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Abstract 

PURPOSE: To extend magnitude-based PDFF (Proton Density Fat Fraction) and R2* mapping with 

resolved water-fat ambiguity to calculate a B0 field inhomogeneity map (field map) when phase images 

are accessible and reliable. 

THEORY: The estimation is formulated in matrix form, resolving the field map in a least-squares 

sense. PDFF and R2* from magnitude fitting may be updated using the estimated field maps. 

METHODS: The limits of quantification of our voxel-independent implementation were assessed. 

Bland-Altman was used to compare PDFF and field maps from the proposed method against a reference 

complex-based method on 152 UK Biobank subjects (1.5 T Siemens). 1 separate acquisition (3 T 

Siemens) presenting high field inhomogeneities was used for assessment of robustness. 

RESULTS: Field mapping was accurate beyond the complex-based limit range and up to ±Δ𝑓. High 

agreement was obtained between the proposed method and the reference method in UK Biobank (PDFF 

bias = -0.02 %, LoA (limits of agreement) [-0.1,0.1] %; Field map bias = -0.05 Hz, LoA = [-0.2,0.3] 

Hz). Robust field mapping was observed at 3 T, for inhomogeneities over 300 Hz including rapid 

variation across edges. Fat-water swaps were observed in complex-based results. 

CONCLUSION: Field mapping following magnitude-based water-fat separation showed potential in 

high field inhomogeneities, where complex-based methods struggled. 
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Introduction 

Chemical-shift encoded (CSE) MRI water-fat separation methods have emerged as non-invasive tools 

for proton density fat fraction (MRI-PDFF or PDFF) and 𝑅2
∗  (1/𝑇2

∗) quantification. PDFF has been 

applied successfully in non-alcoholic steatohepatitis (NASH) drug trials and is increasingly used in 

clinical practice not least as a replacement for a liver biopsy (1). Beyond the liver, PDFF has been 

proposed as an imaging biomarker in the heart, muscle, pancreas, kidney, and adipose tissue deposits 

(2,3). 𝑅2
∗ has shown utility in the quantification of liver iron content (LIC) (4). 

The majority of advanced CSE algorithms, such as Iterative Decomposition of Water and Fat with Echo 

Asymmetry and Least-Squares Estimation (IDEAL) (5) and Variable Projection (VARPRO) (6), are 

complex-based, in the sense that they require both the MRI magnitude and phase images as input. 

Complex-based CSE estimates fat and water proportions indirectly through iterative estimation of B0 

field inhomogeneity, conventionally referred to as the “field map”. Each field map value leads to a 

unique solution for water and fat proportions within a voxel (5–7). However, this implies dependence 

of water and fat estimation on accurate field map estimation. Importantly, field mapping is a nonconvex 

optimization problem with many local minima (7,8). Erroneous field map convergence leads to 

incorrect PDFF quantification, that may manifest as fat-water swaps in the PDFF images (7). Spatial 

smoothness constraints are often imposed on the field map to regularize the optimization, for instance 

through using region-growing (7,9), Markov Random Fields (MRF) (6), or graph cuts (8,10). These 

methods have been shown to work well in a range of conditions. However, the imposed smoothness 

constraints may be inappropriate, depending on the magnetic susceptibility of the object, or in transition 

regions with high field inhomogeneity, causing over-smoothing of PDFF and compromising any 

downstream quantitative measurements. Other limitations of such methods may include their sensitivity 

to initial seed pixels, which may also lead to incorrect PDFF values.  

CSE methods that use only the magnitude of the MRI source images, which we refer to as magnitude-

based, have also been proposed (11). Magnitude-based methods do not require field map estimation 

prior to water-fat separation and have been shown to be robust to errors in phase images due, for 

example, to eddy currents. In practice, complex-based methods are often subject to a final magnitude 

fitting step to correct phase errors in water and fat images, an approach that has been dubbed “hybrid” 

estimation (12). Magnitude-based methods optimize water and fat (and thus PDFF) directly but have 

tended to suffer from water-fat ambiguity, meaning they could not identify the dominant species within 

a voxel (water or fat), which, it was believed, limited the dynamic range of PDFF to 0 to 50% 

(1,11,13,14). A recently proposed method, MAGO (MAGnitude-Only), exploits the spectral 

complexity of fat to unambiguously identify the dominant species and thus generate estimates of PDFF 

over the entire 0-100% PDFF range (15). MAGO has been shown to give excellent accuracy and 

reproducibility across manufacturers and clinical field strengths, in simulations, phantoms and in-vivo 
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studies (15). Recently an extension to MAGO, MAGORINO, has been proposed, which accounts for 

the Rician noise distribution in magnitude-only MRI data and is reported to be more robust in low 

Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) conditions, provided accurate noise characterization is performed (16).  

Though field map estimation is not required for magnitude-based water-fat separation with full-range 

PDFF and accurate R2* estimation, the field map may still be useful to assess image quality or, 

importantly, in the context of quantitative susceptibility mapping (QSM) (17). In QSM, the field map 

is subsequently decomposed into a local component and a background component. QSM has been 

successfully applied in the abdomen for measurement of liver iron content (17).  

