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Abstract 

 

Purpose: Field monitoring using field probes allows for accurate measurement of magnetic field 

perturbations, such as from eddy currents, during MRI scanning. However, errors may result when the 

spatial variation of the fields is not well-described by the conventionally used spherical harmonics model 

that has the maximum order constrained by the number of  probes. The objective of this work was to develop 

and validate a field monitoring approach that compresses higher order spherical harmonic basis functions 

into a smaller set of new basis functions that can be computed from fewer probes.  

 

Methods: Field monitoring of acquisitions was repeated with probes in different locations. High-order field 

dynamics were computed from this “calibration” probe data assembled from all scans, from which 

compression matrices could be devised using principal component analysis. Compression matrices were 

then utilized to fit field dynamics using “compressed” basis functions with data from 16 probes, which were 

then used in image reconstruction. Performance was evaluated by assessing the accuracy of computed field 

dynamics as well as in vivo image quality. Technique generalizability was also assessed by using various 

acquisition and diffusion encoding strategies for the calibration data. 

 

Results: Qualitative and quantitative improvements in accuracy were observed when using the proposed 

fitting method in comparison to the conventional approach. However, compression effectiveness was 

influenced by the specific acquisition data included in the calibration set.   

 

Conclusion: The ability to tailor basis functions to more compactly describe the spatial variation of field 

perturbations enables improved characterization of fields with rapid spatial variations.  

 

Keywords: diffusion MRI, field monitoring, eddy currents, expanded encoding, basis functions, spherical 

harmonics 
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1  |  Introduction 

 

Field monitoring is an effective tool for measuring field perturbations during acquisitions due to its high 

sensitivity to spatial and temporal field variations.1–4 This technique enables the accurate measurement of 

spatially invariant field offsets, first-order gradients, and higher order field deviations arising primarily 

from gradient-induced eddy currents.5,6 Of note are eddy currents generated by the strong diffusion 

gradients used in diffusion encoding sequences. These include pulsed gradient spin echo (PGSE),7 

oscillating gradient spin echo (OGSE),8–10 and spherical tensor encoding schemes,11,12 which are notorious 

for introducing large field deviations.13 When unaccounted for, these fields can produce notable image 

artifacts and errors in computed diffusion metrics such as mean diffusivity and fractional anisotropy (FA),14 

as well as in advanced parameters like kurtosis15 and microscopic fractional anisotropy (𝜇FA).16–18 To 

account for these effects, field monitoring measurements can be incorporated in image reconstruction 

strategies, thereby reducing artifacts and improving the accuracy of associated diffusion metrics.19,20      

The most widely used commercial field monitoring system (Skope, Zurich) uses 16 field probes 

that record the local MR signal phase, which allows computation of the local magnetic field. This allows 

for characterization of spatial variations using real-valued spherical harmonics up to 16 basis functions, 

corresponding to third order.1 For most field monitoring uses, this is not problematic as fitting to second or 

third order is sufficient to capture most field perturbations. However, in some cases phase contributions 

originating from higher orders may be non-negligible, such as when using head-only MRI scanners or high-

performance gradient systems that operate at very high gradient strengths and slew rates.21–23 In addition, 

scenarios may exist where field probes are located in regions that experience rapidly-varying eddy current 

modes and gradient nonlinearity, which may not be well characterized by spherical harmonics fit using only 

16 probes.24,25 This can lead to biased or erroneous fitting of the phase amongst the available spatial orders, 

and in turn corrupted image quality. To overcome these challenges, fitting the basis functions using more 

field probes than functions leads to an overdetermined system, and hence a better conditioned least-squares 

problem that reduces the error in calculated coefficients.1 Integrating more probes also permits the 

characterization of higher spatial orders, which may help to more accurately fit the probe phase if higher 

orders are present. While the number of probes is limited by hardware and available space, the generation 

of additional field probe measurements can be accomplished by repeating the acquisition after moving the 

probes into different positions, from which the probe data from the separate scans can be compiled together 

to form a larger probe array. Although advantageous, this approach is time consuming and not possible for 

concurrent field monitoring given the subject’s presence in the coil.  

In this work, we propose and test a “basis function compression” strategy to accurately calculate 

high-order field dynamics from a limited number of field probes. Using a head-only 7T MRI, we 
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demonstrate greatly improved reconstruction quality for a transmit-receive coil with 16 integrated field 

probes where all probes extend into the nonlinear region of the gradient.  

 

2  |  Methods 

 

The compression technique has been made publicly available (see Data Availability Statement).  

 

2.1  |  Determination of compressed k-coefficients 

 

2.1.1  |  Establishing ground truth calibration k-coefficients 

 

In field monitoring, the phase can be described as separable in space and time and can be expressed as the 

product of the probe-position-sampled spherical harmonics and the “k-coefficients” that describe the time-

dependence of each basis function. For more details on the derivation of phase coefficients using field 

probes, please refer to the author’s previous work,24 and the sections described in Barmet et al.1 and Wilm 

et al.19 Here, we consider a “calibration scan” that consists of multiple acquisitions with various gradients 

applied to excite a variety of eddy current modes, such that a total of 𝑁𝑡 samples are acquired across all 

time points and gradient waveforms. To increase the total number of field probe positions, this scan is 

repeated multiple times with probes in different locations, arriving at a total of 𝑁𝑝 probe locations. The 

phase accrual of the probes is given by: 

𝜙𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏 = 𝑃𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏𝑘𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏   (1) 

where 𝜙
𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏

𝑁𝑝×𝑁𝑡
 is the phase, 𝑃

𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏

𝑁𝑝×𝑁𝑏
 is the “probing matrix” that contains 𝑁𝑏 solid harmonic basis function 

values at the location of each probe, and 𝑘𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏
𝑁𝑏×𝑁𝑡 are the k-coefficients that correspond to each basis 

function. Accordingly, 𝑘𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏 can be determined from the calibration data 𝜙𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏 using a Moore-Penrose 

pseudoinverse of 𝑃𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏.  

