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A Fast, Scalable, and Robust Deep Learning-based
Iterative Reconstruction Framework for Accelerated
Industrial Cone-beam X-ray Computed Tomography

Aniket Pramanik, Member, IEEE, Obaidullah Rahman, Singanallur V. Venkatakrishnan, Amirkoushyar Ziabari

Abstract—Cone-beam X-ray Computed Tomography (XCT)
with large detectors and corresponding large-scale 3D recon-
struction plays a pivotal role in micron-scale characterization of
materials and parts across various industries. In this work, we
present a novel deep neural network-based iterative algorithm
that integrates an artifact reduction-trained CNN as a prior
model with automated regularization parameter selection, tailored
for large-scale industrial cone-beam XCT data. Our method
achieves high-quality 3D reconstructions even for extremely
dense thick metal parts - which traditionally pose challenges
to industrial CT images - in just a few iterations. Furthermore,
we show the generalizability of our approach to out-of-distribution
scans obtained under diverse scanning conditions. Our method
effectively handles significant noise and streak artifacts, surpassing
state-of-the-art supervised learning methods trained on the same
data.

I. INTRODUCTION

X-ray Computed tomography (XCT) is a crucial imaging
technique for a wide variety of applications in medicine, science
and industry. It involves solving an inverse problem to recon-
struct high-quality images from a collection of measurements
from various angles (views) typically obtained using a cone-
beam XCT scanner. With recent advances in manufacturing
it has been recognized that if one can obtain high-quality
reconstruction from fast XCT scans, involving a sparse set
of measurements, it can revolutionize the non-destructive
characterization of complex parts in industrial settings [1]–
[5]. A high-throughput pipeline can enable several thousands
of parts to be evaluated for the manufacturing defect analysis
thereby moving XCT from a tool from one-off analysis to a
tool for in-line inspection. Industrial XCT scanners used for
non-destructive evaluation purposes often have large detectors
of size ≈ 2000× 2000 pixels and the reconstruction volumes
are 1800 × 1800 × 1800 or larger. The analytical algorithm
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Feldkamp-Davis-Kreiss (FDK) [6] is a fast reconstruction
technique that is most commonly used in commercial industrial
XCT systems. However, the image quality heavily depends
on factors like material properties, desired reconstruction
resolution, total integration time (defined as integration time
per view times number of image averaging per view), total
number of views and X-ray scan setting (Voltage, Current,
physical filters, . The requirement of long measurement time
for dense-metal parts made of important materials (e.g. alloys
made of steel) makes FDK impractical for high-throughput
industrial XCT.

Model-based reconstruction techniques have been introduced
to estimate the high-quality image from sparsely sampled data.
Model-based Iterative Reconstruction (MBIR) is a class of
algorithms that solves the inverse problem by formulating
it as an optimization problem consisting of a physics-based
model exploiting the measurement domain information and
a handcrafted model utilizing some prior information about
the image to be reconstructed [7], [7]–[11]. In the context
of industrial XCT, MBIR is not a routine choice because
the reconstruction time for the large 3D volumes can be an
order of magnitude higher than the scan time. Furthermore,
choosing useful regularization parameters for MBIR, often
done by sweeping parameters in practice, is not feasible for the
large-scale reconstruction problems in industrial XCT. Recently,
authors in [1], [12] have introduced a single-step supervised
deep learning (DL) method that reduces reconstruction time
significantly as compared to MBIR. It involves a convolutional
neural network (CNN) that learns mapping a low-quality
FDK reconstruction to a high-quality MBIR reconstruction
and the method has shown appreciable performance at high
sparsity factors [1], [12] when compared to MBIR. However,
this approach requires sufficient training data from a variety
of acquisition settings which is often unavailable and that
leads to lack of generalizability on out-of-distribution data
encountered during variation in acquisition conditions. In order
to mitigate this, the CNN would require re-training whenever
a new setting is encountered, which could in turn impact their
wider adaptability to inspection in manufacturing industries.

Several algorithmic developments have been made for other
imaging applications such as magnetic resonance imaging
(MRI) and medical XCT where DL-based learned models have
been combined with physics-based models. These methods
have reduced computational complexity as compared to MBIR
and have improved performance over single-step DL [13]–[22]
with limited availability of training data. The improvement in
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generalizability over single-step DL is achieved by enforcing
the solution to be consistent with the associated physics-
based forward model and the measurements obtained from
the scanner. These approaches can be broadly classified into
Loop Unrolled (LU) [23]–[28] Deep Learning and Plug-and-
Play (PnP) methods [29]–[39]. The PnP framework integrates a
pre-trained CNN-based Gaussian denoiser as a prior model into
a convergent MBIR algorithm. High computational complexity
for cone-beam XCT has hindered the use of PnP in industrial
settings despite of researchers showing the potential of the
approach to improve image quality [40]. LU instead unrolls
a CNN regularized optimization algorithm for a pre-defined
number of outer iterations (typically ≤ 10) for end-to-end
training. Due to fewer outer iterations (when compared to
MBIR and PnP) and all the gradient-based computations as
well as storage happening in GPU (graphical processing unit),
LUs are significantly faster. However, the high GPU memory
requirement challenges its scalability to practical industrial
cone-beam CT.

In the context of cone-beam XCT, recent developments
have been on low computation and memory-efficient LU/PnP
methods [24], [25], [41]. However, these approaches have been
validated on reconstruction volumes (≈ 500× 500× 500) that
are significantly smaller than practical industrial XCT. While
these developments have taken a stride towards addressing
some of the key challenges mentioned in Fig. 1 including (i)
low computational complexity, (ii) scalability to large datasets
and (iii) generalizability, the methods do not target practical
industrial cone-beam XCT. The scalability property in Fig.
1 refers to efficiency in GPU memory consumption when
the algorithm is applied to large-scale image data (≥ 20003

volume sizes) ensuring the demand does not exceed the
existing standard of computing resources. The generalizability
property (Fig. 1) highlights an algorithms’s robustness in terms
of reconstruction quality for data obtained from acquisition
conditions not included in the training set of the CNN, and
are therefore, unseen by the network. Single-step supervised
DL methods have been shown to be underperforming in such
conditions.

In this paper, the goal of our research is to provide a practical
algorithm that satisfies the desired properties in Fig. 1 and
therefore facilitate high-quality reconstruction of industrial
XCT data. We introduce a CNN-regularized physics-based
inversion recovery algorithm based on a PnP framework that is
inspired from the Half-Quadratic Splitting (HQS) formulation.
The proposed method approximates the proximal operation
associated with the prior model using a pre-trained CNN and
performs the regularized inversion using the conjugate gradient
(CG) algorithm. The number of alternations between the CNN
and CG steps are chosen as per the desired reconstruction
quality. The pre-trained CNN is an artifact removal network that
learns to suppress artifacts from low-quality sparse-view FDK
reconstructions and the training is memory-efficient due to the
paired data being small 2D patches extracted from large-scale
3D images. Additionally, we propose a regularization parameter
selection strategy for the CG algorithm. It ensures that the
regularization strength is automatically adjusted according to
the amount of noise/artifacts present in the reconstruction

Fig. 1: Desired properties of computed tomography recon-
struction algorithms required for high-quality imaging of large
3D volumes encountered in industrial CT settings. Existing
approaches in the literature satisfy two of the three properties.

thereby addressing a critical challenge when dealing with
CT reconstruction algorithms in practice. In a demonstration
of generalizability of the proposed algorithm, we compare
the method against existing methods showing impressive
performance on XCT scans with varying X-ray source voltage,
total integration time and sparsity. The regularization selection
strategy shows better performance as compared to having a
fixed regularization parameter. In addition, it has significantly
lower computational complexity compared to MBIR due to
the lower number of outer iterations. Although the proposed
algorithm is tailored for cone-beam XCT applications, it is
general enough for its extension to other large-scale image
reconstruction applications.

While the proposed method uses an artifact-removal CNN
as a prior, some recent works [42], [43] have also explored DL-
based artifact removal/restoration priors instead of Gaussian
denoising in a PnP/RED (Regularization by Denoising) frame-
work. A key difference of our method with [43] is the utilization
of an implicit prior instead of an explicit one obtained from
the RED formulation. In addition, we perform a supervised
training of the CNN for improved performance instead of the
self-supervised approach in [43]. The other work [42] employs
deblurring/super-resolution restoration as priors irrespective
of the measurement model. Although this approach provides
convergence guarantees, the mismatch in the type of artifacts
due to measurement and prior models can lower performance
as shown in the case of Gaussian denoising (see supplementary
section in [42]). We instead train the CNN to reduce acquisition
specific artifacts arising from a combination of factors including
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Fig. 2: Schematic of a cone-beam X-ray computed tomography
with common nomenclature.

beam-hardening and undersampling.

II. THE ALGORITHM

A. Model-based Recovery Using Half-Quadratic Splitting

An industrial XCT system comprises a cone-beam X-ray
source interacting with a target and a detector measuring the
transmitted X-rays (see Fig. 2), also termed as a view or
projection. To perform a CT scan, the manufactured part is
rotated about a single axis, acquiring multiple measurements. A
common model for measurements obtained from an industrial
XCT system is y = Ax, where vector y ∈ RM denotes the
log-normalized projection measurements, A ∈ RM×N is the
linear operator representing cone-beam forward model and
vector x ∈ RN is the underlying 3D image volume of linear
attenuation coefficients to be reconstructed.

A state-of-the-art method to reconstruct the 3D volume x is
by using a regularized weighted least-squares formulation, also
referred to as model-based iterative reconstruction (MBIR),
and is given by

x̂ = argmin
x

1

2
∥Ax− y∥22︸ ︷︷ ︸

Physics-based Model

+λ R(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Regularizer

(1)

where λ, the regularization parameter, balances the effect of the
two terms. The first term is the model encoding the acquisition
physics and the second term R(x) is a regularizer that ensures
certain desirable properties in the reconstruction. The MBIR
formulation in (1) for cone-beam XCT considers unity weight
for the data-consistency term.

