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Abstract

Ambient field suppression is critical for accurate magnetic field measurements,

and a requirement for certain low-field sensors to operate. The difference in mag-

nitude between noise and signal (up to 109) makes the problem challenging, and

solutions such as passive shielding, post-hoc processing, and most active shielding

designs do not address it completely. Zero field active shielding (ZFS) achieves

accurate field suppression with a feed-forward structure in which correction coils

are fed by reference sensors via a matrix found using data-driven methods. Re-

quirements are a sufficient number of correction coils and reference sensors to

span the ambient field at the sensors, and to zero out the coil-to-reference sensor

coupling. The solution assumes instantaneous propagation and mixing, but it can

be extended to handle convolutional effects. Precise calculations based on sen-

sor and coil geometries are not necessary, other than to improve efficiency and

usability. The solution is simulated here but not implemented in hardware.
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Figure 1: A: Magnetic fields from the brain are dwarfed by fields from ambient

sources, including the earth’s magnetic field. B: Classic approaches to the problem:

passive magnetic shielding, subtraction of signals from reference sensors, active

magnetic shielding, downstream signal processing.

.

1 Introduction

Biomagnetic fields from the brain are much smaller than ambient magnetic noise

fields from vehicles, machines or power lines, or the earth’s magnetic field (Fig. 1A).

It is crucial to suppress those fields, but the task is daunting because of the lev-

els involved: ambient fields may be larger than brain fields by a factor up to 109

(1018 in power), (Vrba, 2000). Large fields mask observations, and prevent cer-

tain devices such as optically-pumped magnetometers (OPM) from functioning.

A strong DC field also makes magnetic measurements sensitive to structural vi-

bration, as sensors move through that field.

The problem can be tackled by various means that are often used in com-

bination (Fig. 1B) (Seymour et al., 2022). The most straightforward is passive

shielding, with layers of mu-metal that mainly attenuate low frequency fields,
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and aluminium or copper that attenuate high frequencies. Downsides are cost

and weight, fixed location with limited space, a limited attenuation factor (102 to

104) (Vrba, 2000), and the need to de-gauss the shield in certain circumstances.

Another common approach is to use gradiometers with a sensitivity that drops

rapidly with distance, giving an advantage to brain sources (close to the sensors)

over ambient sources (more distant).

A gradiometer is implemented by subtracting, from the field at the primary

coil, the field at a secondary coil offset in space. The latter can be replaced by

an array of reference sensors, shared across primary sensors, the output of which

is scaled and subtracted from that of primary sensors in the digital domain. This

allows flexibility to fine-tune the gradiometers, or to create synthetic gradiometers

of higher order with enhanced rejection of ambient fields (Vrba, 2000). Appro-

priate coefficients can be found either analytically, based on the geometry, or by

data-driven techniques such as regression (Vrba, 2000).

Yet another approach is downstream processing of the primary sensor data.

Brain and ambient sources may be separated based on differences in the spatial,

spectral, or temporal domains, using spatial filters, spectral filters, or blanking of

time intervals with low SNR. Again, there is the choice between pre-determined

solutions (e.g. Laplacian, re-referencing, or spherical harmonic decomposition

in the spatial domain, or fixed filters in the spectral domain), and data-driven

solutions (e.g. independent component analysis, ICA). A vast toolbox of lin-

ear data-driven methods is available for this purpose. If reference and primary

sensor signals are treated uniformly as “data”, this approach subsumes the previ-

ous reference-based approach. A limitation of downstream processing is that it

requires a wide dynamic range for sensors, analog-to-digital converters, and nu-

merical representations. Superconducting quantum interference devices (SQUID)

have a dynamic range better than 109 (Vrba, 2000), but that of OPMs is more
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Figure 2: Two basic topologies of active shielding. A: Coils are driven from the

main sensors via a matrix M tuned to minimize the field at those sensors (feedback

topology). B: Coils are driven from an array of reference sensors via a matrix M

tuned to minimize the field at the main sensors (feedback topology)

restricted.

A final approach is active shielding in which ambient fields are cancelled by

correction coils of appropriate geometry, fed with a combination of fixed current

(to cancel the earth’s field) and time-varying current (to cancel the fluctuating

ambient field). An advantage is that fields are suppressed before transduction,

which allows OPMs to function and reduces sensitivity to vibration for all types

of sensor. The currents that feed the correction coils must track the time-varying

ambient field, and for that the ambient field is sampled by an array of sensors,

which drive the coils via a sensor-to-coil matrix M. Two topologies are possible

(Fig. 2). In the first, the drive comes from the primary sensors (or from reference

sensors placed within the field of the coils) in a feedback topology (Fig. 2A). In

the second, the drive comes from an array of dedicated reference sensors, ideally

outside the field created by the coils, in a feedforward topology.

The feedback topology is a popular choice (Iivanainen et al., 2019; Pratt et al.,

2021; Jazbinc̆ek et al., 2022; Hillebrand et al., 2023; Holmes et al., 2023; Władz-
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iński et al., 2024), because it is simpler and avoids the need for reference sensors.

Downsides are a risk of suppression of brain activity and instability of the cor-

rective loop, the mitigation of which may reduce effectiveness. The feedforward

topology does not have that issue, but it requires an array of reference sensors and

is less common (e.g. Pyragius and Jensen, 2021).

The geometry of the coils must be such that the appropriate field pattern can

be synthesized over the main sensors. Helmholtz coils are a popular choice, for

example wired along the edges of the faces of a cube (Vrba, 2000; Sander et al.,

2021), often in pairs to enhance the uniformity of the field. The coil geometry

may be further enhanced for uniformity (Holmes et al., 2019), or larger numbers

of coils may be used to achieve a specific non-uniform pattern using shimming

techniques (Juchem et al., 2011; Kutschka et al., 2021; Holmes et al., 2022, 2023;

Hobson et al., 2023). Their design requires accurate calculations and/or precision

fabrication and/or calibration.

To summarize: suppression of ambient fields is crucial but challenging. Among

approaches, downstream processing in the digital domain offers the greatest flex-

ibility, but it requires a wide dynamic range and linearity that are hard to achieve

with OPM sensors for which active shielding may be the most promising ap-

proach. Obstacles to be overcome include instability due to coupling between

sensors and coils, complexity of the design, and cost in terms of hardware.

The method proposed in this paper aims to overcome the first two obstacles,

possibly at the expense of aggravating the third. In a nutshell: stability is ensured

by using a feedforward topology, together with a scheme to remove coil-sensor

coupling, and complexity of design and calibration are addressed by data-driven

algorithms. The feedforward solution is analogous to that employed by noise-

cancelling headphones, in which an internal corrective sound field is driven from

external microphones, with the objective of minimizing the sound field at an in-
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ternal microphone.

The method is first described, then simulated with a simplified 2D “toy world”

and with a more realistic 3D configuration using the Bio-Savart equation.

2 Methods

The method involves: (a) an array of reference sensors distinct from primary sen-

sors, (b) an array of correction coils, (c) a reference sensor-to-coil transform ma-

trix M learned with a data-driven algorithm (Fig. 3A). The goal is to suppress

the field at the primary sensors, but the method may be extended to suppress the

ambient field within a volume, assuming smoothness in the region of the primary

sensors.

2.1 Data model

Ambient source activity is represented by a matrix S of size T ×I , primary sensor

waveforms by X of size T × J , reference sensor waveforms by R of size T ×K,

and correction coil currents by Q of size T × L (Fig. 3B), where I , J , K, L

are the number of ambient sources, main sensors, reference sensors, and coils,

respectively. Brain activity is ignored. The ambient magnetic field is a vector, but

we can treat each component separately as a scalar. Its value, function of space

and time, belongs to a vector space of very high dimensionality, but in practice we

are interested in a smaller subspace spanned by the ambient field in the vicinity

of the primary sensors. The dimensionality D of that space is at most I , number

of ambient sources. It might be smaller if the number of main sensors is smaller

(J < I), or if several sources produce fields with the same spatial pattern over

sensors, or if several sources share the same time course.