 

2.1.2  |  Basis Function Compression 

 

The goal of basis function compression is to more compactly represent the typical field perturbations 

experienced on a system compared to the solid harmonic basis functions that are typically used. Similar to 

Wilm et al.,21 a set of compressed k-coefficients can be determined as weighted combinations of solid 

harmonic k-coefficients using an economic singular value decomposition (SVD) of the ground truth 

harmonic coefficients determined from the calibration scan. Since typical gradient systems are designed to 

generate linearly varying phase distributions, it is reasonable to assume a priori that the 0th and 1st order 

solid harmonics are effective basis functions that can thus be omitted from the SVD: 
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𝛤ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑘𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏
ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ

=  𝑈𝛴𝑉𝑇        (2) 

where the “high” superscript denotes that only 2nd and higher order terms are included. 𝛤ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ  is a diagonal 

matrix of weights that reduces bias in the SVD from signal and noise amplification that can occur from the 

different scalings of each order. In this work we set 𝛤𝑖,𝑖
ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ

= (0.1)𝑙𝑖, where 𝑙𝑖 is the order of the i’th basis 

function, having i = 1 start at the 2nd order basis functions. This choice of 𝛤 is equivalent to weighting the 

basis functions the same over a standard imaging volume with a 10-cm radius, or to converting the units of 

k-coefficients from rad/ml to rad/dml.  

 

The singular vectors in 𝑈 describe linear combinations of k-coefficients that most compactly describe the 

calibration data. Thus, a compression matrix can be defined by omitting the columns corresponding to the 

lowest singular values, similar to algorithms for coil compression:26,27 

 

𝐶ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ ≡ 𝑈𝑖,𝑗, 0 < 𝑖 < (𝑁𝑏 − 4), 0 < 𝑗 < 𝐿  (3) 

 

where the “high” subscript denotes this compression matrix corresponds to the harmonic orders of 2 and 

higher, L is the number of singular vectors retained (which may be based on singular value thresholding), 

and 4 is subtracted from 𝑁𝑏 because the 0th and 1st order terms were omitted in Equation (2). To create 

weighting and compression matrices that can be applied to all orders, block diagonal matrices can be 

constructed as follows: 

 

𝛤 = [
𝐼 0
0 𝛤ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ]  and  𝐶 = [

𝐼 0
0 𝐶ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ]      (4) 

 

 

where I is a 4 × 4 identity matrix that retains the 0th and 1st order k-coefficients. Accordingly, k-coefficients 

for an arbitrary scan can be compressed via:  

 

�̂� = 𝐶𝑇𝛤𝑘  (5) 

 

Likewise compressed k-coefficients can be uncompressed via: 

  

𝑘 ≈ 𝛤−1𝐶�̂�    (6) 

 

where the equality is approximate due to the discarding of some singular vectors. Compared to the full set 

of k-coefficients, there are a smaller number of compressed k-coefficients and thus fewer probes would be 

needed to compute them. For routine image reconstruction using field monitoring measurements from a 

conventional 16-probe array, a maximum of 12 higher order compressed basis functions is permitted, given 
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that 4 basis functions are allocated to the uncompressed 0th and 1st order terms. Substituting Equation (6) 

into (1) to recast Equation (1) into a form with compressed k-coefficients yields: 

𝜙 = 𝑃𝛤−1𝐶�̂�     (7) 

where P and �̂� represent the probing matrix and compressed k-coefficients, respectively. Equation (7) can 

be observed to have a similar format as Equation (1) with the substitution:  

�̂� ≡ 𝑃𝛤−1𝐶   (8) 

 

which leads to 𝜙 = �̂� �̂�. Here, �̂� can be interpreted as representing a compressed set of basis functions that 

correspond to the compressed k-coefficients. Accordingly, the compressed k-coefficients can be determined 

from the phase data using the pseudoinverse of �̂�: 

�̂� = (�̂�𝑇�̂�)−1�̂�𝑇𝜙  (9) 

After computing �̂� from Equation (9), Equation (6) can be used to retrieve the k-coefficients in their original 

uncompressed solid harmonic form, which can then be used in existing expanded encoding reconstruction 

pipelines that utilize these basis functions.  

 

A detailed diagram of the process is illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

2.2  |  Scan Details 

 

Scanning was conducted on a 7T head-only MRI scanner (Siemens MAGNETOM Terra Plus) equipped 

with an AC-84II head gradient coil (80 mT/m max gradient and 400 T/m/s max slew rate) at Western 

University’s Centre for Functional and Metabolic Mapping. This study was approved by the institutional 

review board, and informed consent was obtained before scanning. Field monitoring was performed using 

a commercial Clip-On Camera (Skope, Zurich, Switzerland) consisting of 16 probes integrated into a 32-

channel receive, 8-channel transmit RF head coil.25 

 

2.2.1  |  Calibration Acquisition Details  

Field monitoring measurements from different probe locations were performed by rotating the field probe 

coil about the z-axis and translating the coil along the z-direction, where identical acquisitions were 

performed in each location with no imaging subject. 9 different coil orientations were used: 3 z-positions 

(spaced approximately 4-5 cm from each other), and three equiangular rotated positions for each given z-

location. From this collection of probe positions, a synthetic probe array consisting of 100 probes was 

generated using probes positioned up to a maximum Euclidean distance of 16 cm from isocenter, as well 
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as within individual x, y, z distances of 14 cm from isocenter to avoid excessive field inhomogeneity and 

gradient nonlinearity. For this experiment, 5th order fits were performed using the calibration data with 

Equation 1 to establish ground truth k-coefficients. Unless stated otherwise, 𝑘𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑏 included data from all 

acquisition time points, slices, b0 and diffusion weighting volumes.  