In this study, we show how MAGO may be extended to estimate the field map from complex-valued 

data following magnitude-based water-fat separation and PDFF estimation with resolved water-fat 

ambiguity. The advantages of our method are assessed using theory and simulations. Liver PDFF and 

field map values are compared to those calculated using state-of-the-art regularized complex-based 

implementations of field mapping in low field inhomogeneity regimes, using a cohort from the UK 

Biobank imaging sub-study. The methods are then compared under conditions of higher field 

inhomogeneities with rapid variation. 

 

Theory 

Signal Models 

PDFF fitting conventionally uses the following generalized signal model at each pixel, which is not 

made explicit to simplify the notation: 

𝑠𝑛 = (𝜌𝑊 + 𝜌𝐹𝐶𝑛) 𝑒𝑖(2𝜋𝑓𝐵𝑡𝑛+𝜙0)𝑒−𝑅2
∗𝑡𝑛  Equation 1 

 

where 𝑠𝑛 = 𝑠(𝑡𝑛) is the observed signal at echo time 𝑡𝑛, where there are a total of 𝑁 echoes 

[𝑡1, 𝑡2, … , 𝑡𝑁], 𝜌𝑊 is the unknown water magnitude and 𝜌𝐹 is the unknown fat magnitude, and 𝑓𝐵  is the 

frequency shift due to local field inhomogeneities or “field map” (2𝜋𝑓𝐵  is sometimes expressed as 𝜓). 

The term 𝐶𝑛 = ∑ 𝛼𝑝𝑒𝑖2𝜋𝑓𝑝𝑡𝑛𝑃
𝑝=1  addresses the multi-frequency nature of the fat species, where 𝛼𝑝 and 

𝑓𝑝 are the relative amplitudes and relative frequencies of the spectral model of fat with 𝑃 peaks, and it 

is assumed in this work that this is known a priori. We may for instance adopt the commonly used 6-

peak liver model (18). This signal model is phase-constrained (19–21), meaning that water and fat share 
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the same initial phase 𝜙𝑊 = 𝜙𝐹 = 𝜙0, which is a reasonable assumption in spoiled gradient echo 

acquisitions (22), and provides noise performance advantages (20).  

When fitting only the magnitude of the signal, the model becomes 

|𝑠𝑛| = |𝜌𝑊 + 𝜌𝐹𝐶𝑛| 𝑒−𝑅2
∗𝑡𝑛 Equation 2 

 

where |𝑥| denotes the modulus. Note that the exponential term contributes only to the phase 

information, 𝑒𝑖(2𝜋𝑓𝐵𝑡𝑛+𝜙0), has unit modulus, and is dropped. It follows that magnitude-based methods 

avoid computing both the field map 𝑓𝐵  and the initial phase term 𝜙0. Finally, PDFF may be computed 

using the water and fat magnitudes using the ratio 

PDFF =
𝜌𝐹

𝜌𝑊 + 𝜌𝐹
× 100 (%) Equation 3 

 

Magnitude Fitting with Resolved Water-Fat Ambiguity 

As noted above, prior to MAGO, magnitude methods had been limited to PDFF values in the range to 

0-50%. It was shown recently that spectral complexity and multipoint optimization helps resolve the 

water-fat ambiguity, as reported with the MAGnitude-Only (MAGO) algorithm (15). MAGO is 

confounder-corrected for a composite fat spectrum, 𝑅2
∗  bias, T1 bias, noise bias (23) and phase errors. 

The method enables full-range fat-fraction estimation and may be implemented independently at each 

voxel.  

In MAGO, at each voxel the magnitude signal equation above is solved twice using nonlinear 

optimization from two different starting points, one near 0% PDFF, the other near 100% PDFF (15). 

For each of the two starting points, candidate solution sets {𝜌𝑊, 𝜌𝐹 , 𝑅2
∗}1 and {𝜌𝑊, 𝜌𝐹 , 𝑅2

∗}2 are obtained. 

The solution chosen by MAGO at each voxel, {𝜌𝑊, 𝜌𝐹 , 𝑅2
∗}, is the one with lower associated fitting 

residual. The ‘alternative’ MAGO solution will be chosen as the candidate solution set with the higher 

associated fitting residual, where fat and water will be ‘swapped’. This enables full-range PDFF 

estimation from 0% to 100%. The ‘alternative’ MAGO solution may be kept to further refine PDFF and 

𝑅2
∗ , as described in the next sections.  

