ducer operating at 8 MHz to collect data from Gammex
410 SCG phantom (Gammex-Sun Nuclear, Middleton,
WI, USA, serial number 805546-4612. There are ny-
lon filaments to produce spec- ular reflection, and the
transducer aperture was aligned with the long axis of
the fibers. The phantom has αt = 0.6035 dB cm−1

MHz−1, bt = 2.996×10−6 cm−1 sr−1, and nt = 3.428.
The B-mode image of this phantom is depicted in Fig.
1. The main interest is estimating the QUS parame-
ters of the background in the presence of reflectors to
investigate how the reflectors affect the estimation of
the background QUS parameters.
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Figure 1: The B-mode image of the phantom.

2.5 Quantitative metrics

We report the bias error and variance of the esti-
mated parameters, which can be defined as:

bias = E {|θ − θgt|} , V ariance = E
{
(θ − θgt)

2
}
(9)

where θ is the estimated parameter, and E(.) denotes
averaging within the ROI. We report the bias and vari-
ance of BSC in dB scale. The results are reported for
the four regions of size 5× 6mm highlighted in Fig. 1.

3 Results

Figure 2 shows the estimated attenuation coefficient
map (A), BSC in dB (B), and nt (C) using ADMM,

(A)

(B)

(C)

Figure 2: QUS parameter estimation results. αt : At-
tenuation Coefficient (A), bt : Backscattering Coeffi-
cient in dB (B), and nt : frequency dependency (C).
The marked area with red arrows illustrates the region
where there are artifacts.

the proposed C-ADMM with γ = 1, and γ = 100. The
red arrows illustrate the region where there is a large
error. ADMM has a high error in depths lower than 10
mm for the attenuation coefficient, giving negative val-
ues that are not physically feasible. Furthermore, an
incorrect band is visible in all three estimated parame-
ters by ADMM. The proposed C-ADMM with γ = 100
does not estimate negative values for the attenuation
coefficient, and the incorrect band has been removed.
It should also be noted that ADMM fails to correctly
calculate nt (C) in all regions. However, C-ADMM
obtains a more reliable estimate of this parameter.
Comparing the C-ADMM with γ = 1 and γ = 100,
C-ADMM with γ = 100 outperforms C-ADMM with
γ = 1 (artifacts are marked in C-ADMM with γ = 1
by red arrows).

The bias errors for different regions specified in Fig.
1 are presented in Fig. 3, 4 and 5 for the attenuation co-
efficient, BSC, and nt, respectively. As shown in Fig. 3,
region R1 exhibits a substantial bias error, particularly
with the ADMM method. However, C-ADMM signifi-
cantly reduces this bias error, providing estimates that
are much closer to the ground truth in this region. Ad-
ditionally, for BSC and nt, ADMM consistently shows
high bias error across all regions. When comparing
the hyper-parameter γ values, C-ADMM with γ = 100
achieves considerably lower bias error than with γ = 1,
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Table 1: Variance of the estimated parameters

αt bt nt

Method R1 R2 R3 R4 R1 R2 R3 R4 R1 R2 R3 R4

ADMM 0.343 0.018 0.007 0.002 10.635 13.770 7.970 11.098 0.408 0.358 0.358 0.358
C-ADMM (γ = 1) 0.074 0.009 0.001 0.002 4.918 7.067 4.080 2.369 0.071 0.062 0.028 0.118
C-ADMM (γ = 100) 0.076 0.013 0.004 0.001 1.700 1.461 1.061 0.663 0.016 0.047 0.037 0.050

Figure 3: Attenuation Coefficient (αt) bias error.

Figure 4: Backscattering Coefficient (bt) bias error.

indicating that γ = 100 is a more optimal choice.
The variance of the estimated parameters is reported

for different regions in Table 1. We can see a high
variance in the attenuation coefficient estimated by
ADMM in R1 (0.343), while C-ADMM has a consid-
erably lower variance in this region (0.074 and 0.076).
Furthermore, C-ADMM exhibits much lower variance
for both BSC (bt) and nt compared to ADMM, which
showcases it as a more reliable method than ADMM.