The success of compression depends on the ability of the calibration data to accurately represent all the 

field perturbations that might be encountered in scans that the compression matrix is applied to. Assuming 

that the dominant source of perturbations is gradient-induced eddy currents, the calibration data should 

include various gradient waveforms. On one extreme, calibration data could contain nearly all possible 

gradient waveforms, such as a collection of chirped or triangular pulses typically used to calibrate gradient 

impulse response functions.28,29 Alternatively, one could use calibration data that is very similar to the 

desired acquisitions, such as a collection of spiral acquisitions at various resolutions to calibrate for spiral 

acquisitions only. The former approach has the advantage of generalizability, but it may not be very 

compressible compared to the latter. To explore these trade-offs, various calibration scans were performed 

(Table 1). Notably, any number of these calibration scans can be combined to obtain a single compression 

matrix from Equations 1-4, where combining different scans is expected to improve generalizability at the 

expense of compressibility. All diffusion tensor imaging (DTI) acquisitions consisted of 2 b = 0 s/mm2 

acquisitions and 30 diffusion directions, which were uniformly distributed using electrostatic repulsion of 

particles on a sphere.30 Other common imaging parameters include FOV: 192 x 192 mm2, slice thickness: 

2 mm, number of slices: 10, axial orientation, rate 2 undersampling, scan time approximately 1.5 minutes 

for each coil location. Differing scan parameters are described in Table 1.  

 

2.2.2  |  In vivo Imaging 

One healthy volunteer was scanned with scans 1 to 4, and field monitoring was performed concurrently.32  

In this baseline position, the mean distance between field probes and isocenter is 13.5 cm (range: 11.9–14.9 

cm), with all probes being 8–35% outside the 22 cm DSV. A second healthy volunteer was scanned using 

a single-shot spiral b-tensor encoding acquisition11,12 with concurrent field monitoring. The following 

imaging parameters were used: FOV: 200 x 200 mm2, 1.5 mm isotropic resolution, 88 slices, TE/TR: 

82/10,500 ms, undersampling rate 3, bandwidth = 2194 Hz/Px. The protocol consisted of a 94-direction 

diffusion scheme with 6 b = 0 s/mm2 volumes, 6, 26, and 26 linear tensor-encoded (LTE) volumes at b = 

150, 1000, and 2000s/mm2, respectively, and 30 spherical tensor-encoded (STE) volumes at b = 2000s/mm2, 

totaling a scan time of 16.5 minutes.  

For all in vivo scans, cartesian dual-echo gradient-echo acquisitions were used to estimate B0 maps for 

inclusion in a model-based reconstruction to correct for static off-resonance effects. The imaging 
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parameters were as follows: FOV = 210x210 mm2, 2 mm isotropic resolution, 74 slices, TE1/TE2 = 4.08/5.10 

ms, TR = 542 ms. 

2.3  |  Image Reconstruction 

 

Image reconstruction was performed using an iterative expanded encoding model-based reconstruction19 in 

MATLAB via the MatMRI toolbox.33 All images were reconstructed using the conjugate gradient method 

with Tikhonov regularization and a regularization weighting of 0.2. All reconstructions converged within 

10-30 iterations. Coil compression to 24 virtual coils was performed to improve reconstruction 

speed.26,27,34,35 ESPIRiT was used to estimate sensitivity coil maps.36 Synchronization delay between the 

MRI and field probe data was corrected using an automatic, retrospective algorithm.37 Noise correlation 

between receivers was corrected using prewhitening before any reconstructions.38 Field dynamics were also 

adjusted to account for vendor Maxwell corrections and eddy current compensation that are measured by 

the field probes, using methods described previously by the authors.25 Unless stated that “uncorrected” k-

coefficients were used, all k-coefficient fitting performed for data acquired on our scanner, even when 

implementing conventional fits, included a weighting function W that suppresses errors from distal field 

probes, as described in previous work.24 Accordingly, P is replaced by WP in the equations, producing 𝜙 =

𝑊𝑃𝑘 and 𝑘 = (𝑃𝑇𝑊2𝑃)−1𝑃𝑇𝑊2𝜙 for k-coefficient calculation (likewise for �̂�). Similar to previous 

work,24 concomitant fields were included in all k-coefficient fitting, including compressed fitting, by 

iterative computation of concomitant gradient phase from the linear k-coefficients after evaluating Equation 

9, removal of concomitant phase from 𝜙, followed by re-evaluation of Equation 9. 

Following image reconstruction, FA maps of in vivo images were computed using the MRtrix3 package.39 

Additionally, b-tensor encoding volumes were denoised by performing PCA denoising on the complex 

data,40 and ADC and µFA maps were calculated using matMRI.41  

2.4  |  Data analysis  

 

To quantitatively assess basis function compression performance, k-coefficient root-mean-square-error 

(RMSE) was calculated from the concurrently monitored acquisitions with 16 probes with respect to the 

ground truth k-coefficients, 𝑘𝐺𝑇, computed from the full 100 probe locations from the calibration scans. 

Earlier work has shown that inadequate modeling of the spatial variation of field dynamics causes the 

omitted higher orders to be projected to the lower orders, and that it is errors in the lower order k-coefficients 

that are primarily responsible for image artifacts.24 Accordingly, RMSE was only computed for the first 9 
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basis functions, corresponding to the 0th to 2nd order. For similar rationale as in section 2.1.2, 𝛤𝑖,𝑖 = (0.1)𝑙𝑖 

was applied as well, except here the basis functions start at the 0th order:  

 

𝑅𝑀𝑆𝐸 = ∑ √
1

𝑁𝑡
∑(𝛤(𝑘𝑖,𝑗 − 𝑘𝑖,𝑗

𝐺𝑇))
2

𝑁𝑡

𝑗=1

9

𝑖=1

              (10) 

 

The RMSE was computed separately for each volume, followed by calculation of the mean and standard 

deviation across all volumes. Qualitative assessments were performed from image reconstructions and, 

similar to Wilm et al.,21 for phase maps from compressed basis functions in planes orthogonal to two 

cardinal axes. 

 

2.5  | Technique Performance: Additional sites  

 

To assess the performance of the technique on different infrastructure, field monitoring data was collected 

from ETH Zurich (3T Philips Achieva scanner, 200 mT/m max gradient and 600 T/m/s max slew rate, ~20-

cm imaging volume42) and Stanford (GE 3T UHP scanner, 100 mT/m max gradient, 200 T/m/s max slew 

rate, 50-cm imaging volume). The ETH Zurich acquisition implemented single-shot spiral diffusion-

weighted imaging and consisted of both in vivo and field monitoring measurements, like the Western 

University data. Conversely, Stanford data consisted of an acquisition of chirped gradient pulses, and only 

considered field monitoring measurements. Specific details are described in Supporting Information S1.  

 

3  |  Results 

 

Performing reconstructions informed by third and fifth order fits calculated using the 100-probe array 

showed substantial improvements in DWI and FA maps over reconstructions informed by third order fits 

calculated conventionally using the 16-probe arrangement. Incremental improvements were observed when 

comparing 5th to 3rd order fit with 100 probes (Video S1).  

 

When truncating the compression matrix to different numbers of singular vectors when using scan 

1 for both calibration (100 probes) and k-coefficient calculation from probe measurements during the in 

vivo scan (16 probes), the RMSE plot and resulting images showed the lowest RMSE and best image quality 

when using 5 singular values (Figure 2a,b & Figure S1). Using 5 singular values, computed compressed 

fifth order-fit k-coefficient plots exhibited the lowest RMSE (Figure 2c), showing better similarity for first 

order terms when compared with a conventional first order fit (Figure S2). Mean DWI and FA maps 
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reconstructed from a compressed fifth order fit were of comparable quality to images reconstructed from 

ground truth k-coefficients computed from the scan 1 calibration data, while image quality was significantly 

degraded when using conventional fitting schemes, especially when increasing the fitting order (Figure 2d). 

The total number of terms used in the compressed fit (uncompressed lower order and compressed higher 

order) equaled 9, which is equivalent to the total number of terms included in a 2nd order fit, yet the 

compressed 5th order fit performed markedly better. 

 

Different gradient profiles were observed for spiral trajectories acquired with different resolutions 

(Figure 3a), and frequency content analysis showed significant separation of power spectral densities across 

the x and y gradient channels (Figure 3b), which could affect the spatial dependence of eddy current modes 

excited in nearby hardware. The combination of both resolutions into the compression matrix resulted in 

maps most comparable to the higher resolution case (Figure 3c). Both resolutions had the lowest RMSE 

when the same scan was used to generate calibration data, but the combined calibration data performed 

well for both resolutions. The RMSE was not very sensitive to choice of calibration data for the 2-mm 

resolution scan (Figure 3d), likely due to the gradient spectra of the 1.3-mm resolution scan having high 

overlap with the whole 2-mm resolution scan. Little qualitative differences in DWI were seen at either 

resolution, regardless of the calibration data used for compression.  

 

Figure 4a shows that strong similarity in basis function maps was maintained as the number of 

diffusion directions was reduced from 30 to 6, but a complete mismatch was observed when only one 

diffusion direction was included in the calibration. RMSE analysis was performed for diffusion-calibration 

data that incorporated 1 to 30 diffusion directions and was assessed for b0-only acquisitions (Figure 4b), as 

well as for all acquisitions (Figure 4c). For this specific analysis, calibration data did not include b0 

acquisitions given that the assessment of diffusion direction quantity was of interest. In both cases, RMSE 

increase was only observed below 6 directions. Similarly, image quality was similar for calibrations using 

30 and 6 directions, which drastically lowered when using a single direction (Figure 4d).  

 

Very little similarity in compressed basis function maps was observed between PGSE and OGSE 

calibration data (Figure 5a), yet there was strong similarity between the combined and PGSE cases. 

Accordingly, RMSE was highest for PGSE acquisitions that used OGSE calibration data, while the 

combined calibration data performed relatively well for both cases. (Figure 5b). These errors were observed 

as subtle blurring in the OGSE-calibrated mean PGSE DWI (Video S2; Figure 5c).       
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Different gradient profiles were observed for the spiral and EPI trajectories (Figure 6a), and 

frequency content analysis showed relatively larger spectral energy only along the x-channel for the EPI 

trajectory, overlapping significantly with both channels of the spiral trajectory (Figure 6b). There was 

strong similarity between the combined case and the EPI trajectory (Figure 6c). RMSE values were the 

lowest when using calibration data matching the image reconstruction (Figure 6d). The combined 

calibration performed well for EPI, but poorly for spiral. Small but noticeable qualitative differences in 

mean DWI were observed when calibrating with the other trajectory, or for calibrating with the combined 

data for spiral (Figure 6e).  

 

 The b-tensor encoding scan reconstructed using the calibration matrix determined from scan 1 

resulted in DWIs and ADC/µFA maps with high quality throughout the brain (Figure 7a). The high-quality 

STE images suggest good generalizability from LTE encodings used in the calibration. Mean DWI acquired 

from the LTE encoding scheme exhibited large improvements in image quality in comparison to images 

that were reconstructed with the conventional second order fit (Figure 7b).  

 

 Analysis of k-coefficient profiles calculated from the ETH Zurich scan showed good agreement 

between compressed fifth order terms and ground truth fifth order terms (Figure S3a), and a significant 

reduction in overall error was observed when using the proposed fitting method as opposed to conventional 

third order fit (Figure 8a). Accordingly, mean DWI and FA maps informed by compressed fifth-order k-

coefficients showed better agreement with ground truth reconstructions, than conventional third order fits 

(Figure 8b). For the frequency-sweep acquisition from Stanford, compressed fifth order k-coefficient data 

also showed better agreement with the ground truth profiles when compared to conventional third order 

(Figure S3b), which resulted in an overall reduction in mean RMSE error (Figure 8d). That said, the 

reduction in RMSE is modest, likely because there are few higher order terms for the large body gradient 

compared to the other specialized gradient systems investigated in this work. A combination of all the 

frequency-sweeps from all three gradient channels provided the best compression performance, as opposed 

to calibrations of individual channels (Figure 8e).  