Instead of precisely solving an optimization algorithm, a
half-quadratic splitting of (1) results in an iterative algorithm
alternating between the following sub-problems,

zk = argmin
z

λR(z) +
β

2
∥xk−1 − z∥22 = proxλ

β
(xk−1) (2)

xk = argmin
x

1

2
∥Ax− y∥22 +

β

2
∥x− zk∥22. (3)

where prox(·) is a proximal map operator. We note that while
ideally, the value of β has to be increased gradually for the
algorithm to potentially converge to the solution of the original
optimization problem, in practice the above HQS method
produces one solution that depends on the value of β. The
sub-problem in (3) is a quadratic cost function which solves
for x using, xk = (ATA+βI)−1(ATy+βzk) where AT is a
transpose of A. For industrial cone-beam XCT, implementing

the regularized inversion step (βI + ATA)−1 is non-trivial
due to the large sizes of the matrices and therefore, (3) is
solved approximately using either the conjugate gradient (CG)
or gradient descent (GD) based algorithms. The proximal
operation in (2) is a maximum aposteriori (MAP) estimate
of a Gaussian denoising problem [33] which is approximated
using a convolutional neural network for improved performance
and speed.

B. Proposed Iterative Algorithm

Instead of a CNN-based Gaussian denoiser for (2), we
utilize an artifact removal CNN to replace the proximal
operator. We pre-train a CNN for removing artifacts from
a sparse-view FDK reconstruction and that is plugged as a
regularizer into the sub-problem (3). The artifacts in an initial
FDK reconstruction are due to degradation occurring from a
combination of factors including beam-hardening, sparse-views
and low signal-to-noise ratio data. Depending on the material
property (density), the amount of artifacts can vary from mild
for lower density material to severe for highly dense materials.
Scan setting (choice of pre-filter, integration time, number of
image averaging per image, voltage, current) directly impacts
the quality of the scans (such as beam hardening and SNR
values). On top of that, sparsity introduces streak artifacts in
the images.

Unlike conventional PnP algorithms, we introduce a regular-
ization parameter selection strategy for β in (3). We keep the
regularization parameter adaptive for improved performance
as well as reduced computational complexity of the algorithm
from fewer outer iterations. The proposed algorithm alternates
between the following three steps,

zk ← Dθ(xk−1) (4)
βk ← RegularizationSelection(zk,Ac,yc) (5)

xk ← argmin
x

1

2
∥Ax− y∥22 +

βk

2
∥x− zk∥22. (6)

The pre-trained CNN is denoted by Dθ(·) : RN → RN with
trainable parameters θ and it operates in spatial domain. The
image update sub-problem in (6) uses the parameter βk selected
for the iteration k in (5). The pseudo-code of the algorithm
is shown in Algorithm 1. The algorithm is initialized with an
FDK reconstruction and it is run for a pre-defined number of
iterations K. The data-consistency step in (6) comprises of
the CG algorithm. We discuss the CNN architecture and the
regularization selection step in more details in the subsequent
sections.

C. Regularization Parameter Selection Strategy

Typically, PnP algorithms keep the regularization parameter
β fixed for successive outer iterations since it corresponds
to a principled approach to finding a consensus equilibrium
[44]. Instead, we propose to choose a different value for the
parameter β at every iteration. Specifically, we run a grid
search by reconstructing only a few center slices from the
3D volume and evaluate the reconstruction quality using a
reference-free image quality metric. Since we only reconstruct
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Algorithm 1 Proposed Algorithm

Input: low-quality image x0 = xFDK, A, Ac, y, K
Output: Restored Image x̂
yc ← Measurements from center rows of y.
while k ≤ K do

zk ← Dθ(xk−1)
βk ← RegularizationSelection(zk, Ac, yc)

xk ← argmin
x

1

2
∥Ax− y∥22 +

βk

2
∥x− zk∥22

(Conjugate Gradient Algorithm)
end while
return x̂ = xK

Algorithm 2 RegularizationSelection

Param.: init. r = 0.5, a = 2, n = 14, q = 100
Input: CNN output r, Ac, yc

Output: Regularization Parameter β
rc ← Extract center slices from r.
for i = 1, . . . , n do

µi = a ∗ ri−1

vi ← argmin
v

1

2
∥Acv − yc∥22 +

µi

2
∥v − rc∥22

(Conjugate Gradient Algorithm)
if BRISQUE(vi) < q then

q = BRISQUE(vi)
β = µi

end if
end for
return β

a few center slices, the regularization selection is extremely fast
and the overall selection time is significantly minimal compared
to that of the whole 3D image reconstruction. The proposed
regularization selection algorithm is shown in Algorithm 2.

The function RegularizationSelection(·) has arguments
comprising of the cone-beam XCT operator Ac for center slices,
the corresponding measurements yc extracted from center
detector rows of the full set of measurements y and the CNN
reconstruction r. We consider a set of n values of β lying on a
geometric progression with common ratio r and the first term a.
The set is given as µ = {µ1, µ2, · · · , µn} where µi = a∗ ri−1.
We choose β = µi for i = argmini BRISQUE(vi) where the
index i corresponds to the center slice reconstruction with the
lowest BRISQUE score [45].

BRISQUE score [45] is an unsupervised performance metric
for assessing the reconstruction quality for each µi. It is a score
generated by a pre-trained neural network based on extracted
features of the input image. BRISQUE score has been shown
to be an effective tool to characterize images based on their
perceptual quality (noise content and sharpness). It is a score
between 0-100 with the scores being low for an image with
low noise content and sharper edges. A higher BRISQUE score
implies lower image quality. The computational cost associated
with sweeping β at each iteration is orders of magnitude lower
compared to the outer iteration run-time.