4 Discussion

We should note that in [15], the presented results
of ADMM are averaged across multiple frames which
further reduces the error. Here, we did not perform any

Figure 5: Frequency dependency power (nt) bias error.

averaging across different frames, and utilizing multiple
frames further improves the accuracy of the estimated
parameters. We utilized a smaller patch size compared
to [15] to better highlight the impact of the proposed
method.

Another point is that the main aim of investigat-
ing the phantom with reflectors was to estimate the
QUS parameters of the background in the presence of
specular reflectors. We did not aim to estimate the
parameters for the specular reflectors.

5 Conclusion

This work introduced C-ADMM, a modification of
ADMM that incorporates minimum value constraints
to integrate prior knowledge into the optimization
framework. The proposed approach demonstrated im-
proved parameter estimation, particularly in regions
where ADMM struggled to yield physically feasible val-
ues due to noise and artifacts.
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[9] Maŕıa Luisa Montero, Roberto Lavarello, and An-
dres Coilay, “Simultaneous estimation of the
nonlinearity parameter and attenuation coefficient
with the gauss-newton levenberg-marquardt algo-
rithm,” in 2024 IEEE Ultrasonics, Ferroelectrics,
and Frequency Control Joint Symposium (UFFC-
JS). IEEE, 2024, pp. 1–4.

[10] Andres L Coila and Roberto Lavarello, “Regu-
larized spectral log difference technique for ultra-
sonic attenuation imaging,” IEEE transactions on
ultrasonics, ferroelectrics, and frequency control,
vol. 65, no. 3, pp. 378–389, 2017.

[11] Ping Gong, Pengfei Song, Chengwu Huang,
Joshua Trzasko, and Shigao Chen, “System-
independent ultrasound attenuation coefficient es-
timation using spectra normalization,” IEEE
transactions on ultrasonics, ferroelectrics, and fre-
quency control, vol. 66, no. 5, pp. 867–875, 2019.

[12] Lin Xin Yao, James A Zagzebski, and Ernest L
Madsen, “Backscatter coefficient measurements
using a reference phantom to extract depth-
dependent instrumentation factors,” Ultrasonic
imaging, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 58–70, 1990.

[13] Zara Vajihi, Ivan M Rosado-Mendez, Timothy J
Hall, and Hassan Rivaz, “Low variance estimation
of backscatter quantitative ultrasound parameters
using dynamic programming,” IEEE transactions
on ultrasonics, ferroelectrics, and frequency con-
trol, vol. 65, no. 11, pp. 2042–2053, 2018.

[14] Noushin Jafarpisheh, Timothy J Hall, Hassan Ri-
vaz, and Ivan M Rosado-Mendez, “Analytic global
regularized backscatter quantitative ultrasound,”
IEEE transactions on ultrasonics, ferroelectrics,
and frequency control, vol. 68, no. 5, pp. 1605–
1617, 2020.

[15] Noushin Jafarpisheh, Laura Castaneda-Martinez,
Hayley Whitson, Ivan M Rosado-Mendez, and
Hassan Rivaz, “Physics-inspired regularized pulse-
echo quantitative ultrasound: Efficient optimiza-
tion with admm,” IEEE Transactions on Ul-
trasonics, Ferroelectrics, and Frequency Control,
2023.

[16] Gregery T Buzzard, Stanley H Chan, Suhas Sree-
hari, and Charles A Bouman, “Plug-and-play un-
plugged: Optimization-free reconstruction using
consensus equilibrium,” SIAM Journal on Imag-
ing Sciences, vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 2001–2020, 2018.

5


	Introduction
	Material and Methods
	Problem formulation
	ADMM method
	Proposed method
	Datasets
	Phantom With Specular Reflectors

	Quantitative metrics

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgment

