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Abstract
Two robust techniques for quantification and compensation of eddy-current-induced magnetic-
field gradients and static magnetic-field shifts (ΔB0) in MRI systems are described. Purpose-built
1-D or 6-point phantoms are employed. Both procedures involve measuring the effects of a prior
magnetic-field-gradient test pulse on the phantom’s free induction decay (FID). Phantom-specific
analysis of the resulting FID data produces estimates of the time-dependent, eddy-current-induced
magnetic field gradient(s) and ΔB0 shift. Using Bayesian methods, the time dependencies of the
eddy-current-induced decays are modeled as sums of exponentially decaying components, each
defined by an amplitude and time constant. These amplitudes and time constants are employed to
adjust the scanner’s gradient pre-emphasis unit and eliminate undesirable eddy-current effects.
Measurement with the six-point sample phantom allows for simultaneous, direct estimation of
both on-axis and cross-term eddy-current-induced gradients. The two methods are demonstrated
and validated on several MRI systems with actively-shielded gradient coil sets.
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Introduction
Eddy currents induced in MRI systems by the application of pulsed magnetic-field gradients
result in undesired, time varying, magnetic-field gradients, Gζ(t), and magnetic-field shifts,
ΔBo(t). These gradients and field shifts produce artifacts that are most pronounced in
localized spectroscopy and diffusion-weighted EPI experiments. In localized spectroscopy,
eddy currents result in broadened resonances and distorted lineshapes [1]. This can be
especially problematic for very short echo-time experiments [2]. In the most severe cases,
eddy currents can completely prevent the acquisition of localized MRS measurements [3].
For pulsed-field-gradient, spin-echo diffusion experiments, long-lived eddy currents induced
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by the application of diffusion-encoding gradients can result in spuriously high diffusion
values [4].

In diffusion-weighted EPI, eddy-current-induced gradients and field shifts reveal themselves
as distinctive geometric distortions in the resulting images. Image shearing artifacts (eddy-
current-induced gradients in the read-out direction), image scaling artifacts (eddy-current-
induced gradients in the phase-encode direction) and bulk-position shifts (homogeneous
static field shifts) can all be nearly completely removed via data post-processing [5].
Further, the development of diffusion-weighting schemes designed to cancel eddy currents
[6–8] have reduced the necessity of post-processing image correction, although post-
processing is still routinely employed. Nevertheless, such post facto data correction schemes
and eddy-current-suppressing pulse sequences benefit from strategies that address the
genesis of eddy-current formation, e.g., eddy-current “pre-emphasis compensation” via
modulation of gradient switching (on/off) dynamics – the subject of this report.

The unwanted, persistent eddy currents in MRI systems can be categorized into three basic
types. A gradient pulse applied in one direction, the ŷ-direction for example, may induce a
time-dependent eddy current within conducting structures (components of the magnet,
gradient set, or RF coil) that results in a ŷ-direction magnetic field gradient, Gy,ζ(t), which
acts in opposition to the applied time-dependent gradient. This is referred to as an on-axis or
diagonal eddy-current-induced gradient term. In principle, a gradient pulse Gy(t) may also
produce cross terms – an eddy-current-induced gradient along another axis, Gx,ζ(t) for
example. The third eddy-current response category is a time-dependent homogeneous field
shift, ΔB0(t). This latter type of eddy-current-induced effect may arise from a spatial offset
between the gradient isocenter and the center point of the eddy-current-carrying structures
(which give rise to the undesirable eddy-current gradients) along the axis of the applied
gradient pulse [9]. In other cases, the ΔB0(t) shift may result from a bona fide homogeneous
field shift, for instance, if the eddy-current-carrying structure is the magnet bore tube.

The amplitudes of the eddy currents induced in conducting structures of the MRI magnet
(e.g., bore tube, magnet dewar, heat shield) are strongly dependent upon the relative sizes of
the gradient set and eddy-current-carrying structures. Prior to the introduction of actively-
shielded gradient-coil technology [10–12], mutual inductance between the gradient coil and
peripheral conducting structures in the magnet led to crippling eddy-current-induced
gradients and field shifts in systems without eddy-current compensation (e.g., eddy-current
gradients with amplitudes up to 50% of the intended pulsed-gradient magnitude [13–15]). In
modern imaging systems, a reduction of eddy-current amplitudes of more than an order of
magnitude is achievable with active shielding of the gradient-coil assembly. As a result,
uncompensated eddy-current gradient amplitudes are typically < 1% of the pulsed-gradient
amplitude [2,16].

The residual eddy currents in an MRI system with actively-shielded gradients can be further
reduced (10-fold or more) by pre-emphasis adjustments of the gradient waveform
[2,13,14,16–18]. Newer MRI scanners are equipped with gradient pre-emphasis units that
typically allow for the specification of at least three independent, exponential components
(each defined by an amplitude and time constant) for each possible eddy-current-induced
effect (diagonal and cross-term gradients, as well as time-dependent field shifts).

Numerous techniques have been described for the quantitative measurement of MR system
eddy-current-induced gradients with the aim of obtaining optimal gradient pre-emphasis
parameters [2,3,13–15,17–20]. Phase-mapping techniques [2,20] are elegant and do not
require precise placement or repeated repositioning of the eddy-current-sensitive phantom
sample. A phase-mapping approach geared specifically toward eddy-current correction in
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diffusion-weighted, spin-echo EPI has been reported [21]. A conceptually simple method
involves moving a small point-sample to multiple positions (at least two different positions
along each axis) and monitoring the temporal frequency response of the MR signal after a
long gradient test pulse [9,14,15]. However, this method requires repeated measurements at
multiple positions and delay times, making acquisition of a full set of measurements tedious.
Alternatively, the position-dependent frequency behavior from multiple, point-like samples
and an array of microcoils can be used to map the field without requiring sample
repositioning [22–23]. The point-like sample approach has more recently been applied to
monitor arbitrary gradient-waveform performance [24] and extended using a highly-doped,
disk-like 1-D sample [25]. (Note that the 1-D method developed in this report uses a non-
doped, extended, rod-like, 1-D sample.) The choice of measurement method is often one of
convenience and/or operator preference.

In this report, we describe two robust and efficient techniques for quantitative measurement
of eddy-current-induced gradients and field shifts in MRI systems. In addition to the scanner
itself, a volume RF coil and an eddy-current-sensitive, purpose-built phantom sample are the
only hardware required. Both measurements use a simple test procedure consisting of a
single, long-duration gradient pulse followed by a variable delay time, a broadband RF
excitation pulse, and sampling of the free induction decay (FID). Modeling of the FID
allows extraction of the time varying residual (eddy-current-induced) gradient amplitudes
and field shifts. The time evolution of the eddy-current-induced gradient amplitudes and
field shifts are then modeled using Bayesian probability theory methods [26–28] to produce
estimates of component amplitudes and time constants. After determining scaling factors
that describe the response of the MRI scanner’s gradient pre-emphasis unit, the amplitudes
and time constants characterizing the gradient and field shift time-dependencies are used to
suppress the undesirable eddy-current behavior of the MRI magnet/gradient system.

It is worth noting that the design of eddy-current compensation units typically incorporates
the assumption that the eddy-current-induced magnetic field gradients are spatially constant
at any instant in time (i.e., the eddy-current-induced magnetic field varies as a linear
function of spatial coordinates) and can be modeled as sums of exponentially decaying (in
time) components. As a result, there is no option to employ other functional basis sets. Thus,
the principal challenge is to obtain high quality data characterizing the MRI system’s eddy-
current-induced magnetic-field gradients and then properly model the data as sums of
exponential components (i.e., estimate the amplitudes and time constants).

Rather than aiming for sequence-specific eddy-current correction parameters, the
measurement techniques described in this report are intended to eliminate global, MRI
system-specific eddy-current gradients and field shifts for the varied applications employed
by users of our MR facility. The two novel measurement methods described have different
advantages and limitations, but are both simple and straightforward to implement as part of a
routine, periodic QA testing procedure. (Note that many of the eddy-current measurement,
data analysis, and correction procedures used by instrument vendors are proprietary and not
always accessible to the end user, making it difficult to incorporate them into QA testing
procedures.)

Theoretical Background
One-Dimensional Sample Measurement: Description of FID Signal Decay

The time-domain signal from an arbitrary, macroscopic sample of uniform density and
possessing a single resonance (e.g, water) in a pulse-and-acquire experiment is described by
an equation of the form
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[Eq. 1]

When the magnetic field throughout the sample volume, Vo, is perfectly homogeneous,
ω(r ⃗)=γ · Bo=ωo (ignoring chemical shift), and the resulting FID exhibits pure exponential
decay with rate constant R2. The situation becomes considerably more complex in the
presence of magnetic-field inhomogeneities across the sample volume or within a
magnetically non-homogeneous sample [29].

For the special case of a magnetically homogeneous, one-dimensional (1-D) sample of
length L, in the presence of a static magnetic-field gradient G⃗(r ⃗) that is collinear with the
sample, the free-induction decay following a short, broadband RF pulse [i.e., ΔνRF ≫ (γ/2π)
·G·L] is described by the well-known sinc function,

[Eq. 2]

In practice, it is not possible to perfectly shim the magnetic field across the length of a finite
sample. Thus, the frequency as a function of position (z) in the 1-D sample is more
accurately described by

[Eq. 3]

where Gζ is either an eddy-current-induced gradient or an intentionally applied gradient. Gbg
is the unavoidable static background gradient due to imperfect shimming of the sample. For
simplicity, we ignore higher order, spatially non-linear terms, O(z2). In this case, the time-
domain signal is still described by Eq. 2, but with G = Gζ + Gbg. In most MRI applications,
the applied imaging gradients, Gζ, are much larger than the background field gradients. As a
result, the Gbg term can usually be ignored. For the 1-D eddy-current measurements
developed here, the background gradients may be comparable to or even larger than the
eddy-current-induced gradients Gζ(t).

The effects of signal damping due to T2 relaxation (e−R2·t) and signal scaling due to
transmit/receive hardware and pulse-sequence parameters (So) can be eliminated by
normalizing the FID acquired in the presence of Gζ + Gbg with the time-domain signal
acquired when only Gbg is present. The resulting normalized time-domain signal is then

[Eq. 4]

In Eq. 4, we have used the notation S+[t,(Gζ + Gbg)] to make it explicit that the polarity of
the test gradient pulse is positive. If analysis is limited to a very early, narrow time window
of data points in the normalized FID signal, over which the decaying eddy-current-induced
gradient is nearly constant, the result of Eq. 4 can be approximated by a Taylor-Series
expansion to second order around t = 0 (the center of the broadband RF excitation pulse),
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[Eq. 5]

After fitting the normalized time-domain signal to the function

[Eq. 6]

it is straightforward to estimate Gζ from the fitting parameter α+ if Gbg is known.