D. The Overall Workflow

We initialize the proposed algorithm with an FDK reconstruc-
tion on pre-corrected measurements in order to handle artifacts
from beam hardening which is common when a high-density
material is scanned. The workflow is shown in Fig. 3. We apply
a pre-trained neural network [12] on the projection data ybh

(measurements) to obtain beam-hardening corrected projections
y. Therefore, the workflow involves beam hardening correction
in the measurement domain followed by a fast reconstruction
using the FDK algorithm that is fed to the proposed iterative
reconstruction algorithm. The number of CG iterations for
the image update step and the regularization selection step is
chosen as ten based on an ablation study. We have discussed
the impact of CG iterations in Fig. 4 as well as the results
section.

E. Space Complexity and Memory Efficient Implementation

If we consider K as number of outer iterations of an iterative
algorithm, the space complexity of LU architecture is O(K)
since it requires unrolling the network for K iterations for
end-to-end training of the algorithm through backpropagation
[23]–[28]. Single-step supervised DL [1], [12] and PnP methods
[29]–[39] instead require space for training a single CNN and
therefore the complexity is O(1). Similar to PnP, the proposed
iterative DL method pre-trains a CNN that is plugged into an
iterative algorithm and therefore reduces the complexity of LU
by a factor of K (O(1)).

For DL-based methods, operating a 2D or 3D CNN on the
reconstruction volume of size 18003 (approximately) is memory
demanding. Therefore, we split the images into 2D patches
(256×256) during training to have sufficient GPU memory for
storing the backpropagation gradients. The splitting of data into
patches allows memory efficient training and inference using
CNNs irrespective of the size of the reconstruction volume,
making it scalable for very large datasets.

III. IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

A. Datasets

Experiments were performed on cone-beam XCT scans of 3D
printed parts made of stainless steel. The scans were performed
using a Carl Zeiss Metrotom 800 CT scanner with a 1840×1450
detector with a pixel pitch of 127µm. The scan details of all
the datasets are shown in Table I. The part geometry is similar
for all the scans. For training the CNN, we used paired data
from scans of three different parts and the acquisition settings
were 200 kV source voltage with 8s total integration time
per view (1s of integration time times 8 image averaging for
better SNR). The paired data consists of 2D patches extracted
from 3D image volumes of sparse-view FDK as input and
the corresponding dense-view MBIR as ground truth. The
number of sparsely sampled views for FDK were 138 in a
short-scan setting ranging from 0◦ − (180◦ + fan angle) [46],
[47]. Given that the detector has 1840 channels, and considering
Nyquist criteria for spatial resolution in XCT, this is considered
extremely sparse input data by a factor of 13×. The ground
truth dense-view MBIR is obtained from a long-scan consisting
of measurements from 1000 views ranging from 0◦ − 360◦.
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(a) Beam Hardening Correction

(b) Proposed Iterative Algorithm

Fig. 3: Illustration of the proposed algorithm. Our method alternates between an artifact removal CNN and a few iterations
of a conjugate gradient algorithm that enforces data-consistency while ensuring the result is close to the output of the CNN.
Additionally in each outer iteration, the regularization parameter for the CG stage is adjusted based on as assessment of
image quality. This architecture ensures a high-quality reconstruction with few outer iterations while being more generalizable
compared to vanilla single-step CNNs.

The data for inference was obtained by scanning three dif-
ferent steel samples denoted as ST, ST-1 and ST-2 respectively.
We scanned the ST sample for nine different settings including
combinations of three different X-ray peak source voltages
(160 kV, 180 kV, 200 kV) and three total integration times (0.6
seconds, 1.8 seconds, 3.6 seconds) leading to total scan times of
10 minutes, 30 minutes and 60 minutes, respectively, for 1000
views in each case. All the acquisition settings for the sample
ST are out-of-distribution (OOD) for the CNN. Decreasing the
voltage (power), will result in reduced transmission through the
object and in turn lower SNR on the projection data, which in
turn impact the quality of the reconstruction and noise variances.
Further, reducing the scan time through reducing the number of
views as well as total integration time per each view, directly
results in various low SNR projections and reconstructions
with noise variances and texture that are different from training
data. This allows us to test our algorithm’s performance
and generalizability on varying scenarios under OOD data.
Sample ST-1 was a long-scan (0◦ − 360◦) with 1066 views
and the sparsely sampled views (74) were obtained through a
reduction by a factor of eight from the corresponding short-
scan (0◦ − (180 + fan angle)◦). For ST-2 we performed a
short-scan with 580 views and that was sub-sampled by a
factor of eight to obtain 73 views. Since the training inputs
were 138 views short-scan, the sparsity levels of ST-1 and
ST-2 with only 73-view short-scan are larger, and therefore,

this is an OOD setting for our CNN. The goal is to test our
algorithm for a different sparsity factor in ST-1 and ST-2. We
also test our algorithm on parts made of AlCe (ALC) and
Inconel-718 (here we call it IN) as described in Table I. The
part geometry is similar to the steel scans ST. AlCe has lower
density and typically produce reconstructions with less noise
and beam hardening. For a supervised learning approach, this
pose a challenge as it tries to over-correct the noise and/or over-
correct beam hardening (smooth/saturate the reconstruction).
On the other hand, Inconel-718 is significantly denser than
steel and therefore the amount of noise and beam hardening is
larger in a typical FDK reconstruction. A single-step supervised
learning approach will face challenges to deal with the noise
variance and texture that is OOD with respect to its training
data. We will evaluate and report performance of our algorithm
on these OOD data as well.