To approximate and cancel the ambient field, the field space spanned by the
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coils must include the field space spanned by the main sensors. This requires a

number of coils L at least as large as D. Since coil currents are produced as a

linear transform of reference sensor signals, the number K of reference sensors

too must be at least D. To summarize, the method may require a number of coils

and reference sensors potentially as large as the number I of ambient sources.

2.2 Finding M

Referring to Fig. 3B, the ambient field S is unknown, as are the source-to-sensor

matrices A and B . The sensor signals X and R are observed, and the drive

current Q is also known. The coil-to-sensor matrices can be found by driving the

coils with a current large enought to ignore the ambient field: C = Q†X and

D = Q†R, where Q† is the pseudoinverse of the drive current Q (Fig. 3C). It is

also possible to estimate a reference-to-main sensor coupling matrix in response

to the ambient field (in the absence of a coil current) as P = R†X ( Fig. 3D).

Based on these elements, and if the coil-to-reference sensor is small enough to

be ignored, the matrix M can be calculated as

M = −PC†. (1)

The coil-to-reference coupling might be small if the reference sensors are distant

from the coils or the correction coils are close to the primary sensors. However,

if the coupling is not negligible, the corrective field leaks back to the reference

sensors recursively (Fig. 3E, gray), and Eq. 1 does not ensure perfect field cancel-

lation, and indeed the system might be unstable.

The problem can be addressed by using an augmented reference sensor array

R′ and appplying a matrix U such that R = R′U is “shielded” from the coils,

i.e. DU = 0 (Fig. 3F). For this to be possible, while still ensuring that R spans

the full ambient field, the augmented reference array must include at least L+D
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Figure 3: A: An array of correction coils is driven from an array of reference sen-

sors via a feed-forward sensor-to-coil transform matrix M that is tuned to minimize

the field at the primary sensors in the absence of brain activity. B: Block diagram

of quantities and transforms. C: To estimate coil-to-sensor matrices C and D, coils

are driven with a current Q large enough that the ambient field can be ignored.

D: To estimate the reference-to-main sensor coupling matrix P, sensor outputs are

observed in the absence of coil current. E: If the coil-to-reference matrix D is small

enough be ignored, M can be estimated from C and P. F: If D is non-negligible, its

effect can be removed by applying a ”shielding” matrix U (see text). G: Structure

of the required hardware.
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sensors. Supposing that is the case, a convenient way to find the matrix U is to

drive the coils with a full-rank current matrix Q, and apply principal component

analysis (PCA) to the resulting matrix R′. Since R′ is of rank at most L, the last

D columns of the transform matrix map Q to zero, which is the property that we

need for U. To summarize, the matrix M is found in four steps:

1. A full-rank current matrix Q is applied to the coils and matrix U is derived

by applying PCA to the reference array data matrix R′.

2. Using the same current matrix Q, the matrix C is obtained as C = Q†X.

3. In response to the ambient field (no current) the primary-to-reference cou-

pling matrix is found as P = R†X, where R = R′U

4. M is calculated as in Eq. 1.

The approach is attractive because, if its requirements are fulfilled, the solution

ensures perfect cancellation at the primary sensors. As it is data-driven, there is

no need for precise calculations based on coil or sensor geometry. The hardware

structure is schematized in Fig. 3 G and requirements are discussed in more detail

in the Discussion.

3 Results

The method is first simulated within a simplified 2D “toy world” that allows easy

visualization. It is then simulated in a more complex 3D configuration using Biot-

Savart equations. These set the stage for a hardware implementation which re-

mains for a future study.
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3.1 A toy world

To gain insight, a “toy world” is defined in which sensor and sources are located

within a plane, and each source produces a field that varies with distance as 1/d2.

This captures the main features of the problem while allowing for easy visualiza-

tion: complexities related to 3D positions and orientation of sources and sensors

are conveniently ignored.