 

 Compression performance based on the probe quantity showed incremental increases in RMSE as 

the probe quantity was reduced for compressed fitting (Figure 9a,b), with larger increases occurring 

specifically below 12 probes for the Western data (Figure 9a). When performing singular value optimization 

tests using RMSE for initial inputs of 8, 16, and 32 probes, the RMSE was more sensitive to the addition 

of more singular values when fewer probes were used. When 32 probes were used, more singular values 

could be retained before seeing a noticeable increase in error (Figure 9c).   
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4  |  Discussion 

 

In this work, we introduced a field monitoring procedure aimed to accurately fit higher order phase accrual 

using fewer field probes than are typically required. The technique requires a calibration scan that involves 

rotations and/or translations of the field probe array around the imaging volume, followed by the creation 

of a compression matrix. 

 

Truncation trade-offs. We found that the optimal number of singular vectors to retain in the compression 

matrix is generally less than the maximum permitted for any given number of probes. With too few singular 

values, RMSE and image degradation increases due to the removal of important basis functions. However, 

when the total number of basis functions is close to the number of probes, �̂� becomes more poorly 

conditioned leading to increased error when solving Equation 9. As shown in this work, the “optimal” 

number of singular values can vary between scanners and with different numbers of probes, which depends 

on the degree of higher order information contained in the principal components. For example, the 

calibration data from ETH Zurich displayed better performance when 7 singular values were used, 

indicating that the high-performance gradient exhibits pronounced higher order behaviour,21 and/or the 

conditioning of �̂� is better suited to handle more basis functions (likely due to closer and more evenly 

distributed probe positions). While manual determination of the optimal number of singular values was 

determined by comparison to a ground truth with many probes, the development of less user-intensive 

means of determining the threshold could be an area of future work. 

 

Generalizability: resolution. Despite possessing relatively different gradient amplitude and frequency 

profiles, minimal differences in k-coefficient fits and image quality were observed for resolution-varying 

calibration data. However, the best results were observed when using the high-resolution scan exhibiting a 

broader frequency content and a longer readout time. Thus, a high-bandwidth acquisition is recommended 

for calibration as it accesses a greater variety of higher spatial orders and improves generalizability.  

Diffusion directions. The consistently low RMSE values and comparable DWI when using 30 diffusion 

directions down to 6 for calibration suggests that good characterization can be performed if there are 

sufficient directions that are distributed uniformly to capture all eddy current self- and cross-terms (i.e., 6 

degrees of freedom). Diffusion gradient shape. The observable differences in spatial distribution maps and 

RMSE values indicate that the eddy current modes excited by the PGSE and OGSE diffusion gradients are 

different. PGSE exhibits a broader spectral response compared to OGSE, which excites a finite frequency 

range. Additionally, OGSE waveforms result in reduced higher spatial eddy current modes given their 
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partial canceling due to the alternating positive and negative gradient ramps.10,43 As a result, OGSE 

calibration data is less generalizable than PGSE, which likely explains why the combined compressed basis 

function map strongly resembles the PGSE case, and why attempting to reconstruct PGSE data using the 

OGSE calibration leads to significant errors. EPI vs spiral. The poor performance of combined EPI/spiral 

calibration data for the spiral acquisition was surprising and suggests that there are limits in generalizability 

when the number of probes (and thus number of singular vectors) is limited. That is, the combined 

calibration likely requires retaining more compressed basis functions than we can fit with 16 probes. 

Accordingly, there is likely a limited ability to design a “one-size-fits-all” calibration scan that is 

appropriate for all acquisitions. b-tensor encoding acquisition. With the above findings in mind, a b-tensor 

acquisition was reconstructed using the compression matrix devised from “scan 1” (higher resolution 

calibration with PGSE diffusion gradients). Despite notable differences in imaging parameters between the 

acquisition and calibration data, the high-quality results show that the selected calibration data is 

appropriate to use for a variety of routine acquisitions. Specifically, the scan incorporated spherical tensor 

encoding diffusion gradients, but the high-image quality seen for STE images confirms that the PGSE 

calibration successfully captures the basis functions that are commonly expressed by the induced eddy 

currents. Moreover, this scan incorporated higher b-values than the ones included in the calibration, 

suggesting that accurate characterizations are still achievable with different eddy current scaling. In 

summary, though there are trade-offs with generalizability and accuracy (e.g., combined EPI/spiral 

calibration performed poorly), results showed that somewhat general calibration scans for “classes” of 

sequences (e.g., one compression matrix for all spiral diffusion MRI) may be possible. Nevertheless, the 

design of optimal calibration scans is an avenue for future work. This includes the exploration of calibration 

optimization when performing different scan geometries, including small axial tilts experienced along 

commonly imaged orientations such as the anterior commissure - posterior commissure line.  

 

Other sites. The good agreement in k-coefficients and images relative to the ground truth cases achieved 

for two other scanners suggests that the technique is applicable to different scanners and gradient systems. 

The compression effectiveness of the Stanford calibration acquisition suggests that general acquisitions like 

chirped pulses have potential to identify many commonly excited basis functions, if all three gradient axes 

are probed. However, the application of this approach to routine imaging acquisition needs to be further 

explored given the generalizability/accuracy trade-offs described above.  