If, however, Gbg is unknown, the amplitudes of eddy-current-induced gradients, Gζ, can still
be estimated by assuming that they are equal and opposite for test gradients of opposite
polarities. In this situation, the background gradients remain unaltered and, in the presence
of eddy currents following a test gradient pulse of negative polarity, the normalized signal is
approximated by

[Eq. 7]

In analogy to Eq. 6, the normalized FID data can then be fit with a single parameter, α−:

[Eq. 8]

By adding α− and α+, the background gradient can be eliminated, since

[Eq. 9]

The normalized, time-domain data are most expeditiously fit to a fourth-order polynomial
(even orders only) with respect to time, but the eddy-current amplitude is derived from
treatment of the second-order coefficients, as per Eq. 9.

In situations where the eddy-current-induced gradient is large enough, it can be estimated
directly from the first null (t0) in the FID data. To a high degree of accuracy, the bandwidth
of frequencies contained within a time-domain sinc envelope (symmetric about t = 0) is
given by [30]

[Eq. 10]

Six-Point Sample Measurement
The phantom for the six-point (3-D) sample measurement consists of six 1H-containing
solvents in spherical bulbs approximating point samples. These point samples are positioned
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symmetrically about the origin along the principal coordinate axes (x, y, z) as depicted in
Fig. 1. The point-sample solvents each have a 1H NMR spectrum consisting of a single
resonance with a chemical shift that is well-separated from those of the other five solvents
(Table 1) [31–32].

As an example, the resonance frequency of a given point-sample solvent (e.g., solvent #3),
with chemical shielding constant, σ3, in the presence of (i) static background magnetic-field
gradient, Gbg, (ii) time-varying, eddy-current-induced field gradient along the z-axis, Gz,ζ(t),
and (iii) spatially-homogeneous, time-dependent field shift, ΔB0(t), is

[Eq. 11]

The time-independent frequency shifts due to chemical shielding and background gradients
can be collected into a single term, ν(z3),

[Eq. 12]

The eddy-current-induced gradient along a principal coordinate axis (e.g., z), as detected at
two points (e.g., point-sample solvents 3 and 4, positioned at z3 and z4, respectively), is
easily determined, since the difference in frequencies between samples 3 and 4 is given by

[Eq. 13]

In Eq. 13, the effect of the chemical shieldings, σ3 and σ4, on the eddy-current-induced
frequency shift has been ignored since their effect is vanishingly small in this case (σ3 ~ σ4
≪ 1).

An implicit assumption in this treatment is that the field variation due to each time-
dependent, eddy-current-induced gradient is linear in the spatial coordinate. Based on this
assumption, the amplitudes of the eddy-current-induced gradients along all three Cartesian
axes can be determined simultaneously from a single spectral measurement, as shown
schematically in Fig. 2. The spectral measurements must be made by acquiring a highly
truncated FID so as to quantify the eddy-current-induced gradient amplitudes at a well-
defined delay time following the tailing edge of the applied gradient pulse. The practical
limitations this imposes on the temporal resolution of the eddy-current decay and the
minimum required spectral-acquisition times for spectral frequency estimates are described
below.

Experimental
Eddy-current-induced gradient amplitudes were measured on each of three Agilent/Varian
small-animal MRI scanners with Agilent/Magnex actively-shielded gradient assemblies and
super conducting magnets (two @ 4.7 T and one @ 11.74 T). The relevant hardware
characteristics of the MRI systems are listed in Table 2. We use the abbreviations System
#1, #2 and #3 throughout. For measurements in the two 4.7-T scanners (Systems #1 and #2),
the same 73-mm diameter linear Litz volume coil was used (Doty Scientific, Inc.). A 38-mm
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Doty quadrature Litzcage coil was used for measurements in the 11.74-T scanner (System
#3).

Pulse Sequence
The pulse sequence used to produce and measure eddy-current-induced gradients and field
shifts consisted of a long-duration (2.5 – 3 s) gradient pulse followed by a variable delay
time, δ, and a broad-band RF excitation pulse. The gradient pulse ramp-down (tailing edge)
was set to the maximum gradient linear slew rate for the system (Table 2). Gradient-pulse
durations were chosen to be at least five-fold longer than the time constant of the slowest-
decaying eddy-current component. Thus, the eddy-current effects all originate from the
tailing edge of the long-duration gradient pulse. Limitations on the amplitude of the long test
gradient pulses are imposed by circuit breakers (which nominally trip at current thresholds
of 70 A r.m.s.) in the gradient-filter boxes of these MRI systems.

1-D Phantom Construction
The 1-D phantom consisted of a length of 3-mm, thin-wall (2.42 mm, i.d.) NMR tube
(Wilmad LabGlass) filled with deionized water. To reduce Bo inhomogeneities arising from
the finite length of the sample (end effects), p-phenylene sulfide susceptibility plugs (Doty
Scientific, Inc.) were placed at the ends of the column of liquid. The length, L, of the 1-D
sample was primarily limited by the volume of the RF volume coils. The eddy-current-
measurement sensitivity is roughly proportional to L2 (e.g., Eq. 9). However, the desire for
increased sensitivity must be balanced against the need for uniform coil receptivity across
the sample (implicit in Eq. 2) and the desire for optimal shimming over the spatial
dimensions of the sample. The length of the column of water in the phantom ranged from 2
– 4.5 cm; its precise length was determined from MR images. The capped 1-D sample was
held in a foam or plastic holder which was used to align it with the MRI magnet’s x-, y- or
z-axes. Typical linewidths after manual shimming were 2 – 5 Hz.

Six-Point (3-D) Phantom Construction
The 1H-containing solvents of the six-point phantom were placed in 18 μL spherical glass
bulbs (Wilmad LabGlass). The collection of spherical bulbs was held in a plexiglass tube,
machined with six small holes to accommodate the necks of the spherical bulbs and to align
the bulbs in an octahedral geometry (Fig. 1). The phantom was positioned with the six
samples symmetrically placed about the gradient isocenter. Field homogeneity adjustments
for the six-sample measurement were most easily made by shimming on a large-volume,
doped-water phantom centered within the RF coil. After shimming, the large-volume
phantom was replaced with the six-point, 3-D phantom and the RF coil returned to the same
position within the magnet with no further adjustment of field homogeneity. The six
resonances in the resulting spectra were clearly resolved. The distances between point-
sample solvents in the phantom, aligned along a given axis, were determined in a series of
imaging experiments. The distance measurements were always made in the phase-encode
direction of the images to avoid chemical shift artifacts. For this measurement method,
sensitivity is improved with increasing separation between the point samples, but these
dimensions are limited by the size of the RF coil.

Data Acquisition and FID modeling (1-D sample measurement)
FID measurements with the 1-D sample were made either in the absence of a long-duration
gradient pulse or at variable delays after a gradient pulse of positive or negative polarity.
After discarding the first 500 μs – 1.5 ms of each FID (25 kHz band width), the subsequent
2-ms FID window (50 time-domain data points) was employed in the analysis. (Note that the
first 500 μs – 1.5 ms of each FID was dominated by a rapidly-decaying signal component
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due to 1H-containing polymeric materials in the sample holder and/or RF coil. The 1-D
phantom consists of a volume of < 1 mL. Under these conditions, the relative amplitude of
the contaminating 1H signal originating from the RF coil form and sample holder is non-
negligible.) The individual FIDs (2 ms, 50 data points) were modeled, as described in the
Theoretical Background section, using code running in Matlab (The Mathworks, Inc.).
Briefly, the Varian binary FID data were imported into Matlab. The very early 2-ms sample
of the discrete, magnitude FID, acquired in the absence of eddy-current-induced gradients
and field shifts, was fit to a fourth-order polynomial. The resulting fit-function values at
each time-domain data point were used to normalize the magnitude FIDs acquired in the
presence of eddy-current-induced gradients (Eq. 4). The resulting normalized, magnitude
FID was then fit with a polynomial, containing terms of order t0, t2 and t4. Addition of the
second-order coefficients from positive and negative test-gradient polarities (Eq. 9) allows
for estimation of the eddy-current-induced gradient. Eddy-current-induced ΔBo shifts were
determined, after eliminating eddy-current-induced residual gradients, from the rate of phase
accumulation of the time-domain FID compared to that in the absence of a gradient test
pulse:

[Eq. 14]

The signal phase was estimated in the usual manner from the time-domain signal, S(t):

[Eq. 15]

Data Acquisition and FID modeling (six-point, 3-D sample method)
Parameters employed for the six-point sample, 3-D measurement were: acquisition time = 8
ms, sweep width = 83 kHz (667 complex data points). To avoid the relatively large
amplitude, short-T2

* signal component arising from the sample holder and RF coil, the
receiver was gated off for 500–750 μs after the broadband RF excitation pulse. A Bayesian
analysis software suite [33,34] was used to model the time-domain FID data as a set of six
exponentially-decaying sinusoids with independent phases and decay rates. Ideally, the
frequencies of the six sinusoids should be estimated at specific instances in time following
application of the gradient pulse. However, it is well appreciated that uncertainty in
frequency estimates scales inversely with data-acquisition period, with shorter periods
leading to greater uncertainty. Thus, there is an unavoidable tradeoff between accurate time-
evolution registration and accurate frequency estimation. Fortunately, Bayesian estimation
of resonance-frequency is quite accurate provided the data acquisition period (i.e., time-
domain truncation) is not too short [35]. It was determined empirically that data collected in
the absence of time-varying eddy currents with acquisition times less than 8 ms led to
frequency estimates for the six resonances that deviated unacceptably from those determined
by analysis of non-truncated FIDs. Thus, the data acquisition period was set to 8 ms.

The full set of FIDs, acquired following different delay times, δ, and different test-gradient
directions, was batch processed with the Bayes Analyze module of the Bayesian software
suite [33]. Software written in Matlab was used to read in the Bayesian-estimated resonance
frequencies from the set of spectra to compute the associated directional gradient amplitudes
and average ΔBo shifts from each spectrum. Finally, the gradient amplitudes and ΔBo shifts
were formatted into ascii files and used as input for the Bayesian Exponential Analysis
package (see below).
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Bayesian Modeling of the Time-Dependent, Eddy-Current-Induced Gradients
The time-dependent, eddy-current-induced magnetic-field gradient amplitude and ΔBo-shift
data gathered via either the 1-D or six-point (3-D) sample measurements were modeled as a
sum of exponentially decaying components, each with independent amplitudes and time-
constants:

[Eq. 15]

and

[Eq. 16]

The Bayesian software suite’s exponential analysis package [26–28] was employed for
model selection and parameter estimation.