Sources and sensors are located within a square as shown in Fig. 4B (8 ambient

sources as circles, 8 main sensors as crosses) and Fig. 4C (12 coils as red circles,

24 reference sensors as red crosses). Based on these positions, the source-to-

sensor gain matrices A0, B0, C0 and D0 are calculated using the 1/d2 law, the

subscript indicating ground truth. These are used to simulate the “physics” of the

system but are not observable and are not used to obtain M.

In a first step, the coils were driven with a 1000×12 matrix Q of Gaussian

random numbers and the reference sensor data matrix was obtained as R′ = QD0.

PCA was applied to R′, and the 24×12 shielding matrix U was set to the last 12

columns of the 24×24 PCA matrix. In a second step, using that same driving

matrix, the main sensor data matrix was calculated as X = QC0, and the coil-to-

main gain matrix was estimated as C = Q†X (C is of course equal to the ground

truth C0). In a third step, a 1000×8 matrix S of Gaussian-distributed random

numbers was used to simulate ambient source activity, and sensor data matrices

were calculated as X = SA0 and R′ = SB0. The shielding matrix was applied

to obtain R = R′U, and the reference-to-main coupling matrix was calculated

as P = X†R. In a fourth and final step, the reference-to-coil driving matrix was

calculated as M = −PC†.

The simulation is illustrated in Fig. 4. If a single ambient source is active, the

amplitude of its field (color) decreases as 1/d2 (Fig. 4A). If all sources are active

with uncorrelated equal amplitude waveforms, the RMS ambient field (color) is
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Figure 4: Toy world simulation. A: Ambient sources (circles) are located on the

edges of a square. The amplitude of the field (color) varies with distance from a

source as 1/d2 (here one source is active). B: Same as A, but all eight sources are

active (same amplitude, uncorrelated waveforms, color represents the RMS ampli-

tude averaged over sources). Crosses show the positions of the main sensors. C:

Residual RMS amplitude of the ambient field after correction. The field at the posi-

tions of the main sensors is reduced by a factor larger than 105 (blue, compare with

B). D-F: cancellation of the coil-to-reference sensor coupling. D: Reference sen-

sors are represented as red crosses, coils as red circles. Color: gain as a function

of position for one reference sensor. E: RMS gain as a function of position averaged

over all reference sensors. The RMS gain is non-zero at the position of the coils,

implying that D is not negligible. F: Applying the shielding matrix U modifies the

gain map so that RMS gain is now zero at the coils. Note the fine blue dots.
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non-zero at the main sensors (crosses in Fig. 4B). With active shielding, the field

at the sensors is reduced by a factor greater than 105 (Fig. 4C).

A critical step is cancellation of the coil-to-reference sensor coupling. Fig-

ure 4D shows the location-to-sensor gain map for one reference sensor, and Fig. 4E

shows the RMS location-to-sensor gain averaged over reference sensors. This

gain is non-zero at the positions of the coils, implying that D is not negligible.

However, applying the “shielding” matrix U changes this gain map as shown in

Fig. 4F. The RMS gain is now zero at the positions of the coils (blue points), but

non-zero at the ambient sources, implying that R is invariant with respect to the

coils, yet tracks the ambient sources.

The method is effective within this simplified toy world (compare Fig. 4B and

C). The next simulation extends the result to a more realistic situation involving

sensors and sources distributed in 3D space, with fields varying according to the

Biot-Savart law.

3.2 Simulation based on the Biot-Savart law

A set of 274 main sensors (magnetometers) was distributed with positions and

orientations corresponding to the base coils of gradiometers in a CTF magnetoen-

cephalograph. A set of 54 simulated ambient sources was distributed on a cube

of side 4 m centered on the CTF coordinate origin (Fig. 5A), a set of 54 “coils”

(modeled as dipolar sources) was distributed on a cube of side 1 m, and a set of

108 reference sensors was distributed on two cubes of side 3 m and 3.3 m, all

centered on the CTF coordinate origin (Fig. 5A). Ambient sources, reference sen-

sors, and coils had random orientations. Source-to-sensor gain matrices A0, B0,

C0 and D0 were calculated according to the Biot-Savart equation using code from

the VBMEG toolbox (vbmeg.atr.jp) (Takeda et al., 2019).

The active shielding matrix M was calculated following the same procedure
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Figure 5: Simulation based on the Biot-Savart law. A: locations of main sen-

sors (green dots), coils (red circles), reference sensors (magenta dots), and ambient

sources (black circles). Coils, reference sensors and ambient sources have random

orientations, main sensors are oriented as in a CTF MEG system. B: RMS magni-

tude of ambient field over main sensors (arbitrary units). C: same, after ambient

field suppression.

as in the previous simulation. If all ambient sources were active, with uncorrelated

waveforms and equal amplitudes, the ambient field RMS amplitude at the sensors

would appear as in Fig. 5B (top, arbitrary units). With active shielding, the resid-

ual field RMS amplitude is reduced as shown in Fig. 5B (bottom). Relative to the

ambient field, the attenuation factor is better than 108.

This simulation suggests that the method might be effective in a real-world

situation. A caveat is that simulated ambient sources were modelled as magnetic

dipoles, whereas real ambient sources might be more complex. Coils too were

simulated as dipoles, in contrast to e.g. Helmholtz coils or more complex geome-

tries. However, there is nothing to suggest that the method, which depends on

algebraic properties, would not extend to those geometries.
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4 Discussion

Zero field active shielding (ZFS) aims to perfectly cancel the ambient field at

the primary sensors (hence its name). The cost in sensors, coils and associated

electronics is potentially larger than in other schemes, but perhaps not out of pro-

portion with the cost of sophisticated sensor technology. It may justified by the

final quality of the data, and the enabling effects on the technology.

4.1 Requirements

1. Coil array. The magnetic field produced by the coils must reproduce (so as to

cancel it) the ambient field spatial pattern across the J primary sensors. As argued

earlier, this might require up to L = J coils, although a smaller number might

suffice if the ambient sources are fewer than J , or if they are sufficiently distant

so that their field can be approximated by a smaller number of spatial components

(Tierney et al., 2021), or if their time-course is shared with other sources so the

spatial patterns can be merged. Three orthogonal coils are required to create a

vector field at a point, nine additional coils allow to control first-order gradients,

and 32 more allow to control second-order gradients, and so on. The geometry

is not critical as long as coils are placed such that their field patterns are not

redundant. Specific geometries might be optimized to enhance field uniformity

or reduce current requirements.

2. Reference sensor array. The reference sensor array must span the signal

space carried by the ambient field at the primary sensors. Each signal component

is associated with a spatial component, and so the reference sensors must fully

sample the field space of the ambient sources, at least the part that impinges on

the primary sensors. For this, up to K = J reference sensors might be required,
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Figure 6: Sampling the spatially complex ambient field. A: The three components of

the field require three sensors. B: First-order gradients require 9 additional sensors.

C: Second-order gradients require additional 36 sensors (total: 48). The geometry

can be adjusted based on known properties of the ambient field, or architectural

constraints, but degenerate configurations (e.g. 4 or more similarly-oriented sensors

in a plane) should be avoided.

although a smaller number might suffice if the ambient field is simple (Tierney

et al., 2021). Fig. 6 illustrates geometries that captures the field and its first two

gradients, however other geometries are acceptable as long as no two sensors are

redundant (e.g. four or more similarly-oriented sensors in a plane, etc.).

3. Coil-to-reference sensor coupling. Equation 1 holds only if the coil-to-

reference sensor is negligible, and indeed the system might become unstable oth-

erwise. Coupling could be reduced by placing coils within each device, e.g. (Four-

cault et al., 2021; Tayler et al., 2022; Badier et al., 2023), or placing the reference

sensors close to the ambient sources, or outside a shielded room. A more widely

applicable solution is to augment the number of reference sensors by L and derive

a coupling-suppressing matrix U as described in the Methods. As an alternative

to augmenting the reference array, one could instead augment the coil array and

drive it via a L × (L + D) matrix V such that VD = 0, again nulling the coil-

to-sensor coupling. Which option is chosen depends on relative costs and other

constraints.
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4. Other requirements and issues. The coefficients of M are not constrained

in magnitude, and thus the data-driven solution might entail impracticably large

values of current. A solution may be to increase L so as to allow a wider space of

solutions, and introduce an additional constraint in the calculation of M to favour

those with lower peak currents. Current noise is also potentially an issue because

it directly translates into magnetic noise at the primary sensors (Durdaut et al.,

2021). Low-noise current sources are required, or the noise must be measured

and suppressed downstream (see below).

Latency affects responsiveness to transients and thus reduces the bandwidth

of the correction mechanism. Latency associated with digital conversion and pro-

cessing might be avoided if M is implemented as a programmable analog gain

matrix (e.g. Schlottmann and Hasler, 2011). Convolutional effects may arise, for

example due to dispersive properties of shielding materials. To address them,

observations X and Y may be augmented with time shifts (de Cheveigné and

Simon, 2007) to allow the data-driven solution to implement an FIR filter. Convo-

lutional kernels other than shifts are also possible. Estimation of C and P requires

properly-functioning primary sensors, which might not be the case for OPMs if

the ambient field is too large. To handle that situation, the primary sensor array

may need to be augmented with high-field sensors so as to bootstrap the system.

An important consideration is that the main-to-reference sensor matrix P is

data-driven, learned during a calibration phase in the absence of brain activity.

Two potential issues are (a) non-stationarity, for example an important ambient

source might not be active during the calibration phase, and (b) the predominantly

low-pass characteristic of ambient fields, that reduces effective degrees of free-

dom, and thus increases the risk of overfitting. Adaptive recalibration is an option,

possibly involving out-of-band calibration signals to avoid interference with brain

signals.

17



Objects with particular magnetic properties (e.g. hysteresis) might invalidate

the assumptions of linearity and time-invariance. This situation may be handled

by assuming an additional ambient source at the location of that object. Likewise,

a moving vehicle or machine, which does not have a well-defined “spatial posi-

tion” may be handled by assuming multple sources located along the trajectory.

Whether these solutions are satisfactory is a question to be answered empirically.

4.2 Relation with other approaches

ZFS might conceivably obviate the need for passive shielding. If so, it would

bring down cost and bring MEG closer to functioning in the clinic or in the street.

The main contender to ZFS is the feedback topology of (Fig. 2A). Most schemes

follow that design which avoids the cost of reference sensors, is simpler, and can

be implemented locally as in within-device active shielding. The feedforward

topology (Fig. 2B) has also been proposed in the past (e.g. Pyragius and Jensen,

2021) but it is less common. Are the two approaches equivalent or interchange-

able? It is simple to see that the answer is no. If the input of the current-control

plant (M in Fig. 2A) is zero, its output cannot be a time-varying current as re-

quired to cancel a time-varying ambient field. As another argument, the feedback

loop cannot distinguish between brain and ambient field, other than by spectral

content or, in the case of a sensor array, spatial content as exploited for example

by a decompositiion in spherical harmonics (Tierney et al., 2022; Mellor et al.,

2022; Tierney et al., 2024). The feedback topology allows an approximate solu-

tion, but it may have a limited frequency response and be at risk of instablity. The

feedforward topology avoids those issues.

ZFS uses whatever coil geometry is available, in contrast to schemes that re-

quire carefully-designed coils to maximize field uniformity (Holmes et al., 2018,

2019, 2023; Kutschka et al., 2021), or multiple coils to achieve a specific non-
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uniform pattern using shimming techniques (Juchem et al., 2011; Kutschka et al.,

2021; Holmes et al., 2022, 2023; Hobson et al., 2023). ZFS sidesteps the need for

precise coil design, fabrication, or calibration by using data-driven techniques, but

it is clear that it can benefit from a coil geometry optimized to best approximate

the ambient field with minimum current. Many previous schemes assume a rather

small number of coils (but see Holmes et al 2023) and/or reference sensors, pre-

sumably for simplicity and to limit cost. Here, this was not a design goal (Sect. 2),

but in practice smaller numbers may be forced by cost constraints, in which case

performance is expected to degrade gracefully.

