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ABSTRACT 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate a deep neural network (DNN) capable of 

generating flat-panel detector (FPD) images from digitally reconstructed radiography (DRR) images 

in lung cancer treatment, with the aim of improving clinical workflows in image-guided radiotherapy. 

 

Methods 

A modified CycleGAN architecture was trained on paired DRR–FPD image data obtained from 

patients with lung tumors. The training dataset consisted of over 400 DRR–FPD image pairs, and the 

final model was evaluated on an independent set of 100 FPD images. Mean absolute error (MAE), 

peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), structural similarity index measure (SSIM), and Kernel Inception 

Distance (KID) were used to quantify the similarity between synthetic and ground-truth FPD images. 

Computation time for generating synthetic images was also measured. 

 

Results 

Despite some positional mismatches in the DRR–FPD pairs, the synthetic FPD images closely 

resembled the ground-truth FPD images. The proposed DNN achieved notable improvements over 

both input DRR images and a U-Net–based method in terms of MAE, PSNR, SSIM, and KID. The 

average image generation time was on the order of milliseconds per image, indicating its potential 

for real-time application. Qualitative evaluations showed that the DNN successfully reproduced 

image noise patterns akin to real FPD images, reducing the need for manual noise adjustments. 

 

Conclusions 

The proposed DNN effectively converted DRR images into realistic FPD images for thoracic cases, 

offering a fast and practical method that could streamline patient setup verification and enhance 

overall clinical workflow. Future work should validate the model across different imaging systems 

and address remaining challenges in marker visualization, thereby fostering broader clinical adoption. 

 

Keywords: Deep neural network, Image quality, Intrafractional motion, Radiotherapy 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Recent advancements in deep neural network (DNN) technologies have significantly accelerated 

progress in medical image processing, often surpassing the capabilities of traditional image 

processing methods (1-3). These developments have led to notable improvements in various areas of 

radiation therapy, including image-guided radiation therapy (IGRT), treatment planning, auto-

segmentation (4, 5), automated treatment planning (6), synthetic image generation (7), deformable 

image registration (8), and real-time tumor tracking techniques (9, 10). By enhancing automation and 

accuracy, these innovations aim to optimize both treatment precision and workflow efficiency in 

clinical practice. A potential approach to further improve treatment accuracy is to standardize both 

images under the same imaging modality, a process commonly referred to as image synthesis. Image 

synthesis techniques can be categorized into two types: intra-modality and inter-modality synthesis. 

Intra-modality synthesis involves transforming an image into another form within the same modality, 

such as MRI to CT (11, 12), PET to CT (13, 14)、CT to MRI (15, 16). 

Previously, our team developed a DNN designed to generate X-ray flat panel detector (FPD) 

images from digitally reconstructed radiography (DRR) images for the prostate and head-and-neck 

regions (17). However, residual interfractional organ shifts persisted due to differences in image 

acquisition timing. To mitigate these variations, a possible approach is to create mimic FPD images 

using Monte Carlo simulation-based DRR calculations, which could reduce anatomical 

inconsistencies. However, since the quality of mimic FPD images may not fully match original FPD 

images, their effectiveness in training a DNN for high-quality synthetic FPD generation remains 

uncertain. Using synthetic FPD images could potentially accelerate patient positioning verification, 

as aligning FPD images with reference DRR images remains time-consuming, often requiring 10–20 

seconds for 2D/3D auto-registration calculations but up to 2–5 minutes for final positional 

verification (18). This delay arises from the challenges of visually comparing images from different 

modalities with varying image qualities. However, this technique may be most effective in 

anatomical regions with minimal interfractional variations. 

Our hospital utilizes real-time tumor tracking without implanted fiducial markers for 

thoracoabdominal treatments (19). One of our markerless tracking systems employs a multi-template 

matching algorithm (20), which uses FPD images acquired over several respiratory cycles after 

patient setup. However, these FPD images do not directly contain tumor position information, 

making manual tumor contouring labor-intensive due to the large number of images. To address this, 

tumor contours on FPD images can be automatically generated using 4D-DRR images, as tumor 

contours are typically defined on the 4DCT dataset during treatment planning, often with deformable 
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image registration. Since image registration errors cannot be completely eliminated, medical staff 

can manually adjust tumor positions on the template images when necessary to improve tracking 

accuracy. A possible solution to this challenge is the use of pre-generated 4D-DRR images with tumor 

contours as multi-template images. This approach could significantly reduce the need for manual 

tumor delineation, streamlining the process. 

With this goal in mind, we developed a DNN based on a modified CycleGAN (21) to 

generate FPD images from DRR images, even when interfractional anatomical variations were 

present. The quality of the synthetic FPD images was compared with both original FPD and DRR 

images from lung cases to evaluate the performance of the proposed method. 

 

 

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

II.A. Patients and Image Acquisition 

At our center, 107 patients with lung tumors received carbon-ion beam treatment. The study was 

conducted with the approval of the Institutional Review Board (N20-044) and performed in 

accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. All the patients provided informed consent for use the 

data from their medical records. During image acquisition, all patients were positioned on the 

treatment table with immobilization devices (urethane resin cushion [Moldcare, Alcare, Tokyo, 

Japan]) and low-temperature thermoplastic shells (Shell Fitter, Kuraray Co., Ltd., Osaka, Japan). 

 

II.A.1 Planning CT image 

Treatment planning CT scans were performed during free-breathing using a 320-detector CT scanner 

(Aquilion One Vision®, Canon Medical Systems, Otawara, Japan). To accommodate the orthogonal 

beam arrangements (0° and 90°) used in our facility, the treatment couch was rotated along its 

longitudinal axis to extend the beam angle options or adjusted to shift the patient between prone and 

supine positions. As a result, 107 patients underwent a single 4DCT scan, while 48 patients required 

two 4DCT scans to account for different couch orientations or patient positions. 

 The 4DCT imaging was conducted with a tube voltage of 120 kV and a slice collimation of 

either 270 × 0.5 mm or 320 × 0.5 mm in volumetric cine mode. Continuous scanning was performed 

to cover the full extent of the lung region, and tube current modulation was used to maintain clinically 

acceptable image quality. The reconstructed parameters included a field of view (FOV) of 500 mm 

and a slice thickness of 2.0 mm. Each 4DCT dataset was divided into 10 respiratory phases (T00 

representing peak inhalation and T50 representing peak exhalation). 
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II.A.2 Fluoroscopic images 

Digital fluoroscopic images for lung treatments were captured using imaging systems installed in the 

treatment room (22). The X-ray tube was positioned 239 cm from the flat-panel detector (FPD) and 

169 cm from the room isocenter. The DRR image matrix size and pixel size were set to 768 × 768 

pixels and 388 × 388 μm, respectively. 

 Before initiating treatment, 2D–3D image registration was conducted using a pair of FPD 

images and the planning CT data to verify patient setup accuracy (23). This process involved aligning 

anatomical structures on the FPD images with those on the DRR images. During treatment, real-time 

acquisition of FPD images was performed to monitor the tumor position (19). This involved matching 

anatomical structures on the FPD images to their counterparts on the DRR images (24). To 

accommodate the lung treatment protocol, which requires the use of three or more beam angles, the 

treatment couch was rotated along its longitudinal axis (ϕ, defined as the International 

Electrotechnical Commission [IEC] tabletop rolling angle). This rotation expanded the range of beam 

angles to cover −20° to +20°. 

 

II.C Network architecture 

The original CycleGAN is optimized using adversarial loss, a fundamental component of GAN, 

along with a cycle consistency constraint. While CycleGAN is typically used for unsupervised 

training with unpaired data, our DNN was a modified CycleGAN trained with paired image data to 

generate an FPD image from a DRR image (Figure 1). The basic structure of a GAN consists of a 

confrontation between a Generator and a Discriminator. The Discriminator is trained to accurately 

distinguish whether the input is a real FPD image or one generated by the Generator. In this 

framework, the Generator's objective is to deceive the Discriminator, while the Discriminator's goal 

is to resist being deceived by the Generator. This competitive interaction enables both networks to 

improve, resulting in more precise image transformations. 

 

II.C.1 Image generator network 

Our network structure for the image generator, shown in Figure 2a, involves both encoding and 

decoding procedures. 