Gradient Pre-emphasis
Eddy-current-induced gradient amplitudes and time constants, estimated from Bayesian
exponential modeling, were applied by the MRI system’s pre-emphasis unit to suppress
eddy-current-induced gradients. Eddy-current/pre-emphasis amplitude scaling factors were
determined using the approach outlined by de Graaf [3].

Eddy current compensation efficacy
Single-shot, spin-echo EPI images were acquired using System #2 (Table 2) from a phantom
sample of PEG 400 (polyethylene glycol, mol. wt.ave = 400 g/mol) without and with very
heavy (b ~ 534,000 s/mm2) diffusion weighting. The diffusion-weighting scheme consisted
of a pair of trapezoidal diffusion-weighting gradients. Thus, data were acquired without the
benefit of eddy-current-minimizing diffusion-weighting schemes [6–8].

Results
The residual eddy-current-gradient amplitudes in the three small-animal MRI systems
(hardware details as listed in Table 2) are presented in Table 3. The time-varying, eddy-
current-induced gradient and ΔBo shift components were characterized according to the time
constant of the decay as fast (τ < 2 ms), intermediate (2 ms < τ < 100 ms) or slow (τ > 100
ms). Prior to pre-emphasis correction, the fast-decaying components of the eddy-current-
induced gradients had the largest amplitudes in all three MRI systems.

In most cases, the expected general trend toward larger eddy-current-induced gradient
amplitude with an increasing ratio of gradient assembly-to-magnet bore diameters (dgrad/
dmagnet) was observed. Figure 3 is a graphical depiction of this trend, wherein the size of
eddy-current-induced gradients (quantified as the sum of the amplitudes of each time-
decaying component in Table 3 across all three Cartesian axes) is plotted vs. dgrad/dmagnet.
The importance of this factor dominates differences in gradient slew rates, which varied by
an order of magnitude across the three MRI systems (Table 2). In the worst case, the z →z
gradient interaction in System #1, the sum of diagonal residual gradient amplitudes was ~
1% of the pulsed gradient’s amplitude. In all three systems, the smallest diagonal (on-axis)
eddy-current gradients were observed for pulsed gradients applied along the x-direction
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(parallel to the laboratory floor). Surprisingly, in the system with the largest dgrad/dmagnet
ratio (System #1), diagonal x → x eddy currents were completely absent.

From inspection of the data in Fig. 4 and other plots (not shown), it is clear that the 1-D
sample measurement captures information about short-lived decay components that is not
detectable via the six-point (3-D) sample method. Presumably, this limitation of the six-
point sample method is a result of the relatively long (8 ms) acquisition time required for
accurate estimation of spectral frequencies. For the 1-D measurement a very early 2-ms
window of the FID (50 data points) is fit to the Taylor Series model. For data in which the
delay time (δ) between the end of the gradient pulse and the center of the broadband RF
excitation pulse was larger than 5 ms, the eddy-current gradient-decay profiles measured by
the 1-D and 3-D techniques were nearly superimposable. Small systematic differences in the
results produced by the two techniques exist in the intermediate-to-long time range.
Consider, for example, the data shown in Fig. 4. Here, for δ > 5 ms, the residual gradient
observed via the six-point (3-D) sample method is consistently larger, by a few hundredths
of a percent, than that determined by the 1-D sample measurement. Similar deviations in
residual gradient amplitude between the two techniques were also observed in other data
sets.

Based on scatter in the δ > 3 s data, the estimated residual gradient limit of detection is on
the order of 0.6 mG/cm for both of the techniques described here. (Efforts to improve this
limit of detection via greater signal averaging were not explored.) After setting the correct
gradient pre-emphasis parameters, the MRI system residual eddy-current-induced gradients
were reduced to nearly the noise level in the measurement (< 1 mG/cm). System eddy-
current pre-emphasis parameters appeared to be highly reproducible between repeated
measurements made days, or even weeks, apart.

Figure 5, shows single-shot, spin-echo EPI diffusion images obtained without and with (b ~
534,000 s/mm2) diffusion weighting. Note that there is no detectible distortion in the heavily
diffusion-weighted image, which was acquired without the benefit of eddy-current
minimizing diffusion-weighting schemes [6–8].

Discussion
In addition to attenuating unwanted eddy-current-induced gradients by more than an order of
magnitude, the introduction of actively-shielded gradient assemblies also greatly simplifies
the data analysis required for non-iterative calculation of appropriate gradient pre-emphasis
parameters. Two separate papers appearing in 1990 [14,17] pointed out that for elimination
of eddy currents, an MRI system’s temporal response to gradient pulses required: (i) Laplace
transformation of the time-dependent system response, (ii) solution for the required input
current (I(s) in Laplace transform space), and (iii) inverse Laplace transformation (back into
the time domain) to determine the required input current, I(t). This was necessary because
the gradient pre-emphasis process itself produced eddy currents. In MRI scanners with
actively-shielded gradient assemblies, however, the magnitudes of the eddy currents
produced by the uncompensated gradient waveforms themselves are sufficiently small that
the eddy currents can be treated as a small perturbation. In systems with very nearly linear
response, once the eddy currents have been quantitatively measured, their amplitudes and
time constants can be used directly for gradient waveform pre-emphasis [2–16].