 

Fewer probes. The investigation of fewer than 16 probes was motivated by the notion that less probes may 

be used to characterize the field dynamics, if the probe quantity is greater than or equal to the total number 

of basis function terms. As results from our system showed, fits remained stable until 12 probes were used, 
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and for the ETH Zurich data, images maintained good quality down to 10 probes. Our data’s higher 

sensitivity to probe reduction is likely due to the quicker ill-conditioning of the problem as the probe 

quantity approaches the number of basis functions, whereas ETH Zurich data is better conditioned due to 

probes being placed within the DSV. The potential to reduce the probe amount required for high order 

fitting below 16 provided commercially may be advantageous in certain scenarios. Namely, when 

integrating field probes into RF coils, challenges in probe placement can arise especially when handling 

complex coils that house many elements. Fewer probes may simplify the incorporation of all probes and 

required elements. Additionally, instances may arise where only select probes are subject to rapid field 

variations. This technique enables removal of unfavorable probes that may hinder phase fitting, while still 

permitting higher order characterizations.  

 

Comparison to other approaches. The proposed technique was also compared to a previous approach 

presented by the authors, which in addition to weighted least squares fitting discussed earlier, fit the spatial 

orders one at a time to reduce error in lower order terms.24 While application of this previous technique 

resulted in reduced RMSE error and DWI blurring, further significant improvements were observed using 

basis function compression (Figure S4).    

  

Limitations. The calibration scheme did not consider spatial modes that might arise from physiological 

processes during concurrent monitoring, such as field changes from breathing. However, the differences 

are expected to be small due to the use of rapid single-shot trajectories. Additionally, for the Western data, 

a GIRF-like calibration scan was not considered. However, given that we already show challenges for 

generalizability here, it is unlikely that such a calibration scan would perform well for our system. It is also 

worth noting that acquiring field monitoring measurements in various probe positions may be challenging, 

particularly when using integrated field probe coils. For our configuration, modifications to cable 

connections and removal of the patient cradle were necessary to allow for relatively unrestricted movement 

of the head coil within the imaging volume. Lastly, it is likely that changing the RF coil position can alter 

the eddy current patterns due to reconfiguration of RF shielding components, particularly if asymmetric 

shielding is used. While not a large concern for the head-only scanner due to the absence of shielding in the 

head coil, this may be worth investigating on other systems by assessing the degree of field dynamic 

changes with reconfiguration of the RF coil.   
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5  |  Conclusion 

 

The presented field monitoring strategy enables the incorporation of additional higher order information 

than is permitted with a conventional collection of probes. This results in improvements in accuracy of field 

dynamics and diffusion data, specifically when field probes experience rapid spatial field variations. With 

the rise of specialized gradient systems having high gradient strengths and slew rates, field probes become 

more attractive to account for higher order perturbations. Using this technique to accurately measure these 

higher spatial orders may improve the ability to tap into the advanced capabilities of these systems, while 

maintaining high-quality image production.   
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List of Tables, Figures and Captions 

 

Scan Description Resolution TE TR Bandwidth Diffusion 

Weighting 

Scan 1 

Higher res spiral PGSE  

1.3 x 1.3 x 2 mm2 39 ms 2,500 ms 2014 Hz/Px PGSE encoding 

b = 1000 s/mm2 

Scan 2 

Lower res spiral PGSE 

2 x 2 x 2 mm2 39 ms 2,500 ms 4006 Hz/Px PGSE encoding 

b = 1000 s/mm2 

Scan 3 

Spiral OGSE 

1.3 x 1.3 x 2 mm2 93 ms 2,500 ms 2014 Hz/Px OGSE encoding 

b = 400 s/mm2 

frequency = 40 Hz 

Scan 4 

EPI PGSE 

1.3 x 1.3 x 2 mm2 53 ms 2,500 ms 2140 Hz/Px PGSE encoding 

b = 1000 s/mm2 

 

Table 1 Calibration Acquisition Details. To assess the impact of readout gradient frequency content on 

basis function compression, identical single-shot spiral diffusion-weighted acquisitions with different in-

plane resolutions and resulting bandwidths were performed. Additionally, an OGSE scheme using 40 Hz 

oscillating diffusion gradients10,31 was conducted to explore how frequency content of diffusion gradients 

may affect compression. Lastly, an EPI scan with similar imaging parameters as the higher resolution spiral 

acquisition was performed to explore the compression performance when calibrating with a different 

trajectory. 
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Figure 1 An outline of the typical compression process. In the first step, higher order field dynamics are 

characterized using a compilation of probe measurements acquired using various probe positions. Principal 

component analysis is then performed on the desired higher order phase coefficient time-courses, from 

which a compression matrix is determined in step 2. The matrix is truncated based on inspection to preserve 

only the most relevant basis functions. Lastly, the compression matrix can be applied to compress basis 

functions sampled using the conventional probe arrangement, from which decompressed higher order field 

dynamics can be retrieved for use in an expanded encoding model-based reconstruction.    
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Figure 2 Investigation of singular value threshold compression performance for scan 1. Shown in (a) is the 

average RMSE of up-to-second-order computed k-coefficients relative to the ground truth as a function of 

the singular value quantity preserved for compression. (b) presents the reconstructed mean DWI informed 

by the compressed k-coefficients using the outlined number of singular values. Zoom-ins highlight the 

substantial blurring experienced at the low and high singular value regimes. c) illustrates the error for up-

to-first-order k-coefficients relative to the ground truth (fifth order fit using 100 probes) for conventional 

first and second order fits and compressed fifth order fit using 5 singular values for compression. d) 

Respective reconstructed mean DWI and calculated FA maps when incorporating the same fitting schemes. 