 The encoder block extracts features representing the input data while reducing spatial 

dimensions through a combination of the following layers: a convolutional (Conv) layer, a rectified 

linear unit (ReLU) activation layer, and an instance normalization (IN) layer (25). A reflect padding 
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(RP) layer was incorporated at the initial stage to extend the image boundaries by mirroring the 

existing pixels, helping preserve image features and prevent edge artifacts during convolution 

operations. The network consists of four sequential groups, each composed of Conv + IN + ReLU 

layers. The convolutional kernel size was set to 4×4 pixels for the first layer and 3×3 pixels for the 

remaining layers. The number of output channels for each Conv layer was 64, 128, 128, and 256, 

respectively. The residual block consists of an RP + Conv + IN + ReLU layer sequence, followed by 

another Conv and IN layer. A skip connection was applied before the first RP layer and after the 

second Conv layer using an addition operation. The residual blocks were repeated nine times 

throughout the network. 

Regarding the decoder block, two sets of deconvolution (Deconv) + IN + ReLU layers were 

added, with a deconvolutional kernel size of 3×3 pixels. The number of output channels was 128 for 

the first Deconv and 64 for the second. Finally, an RP + Conv + Sigmoid layer sequence was added. 

The convolutional kernel size and the number of output channels were set to 7×7 pixels and 1, 

respectively. 

 

II.C.2 Discriminator network 

The discriminator network was designed as a classifier to determine whether the input image was 

real or synthetic. As illustrated in Figure 2b, the network consists of four sequential groups, each 

composed of a convolutional layer, a Leaky ReLU activation layer, and an instance normalization 

layer with the exception of the first group, which lacks normalization, this is because sample 

oscillation and model instability could be reduced (26). The convolutional kernel size and stride were 

set to 4×4 pixels and 2×2 pixels, respectively, for the first three groups. The number of output 

channels was progressively increased, with the fourth convolutional layer outputting 512 channels—

eight times the number of channels in the first convolutional layer (64 channels). Finally, a 

convolutional layer with a single output channel was added as the last layer. This multi-stage design 

enables the network to capture increasingly complex features as the data passes through deeper layers. 

 

II.D Network training 

II.D.1 Training data 

Projecting DRR image 

A pair of DRR images was generated by projecting CT data, converted to X-ray attenuation 

coefficients, along the X-ray imaging beam path using our custom software (27). The projection was 

calculated as: 
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𝒒(x, y) = 	∑ ∆L ∙ µ!"
!#$   (1) 

where q(x, y) is the projection ray sum point on the DRR image position (x, y) and ΔL is the 

calculation grid size (= 1 mm in this study). 

 To ensure the tumor was centered in the DRR image, the CT image was shifted accordingly. 

In cases where the edges of the DRR image did not fully encompass the CT image due to a limited 

number of slices, additional CT slices were appended before the first slice and after the last slice to 

extend the CT image region, improving DRR image quality. The DRR image matrix size and pixel 

size were set to 768 × 768 pixels and 388 × 388 μm, respectively, matching the dimensions of the 

FPD images. DRR computations were implemented using commercial software (Compute Unified 

Device Architecture [CUDA] version 10.1) with Microsoft Visual Studio 2013 (Microsoft Corp, 

Redmond, WA, USA) in a Windows 10 environment. The computations were performed on an 

NVIDIA Quadro A6000 GPU (NVIDIA Corporation, Santa Clara, CA, USA), featuring 10,752 

CUDA cores and 48 GB of memory, enabling a processing speed exceeding 38.7 Tflops for single-

precision calculations (28). 

 

Image preprocessing 

A total of 404 image pairs (DRR and FPD images) were randomly selected for the DNN training 

process, respectively. To eliminate pixels with large errors, a pair of FPD and DRR images with a 

resolution of 768 × 768 pixels was cropped by removing 20 pixels from each edge—top, bottom, left, 

and right—resulting in a resolution of 728 × 728 pixels. Then, all FPD and DRR images were scaled 

to a final resolution of 384 × 384 pixels using bilinear interpolation. Additionally, the 304 image pairs 

were further subdivided into 20 subimages (144 × 144 pixels each) per image by changing their 

position to ensure that the proportion of air in each subimage was less than 40%. Then, these 

subimages were augmented online by cropping them to 124 × 124 pixels with a random shift of ±20 

pixels and applying random left-right or up-down flipping. The pixel values of all FPD and DRR 

images were normalized to a range of 0 to 1. Finally, a dataset of 6080 subimage pairs (from 79 cases) 

for training and 100 image pairs (from 28 cases) for evaluation was created. 