Figure 1 shows an illustration of the chosen MAGO solution set and the alternative MAGO solution 

set. The chosen solution set contains at each voxel the Water, Fat, PDFF and R2* values with lower 

associated fitting residual (better fit). The alternative solution set contains at each voxel the Water, Fat, 

PDFF and R2* values with higher associated fitting residual (worse fit).  
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Proposed Voxel-Independent B0 Field Estimation using Full-Range PDFF and R2* 

The chosen full-range magnitude-based solution set from MAGO, {𝜌𝑊 , 𝜌𝐹 , 𝑅2
∗}, may be used to guide 

field map 𝑓𝐵  (and initial phase ϕ0) reconstruction using the input complex-valued data. To this end, we 

explore whether prior knowledge about water, fat and 𝑅2
∗  may be useful for estimating the optimal field 

map at a given voxel.  

For given values of water, fat and 𝑅2
∗ , the following terms of the complex-based signal model in 

Equation 1 are known: 𝜚𝑛 ≡ (𝜌𝑊 + 𝜌𝐹𝐶𝑛) and 𝑅𝑛 ≡ 𝑒−𝑅2
∗𝑡𝑛 , which may be rearranged to yield the 

simplified expression: 

𝑠𝑛

𝜚𝑛𝑅𝑛
= 𝑒𝑗(2𝜋𝑓𝐵𝑡𝑛+𝜙0) 

 

This implies that the field map 𝑓𝐵  and the phase offset 𝜙0 can be estimated given 𝜌𝑊 ,  𝜌𝐹 ,  𝑅2
∗ and using 

the input complex-valued data 𝑠𝑛. Taking the phase from both sides,  

Pn = 𝑎𝑟𝑔 (
𝑠𝑛

𝜚𝑛𝑅𝑛
) = 2𝜋𝑓𝐵𝑡𝑛 + 𝜙0 + 2𝜋𝑘 Equation 4 

 

with 𝑘 an integer, then the estimation may be formulated as a linear equation in matrix form,  

𝐏 = [
P1

⋮
P𝑁

] = [
2𝜋𝑡1 1

⋮ ⋮
2𝜋𝑡𝑁 1

] [
𝑓𝐵

ϕ0
] = 𝐀 𝛗 Equation 5 

 

where 𝛗 = [𝑓𝐵 , ϕ0]T are unknowns, and 𝐀 is a 𝑁 × 2 matrix where the first column vector contains 

the echo times and the 2𝜋 term, [2𝜋𝑡1, 2𝜋𝑡2, … , 2𝜋𝑡𝑁]T, and the second column contains ones 

[1, 1, … , 1]T. This makes for a computationally efficient estimation.  

For each pixel in the source image, the proposed algorithm first creates the 𝜚𝑛 and 𝑅𝑛 terms using the 

MAGO chosen solution set {𝜌𝑊 , 𝜌𝐹 , 𝑅2
∗}, the echo times and the given spectral model of fat. The 6-peak 

liver model was used in this work (18). Then, the input complex-valued data 𝑠𝑛 is divided by the 𝜚𝑛𝑅𝑛 

term, 𝑠𝑛/(𝜚𝑛𝑅𝑛). The phase of the output is taken and unwrapped in the echo times’ dimension (rather 

than in the spatial dimensions), by changing absolute jumps greater than 𝜋 to their 2𝜋 complement 
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starting from the first echo time. The echo times’ matrix 𝐀 is then defined and used to find a least 

squares solution to the linear equation system in Equation 5.  

For correction in the presence of bipolar gradients that create an additional phase shift to the signal 

(−1)𝑛𝜃 (24), one may reformulate Equation 5 to estimate three unknowns, 𝛗′ = [𝑓𝐵 , 𝜙0 − 𝜃, 𝜙0 +

𝜃]T, namely the combination of the common phase offset of water and fat, ϕ0, and a phase offset due 

to bipolar gradient effects, 𝜃, with opposite sign for odd and even echoes. In this scenario, the echo 

times matrix 𝐀′ may be defined as a 𝑁 × 3 matrix as follows (for even 𝑁): 

𝐀 = (

2𝜋𝑡1 1 0
2𝜋𝑡2 0 1

⋮
2𝜋𝑡𝑁

⋮
0

⋮
1

) 

 

This approach enables parameter sharing of the bipolar gradients term and the initial phase offset, which 

may be disentangled further into 𝜙0 and 𝜃. Disentangling into 𝜙0 and 𝜃 was out of the scope of this 

work as these two terms are often considered unimportant (19). 

We may additionally estimate 𝑓𝐵  and 𝜙0 using this approach for the MAGO alternative solution set as 

well, which may provide a basis to refine the MAGO PDFF and 𝑅2
∗  maps. One proposed implementation 

of such refinement is described in the Methods section. 