B. Methods for Comparison

The proposed method is compared against state-of-the-
art algorithms for industrial cone-beam XCT reconstruction
including FDK, MBIR [8] and DLMBIR [12]. We term the
methods operating on beam-hardening corrected data as BHCN-
X where "X" denotes the method name. DLMBIR is a single-
step DL approach that uses a 2.5D UNET for mapping a
low-quality reconstruction to a high-quality reconstruction [1].
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Cone-beam X-ray CT Data

Dataset Sample Material
Approximate # of views Short-Scan Source Total Scan Time

Density [Input, Ref.] [Input, Ref.] Voltage Integration [Input, Ref.]
(gr/cm3) Time (minutes)

Training
Stainless Steel 7 [138, 1000] [True, False] 200 kV 8s [18.4, 133]
Stainless Steel 7 [138, 1000] [True, False] 200 kV 8s [18.4, 133]
Stainless Steel 7 [138, 1000] [True, False] 200 kV 8s [18.4, 133]

Testing

ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 160 kV 0.6s [10, -]
ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 160 kV 1.8s [30, -]
ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 160 kV 3.6s [60, -]
ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 180 kV 0.6s [10, -]
ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 180 kV 1.8s [30, -]
ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 180 kV 3.6s [60, -]
ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 200 kV 0.6s [10, -]
ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 200 kV 1.8s [30, -]
ST Stainless Steel 7 [1000, -] [True, -] 200 kV 3.6s [60, -]

ST-1 Stainless Steel 7 [73, 580] [True, True] 200 kV 8s [10, 78]
ST-2 Stainless Steel 7 [74, 1066] [True, False] 200 kV 8s [10, 156]
ALC AlCe 3.4 [145, 580] [True, True] 180 kV 4s [10, 39]
IN Inconel 718 8.2 [143, 2132] [True, False] 220 kV 4s [10, 142]

TABLE I: Cone-beam XCT Data Description. Increasing the total integration time per view improves the quality of the raw
data and make the reconstruction less noisy. Higher source voltages provides improved measurements and higher sparsity factor
increases artifacts in the images. Total integration time is the multiplication of the integration time per image and the number
of images averaged per view. The total scan time is obtained by multiplying total integration time with the number of views.
These data are selected to evaluate our model’s generalizability to a variety of out-of-distribution data that are designed to make
reconstruction more challenging by reducing the quality of scans (reduced number of views or total integration time or source
voltage). Source current is not provided, but it is adjusted by the user for X-ray to have enough transmission for all the scans.

C. CNN Architecture, Training and Inference

We choose a 2D full-size residual UNET [21] architecture
for Dθ(·). It consists of four pooling/unpooling layers, 3 x 3
convolutional filters with the output channels in the beginning
layer being 64. The UNET is trained in a supervised fashion
using the mean squared error loss between patches of low-
quality reconstruction and the corresponding ground truth data.
The input data is a sparse-view FDK reconstruction obtained
from the beam hardening corrected projection data as shown
in Fig. 3 and the ground truth is the corresponding dense-view
MBIR reconstruction. The model is trained for 100 epochs
on patches of size 256× 256 and the UNET [21] parameters
are optimized using Adam [48]. We use four NVIDIA P100
GPUs for training Dθ using data parallelism across batches.
For inference, Dθ operates sequentially on the stack of full-
size 2D slices from the 3D image volume and the execution
is parallelized across GPUs along the third dimension of the
3D data. In the block for conjugate gradient step (Fig. 3), we
use the ASTRA toolbox [49]–[51] to implement the forward
operators (A,Ac) and they are executed in parallel across
multiple GPUs. The rest of the operations in CG block are
performed in CPU (central processing unit).

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

The highlight of our algorithm is that it attempts to fulfill all
the three criteria for adoption in industries. We carefully eval-
uate these by comparing against the state-of-the-art industrial
cone-beam XCT reconstruction methods using metrics such as
Peak Signal to Noise Ratio (PSNR) and Structural Similarity

(SSIM) [52]. We demonstrate differences in cone-beam XCT
reconstruction quality through visible artifacts (beam hardening,
streak artifacts, noise) and quality of defects such as pores.

A. Performance on Varying Integration Times.

We tested the performance of the proposed algorithm on
steel sample ST scanned at integration times of 0.6 seconds, 1.8
seconds and 3.6 seconds respectively (10 minutes, 30 minutes,
60 minutes scan time) under a source voltage of 200 kV.
Our algorithm is compared against BHCN-FDK and BHCN-
DLMBIR as shown in Fig. 5 and the performance metrics
are reported in Table II (middle sub-table). The CNNs are
trained for an integration time of 8 seconds and therefore the
test data is out-of-distribution. BHCN-MBIR on ST at 200
kV and 3.6 seconds integration time is used as the reference
to compare the reconstructions and compute the metrics. The
FDK reconstructions appear very noisy and contain strong ring
artifacts in each case. The amount of artifacts reduce with
increase in integration time. BHCN-DLMBIR shows some
residual ring artifacts as well as noise for the 200 kV, 10
min scan. Our proposed method provides significantly cleaner
images as compared to BHCN-DLMBIR, although it is losing a
few smaller pores in the process. BHCN-DLMBIR performance
improves with higher integration times and similar trend is
observed for the proposed method as well. Both the DL methods
perform at par for 1.8 seconds (30 minutes scan) and 3.6
seconds (60 minutes scan) integration times. The differences
among the reconstructions are marked by arrows with the
yellow ones pointing out the ring artifacts while the green ones
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Variation in Source Voltage (Integration Time: 0.6s)