 

II.D.2 Parameter optimization 

The DNN parameters were adjusted to predict FPD images from DRR images using the following 

procedure. The model was trained for 550 epochs with a batch size of 16, employing the Adamax 

optimizer (29) to minimize the loss function. The learning rate, beta1, beta2, and epsilon were 

initialized at 2×10-4, 0.5, 0.999, and 10-7, respectively. Weight decay was not used. To refine the 



8 

 

learning process, the learning rate was reduced to one-tenth after the 500 epoch. Although no formal 

early stopping criteria were established, training and validation loss curves were consistently 

monitored. Optimization was halted when the curves plateaued, or signs of overfitting emerged. The 

deep learning framework TensorFlow 2.12 was employed in a Windows 10, 64-bit environment, 

utilizing a single NVIDIA Quadro A6000 GPU. 

Interfractional anatomical variations between the FPD and DRR images may cause 

discrepancies, preventing perfect alignment between the two modalities. To address this issue, four 

loss functions were applied to the image generator: adversarial loss (LAdv), cycle-consistency loss 

(LCy), identity loss(LId), and style loss (LSty). For the discriminator, a single adversarial loss was 

calculated, as described below: 

ℒ% = arg  min 6ℒ&'( + 𝜆$ℒ)*+ + 𝜆,ℒ-' + 𝜆.ℒ/0*9. 
 

ℒ1 = arg  max ℒ&'( .   
 where λ is weight factor. In this study, we set λ1, λ2 and λ3 were 5.0, 5.0, and 2×10-5, 

respectively. 

 

Adversarial loss 

Adversarial loss was defined as  

ℒ&'((𝐺1223451 , 𝐷451) = 𝔼451>𝑙𝑜𝑔6𝐷451(𝐼451)9C + 𝔼122 D𝑙𝑜𝑔 E1 − 𝐷4516𝐺1223451(𝐼122)9HI 

ℒ&'((𝐺4513122 , 𝐷122) = 𝔼122>𝑙𝑜𝑔6𝐷122(𝐼122)9C + 𝔼451 D𝑙𝑜𝑔 E1 − 𝐷1226𝐺4513122(𝐼451)9HI 

where IFPD and IDRR represent the FPD and DRR images, respectively. GDRR-FPD and GFPD-

DRR refer to the image generators for generating IFPD from IDRR and IDRR from IFPD, respectively. 

 

Cycle-consistency loss 

Cycle-consistency loss is a loss function that ensure an image transformed into another domain 

returns to its original domain through inverse transformation, aiming to achieve reversibility in image 

conversion. The model is trained so that the image generated by GDRR-FPD, when transformed back 

by GFPD-DRR (i.e., GFPD-DRR (GDRR-FPD (IDRR))), closely resembles the original DRR image. It is 

expressed as follows; 
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ℒ)*+(𝐺1223451 , 𝐺4513122)

= 𝔼451 DJ𝐺12234516𝐺4513122(𝐼451)9 − 𝐼451J$I

+ 𝔼122 DJ𝐺45131226𝐺1223451(𝐼122)9 − 𝐼122J$I 

 where ||·||1 denotes L1 norm. 

 

Identity loss 

Identity loss (LId) was introduced to achieve identity mapping within the same domain. The identity 

loss between GDRR-FPD(IDRR) and IFPD, denoted as LId (GDRR-FPD), and the identity loss between GFPD-

DRR(IFPD) and IDRR, denoted as LId (GFPD-DRR) were defined as 

ℒ-'(𝐺1223451) = 𝔼451[‖𝐺1223451(𝐼451) − 𝐼451‖$] 

ℒ-'(𝐺4513122) = 𝔼122[‖𝐺4513122(𝐼122) − 𝐼122‖$] 

 

Style Transfer 

In this study, a feature-level loss was introduced for style transfer in domain conversion. The style 

loss used for style transfer evaluates the degree of style matching between the output image 

GDRR−FPD(IDRR) and the ground-truth image IFPD. By performing a comparison at the feature level, the 

goal is to promote style (i.e., domain) consistency without being affected by positional errors between 

the images. 