 

B0 Field Cost Function: 𝑹(𝒇𝑩) 

The overall residual of the signal model may be plotted against the field map, for visual assessment of 

the cost (or loss) function 𝑅(𝑓𝐵) (7–9). For voxel-independent iterative complex-based estimation, for 

instance the IDEAL approach (5) with 𝑅2
∗  decay and multi-peak fat spectrum modelling (25), the field 

map 𝑓𝐵  may be estimated by minimizing the residual loss function 𝑅𝐶(𝑓𝐵): 

𝑅𝐶(𝑓𝐵) = ‖[𝑅1, 𝑅2, … , 𝑅𝑁]‖2
2 = ∑(𝑠𝑛 −  𝑠𝑛̂)2

𝑁

𝑛=1

 

 

where 𝑠𝑛̂ is the noiseless signal equation using the estimated values {𝜌𝑊̂, 𝜌𝐹̂ , 𝑓𝐵̂ , 𝑅2
∗̂}. For our proposed 

estimation method, where full-range magnitude-based estimates are used as inputs, the residual loss 

function to minimize is based on Equation 5: 

𝑅𝑀(𝑓𝐵) = ‖𝐏 − 𝐀 𝛗‖2
2 
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Figure 2 plots the cost functions for the complex-based formulation, 𝑅𝐶(𝑓𝐵), and for our proposed 

formulation, 𝑅𝑀(𝑓𝐵), within a voxel; the former replicates Figure 1a from Yu et al (7), but with the 

addition of 𝑅2
∗  decay, 6-peak fat spectrum modelling (18), and evenly spaced echo times (3 echoes, 

TE1=2 ms, ΔTE=2 ms). For the particular case of uniformly spaced echo times, the cost function is 

periodic with period 1/ΔTE (8,9). The loss function curves were simulated over the field map range -

1000 to 1000 Hz at 1.5 T (imaging frequency = 64 MHz), using the true values of water, fat and 𝑅2
∗ . 

The cost functions were plotted for varying water:fat proportions, namely 4:1, 2:1, 1:1, and 1:2. 

Voxel-independent IDEAL estimation wrongly converges to a local minimum (‘aliased’ solution) when 

the true field map value is beyond approximately ±Δ𝑓/2, where Δ𝑓 is the off-resonance frequency of 

the main fat peak relative to water (Δ𝑓 ≈ 220 Hz at 1.5 T), as described previously (7,8). The voxel-

independent VARPRO implementation has been reported to produce equivalent results to voxel-

independent IDEAL, because ambiguities are dealt with by forcing the field map to be within ±Δ𝑓/2 

(8). Such erroneous convergence may lead to fat-water swapping in the PDFF map (7,14).  

Conversely, the field mapping method proposed here converges to the correct value with starting 

estimates beyond the ±Δ𝑓/2 range for the same simulated raw data. Note that our formulation reduces 

the number of local minima in the search space compared to complex-based field mapping 

methodologies such as IDEAL. In addition, field mapping with the proposed formulation is independent 

of water:fat proportion, because prior water and fat estimation from unambiguous magnitude-based 

fitting followed by demodulation of the water and fat signal term from the observed complex-valued 

source data removes the local minima associated with the water-fat phase shift.  

 

Methods 

MRI Data 

N=152 nominally healthy UK Biobank (www.ukbiobank.ac.uk) volunteers were gathered, each of 

whom had been scanned using a Siemens Magnetom Aera 1.5 T scanner (Siemens Healthineers, 

Erlangen, Germany) and following a two-dimensional single‐slice, 10 mm slice thickness, 6‐echo 

(TE1=1.2 ms, ΔTE=2 ms) gradient-recalled echo (GRE) protocol designed to minimize T1 bias (5° flip 

angle). UK Biobank is approved by the North West Multi‐Centre Research Ethics Committee, and prior 

written consent was obtained from all participants.   

One other dataset was gathered using a Siemens Prisma 3 T scanner on a healthy volunteer to test the 

method under high field inhomogeneities. Informed consent was obtained from the participant. The 

http://www.ukbiobank.ac.uk/
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acquisition comprised thirty-two slices including the dome of the liver, heart, and lungs. The acquisition 

consisted of a 6‐echo (TE1=1.3 ms, ΔTE=1 ms) gradient-recalled echo (GRE) protocol designed to 

minimize T1 bias (3° flip angle), Pixel Bandwidth = 1565 Hz, and 232 x 256 reconstructed image size, 

with 5 mm slice thickness and 1.72 x 1.72 mm2 in-plane resolution. This scan represented a challenging 

example for comparing the proposed method with state-of-the-art complex-based methods, due to the 

high field inhomogeneity range across the image and through the slices.  

 

Overview of the Proposed Methodology 

An overview of the proposed methodology is shown in Figure 3 and visually compared with state-of-

the-art complex-based (hybrid) water-fat separation pipelines. In current approaches, field map 

estimation, and therefore PDFF estimation, can only be carried out when complex data is available, 

which may be challenging in clinical settings and/or for particular makes and models of MRI scanners. 

Starting with complex-valued source data, these methods start by field mapping with some 

regularization (e.g., region-growing, graph cuts). The field map then yields unique Water, Fat and R2* 

maps, which may then be used as starting maps for a magnitude-based refinement step.  

In our method, PDFF estimation is possible regardless of whether phase data is available or reliable. 

When phase data is available and (sufficiently) reliable, our voxel-independent field mapping 

methodology may be run. Then, the field map may be adjusted, which yields refined magnitude-based 

PDFF and 𝑅2
∗  estimates. 

The proposed adjustment of the field map, that enables the refinement of the PDFF and R2* maps from 

MAGO, is described in the next section. 

 

Proposed Adjustment of Voxel-Independent Field Map and PDFF and R2*  

To this point, the proposed method may run independently at each voxel. This is referred to as the 

proposed voxel-independent field mapping throughout this work and is subsequently used in simulation 

experiments. Further to that, an MRI physics-inspired adjustment of the voxel-independent field map 

may be performed, which then allows the refinement of the MAGO PDFF and 𝑅2
∗  estimated maps. This 

is possible once the voxel-independent field maps for both the chosen MAGO solution set and the 

alternative MAGO solution set have been computed using the proposed voxel-independent field 

mapping method.  
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An adjusted field map may be created by selecting at each voxel the candidate solution set (chosen set 

or alternative set) with an associated field map value that is closest to a smoothed version of the field 

map derived from the chosen MAGO solution. This step yields a postprocessed field map as well as 

postprocessed or ‘refined’ PDFF and 𝑅2
∗  maps, because the whole solution set is consistently kept.  

In one proposed example of this approach, median filtering with kernel size of 15-by-15 neighborhood 

is initially used on the chosen field map to create a spatially smooth field map. Then, the field map 

values in the solution sets (chosen and alternative) are compared to that smooth field map. If the field 

map value from the alternative solution set is closer to the smooth field map than the field map from 

the chosen solution set, then the chosen and alternative solution sets are interchanged for that voxel. In 

other words, if the absolute difference between the chosen field and the smooth field is higher than the 

absolute difference between the alternative field and the smooth field, then the chosen and alternative 

solution sets are interchanged. 

This adjustment step was tested under low SNR conditions using simulations, as described in the next 

section. The 3 T dataset was run with the proposed voxel-independent field mapping method and with 

the proposed adjusted field mapping method, the latter using the proposed adjustment step described 

here. 

 

Simulations 

In one simulation a slowly-varying synthetic field map was added to one UK Biobank subject to further 

explore the observation from the Theory section, illustrated in Figure 2 The water magnitude, fat 

magnitude, and 𝑅2
∗ from region-growing IDEAL fitting (7) were used as reference to synthesize 

complex-valued echo images with our additional synthetic field map and synthetic initial phase offset. 

The initial phase was set to 𝜋/4 rad for the whole image. The synthetic field map was set to vary 

linearly, starting from the center of the image, and including (and exceeding) field inhomogeneities of 

±Δ𝑓. The same echo times of the original UK Biobank dataset were used in the simulation, and the 6-

peak fat spectral model was used to generate the synthetic data. The synthesized complex-valued echo 

data was reconstructed with voxel-independent IDEAL, as well as voxel-independent MAGO water, fat 

and 𝑅2
∗  estimation followed by the proposed voxel-independent implementation of our method.  

One other simulation was performed to test the performance of the proposed adjustment of the field 

map at the refinement of the magnitude-based PDFF and R2* maps, in normal SNR and low SNR 

conditions. One UK Biobank subject was used for the simulation. The Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) of 

the dataset was measured from the image background. PDFF and field map estimation was performed 

without any additional noise using 1. The voxel-independent implementation of the proposed field 
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mapping methodology, and 2. The proposed method with the field map adjustment and PDFF and R2* 

refinement step. Complex Gaussian noise was then added to the source data to bring SNR down to 5, 

and PDFF and field map were estimated again using the voxel-independent implementation of our 

method and the implementation with adjustment.  

 

In-Vivo Evaluation 

The voxel-independent implementation of our method as well as the implementation of our method 

with adjustment were compared against implementations of state-of-the-art complex-based 

methodology in UK Biobank and the thirty-two-slice dataset. 

The 152 UK Biobank subjects were used to validate the proposed methodology for in vivo agreement 

with state-of-the-art complex-based methodology under low B0 field inhomogeneities. The UK Biobank 

subjects were processed using a previously validated Hybrid T2*-IDEAL implementation, consisting 

of the T2*-IDEAL method with an additional refinement step using magnitude fitting, and including 

field mapping regularization using the region-growing algorithm proposed by Yu et al. (7,12,26,27) and 

the 6-peak spectral model of fat reported in liver (18). The field maps and PDFF maps resulting from 

this method were used as reference. The subjects were also processed using the voxel-independent (or 

voxel-wise) implementation of our proposed method. Median PDFF and field map values of the Hybrid 

IDEAL and our proposed methodologies were extracted within automatically defined liver 

segmentation masks, that were obtained using a previously trained deep learning-based liver 

segmentation model (28). The methods were compared for field map and PDFF agreement using Bland-

Altman analysis (29). 