Sample
Source BHCN-FDK BHCN-DLMBIR Proposed
Voltage PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑)

ST 160 kV 21.13 0.152 34.93 dB 0.864 37.52 dB 0.984
ST 180 kV 22.13 0.182 36.32 dB 0.916 38.32 dB 0.989
ST 200 kV 24.96 0.385 38.89 dB 0.992 38.91 dB 0.992

Variation in Integration Time (Source Voltage: 200 kV)

Sample
Integration BHCN-FDK BHCN-DLMBIR Proposed

Time PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑)
ST 0.6s 23.14 dB 0.249 33.70 dB 0.949 34.56 dB 0.968
ST 1.8s 27.50 dB 0.432 33.82 dB 0.982 34.96 dB 0.970
ST 3.6s 28.98 dB 0.628 32.90 dB 0.924 35.11 dB 0.986

Variation in Sparsity

Sample
BHCN-FDK BHCN-DLMBIR Proposed

PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑)
ST-1 26.10 dB 0.458 33.06 dB 0.918 35.50 dB 0.952
ST-2 28.23 dB 0.531 34.10 dB 0.928 36.72 dB 0.969

TABLE II: Reconstruction performance of the proposed algorithm is compared against the state-of-the-art methods in terms
of PSNR (in dB) and SSIM at various settings. The top sub-table shows comparisons on the sample ST scanned at different
voltages (160 kV, 180 kV) at a fixed integration time of 0.6 seconds (10 minute scan time). For computing metrics, we have
considered MBIR [8] on ST at (180 kV, 3.6 seconds integration time) as the reference. The middle sub-table reports the
performance on ST scanned at different integration times (0.6 seconds, 1.8 seconds, 3.6 seconds) at a source voltage of 200 kV
peak. The metrics have been computed using MBIR [8] on ST at (200 kV, 3.6 seconds) as reference. The bottom sub-table
shows the performance on samples ST-1 and ST-2 that are reconstructed from 73/74 views at an undersampling factor of 8
when considered the views from short-scan. This undersampling factor is higher by a factor of two when compared to that of
the training data. The metrics are computed against the MBIR [8] reconstruction on reference scans (580/1066 views) for each
sample as shown in Table I. The metrics of the best performing method are highlighted in bold for each case.

Fig. 4: Reconstruction performance evaluation of the proposed method in terms of PSNR (in dB) and SSIM on sample ST at
160 kV voltage and 0.6 seconds integration time. Plots (a) and (b) are denoting performance using either fixed or adaptive
regularization parameter selection strategy while (c) and (d) represent performance for different iterations of the conjugate
gradient algorithm. The curves in (c) and (d) are for the CG in four different outer loops, k = 1, 2, 3, 4 respectively.

show the pore details preserved in each case. At 0.6 seconds
(low integration time), both FDK and DLMBIR possess ring

artifacts whereas the proposed method cleans it up. The PSNR
and SSIM values show similar trend; the proposed method
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Fig. 5: Illustration of the performance on ST sample from Table I scanned under different integration times of 0.6 seconds,
1.8 seconds and 3.6 seconds (scan time of 10 minutes, 30 minutes, 60 minutes respectively). The peak source voltage is 200
kV for each case. This is an out-of-distribution data since the training data for DLMBIR and the proposed were from an 8
second integration time. BHCN-MBIR on data from 200 kV, 3.6 seconds integration time (60 minutes scan time) is used as
the reference. The yellow arrows point out the ring artifacts that are more prominent in BHCN-FDK and BHCN-DLMBIR
reconstructions from lower integration times. The proposed method gets rid of these artifacts for all the integration times shown
here. The green arrow shows the pores that have been well preserved by both BHCN-DLMBIR and the proposed method.

outperforms BHCN-DLMBIR by ≈ 1− 1.5 dB (PSNR) and
≈ 0.01− 0.02 (SSIM).

B. Performance on Varying Source Voltages.
Our method is compared against BHCN-DLMBIR for

varying source voltage (160 kV, 180 kV) while keeping the
integration time constant at 0.6 seconds (10 minutes scan) in

Fig. 6 and the metrics are reported in Table II (top sub-table).
This is an out-of-distribution setting for both the DL-based
methods since the CNNs have been trained on 200 kV data
and with longer integration time per view. The artifacts in
BHCN-FDK (rings and noise) are relatively lower at 180kV
as compared to 160kV. BHCN-DLMBIR shows ring artifacts
and also appears noisy as pointed by the yellow arrows on the
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Fig. 6: Illustration of the performance of different algorithms on ST sample from Table I scanned at 0.6 seconds integration
time (total scan time of 10 minutes) for two different X-ray source voltages (160 kV and 180 kV). This is an out-of-distribution
data since both BHCN-DLMBIR and the proposed method were trained on data from 200 kV with an integration time of 8
seconds. BHCN-MBIR for 180 kV, 3.6 seconds integration time (60 minutes scan time) is used as the reference since this
setting provides significantly less artifacts. The yellow arrows point out the ring artifacts strongly visible in BHCN-FDK as
well as BHCN-DLMBIR. The artifact appears to be suppressed in the proposed method.