 Style loss was assessed using a pre-trained VGG19 model (30) as a feature extractor. It 

calculated the sum of six feature maps (from layers 1, 2, 5, 10, 15, and 20) extracted from the 

respective convolutional layers. The model was trained by computing the Gram matrices of these 

feature maps and minimizing the mean squared error (MSE) between them. The use of Gram matrices 

enables the model to capture pixel-wise correlations within the intermediate layers of VGG19, 

allowing the extraction of more spatially invariant features across a broader region. 

 The style loss between GDRR-FPD(IDRR) and IFPD, denoted as LSty (GDRR-FPD), and the style loss 

between GFPD-DRR(IFPD) and IDRR, denoted as LSty (GFPD-DRR) were defined as  

ℒ/0*(𝐺1223451) = 𝐸451 O P QR𝐺𝑟𝑎𝑚 E𝑉66𝐺1223451(𝐼122)9H − 𝐺𝑟𝑎𝑚6𝑉6(𝐼451)9RQ
,

78*9:;

6

W. 

ℒ/0*(𝐺4513122) = 𝐸122 O P QR𝐺𝑟𝑎𝑚E𝑉66𝐺4513122(𝐼451)9H − 𝐺𝑟𝑎𝑚6𝑉6(𝐼122)9RQ
,

78*9:;

6

W. 

Gram(·) was Gram matrices 
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II.E Evaluations 

We evaluated the quality of the synthetic FPD images using 100 ground-truth FPD images from 28 

cases. These image datasets were independent of the training data. The synthetic FPD images were 

compared with the ground-truth FPD images using mean absolute error (MAE), peak signal-to-noise 

ratio (PSNR), and structural similarity index measure (SSIM) (31). These metrics are commonly used 

to assess the similarity between two images. Additionally, Kernel Inception Distance (KID) (32) was 

adopted as a metric to evaluate the distance between image distributions. Furthermore, we compared 

the image quality of the synthetic FPD images with that of the DRR images to further assess the 

performance of our DNN. 

The computation time required for image prediction (excluding the model file import 

process) was also measured. 

In this study, these evaluations were conducted after quantizing the proposed model. 

 

 

III. RESULTS  

For case no. 4, the image quality of the synthetic FPD generated by our DNN (Figure 3c) from the 

DRR image (Figure 3a) was visually much closer to the ground-truth FPD (Figure 3b) compared to 

the synthetic FPD generated by U-Net (Figure 3d). The fiducial marker was also visualized clearly 

in the synthetic FPD image with our DNN compared to the U-Net (marked as yellow arrows in Figure 

3). However, in regions where anatomical structures overlap and appear as small dark points, the 

DNN mistakenly identified them as fiducial markers (marked with green arrows in Figure 3c). The 

edge of the irradiation port cover was visible on the ground-truth FPD image (indicated by the blue 

arrow in Figure 3b). However, since this edge was not visible in the corresponding position on the 

DRR image, it was also not visualized in the synthetic FPD image. This was also the case for the 

patient call cable (indicated by the maganda arrow in Figure 3b). The quality of the input DRR image 

compared to the ground-truth FPD image was evaluated using the following metrics: MAE = 0.39, 

PSNR = 7.94 dB, and SSIM = 0.20. Our DNN improved these metrics to MAE = 0.04, PSNR = 26.85 

dB, and SSIM = 0.79, outperforming U-Net (MAE = 0.36, PSNR = 8.86 dB, and SSIM = 0.20). 

Since the tumor location for case no. 6 was in the lower lung lobe, most of the image region 

included the abdominal area rather than the lung (Figure 4). The image contrast in this region was 

lower, with greater image noise in the ground-truth FPD image (Figure 4b) compared to case no. 1. 