The thirty-two-slice 3 T dataset was used to compare our proposed implementations with three widely 

used complex-based implementations in the literature. The three complex-based implementations 

performed field mapping with regularization using the following methods: Region Growing (RG) (7), 

Graph Cuts (GC) (8), and Phase Regularized Estimation using Smoothing and Constrained 

Optimization (PRESCO) (19). In order to obtain PDFF maps from these methods, their outputted field 

maps were used to initialize the same implementation of Hybrid IDEAL used on the UK Biobank 

subjects, because this implementation allowed for the inclusion of a bipolar gradients’ correction step 

from Peterson et al. (30). This in turn yielded the following PDFF estimation methods: RG-IDEAL, GC-

IDEAL, and PRESCO-IDEAL, respectively, where RG-IDEAL means Hybrid IDEAL initialized with 

the RG output field map, etc.  

The implementation of GC from the Fat-Water Toolbox 

(http://ismrm.org/workshops/FatWater12/data.htm) was used with the default parameters, except for 

http://ismrm.org/workshops/FatWater12/data.htm
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the field map search range which was doubled to [-800, 800] Hz. The implementation of PRESCO 

available online (https://github.com/marcsous/pdff) was used with the default parameters. 

The field maps and PDFF maps from RG, GC and PRESCO were compared with those generated from 

the voxel-independent as well as the adjusted field map implementation of our method. Correction for 

bipolar gradients was also run for our methods, using the approach explained in the Theory section. 

 

Results 

Simulations 

Figure 4 shows the UK Biobank subject with the additional synthetic field map, reconstructed using the 

voxel-wise IDEAL method and with the voxel-wise implementation of our method. In accordance with 

the observations from Figure 2, the voxel-independent IDEAL method erroneously converges to an 

aliased solution beyond an initial field map value that is beyond the true field ±Δ𝑓/2 (with Δ𝑓 ≈ 220 

Hz at 1.5T). This results in fat-water swaps in the PDFF map. Consistently with Figure 2 also, the voxel-

independent implementation of the proposed field mapping method enables estimation of field map 

beyond the ±Δ𝑓/2 range, up to slightly beyond ±Δ𝑓.  

Figure 5 shows the proposed refinement of MAGO PDFF (𝑅2
∗ not shown) on a UK Biobank subject, 

following the field map adjustment step, starting from the voxel-independent field map derived from 

the chosen MAGO solution and the voxel-independent field map derived from the alternative MAGO 

solution. For a measured SNR of 23, the postprocessing step shows refinement of a few pixels near 

edges of structures, but overall, modest improvement in map quality over the voxel-independent MAGO 

result. Figure 6 shows the proposed refinement for a simulated SNR of 5, after the addition of complex 

noise to the raw data. The adjustment step was able to fix or ‘unswap’ many pixels, importantly within 

the liver, and render a solution that is comparable to the reference PDFF map from the high SNR case.  

 

In-Vivo Evaluation 

Figure 7 shows Bland-Altman comparisons of median PDFF and median field map values within the 

liver for the RG-IDEAL implementation and our method, using the UK Biobank subject population. 

For PDFF quantification, a small bias of -0.02 % PDFF and low variability [-0.1, 0.1] % PDFF were 

observed, with overall excellent agreement of the RG-IDEAL algorithm and our method for PDFF. For 

Field map quantification, a small bias of -0.05 Hz and low variability [-0.2, 0.3] Hz were observed, with 

overall excellent agreement of RG-IDEAL and our method. 

https://github.com/marcsous/pdff
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Figure 8 shows one subject from the UK Biobank for three reconstruction methods: voxel-independent 

IDEAL, RG-IDEAL and the MAGO estimation (15) followed by our proposed field mapping method. 

Note that, for the proposed approach, and contrarily to the other two methods, field mapping follows 

PDFF estimation, rather than the opposite. As can be observed, the proposed field mapping method 

produces results that are comparable to the RG-IDEAL algorithm, whereas the voxel-independent 

IDEAL estimation suffers from field map aliasing posteriorly in the liver, part of the subcutaneous fat 

and near the spleen region. Inaccurate field map estimation results in consequent fat-water swaps on the 

PDFF map, including a ‘double-swap’ within the liver. Double swaps are those which result in 

reasonable PDFF values, which may lead to misdiagnosis if not properly identified (7).  

Figure 9 and Figure 10 show six of the thirty-two slices from the 3 T dataset that contain the liver but 

are distanced from the isocenter. Magnitude images from the first echo time are provided alongside for 

anatomical reference. The case shows both high field inhomogeneities overall as well as rapid field 

variations near edges of organ structures, for example the dome of the liver or the spleen. Though there 

are no ground truth field maps or PDFF maps available, the slice-by-slice variation in the field map as 

well as in PDFF is expected to be consistent. The slice-by-slice increase in the field maps and PDFF 

maps by the proposed ‘voxel-wise’ and ‘adjusted’ methods is consistent, whereas the other methods 

converged to incorrect values at some distance from the isocenter, for at least one organ structure. The 

PRESCO method (19) showed agreement with the proposed method in most regions but showed 

erroneous convergence in and around the spleen region for one slice. The proposed ‘voxel-wise’ method 

presented some sensitivity to noise and erroneous convergence in some regions of the subcutaneous fat, 

that were corrected with the proposed ‘adjusted’ method. Note that no information from neighboring 

slices was used for any of the methods. 