This simpler approach of measuring the MRI systems’ eddy-current-induced gradient
response and using the resulting residual gradient amplitudes and time constants for gradient
pre-emphasis was essentially the one used herein. An important caveat is that the scaling
relationship between the MRI system’s pre-emphasis unit and the measured eddy-current

Spees et al. Page 10

J Magn Reson. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 September 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



amplitudes must be measured. We followed the straightforward procedure outlined by de
Graaf [3] for determining the eddy-current/pre-emphasis amplitude scaling factors. In two of
our small-animal MRI systems (Systems #1 and #2 with newer Agilent/Varian
DirectDrive™ consoles) the scaling factors for eddy-current-induced gradient corrections
were unity. In the third (System #3 with an older Varian INOVA console), the gradient scale
factors were on the order of ~ 0.5, but differed for the three axes (x, y, and z). Also, the
scaling factors for proper ΔB0 pre-emphasis differed amongst the three gradient channels (x,
y and z) on all three consoles. Presumably, this effect arises from subtle differences in the
amplification/attenuation of each of the gradient-waveform channels as they feed into the
ΔB0 pre-emphasis unit. Lastly, except for very short-lived pre-emphases (τ < 2 ms), the
scaling factors for a given gradient pre-emphasis channel were consistent across a range of
time constants. With the exception of the fast-decaying components, eddy-current estimation
and correction can be performed in a single step. For the short-lived components, the pre-
emphasis amplitudes required were up to three times as large as their initial estimates. This
likely arises from the difficulty of accurately estimating the amplitude of the fast
components when the first 500 μs – 1.5 ms of FID data was discarded, coupled with finite
delays for gradient turn-off and RF pulses.

The six-point (3-D) sample method offers the convenience of determining the residual
gradients along all three axes simultaneously in one measurement. However, very short-
lived, eddy-current-induced gradients (τ < 2 ms) are not detected by the six-point sample
method. This limitation arises because accurate frequency estimation is compromised by
severely truncated FID data [35]. In some circumstances, this limitation may be of very little
or no consequence. For instance, in a 7.0 T clinical, head-only, 68.0-cm bore MRI system,
the shortest-lived eddy currents decayed with a time constant of 43 ms [2–16]. Except for
localized spectroscopy data acquired with sub-millisecond echo times [36], it is the long-
lived eddy-current-induced gradient components that lead to measurement artifacts. Indeed,
it has been suggested that correcting only the long-lived eddy-current behavior may be
sufficient for most diffusion-weighted spin-echo EPI measurements [21]. Certainly, the
long-lived components, whose effects integrate over time, have the opportunity to contribute
more to signal phase evolution than short-lived, fast-decaying components.

The data available from this study do not directly address the cause of the systematic
differences in eddy-current-induced gradients quantified by the 1-D and six-sample (3-D)
measurements. We speculate that they are related to higher-order residual gradients, whose
presence has been demonstrated previously [20]. Inaccuracy in determining the distance
between point samples in the six-point (3-D) phantom is another possible contributing
factor. The fundamental difference between the two methods is that while the 1-D sample
measurement is based on a 1-D Fourier transform of the position-dependent phase
accumulated across the entire length of a 1-D phantom, the six-point sample technique is
based on the resonance frequency difference at two discrete positions, defining a line, along
the residual gradient axis. Depending on the details of the residual-gradient profile, the
differences in sign and amplitude of the measured gradients will be sensitive to the exact
placement of each pair of point solvents along a given axis for the six-point sample
phantom. However, these differences appear to be quite small – on the order of at most a
few hundredths of a percent.

The measurement techniques and analyses described herein allow for straightforward and
nearly complete elimination of eddy-current effects in MRI scanners. With the exception of
the fastest-decaying eddy-current components (τ < 2 ms), the procedures require only a
single measurement. The size of the non-ideality of the gradient response in the three
different small-animal MRI scanners in our lab is small, but, as expected, depends primarily
on the ratio of gradient-assembly to magnet-bore diameters.
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While the focus of the current paper is on applications of the measurements in MRI systems,
one could imagine using slightly adapted phantoms for measureming eddy currents in high-
resolution NMR systems equipped with pulsed gradients, for which eddy currents can also
be problematic. Indeed, diffusion-weighting schemes designed to offer some degree of eddy-
current cancellation have been found to be beneficial in high-resolution NMR spectrometers
[37]. The two methods developed in this paper for measurement of residual eddy current-
induced gradients could be adapted for use in high-resolution NMR instruments. A 1-D
sample (a short capillary tube) could be used for z-axis measurements (along the magnet
bore) and an array of 4 capillaries held within a larger NMR tube used to quantify x and y
components (a 2-D adaptation of the 6-point sample method described herein). Once
acquired, the eddy current parameters could be used for setting gradient pre-emphases on
high-resolution, pulsed-gradient NMR spectrqometers.

Acknowledgments
Support for this work was provided by the National Institute of Health NCI Small Animal Imaging Resource
Program (U24CA083060) and National Institute of Biomedical Imaging and Bioengineering (5R01EB002083-11).
Niels Buhl was supported by funding from the Danish National Research Foundation. Dr. Daniel Green of Agilent
Technologies is gratefully acknowledged for valuable discussions. We are indebted to Dr. G. Larry Bretthorst for
assistance with Bayesian modeling. Free download of the Bayesian tool box and users manual is available at URL
http://bayesiananalysis.wustl.edu/.