Despite this, the quality of the synthetic FPD image generated by our DNN (Figure 4c) was visually 
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much closer to that of the ground-truth FPD image than the input DRR image (Figure 4a). The 

evaluation metrics, MAE and PSNR, for the synthetic FPD image with our DNN (0.08, 20.98) were 

improved compared to the DRR image (0.16, 14.52) and outperformed the synthetic FPD image with 

U-Net (0.15, 15.73). Although the SSIM value (0.39) was lower than that of the DRR image (0.44) 

and the FPD image generated by U-Net (0.41), this is likely because the synthetic FPD image 

generated by our DNN acquired noise components characteristic of the ground-truth FPD image. 

 Since the rib structure was visualized more clearly in the input DRR image than in the 

ground-truth FPD image, it also appeared clearer in the synthetic FPD image than in the ground-truth 

FPD image. Similar to case no. 4, the patient call cable was visible in the ground-truth FPD image 

but not in the synthetic FPD image, as it was absent from the input DRR image (indicated by the 

maganda arrow in Figure 4c). Additionally, bowel gas was visible in the synthetic FPD image because 

it was present in the input DRR image but absent from the ground-truth FPD image. 

The results for image quality, averaged across all cases, are summarized in Figure 5 and Table 

1. The interquartile range (IQR), representing the 25th to 75th percentiles, was improved for the 

synthetic FPD images generated by our DNN compared to both the DRR images and the synthetic 

FPD images generated by U-Net across all image quality metrics. MAE for the synthetic FPD image 

was reduced (0.06 ± 0.03) compared to the input DRR image (0.32 ± 0.09) (Figure 5a). The synthetic 

FPD image with our DNN also demonstrated a higher PSNR value (24.47 ± 5.09 dB) than that with 

U-Net (12.62 ± 3.26 dB) and the DRR image (9.60 ± 2.52 dB) (Figure 5b). Similarly, the SSIM value 

(0.32 ± 0.16) for the synthetic FPD images generated by our DNN was higher than the synthetic FPD 

images generated by U-Net (0.35 ± 0.16) and the input DRR images (0.32 ± 0.16) (Figure 5c). 

Additionally, the evaluation value based on KID was 0.7×10⁻², indicating that the data distribution 

of the synthetic FPD images generated by our DNN was closer to that of the real FPD images 

compared to the synthetic FPD images generated by U-Net (1.7×10⁻²) and the input DRR images 

(5.1×10⁻²). The average computation time was 12.9 ± 5.2 msec and 139.6 ± 5.5 msec for the synthetic 

FPD image with our DNN and U-Net, respectively. 

 

 

IV. DISCUSSION 

We developed a DNN to generate synthetic FPD images from DRR images and evaluated the image 

quality by comparing the synthetic FPD images with the original FPD images using thoracic image 

data. Despite the presence of positional errors in the training data for both DRR and FPD images, the 
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synthetic FPD images closely matched the quality of the original FPD images. The average 

computation time for image prediction was approximately 12.9 msec per image. 

IV.A. Image quality 

 In our previous study, the predicted FPD images did not fully capture the effects of scattered 

radiation. To address this, image noise was manually added to the predicted FPD images to better 

approximate real conditions (17). However, in this study, the DNN we developed was capable of 

generating image noise patterns more closely resembling those observed in real FPD images, 

reducing the need for manual noise adjustments and improving the overall realism of the synthetic 

images. 

 Our image quality results were lower compared to those reported in other studies(33, 34) using 

medical images such as CT and MRI. This difference can be attributed to the use of X-ray FPD images, 

where image quality is influenced by factors such as imaging conditions and system characteristics. 

Additionally, the FPD images in this study included elements do not present in the DRR images, such 

as bowel gas, the irradiation port edge, the patient call cable, and fiducial markers. Conversely, the 

DRR images also contained anatomical details that were absent from the FPD images, contributing to 

the observed discrepancies. We evaluated image quality using three standard metrics: MAE, PSNR, 

and SSIM. In contrast, Karbhari et al. (35) used Inception Score (IS) and Fréchet Inception Distance 

(FID) (36) to assess the quality of generated images with a deep neural network (DNN) (37). However, 

IS and FID require a large number of test cases to provide statistically reliable results. Due to the 

limited number of test cases available in our study, we chose not to use these metrics for image quality 

evaluation. 

 Recent publications have shown that incorporating a self-attention mechanism into U-Net can 

improve performance compared to the standard U-Net model (38-40). Although we did not apply self-

attention in our study, its implementation could potentially enhance the quality of synthetic FPD 

images generated by our DNN. 