Another major contender for ZFS is downstream processing in the digital do-

main, from which ZFS’s data-driven methods are borrowed. Indeed, if the refer-

ence sensors signals were available to downstream processing, subtraction of the

ambient field could occur at that stage in addition to the many other operations

possible in the digital domain. The primary reason to perform the subtraction in

the field domain is to allow the use of sensors with a limited dynamic range, al-

though an added benefit is reduced artifact from motion in a non-zero magnetic

field, for example due to structural vibration.

It is important to point out that ZFS is not exclusive of other schemes, with

which it could be associated to form a hybrid solution. As an example, ZFS

could avail itself of on-device coils to deliver the shielding locally at each device

(Fig. 7A). Alternatively, known imperfections of ZFS (e.g. latency, or clipping,

or current noise) could be fed a to downstream processing module so they can be

factored out (Fig. 7B). Or the entire system (coils and main and reference sensors)

could be surrounded by Helmholtz coils driven in a simple feed-back loop for the

purpose of reducing the DC field to allow the main ZFS system to be implemented

with lower-field sensors.
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Figure 7: Hybrid schemes. A: Coils are within sensors. B: The current within

each coil is measured and made available to downstream processing, to factor out

current noise and/or errors due to latency.

4.3 Widening the application space

MEG is on the cusp of paradigm shift, going from expensive lab-based systems

with heavy shielding and cryogenics, to cheaper and more flexible systems using

OPMs. Moving “from the lab to the street” (or at least to the clinic) would consid-

erably widen the application space. However, while OPMs are cheaper and more

flexible than SQUIDs, they are if anything more prone to the effects of ambient

fields (Seymour et al., 2022). This puts active shielding center stage.

Ideally, we would like to record from a freely-moving subject within a large

space. One option is to enclose the space with an array of coils and use ZFS to

minimize the field across the space, using a dedicated array of “main sensors” to

sample the space densely. Alternatively, the space might be sampled dynamically

(e.g. Rawlik, 2018; Rea et al., 2021). For that purpose, the geometry of the coil

array may be optimized for field uniformity (e.g. Holmes et al., 2018, 2019, 2023).

. A second option, still using an array of coils enclosing the space, is to track

the location of the subject and use that information to steer a location-dependent

solution (possibly pre-trained based on sampling) to null the field at that location
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(e.g. Rea et al., 2021; Holmes et al., 2023). A third option is to use an array

of coils that move with the subject, possibly within the sensors, again using a

position-dependent solution. The purpose of this enumeration is not to review

these approaches, but rather to point out that the forward topology of ZFS might

make them easier to design.

In addition to MEG, magnetocardiography (MCG), peripheral nerve or spinal

cord measurements, or other industrial or scientific applications, might all benefit

from progress in active shielding.

Conclusion

Ambient field suppression is important for accurate magnetic field measurements,

in particular to allow low-field sensors to operate. Several design choices are

critical for an accurate solution: a feed-forward topology, a sufficient number of

coils and reference sensors, and precautions to avoid coil-to-sensor coupling. On

that basis, and assuming linear, time invariant, and instantaneous propagation and

processing, the ambient field can be accurately canceled at the main sensors or

over a wider space assuming smoothness of the fields. The method performed

well in simulations, setting the stage for a future implementation in hardware.
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Władziński M, Jodko-Władzińska A, Sander TH (2024) Active Compensation for

OPM-MEG Inside a Two-Layer Magnetically Shielded Room In Jarm T, S̆merc

R, Mahnic̆-Kalamiza S, editors, 9th European Medical and Biological Engi-

neering Conference, Vol. 112, pp. 48–54. Springer Nature Switzerland, Cham

Series Title: IFMBE Proceedings.

26


	Introduction
	Methods
	Data model
	Finding M

	Results
	A toy world
	Simulation based on the Biot-Savart law

	Discussion
	Requirements
	Relation with other approaches
	Widening the application space