In Figure 10, PDFF maps for the complex field mapping methodology were affected where the field 

maps in Figure 10 had converged incorrectly. PDFF maps were affected by fat-water swapping in all 

but the proposed field mapping method. Note that PDFF for the proposed methodology is computed 

first from the magnitude data using MAGO, so that, even if the field map was affected (for instance, by 

values beyond ±Δ𝑓), the PDFF values would be unchanged.  

 

Discussion 

B0 field mapping, while important for image quality assessment and quantitative susceptibility mapping 

(QSM) applications, need not be a critical step for correct water-fat separation. Our results demonstrate 

the feasibility of field mapping after magnitude-based water-fat separation with resolved water-fat 

ambiguity (MAGO). The proposed PDFF estimation and field mapping were comparable to regularized 
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state-of-the-art complex-based reconstruction in simulated data and in subjects from the UK Biobank 

sub-study. Our method showed robustness in regimes with high field inhomogeneities, including rapid 

spatial variation of the field map near abdominal structures such as the liver and the spleen.  

The PDFF and 𝑅2
∗  maps, which are the parameters of interest, produced by our method are initially 

magnitude-based with resolved water-fat ambiguity. The field map is a separate parameter that may be 

estimated more robustly once PDFF and 𝑅2
∗  have been estimated, provided phase information is 

available and error-free. We showed that local minima associated with the phase shift due to the off-

resonance frequency of fat are removed when using the proposed method, via demodulation of the water 

and fat component from the complex-valued raw data. For scanners where obtaining reliable phase 

images is a challenge, our method still enables robust PDFF and 𝑅2
∗ estimation. For this reason, our 

method may be more easily standardized and robustly deployed across a range of scanning conditions. 

Indeed, our methodology may be applied to the routinely observed SNR levels of 6- and 12-echo 

datasets in both 1.5T and 3T research and clinical scanners. Examples of 1.5 T and 3 T were provided 

within this work, though a more extensive 3T exploration needs to be carried out in the future. Noise 

performance analysis was outside the scope of this paper –though we tested the robustness of the field 

map adjustment step in simulated low SNR = 5– and needs to be carried out in future work. 

Field map regularization in complex-based estimation, notably due to incorrect smoothness 

assumptions, may propagate wrong field map and PDFF values to the entire organ of interest (e.g. liver 

or pancreas). This is especially important for methods that are sensitive to initial estimations, for 

instance on seed pixels in down-sampled data (7,9). This may be the case in slices that are distanced 

from the isocenter within multi-slice acquisitions, where field inhomogeneity tends to be high. An 

example dataset at 3T illustrated this effect, whereas the proposed method produced robust field maps 

over the range of observed field inhomogeneity (exceeding 300 Hz), which were achieved by using the 

previously estimated water and fat values. This suggests that the MAGO approach is more robust than 

complex- or hybrid-based methods, where correct PDFF estimation critically depends on correct field 

map convergence. 

While the proposed field map adjustment step may be considered a form of spatial regularization, note 

that the proposed method is subtly distinct: instead of (over-)smoothing the field map directly, the 

postprocessed field map at a given voxel comes from the choice of one of the two pre-computed 

candidate MAGO solution sets (chosen set or alternative set). Thus, the field map value at a given voxel 

is derived directly from that voxel’s complex-valued raw data, but it is chosen considering the 

information from the voxel neighborhood. This may avoid issues with previously presented spatial 

regularization methods, where the field map at a given voxel is forced to assume a value within a pre-

defined range, given a combination of field map values from the voxel neighborhood, for example in 

the interpolation step of region growing (7). Our approach of choosing only from the two candidate 
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MAGO solutions did not penalize neighboring regions with rapid field variations, as other field 

mapping methods showed, and preserved the high-frequency appearance of the field map, whereas other 

methods yielded field maps with an over-smoothed appearance. In our implementation, a median-

filtered version of the chosen field map was used to guide the field map adjustment step; other piece-

wise techniques such as anisotropic diffusion may be considered in the future. 

Note that our adjustment step may lead to a chosen MAGO solution set that is not necessarily associated 

with the lower fitting residual; instead, it is the solution with higher consistency with the voxel 

neighborhood. This may be useful in cases where noise or perturbations corrupt the raw data magnitude, 

causing the physiologically correct solution to become a local optimum, rather than the global optimum. 

For the refinement of the PDFF and R2* estimates, one could have alternatively chosen to use the 

adjusted field maps to directly compute updated water and fat proportions using the linearized IDEAL 

formulation. This would be undesirable as it could propagate phase errors, which would in turn need a 

magnitude-refining step. This is the same reasoning behind hybrid fitting (12). Again, choosing from 

only the two candidate magnitude-based solutions removes the need for a final magnitude fitting step 

present in hybrid methods.  