 

IV.B. CycleGAN: Prior Work and Our Style Transfer Framework 

Several studies on medical imaging applications of CycleGAN, similar to those used in our work, have 

been reported. Lei et al. developed a CycleGAN-based network to generate CT images from MRI data 

(41). In their study, paired MRI and CT scans were used, and the originally unsupervised CycleGAN 

method was enhanced by incorporating a distance loss function that combines LP-norm distance and 

gradient difference. Tien et al. proposed the Cycle-Deblur GAN, which integrates CycleGAN with 

Deblur-GAN to improve the image quality of chest CBCT scans (42). By using paired CBCT and 
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MSCT images and introducing additional constraints—such as MAE and Sobel filter loss—between 

generated and ground-truth images, the Cycle-Deblur GAN effectively mitigated the impact of 

misalignment errors caused by differences in acquisition dates, achieving high-quality chest image 

generation beyond the capabilities of CycleGAN alone. 

In image-to-image translation (I2I) with GANs, there is often concern that essential image 

content may be lost during the transformation process. Consequently, as shown in previous studies, 

explicit constraints are frequently introduced to preserve critical features. In our research, we leverage 

the fact that DRR images and FPD images serve as paired data for treatment comparisons, and we 

integrate cycle consistency within a supervised learning framework. Specifically, we introduce a 

feature-based style loss (43) between the synthetic FPD images (produced from DRR images) and the 

ground-truth FPD images. Our objective is to transform DRR images into FPD-quality images while 

preserving the underlying structure of the DRR images, effectively treating the task as a form of style 

transfer. To achieve this, we employ a pre-trained VGG19 model to capture the “style” of FPD images 

and incorporate the style loss between the synthetic and ground-truth FPD images into our CycleGAN 

approach.  
 

 

IV.C. The potential application of our DNN 

One challenge in patient setup verification is that the 2D–3D image registration software used to align 

FPD images with reference DRR images still requires considerable time. While the calculation itself 

takes only about 10–20 seconds, verifying the position can take 2–5 minutes. Moreover, differences in 

the image quality of various modalities may make visual comparison difficult. One potential solution 

is to convert both images into the same modality by applying our DNN. 

 We have already treated the thoracoabdominal region using markerless tracking with the 

multiplate matching method (19). To prepare template images for this approach, FPD images must be 

acquired over a few respiratory cycles before treatment. Because these FPD images do not include the 

tumor position, medical staff must manually input the tumor location—a time-consuming process. On 

the other hand, 4D-DRR images already contain the tumor position. By adjusting the quality of 4D-

DRR images to match that of FPD images, synthetic FPD images that include the tumor position can 

be generated and used as template images. As a result, the preparation time is reduced, thereby 

improving overall treatment throughput. 

 Another potential application of our DNN is to expand chest X-ray datasets for deep learning 

by increasing the amount of training data. By converting DRR images into FPD-quality images, this 

approach enables efficient generation of high-quality datasets while excluding unnecessary structures, 
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such as irradiation ports. This can help improve data consistency and enhance both the accuracy and 

reliability of deep learning models. 

 

IV.D. Study limitation 

This study has a few limitations. First, the training and test data used in this study were both acquired 

at our hospital using the same X-ray imaging systems. It is well known that a model trained on a 

specific dataset may perform poorly when applied to data from a different dataset acquired with a 

different imaging system due to variations in image quality, such as contrast and noise, a phenomenon 

referred to as domain shift. To ensure the broader applicability of our DNN to other hospitals, it is 

essential to test its performance using FPD images acquired from hospitals utilizing X-ray imaging 

system different from those used at our hospital. 