Fig. 7: Illustration of performance of various algorithms on ST-1 sample as described in Table I at different sparsity factors.
This is an out-of-distribution data since the CNNs have been trained with a sparsity factor of four (138 views shortscan) while
the methods are being tested on a factor of eight (73 views shortscan). The yellow and green arrows point out the artifacts
present in the reconstructions. Both BHCN-FDK and BHCN-DLMBIR show streak artifacts or noise which are suppressed in
the proposed reconstruction when compared to the dense-view BHCN-MBIR reconstructions in each case.
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zoomed sections whereas the proposed method gets rid of both.
Although the proposed method loses some minor pores when
compared to BHCN-MBIR, the reconstructions overall appear
clean when compared to BHCN-DLMBIR. BHCN-MBIR at
180 kV, 3.6 seconds integration time is used as the reference
here. The PSNR and SSIM metrics reported in the table shows
superior performance for the proposed method over BHCN-
DLMBIR. The performance gap narrows down with increase
in source voltage and it is negligible for 200 kV (Table II).

C. Performance on Varying Sparsity Factor.

We test our algorithm on a sparsity factor different from the
one it is trained on and report the results in Fig. 7 and the
bottom sub-table in Table II respectively. The CNNs in both
BHCN-DLMBIR and the proposed method were trained on
steel samples with 138 views short-scan, which is already very
sparse considering the size of detector with 1840 channels. The
methods are tested on sparsely sampled FDK reconstructions
of steel samples ST-1 and ST-2 with 73-view shortscan which
is another factor of two higher in sparsity and therefore, even
more challenging to handle and OOD compared to training
data. It should be emphasized that 73 views for a 1840
channel detector, is theoretically considered a factor of 25X
sub-sampling (considering Nyquist theorem). The BHCN-FDK
reconstruction appears extremely noisy with streak artifacts and
lose a lot of pore information. BHCN-DLMBIR suppresses the
artifacts partially and shows some residual streaks as delineated
by the yellow and green arrows whereas the proposed method
shows fewer streak artifacts. Our proposed method shows
relatively fewer artifacts and appears cleaner than BHCN-
DLMBIR. A dense-view BHCN-MBIR reconstruction is used
as the reference to show the differences marked by the arrows
in the zoomed sections. The performance metrics reported for
both the samples ST-1 and ST-2 show that the proposed method
significantly outperforms BHCN-DLMBIR.

D. Performance on Parts Made of Different Materials

Material density has a substantial impact on noise texture
and distribution in X-ray CT imaging, particularly through
the process of beam hardening correction, which introduces
additional noise as a known trade-off. For lower-density
materials like aluminum alloys, the variance of this added
noise remains relatively low. These materials also require a
lower X-ray power for adequate penetration, which leads to
reduced scattering, smaller focal spots, and cleaner reconstruc-
tions. Conversely, denser materials, such as Inconel 718, face
increased beam hardening effects and need higher X-ray power
to achieve penetration. The higher power leads to larger spot
sizes, increased scattering, and higher noise variance, all of
which contribute to more complex reconstruction challenges.
Consequently, models trained on stainless steel could struggle
to generalize effectively to materials with different densities,
such as aluminum alloy and Inconel, due to the distinct noise
characteristics introduced by these density-related variations.

We evaluate performance on parts manufactured with
with out-of-distribution materials ALC (AlCe, Aluminium
Cerium, density ≈ 3.4gr/cm3) and IN (Inconel 718, density

≈ 8.2gr/cm3). The part geometry is similar to the steel
samples (ST, ST-1, ST-2). The results are summarized in Fig.
9 and Table III, respectively.

The reconstruction quality is compared against the corre-
sponding dense-view MBIR [8] as ground truth. The sparse
views are 145 and 143 while the corresponding dense-view are
580 and 2132 for AlCe (ALC) and Inconel 718 (IN) respectively.
The zoomed regions show clean and sharp edges with the
pore details well preserved in both BHCN-DLMBIR and the
proposed method. Some of the minor pores appear smeared in
both the methods. The FDK reconstructions appear extremely
noisy. In terms of metrics, the proposed method performs at
par with BHCN-DLMBIR as shown in Table III.

E. Adaptive vs Fixed Regularization Parameter.

The proposed algorithm uses an automatic regularization
parameter selection algorithm at every outer iteration k whereas
traditional iterative algorithms keep the parameter fixed. In Fig.
8 and 4 (a), (b), we compare the reconstruction quality of our
method with adaptive regularization against fixed regularization
β for β = {1.0, 0.1, 0.01, 0.001} to show the benefit of our
automated parameter selection strategy. The reconstructions are
from ST sample described in Table I at 160 kV and 0.6 seconds
integration time. BHCN-MBIR reconstruction of ST at 180 kV
and 3.6 seconds integration time is used as the reference for
comparisons. The pores are better preserved with the adaptive
β strategy as pointed by the yellow arrows. The reconstruction
from β = 1.0 weighs the CNN more and therefore suffers
from excessive blurring. From β = 0.1 onwards weight to
the regularization term decreases and therefore the streak and
noise due to the scan settings become more prominent. The
pores are lost for lower β values. Overall, the adaptive β shows
improved reconstruction quality over fixed ones. The bar plots
in Fig. 4 (a), (b) quantifies the reconstruction performance for
different values of parameter β for the sample ST at 160 kV
voltage and 0.6 seconds integration time. The ground truth
for calculation of metrics was BHCN-MBIR reconstruction of
sample ST at 180 kV and 3.6 seconds integration time. The
adaptive strategy outperforms the fixed β in terms of PSNR
and SSIM as shown in Fig. 4 (a), (b).