Field map regularization techniques may be used to regularize the MAGO field map beyond the 

observed limit. For multi-slice acquisitions, recent work has proposed to impose smoothness constraints 

in the three dimensions for high field cases (8,31), which may also be incorporated for the challenging 

example shown in this work. The alternative of regularizing the phase offset map 𝜙0, instead of the 

field map, has also been used, since the phase offset map is considered unimportant clinically (19). This 

could also help to preserve the local field map variation, where obtaining local susceptibility maps is of 

interest for QSM or other downstream applications. 

 

Conclusion 

Our results suggest that magnitude-based water, fat and 𝑅2
∗ estimation with resolved water-fat ambiguity 

may be used to robustly estimate a field map from complex-valued raw data. This approach for water-

fat separation and field mapping is robust and widely applicable, compared to complex- and hybrid-

based approaches, which estimate the field map first and therefore rely on the availability and reliability 

of phase images. 
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Figures 

 

Figure 1. Illustration of magnitude fitting with resolved water-fat ambiguity (MAGO). MAGO uses 

multipoint search to converge to two solution sets, the water-dominant set and the fat-dominant set. 

Then chooses, for each pixel, the solution that fits best to the data using the residuals, leading to a 

chosen solution set (top row) and an alternative solution set (bottom row). This enables PDFF estimation 

over the full range (0 to 100%) as well as correct R2* estimation for the fat-dominant voxels. 
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Figure 2. Simulated loss functions for the complex-based estimation problem (top) and for the proposed 

formulation (bottom) within a voxel. True field map = 200 Hz, varying voxel Water:Fat proportion, 𝑅2
∗  

= 30 Hz, 𝜙0 = 0 rad. Three-echo dataset [2, 4, 6] ms, 1.5 Tesla, 6-peak liver fat spectrum. Iterative 

complex-based estimation with no regularization, for instance the IDEAL algorithm, converges to an 

incorrect local minimum near 0 Hz, whereas the proposed method converges to the true solution. The 

proposed loss function is also independent of the Water:Fat proportion. True solution is marked with a 

solid vertical grey line. The period of the loss function, ±1/ΔTE, is marked (dashed lines), and true 

solution ± Δ𝑓/2 are marked in the top plot (red vertical line). 
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Figure 3. The state-of-the-art (top row) and the proposed (bottom row) methodologies for field mapping 

and PDFF estimation, given complex-valued source data. The yellow modules are described in this 

work. The state-of-the-art methodology performs field mapping with regularization first, and then 

derives PDFF and R2*, with a final magnitude-based refinement step. The proposed methodology 

applies magnitude fitting with resolved water-fat ambiguity (MAGO) first, then performs voxel-

independent field mapping, and posteriorly refines the magnitude-based PDFF and R2* maps through 

a field map adjustment step.  
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Figure 4. UK Biobank subject with a slowly-varying synthetic field map added. The reference PDFF 

comes from regularized complex-based estimation using region-growing IDEAL (left). Multiples of 

±Δ𝑓 have been indicated (color lines). Voxel-independent IDEAL struggles beyond ±Δ𝑓/2. The voxel-

independent implementation of the proposed method extends the range of accurate field map estimation, 

up until ±Δ𝑓.  
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Figure 5. Refinement of the magnitude solutions using field map on a UK Biobank subject (SNR=23). 

 

 

Figure 6. Refinement of the magnitude solutions using field map on a UK Biobank subject (SNR=5). 
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Figure 7. Bland-Altman comparisons of regularized complex-based estimation and the proposed 

regularized magnitude-based estimation on UK Biobank (1.5T) examples. PDFF (left) and Field map 

(right) values within liver segmentations were extracted. The methods show agreement for this cohort, 

which does not tend to suffer from high field inhomogeneities. 
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Figure 8. Subject from UK Biobank (Siemens Aera, 1.5T) showing overlayed automatic liver 

segmentations. Voxel-independent Hybrid IDEAL (this is, without region-growing initialization) (left), 

region-growing Hybrid IDEAL (RG-IDEAL) (middle), and MAGO with the proposed voxel-

independent field mapping method (right) are shown. Note that, for the proposed method, field mapping 

follows PDFF estimation, contrarily to the complex-based methods compared. 
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Figure 9. Field maps of six of the thirty-two slices from the 3 T dataset, processed with Region Growing, 

Golden Section Search, Graph Cuts, PRESCO and the proposed method. Magnitude images from the 

first echo time are provided for anatomical reference. Regions of high field inhomogeneity are observed, 

which should be consistent across contiguous slices. Regions of rapid spatial field variation are also 

observed, especially near the dome of the liver and in the spleen. Areas of field map convergence errors 

are indicated (arrows). 
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Figure 10. PDFF maps of six of the thirty-two slices from the 3 T dataset, processed with Region 

Growing, Golden Section Search, Graph Cuts, PRESCO followed by IDEAL, and the proposed method. 

Magnitude images from the first echo time are provided for anatomical reference. Fat-water swaps are 

observed where the field maps in Figure 9 showed incorrect convergence. Areas of fat-water swapping 

due to field map convergence errors are indicated (arrows).  
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