Percent difference images were calculated relative to images informed by fifth order field dynamics and 

are shown in the left hemisphere of the images. Comparisons with conventional third order fits are not 

shown due to the absence of an overdetermined state and evidently higher errors exhibited (Video S1).  
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Figure 3 (a) Gradient readout profiles for the 1.3-mm and 2-mm in-plane acquisitions, and (b) respective 

power spectral density profiles. (c) Cross-sectional spatial distribution (left to right: x-y, y-z planes) of 

compressed basis functions when using low, high, and combined resolutions for the calibration data. Rows 

represent the compressed basis functions related to the first three principal components. (d) Mean RMSE 

analysis of up-to-second-order k-coefficients, using low, high, and combined resolutions for the calibration 

data. Comparison was performed for field dynamics measured for the 1.3-mm acquisition (left) and 2-mm 

acquisition (right). (e) Mean DWI reconstructions for the 1.3-mm (top) and 2-mm (bottom) acquisitions, 

when informed by field dynamics compressed based on the described calibration data: left-to-right 1.3-mm 

acquisition, 2-mm acquisition, combined resolutions, plus respective fifth order fits calculated using 100 

probes. Percent difference images were calculated relative to images informed by fifth order field dynamics 

and are shown in the left hemisphere of the images. 5 singular values were kept for compression.   
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Figure 4 (a) Cross-sectional spatial distribution (left to right: x-y, y-z planes) of compressed basis functions 

for calibration data equipped only with diffusion data containing 30,6,1 directions. b0 acquisitions were 

omitted from the calibration data itself for all relevant analysis. Rows represent the new basis functions 

related to the first three principal components. Mean RMSE analysis of up-to-second-order k-coefficients, 

when preserving the following amount of uniform diffusion directions in calibration: 30,18,12,6,3,1, for (b) 

b0 acquisitions only, and (c) when including the diffusion acquisitions in the analysis. (d) Mean b0 (top) and 

DWI (bottom) reconstructions when informed by field dynamics compressed using (left-to right) 30,6,1 

diffusion directions in the calibration data, plus respective fifth order fits calculated using 100 probes. 

Percent difference images were calculated relative to images informed by fifth order field dynamics and 

are shown in the left hemisphere of the images. 5 singular values were kept for compression. Directions in 

the subsets were chosen to maximize electrostatic repulsion for each subset.  
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Figure 5 (a) Cross-sectional spatial distribution (left to right: x-y, y-z planes) of compressed basis functions 

acquired from calibration data including PGSE, OGSE, and combined acquisitions. Rows represent the new 

basis functions related to the first three principal components. (b) Mean RMSE analysis of up-to-second-

order k-coefficients, calculated using the calibration data defined from PGSE, OGSE, and combined 
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acquisitions. Comparison was performed for field dynamics measured for the PGSE acquisition (left) and 

OGSE acquisition (right). (c) Mean DWI reconstructions for the PGSE (top) and OGSE (bottom) 

acquisitions, when informed by field dynamics compressed based on the described calibration data: left-to-

right PGSE acquisition, OGSE acquisition, and combined diffusion data, plus respective fifth order fits 

calculated using 100 probes. Percent difference images were calculated relative to images informed by fifth 

order field dynamics and are shown in the left hemisphere of the images. 5 singular values were kept for 

compressions, except for calibrations containing only OGSE data, where 3 singular values were preserved.    
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Figure 6 (a) Gradient readout profiles for the spiral and EPI acquisitions, and (b) respective power spectral 

density profiles. (a) Cross-sectional spatial distribution (left to right: x-y, y-z planes) of compressed basis 

functions determined from calibration data using the spiral trajectory, EPI trajectory, and combined 

trajectories. Rows represent the new basis functions related to the first three principal components. (b) Mean 

RMSE analysis of up-to-second-order k-coefficients, calculated using the calibration data from spiral, EPI, 

and combined acquisitions. Comparison was performed for field dynamics measured for the spiral 

acquisition (left) and EPI acquisition (right). (c) Mean DWI reconstructions for the spiral (top) and EPI 

(bottom) acquisitions, when informed by field dynamics compressed based on the described calibration 

data: left-to-right spiral acquisition, EPI acquisition, combined trajectories, plus respective fifth order fits 

calculated using 100 probes. Percent difference images were calculated relative to images informed by fifth 

order field dynamics and are shown in the left hemisphere of the images. 5 singular values were kept for 

compressions, except for spiral reconstructions calibrated using EPI data, which preserved 4 singular 

values.    
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Figure 7 (a) Mean sample image slices reconstructed for the linear and spherical tensor-encoded 

acquisitions incorporated in the b-tensor encoding scan, as well as computed ADC and µFA maps. 

Reconstructions were informed with compressed fifth order field dynamics, using the compression matrix 

determined from “Scan 1” calibration data. (b) Comparison of mean DWI from the LTE scan (b = 2000 

s/mm2) for reconstructions informed with conventional second order fits (top) and compressed fifth order 

fits (bottom), with zoom-ins highlighting the blurring reduction observed when implementing compressed 

5th order fits.   
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Figure 8 Algorithm performance on data from two additional scanners: Philips 3T housing a high-

performance gradient coil (top), and GE 3T Ultra-High-Performance scanner (bottom). (a) Mean RMSE 

comparison of k-coefficients up-to-second order when performing a conventional third order fit, and a 

compressed fifth order fit, relative to fifth order field dynamics computed using 64 probes. (b) 

Reconstructed mean DWI and calculated FA maps when informed by field dynamics determined by the 

same fitting schemes. Percent difference images were calculated relative to images informed by fifth order 

field dynamics and are shown in the left hemisphere of the images. 7 singular values were kept for 

compression. (c) First-order field-monitored trajectories from the chirped acquisition. (d) Mean RMSE 

comparison of k-coefficients up-to-second order when performing a conventional third order fit, and a 

compressed fifth order fit, relative to fifth order field dynamics computed using 48 probes. (e) Mean RMSE 

of k-coefficients as a function of the gradient frequency sweep acquisitions (x,y,z) included in the 

calibration data. 4 singular values were kept for compression. 
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Figure 9 Compression evaluation based on probe input for Western University and ETH Zurich data. (a) 

k-coefficient mean RMSE analysis for a range of 9-16 probes used for compressed fitting for Western 

University data. 5 singular values kept resulting in a total of 9 basis functions, hence the lowest probe 

amount equaling 9. (b) k-coefficient mean RMSE analysis for a range of 10-16 probes used for compressed 

fitting for ETH Zurich data. 6 singular values kept resulting in a total of 10 basis functions, hence the lowest 

probe amount equaling 10. (c) k-coefficient RMSE evaluation as a function of singular value quantity, for 

probe fitting amounts of 8,16, and 32 probes.  Further points are not plotted for 8 probes and 16 probes due 

to the total number of basis functions exceeding the number of probes. Probe subsets were determined by 

maximizing electrostatic repulsion for each subset. 