F. Variation in Performance with CG Iterations

Another parameter in our proposed algorithm is the number
of iterations in the CG step solving for (6). We keep the
number of CG iterations fixed across the outer loop and
study their effect on reconstruction quality. The experiments
were performed on the sample ST at 160 kV voltage and 0.6
seconds integration time. The algorithm was run for K = 4
outer iterations and for a different number of CG iterations:
{10, 20, 30, 40, 50}. For each outer loop k ≤ K we plot the
PSNR and SSIM metrics of the reconstruction obtained from
the CG step in Fig. 4 (c), (d). The metrics were calculated
against BHCN-MBIR reocnstruction on the sample ST at 180
kV voltage and 3.6 seconds integration time. For initial two
outer iterations (k ≤ 2), there is a slight improvement in PSNR
performance with increase in iterations from 10 to 20 and it
drops slightly or remains stable after 30 iterations as shown by
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Variation in Materials

Sample
BHCN-FDK BHCN-DLMBIR Proposed

PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑)
ALC 25.33 dB 0.412 35.45 dB 0.967 35.27 dB 0.966
IN 29.84 dB 0.548 37.63 dB 0.976 37.56 dB 0.975

TABLE III: Performance evaluation in terms of PSNR (in dB) and SSIM for parts manufactured with Aluminium Cerium
Alloy (ALC) and Inconel 718 (IN). The metrics are computed against dense-view MBIR [8] as ground truth. The sparsity
factor (number of views) is in the range similar to that of the training data. The proposed method performs at par with
BHCN-DLMBIR. The best metric values for each case are highlighted in bold.

the blue and orange curves. The green and red curves for k = 3
and k = 4, respectively, show drop in PSNR performance for
iterations greater than 10 which implies optimal performance
has already been achieved at the 10 CG iterations mark. A
similar observation is found for SSIM as well. Since this is
an automatic regularization parameter selection strategy for β,
the drop or improvement in performance with CG iterations at
a specific outer iteration k depends on the chosen β value as
well.

G. Computational Complexity Comparisons.

A key benefit of the proposed approach is the reduced run-
time over MBIR. MBIR has been the state-of-the-art technique
for industrial XCT reconstruction, however, the run-time is high
and undesirable for larger data. We report average run-times of
various methods in Table IV for cone-beam XCT data described
in Table I when using a system with CPU and four NVIDIA
P100 GPUs. Each algorithm is designed to utilize the multi-
core CPU and GPUs. The dimensions of the reconstructed
3D volumes are approximately 1500 × 1800 × 1800. MBIR
on ≈ 150 views takes ≈ 27000 seconds (7 hours 30 minutes
for 120 iterations) on average which is significantly slower
than the scan time (10− 20 minutes) when using the pyMBIR
[53] library. The proposed algorithm requires three or fewer
iterations (≤ 1600 seconds) and is therefore faster than MBIR,
reducing the run-time by an order of magnitude and making it
comparable to the acquisition times. This illustrates the ability
of our method to be utilized as an in-line tool for industrial
XCT systems in practice. The CNN prior provides very fast
computations on GPUs compared to the Markov Random Field
prior used by MBIR. A major chunk of time is consumed by
the CG block of our algorithm. Both FDK and DLMBIR show
reduced run-time by an order of magnitude when compared to
the iterative methods.

Average Run time per reconstruction in seconds
MBIR DLMBIR Proposed FDK

27132 s 325 s 1612 s 75 s

TABLE IV: Runtime Comparisons

V. CONCLUSION

In the context of industrial XCT, current methods have
different limitations in terms of computational complexity, GPU
memory demand and reconstruction performance. We address

these challenges by introducing a generic DL regularized
iterative optimization algorithm. The proposed method uses
a pre-trained artifact removal CNN to regularize the image
recovery. We employ regularization parameter selection at
every iteration to improve performance due to the varying
noise statistics of the reconstructions from successive iterations.
The designed algorithm is general enough to be implemented
for any other inverse imaging problem. The proposed algorithm
has been validated on real cone-beam XCT scans of various 3D
printed materials. We demonstrate that our method shows better
generalizability over single-step DL for variation in scanning
parameters (X-ray source voltage, integration time and sparsity
factor). The algorithm reduces computational complexity signif-
icantly as compared to MBIR. Finally, the automated selection
of regularization parameter to produce reasonable visual quality
across different imaging conditions helps overcome a prevalent
challenge with current iterative reconstruction algorithms. One
of the limitations of the proposed approach may be losing
smaller features and pores in the reconstruction. This could
be critical in some applications, and therefore, our future
research will focus on how to balance the loss function to
ensure the resolving power of the proposed approach remains
high while producing high quality reconstruction for in- and
out-of-distribution data.
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