References
1. Jehenson P, Syrota A. Correction of Distortions due to the Pulsed Magnetic Field Gradient-Induced

Shift in Bo Field by Postprocessing. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 1989; 12:253–256.
[PubMed: 2559288]

2. Terpstra M, Andersen PM, Gruetter R. Localized eddy current compensation using quantitative field
mapping. Journal of Magnetic Resonance. 1998; 131:139–143. [PubMed: 9533916]

3. de Graaf, RA. In Vivo NMR Spectroscopy. John Wiley & Sons; Chichester, U.K: 2007.
4. Gibbs SJ, Johnson CS. A PFG NMR Experiment for Accurate Diffusion and Flow Studies in the

Presence of Eddy Currents. Journal of Magnetic Resonance. 1991; 93:395–402.
5. Jezzard P, Barnett AS, Pierpaoli C. Characterization of and Correction for Eddy Current Artifacts in

Echo Planar Diffusion Imaging. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 1998; 39:801–812. [PubMed:
9581612]

6. Alexander AL, Tsuruda JS, Parker DL. Elimination of Eddy Current Artifacts in Diffusion-
Weighted Echo-Planar Images: The Use of Bipolar Gradients. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine.
1997; 38:1016–1021. [PubMed: 9402204]

7. Finsterbusch J. Eddy-Current Compensated Diffusion Weighting with a Single Refocusing RF
Pulse. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 2009; 61:748–754. [PubMed: 19132755]

8. Reese T, Heid O, Weisskoff R, Wedeen V. Reduction of Eddy-Current-Induced Distortion in
Diffusion MRI Using a Twice-Refocused Spin Echo. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 2003;
49:177–182. [PubMed: 12509835]

9. Hughes DG, Robertson S, Allen PS. Intensity Artifacts in MRI Caused by Gradient Switching in an
Animal-Size NMR Magnet. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 1992; 25:167–179. [PubMed:
1593949]

10. Mansfield P, Chapman B. Active Magnetic Screening of Gradient Coils in NMR Imaging. Journal
of Magnetic Resonance. 1986; 66:573–576.

11. Punchard, WFB.; Pillsbury, RD. Magnetic Resonance Imaging Systems. MIT; 1988.
12. Roemer, PB.; Hickey, JS. Self-Shielded Gradient Coils for Nuclear Magnetic Resonance Imaging.

General Electric; US: 1988.
13. Wysong RE, Lowe IJ. A Simple Method of Measuring Gradient Induced Eddy Currents to Set

Compensation Networks. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 1993; 29:119–121. [PubMed:
8419731]

Spees et al. Page 12

J Magn Reson. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 September 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

http://bayesiananalysis.wustl.edu/


14. Jehenson P, Westphal M, Schuff N. Analytical Method for the Compensation of Eddy-Current
Effects Induced by Pulsed Magnetic Field Gradients in NMR Systems. Journal of Magnetic
Resonance. 1990; 90:264–278.

15. Liu Q, Hughes DG, Allen PS. Quantitative Characterization of the Eddy Current Fields in a 40-cm
Bore Superconducting Magnet. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 1994; 31:73–76. [PubMed:
8121273]

16. Kickler N, van der Zwaag W, Mekle R, Kober T, Marques JP, Krueger G, Gruetter R. Eddy current
effects on a clinical 7T-68cm bore scanner. Magn Reson Mater Phy. 2010; 23:39–43.

17. van Vaals JJ, Bergman AH. Optimization of Eddy-Current Compensation. Journal of Magnetic
Resonance. 1990; 90:52–70.

18. Jensen DJ, Brey WW, Delayre JL, Narayana PA. Reduction of Pulsed Gradient Settling Time in
the Superconducting Magnet of a Magnetic Resonance Instrument. Medical Physics. 1987;
14:859–862. [PubMed: 3683316]

19. Robertson S, Hughes DG, Liu Q, Allen PS. Analysis of the Temporal and Spatial Dependence of
the Eddy Current Fields in a 40-cm Bore Magnet. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 1992;
25:158–166. [PubMed: 1593948]

20. Boesch C, Gruetter R, Martin E. Temporal and Spatial Analysis of Fields Generated by Eddy
Currents in Superconducting Magnets: Optimization of Corrections and Quantitative
Characterization of Magnet/Gradient Systems. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 1991; 20:268–
284. [PubMed: 1775052]

21. Papadakis N, Martin K, Pickard J, Hall L, Carpenter T, Huang C. Gradient Preemphasis
Calibration in Diffusion-Weighted Echo-Planar Imaging. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 2000;
44:616–624. [PubMed: 11025518]

22. Hammer B. Magnetic field mapping with an array of nuclear magnetic resonance probes. Review
of Scientific Instruments. 1996; 67:2378–2380.

23. De Zanche N, Barmet C, Nordmeyer-Massner JA, Pruessmann KP. NMR Probes for Measuring
Magnetic Fields and Field Dynamics in MR Systems. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 2008;
60:176–186. [PubMed: 18581363]

24. Han H, MacGregor R, Balcom B. Pure phase encode magnetic field gradient monitor. Journal of
Magnetic Resonance. 2009; 201:212–217. [PubMed: 19815435]

25. Han H, Ouriadov A, Fordham E, Balcom B. Direct Measurement of Magnetic Field Gradient
Waveforms. Concepts in Magnetic Resonance, Part A. 2010; 36:349–360.

26. Bretthorst GL. How accurately can parameters from exponential models be estimated? Concepts in
Magnetic Resonance. 2005; Part A 27A:73–83.

27. Bretthorst GL, Hutton WC, Garbow JR, Ackerman JJH. Exponential parameter estimation (in
NMR) using Bayesian probability theory. Concepts in Magnetic Resonance, Part A. 2005; 27A:
55–63.