 Second, the current method remains inadequate for accurately visualizing implanted fiducial 

markers. In Figure 3c, for example, overlapping organs appear as a small dark object, which our DNN 

incorrectly identifies as a fiducial marker (green arrow). This error likely arises from the limited 

training data available for fiducial markers. While our hospital uses small, ball-shaped markers, various 

complex-shaped markers (e.g. GoldAncher (Gold Anchor, Naslund Medical, Stockholm, Sweden), and 

VisiCoil (Core Oncology, Santa Barbara, Calif)) have also become commercially available. Because 

not all patients are implanted with fiducial markers, gathering sufficient data to encompass these 

diverse marker types will take considerable time. Alternatively, further modifications to our DNN 

could help improve its ability to accurately render fiducial markers. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

In this study, we developed a DNN to generate FPD images from DRR images of the lung region 

and evaluated their image quality. Despite some positional misalignment in the training data, the 

synthetic FPD images closely resembled the actual FPD images, and the generation process was 

sufficiently fast for practical use. By converting DRR images into FPD images, our approach has the 

potential to streamline image-guided radiotherapy and enhance clinical workflow. Moving forward, 

testing this method on images acquired under varied conditions at multiple centers will be essential 

for establishing a robust, generalizable model and facilitating broader clinical application. 
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Figure legend 

Table 1 

Image quality assessment with the DNN averaged over all patients. 

 

(Mean ± SD) 

 MAE PSNR [dB] SSIM KID Time [msec] 
DRR 0.32 ± 0.09 9.60 ± 2.52 0.32 ± 0.16 5.1×10-2 NA 
U-Net 0.24 ± 0.08 12.62 ± 3.26 0.35 ± 0.16 1.7×10-2 139.6 ± 5.5 
Ours 0.06 ± 0.03 24.47 ± 5.09 0.69 ± 0.16 0.7×10-2 12.9 ± 5.2 

Abbreviations: SD = standard deviation; DRR = digitally reconstructed radiography; MAE mean 

absolute error; PSNR = peak signal-to-noise ratio; SSIM = structural similarity index measure; KID 

= Kernel Inception Distance. 
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Figure 1 
The proposed DNN consists of an image generator network that generates FPD images from DRR 

images (GDRR-FPD), an image generator network that generates DRR images from FPD images (GFPD-

DRR), as well as a Discriminator and the VGG19 network. The DRR image is input into both 

GDRR-FPD and GFPD-DRR, producing a synthetic FPD image and an identical DRR image, respectively. 

The synthetic FPD image is further input into (GFPD-DRR) to generate a cycle DRR image. The cycle-

consistency loss is calculated between the input DRR and the cycle DRR images. The identity loss is 

computed using the input DRR and the identical DRR images. Adversarial loss is determined by 

comparing the synthetic FPD with the ground-truth FPD images. Style loss is calculated between the 

synthetic FPD and the ground-truth FPD images. 

 

Abbreviations: DRR = digitally reconstructed radiography; DNN = deep neural network; FPD = 

flat panel detector. 
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Figure 2 
Network structures for (a) the generator deep neural network and (b) the discriminator. Convolutional 

kernel size, stride size and the number of output channels are expressed by (kernel, stride, outputs 

channels) in the figures.  

 

 

Abbreviations: ReLU = Rectified Linear Unit 
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Figure 3 
Resultant images for case no.4. (a) Input DRR image. (b) Ground-truth FPD image. Blue and 

maganda arrows show the irradiation port cover edge and the patient call cable, respectively. (c) 

Synthetic FPD image with our DNN. (d) Synthetic FPD image with the U-Net. Yellow and green 

arrows show the implanted fiducial markers. 
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Figure 4 
Resultant images for case no.6. (a) Input DRR image. (b) Ground-truth FPD image. Maganda arrow 

shows the patient call cable. (c) Synthetic FPD image with our DNN. (d) Synthetic FPD image with 

the U-Net. 
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Figure 5 
Image quality metrics for the synthetic FPD and DRR with the ground-truth FPD images. (a) MSE, 

(b) PSNR and (c) SSIM. The horizontal line in the center of the box represents the median, while the 

bottom and top edges of the box correspond to the 25th percentile (q1) and 75th percentile (q3), 

respectively. The whiskers extend to the furthest data points within the non-outlier range. Outliers, 

depicted as light blue open circles, are defined as values greater than q3 + 1.5 × (q3 − q1) or less than 

q1 − 1.5 × (q3 − q1). 

 
Abbreviations: DRR = digitally reconstructed radiography; FPD = flat panel detector; MSE mean 

square error; PSNR = peak signal-to-noise ratio; SSIM = structural similarity index measure. 