 



34 

 

Supporting Information 

 

Supporting Information S1 Scan details for additional sites 

 

ETH Zurich Data  

 

A healthy volunteer was scanned on a 3T Philips Achieva scanner housing a high-performance head-only 

gradient insert (200 mT/m max gradient strength and 600 T/m/s max slew rate, [22, 22, 20 cm] imaging 

volume in x, y, z directions respectively)42 after approval from the institutional review board. A single-shot 

spiral diffusion-weighted acquisition was performed with the following imaging parameters: FOV: 220 x 

220 mm2, 1.5 mm in-plane resolution, 3 mm slice thickness, number of slices: 20, TE/TR: 21/6,000 ms, 

rate 2 undersampling, bandwidth = 222 kHz, b = 0 s/mm2 acquisitions: 2, diffusion directions: 6, b-value: 

1000 s/mm2 using a PGSE scheme, axial orientation. Data for coil sensitivities and B0 maps was acquired 

using a multi-echo gradient echo scan. Using a dynamic field camera (Skope, Zurich, Switzerland), field 

monitoring of an identical imaging acquisition was performed in 4 different field camera positions, with 

each position involving a rotation of the camera about the z-axis, and one position being slightly translated 

along the z-direction. From this, a probe array consisting of 64 probes was compiled. A ground truth fifth-

order fit was performed for the acquisition, followed by the determination of a truncated compression 

matrix. Using this matrix, a compressed fifth order fit and a conventional third order fit were performed 

using only the 16 probes from the first orientation, mean probe distance from isocenter = 8.4 cm (range: 

7.7–8.9 cm). Images were reconstructed using an in-house model-based reconstruction algorithm at ETH 

Zurich.1  

 

Stanford Data  

 

A chirped scan was performed on the GE 3T Ultra-High-Performance scanner (100 mT/m max gradient 

strength, 200 T/m/s max slew rate, 50-cm imaging volume) at Stanford University’s Center for Cognitive 

and Neurobiological Imaging. The scan involved repeated acquisitions of frequency modulations from 0 to 

26 kHz individually along the x, y, and z gradients. A total of 48 sweeps were repeated along each gradient 

axis. Using a dynamic field camera (Skope, Zurich, Switzerland), field monitoring of the acquisition was 

performed in an empty scanner repeatedly for three different probe orientations, where the field probes 

were rotated about the z-axis in each case. Using this data, a probe array consisting of 48 probes was 

compiled, and a ground truth fifth order fit of the acquisition was performed. A compression matrix was 

determined using the calibration data. The singular value threshold was determined based on minimized 

RMSE of the k-coefficients relative to the ground truth. While frequency sweeps were 75 ms in duration, 

only data points up to 20 ms were included in the calibration as this comprised much of the high-amplitude 
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gradient oscillations, and limited the amount of noisy data points that could propagate into the principal 

component analysis. A compressed fifth order fit and a conventional third order fit were performed using 

the conventional 16-probe arrangement, mean probe distance from isocenter = 8.5 cm (range: 7.9–8.8 cm).  
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Figure S1 Reconstructed mean DWI informed by compressed k-coefficients calculated from “Scan 1” 

calibration data, using the described number of singular values, for the complete range of 2-9 singular 

values investigated. Comparable image quality was observed in the range of 4-7 singular values, whereas 

use of 2-3 and 8-9 singular values introduced significantly more blurring.  
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Figure S2 Sample 0th-5th order k-coefficient time-courses of the 1.3-mm single-shot spiral acquisition (Scan 

1), for different fitting methods: fifth order fit using 100 field probes (black), compressed fifth order fit 

(red), and conventional first order fit (blue). Overall, better agreement in first order terms was observed 

between the ground truth fifth order fit and compressed fifth order fit methods. Good agreement in these 

methods was also seen for the higher order terms.  
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Figure S3 Sample 0th-5th order k-coefficient time-courses of the single-shot spiral acquisition from (a) ETH 

Zurich and (b) the frequency sweep (Stanford), for different calculation methods: fifth order fit using 64 or 

48 field probes (black), compressed fifth order fit (red), and conventional first order fit (blue). In both cases, 

better overall agreement was observed between the ground truth and compressed fifth order fit techniques, 

especially for second and third order terms.  

 

 

 

Figure S4 Comparison of different proposed fitting techniques. (a) Quantitative k-coefficient RMSE 

analysis up-to-second order and (b) resulting qualitative mean DWI comparison informed by field dynamics 

computed conventionally with no form of fitting correction (left), using a previous fitting approach 

proposed by the authors (middle), and using the compressed basis function fitting approach (right). 

Improvements in both k-coefficient similarity and blurring reduction were observed with each successive 

iteration of fitting algorithm implemented.    

 

Video S1 Video comparison of mean DWI and FA maps informed by conventional third order fits using 

16 probes, third order fit using 100 probes, and fifth order fit using 100 probes. Significant improvements 

in image quality were apparent when moving to third order fit with a probe surplus. Small reductions in 

blurring in the DWI and improvement in the FA map were also observed when implementing a fifth order 

fit.  

 

Video S2 Mean DWI from a spiral PGSE acquisition informed with calibration data from the PGSE 

acquisition, OGSE acquisition, and when combining the two diffusion acquisitions. Blurring becomes more 

apparent when the compression matrix was determined using data from the OGSE acquisition.  