28. Bretthorst GL, Hutton WC, Garbow JR, Ackerman JJH. Exponential Model Selection (in NMR)
Using Bayesian Probability. Concepts in Magnetic Resonance, Part A. 2005; 27A:64–72.

29. Yablonskiy D, Haacke E. Theory of NMR Signal Behavior in Magnetically Inhomogeneous
Tissues: The Static Dephasing Regime. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 1994; 32:749–763.
[PubMed: 7869897]

30. Bernstein, M.; King, K.; Zhou, X. Handbook of MRI Pulse Sequences. Elsevier Academic Press;
Burlington, MA: 2004.

31. Gottlieb HE, Kotlyar V, Nudelman A. NMR Chemical Shifts of Common Laboratory Solvents as
Trace Impurities. J Organic Chem. 1997; 62:7512–7515.

32. NIoAISaT (Japan). Database for Organic Compounds. National Institute of Advanced Industrial
Science and Technology; Japan: 2010. (http://riodb01.ibase.aist.go.jp/sdbs/)

33. Bretthorst, GL. 2011. http://bayesiananalysis.wustl.edu/index.html
34. Bretthorst GL. Bayesian Analysis. III. Applications to NMR Signal Detection, Model Selection,

and Parameter Estimation. Journal of Magnetic Resonance. 1990; 88:571–595.
35. Kotyk JJ, Hoffman NG, Hutton WC, Bretthorst GL, Ackerman JJH. Comparison of Fourier and

Bayesian Analysis of NMR Signals. II. Examination of Truncated Free Induction Decay NMR
Data. Journal of Magnetic Resonance, Series A. 1995; 116:1–9.

Spees et al. Page 13

J Magn Reson. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 September 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

http://riodb01.ibase.aist.go.jp/sdbs/
http://bayesiananalysis.wustl.edu/index.html


36. Mlynárik V, Gambarota G, Frenkel H, Gruetter R. Localized short-echo-time proton MR
spectroscopy with full signal-intensity acquisition. Magnetic Resonance in Medicine. 2006;
56:965–970. [PubMed: 16991116]

37. Wider G, Dotsch V, Wüthrich K. Self-Compensating Pulsed Magnetic-Field Gradients for Short
Recovery Times. Journal of Magnetic Resonance, Series A. 1994:255–258.

Spees et al. Page 14

J Magn Reson. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 September 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Figure 1.
Geometry of the Six-Point-Sample (3-D) Phantom. The time-dependent frequency shift
between a pair of point solvents aligned along a given principal axis is used to monitor the
time-dependent, eddy-current-induced gradients in that direction.
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Figure 2.
Schematic representation of the spectral response from the six-point (3-D) phantom in the
presence of eddy-current-induced gradients and ΔBo-field shifts.

Spees et al. Page 16

J Magn Reson. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2012 September 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Figure 3.
Prior to eddy-current compensation, a general trend toward higher eddy-current-induced
gradients with greater dgrad/dmagnet is observed for the sample of MRI systems in this study.
The quantity dgrad represents the gradient i.d., while dmagnet is the magnet bore diameter. For
purposes of this plot, overall eddy-currents are represented as a sum of all of the on-axis (x
→ x, y → y, z → z) eddy-current decay components shown in Table 3 (e.g., in terms of Eq.
15, Σj = x,y,z Σi Ai ×100%).
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Figure 4.
Measured diagonal, z → z, eddy-current-induced gradients ([Gz,ζ/Gz,test] × 100%) in MRI
system #1 (see Table 2 for system specifications) vs. delay time, δ, between the falling edge
of the gradient test-pulse and the start of the FID acquisition. For the six-point sample (3-D)
measurement (□), the gradient parameters were 2.5 s duration, 1 G/cm gradient amplitude;
for the 1-D sample measurement (●), the gradient parameters were 2.5 s duration, 6 G/cm
gradient pulse. After compensation, negligible eddy-current gradients remained as evidenced
by results from the six-point sample measurement (■) and 1-D sample measurement (○)
after properly setting the gradient pre-emphasis.
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Figure 5.
Single-shot EPI images of a sample of PEG 400 (polyethylene glycol, mol. wt.ave = 400 g/
mol) contained within a 5 cc syringe. In addition to the PEG 400 liquid, the lumen of the
syringe contains the ×-shaped piston taken from another identical 5 cc syringe. Both images
were acquired at 4.7 T with system #2 (after proper eddy-current compensation) from a 2-
mm thick slice with a 14 × 14 mm2 (64 × 64) field-of-view using a spin-echo preparation
(TE = 97 ms). Left. Image acquired without diffusion weighting (b = 0). Right. Heavily
diffusion-weighted (b = 534,000 s/mm2) image of the sample employing a pair of
trapezoidal gradient pulses on either side of the spin-echo refocusing pulse (G = 40 G/cm, δ
= 25 ms, Δ = 33.2 ms, applied simultaneously along all three Cartesian axes).
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Table 1
1H NMR Chemical Shifts of the Solvents in the Six-Point Sample Phantom.

Solvent Chemical Shift (ppm)

Hexamethyldisilane, (CH3)6Si2 0.04

Cyclohexane, C6H12 1.43

Acetone, C3H6O 2.09

1,4-Dioxane, C4H8O2 3.71

Water, H2O 4.79

Benzene, C6H6 7.15
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