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Abstract

Purpose: To develop a generalized signal model for dual-module velocity-
selective arterial spin labeling (dm-VSASL) that can integrate arbitrary
saturation and inversion profiles.

Theory and Methods: A recently developed mathematical framework
for single-module VSASL is extended to address the increased complexity
of dm-VSASL and to model the use of realistic velocity-selective profiles
in the label-control and vascular crushing modules. Expressions for mag-
netization difference, arterial delivery functions, labeling efficiency, and
cerebral blood flow (CBF) estimation error are presented. Sources of error
are examined and timing requirements to minimize quantification errors
are derived.

Results: For ideal velocity-selective profiles, the predicted signals match
those of prior work. With realistic profiles, a CBF-dependent estimation
error can occur when velocity-selective inversion (VSI) is used for the
labeling modules and velocity-selective saturation (VSS) is used for the
vascular crushing module. The error reflects a mismatch between the lead-
ing and trailing edges of the delivery function for the second bolus and can
be minimized by choosing a nominal labeling cutoff velocity that is lower
than the nominal saturation cutoff velocity. In the presence of By and B,
inhomogeneities, the labeling efficiency of dual-module VSI is more atten-
uated than that of dual-module VSS.

Conclusion: The proposed signal model will enable researchers to more
accurately assess and compare the performance of realistic dm-VSASL
implementations and improve the quantification of dm-VSASL CBF mea-

sures.

KEYWORDS:

arterial spin labeling, velocity-selective, cerebral blood flow, quantification

WORD COUNT: 4622

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307357
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307357; this version posted July 25, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Received ; | Revised ; | Accepted

OI: xxx /XXX

1 INTRODUCTION

Dual-module velocity-selective arterial spin labeling
(dm-VSASL) has been shown to offer improvements in
robustness and SNR efficiency as compared to single-
module VSASL 12345 The primary gain in SNR effi-
ciency has been shown to reflect the creation of a larger
magnetization difference between the control and label
conditions through re-labeling of spins by the second
module'?3. When using modules that invert static tis-
sue, dm-VSASL offers inherent background suppression
that can further improve performance and robustness .
Although typically negligible, there can also be an SNR
efficiency gain due to an increase in bolus duration that
reflects labeling by the second module of arterial spins
that have entered the coverage of the RF transmit coil
after the first module?3.

Prior dm-VSASL signal models have assumed ideal
saturation and inversion profiles and are not easily
extended to handle realistic profiles. Here we build upon
a recently introduced mathematical model for single-
module VSASL” to develop a generalized signal model
for dm-VSASL that can readily integrate realistic satura-
tion and inversion profiles and thus enable more accurate
quantification of cerebral blood flow (CBF).

As the Theory section is rather involved, we
start with a guide to the theoretical subsections. In
Section 2.1, we review the basic structure and timing of
a typical dm-VSASL scan and present the signal model.
Then, in Section 2.2, we adopt the concept of passband
and saturation reference functions introduced in Ref. [7]
to rewrite the signal model in a form that makes explicit
the dependence on the amplitudes and shapes of the
label-control and saturation functions. In Section 2.3 we
demonstrate the application of the framework with ideal
rect profiles and compare the resulting expressions with
those from prior work?. We present expressions for CBF
quantification error and labeling efficiency in Sections 2.4
and 2.5, respectively, and then go on to show the depen-
dence of the CBF quantification error on effective bolus
width errors in Section 2.6 and present conditions for
minimizing the errors in Section 2.7. Finally, we briefly
consider cerebral blood volume effects in Section 2.8.
Analyses using realistic Bloch-simulated profiles and tak-
ing into account CBF levels, varying timing parameters,
and By and B; inhomogeneities are described in the
Methods and Results sections, and areas for future work
are addressed in the Discussion.

2 | THEORY
2.1 | Signal Model

We consider the dual-module VSASL diagram shown in
Figure 1, with two label-control modules (LCM1 and
LCM2), a vascular crushing module (VCM), and tim-
ing parameters Ty, 71, T2, and PLD. To simplify the
presentation, we assume that LCM1, LCM2, and the
VCM are applied instantaneously at ¢t = 0, 7, and
Ty + T, respectively, such that TI = 7 + m + PLD.
The labeling and control profiles are {(v) and ¢;(v),
respectively, for LCM1, and l2(v) and ca(v) for LCM2,
where v denotes velocity. The labeling profiles can rep-
resent any velocity-selective implementation, including
velocity-selective inversion (VSI), velocity-selective satu-
ration (VSS), or velocity-selective saturation with static
spins inverted (VSSI)2. The VCM saturation response is
represented by s(v).

We focus here on dual-module VSI (dmVSI) and
dual-module VSS (dmVSS), as these are currently
the most widely used dm-VSASL implementations. In
LCM1, ¢1(v) and I1(v) are applied during the control
and label conditions, respectively. For dmVSI, LCM2
uses l3(v) and co(v) in the control and label condi-
tions, respectively, whereas for dmVSS, ¢o(v) and I (v)
are applied in the control and label conditions, respec-
tively. The expressions presented below for dmVSI also
apply to other combinations? (which we will refer to
as mixed variants), such as VSSI+VSS and VSI+VSS,
that swap the label and control responses between LCM1
and LCM2. A glossary of key functions and variables is
provided in Table 1.

Building on the framework presented in Ref. [7], it is
shown in the Appendix that the cumulative magnetiza-
tion difference (control-label) as a function of time for
t > 11 + 72 is given by AM,(t) = AM, 1(t) + AM, »(t)
where

¢
AM, 1(t) = MopLy (t) / do 1 (u)du (1)
0
and
t
AM, 2(t) = MopLa(t) /da,Q(u)du (2)
0
with longitudinal relaxation weighting functions
Li(t) = (1 — eiTS‘”/T“’> e T and (3)
Lo(t) = (1 — G*Tl/le) . ef(t*‘Fl)/le7 (4)

and My, and T7p, denoting the equilibrium magnetization
and longitudinal relaxation time constant, respectively,
of arterial blood. Equivalent arterial delivery functions
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are defined as

a1 (t) = Qo s(va(t — (1 + 7)) IL(t)  (5)
da2(t) = Qo - s(va(t — (11 + 12)) - Ta(2) (6)
where
la(va(t —71)) - c1(va(t)) for dmVSI
m =] e =) b
' ea(va(t —71)) - ¢1(va(t)) for dmVSS
—l2(va(t = 11)) - l1(va(t))
(7)
and
Ty(t) — la(ve(t — 1)) — ca(vg(t — 1)) for dmVSI
? ea(va(t — 1)) — la(va(t — 1)) for dmVSS

(8)
with Q¢ denoting CBF. The function v,(t) denotes the
initial velocity (at t = 0) of arterial blood that will decel-
erate to a boundary velocity v, at a later time ¢, which
was previously denoted as v, (t,vp) in Ref. [7]. To sim-
plify the presentation, we have made the dependence on
vp implicit here, such that v, (t) = v, (¢, vp).

With these definitions, d, 1(t) and dg 2(t) represent
the arterial blood flow that arrives at time ¢ to the
boundary velocity vy, where dg1(t) reflects the blood
delivered in the bolus created by LCM1, LCM2, and the
VCM and d, 2(t) reflects the blood delivered in the bolus
created by LCM2 and the VCM. We use the term equiv-
alent arterial delivery function to reflect the fact that
blood that has already been delivered at some time ¢ can
be affected by pulses applied at a later time?, and the
effect of the “future” pulses is included in the definition
of the delivery function. For example, the value of d, 1(¢)
at some time 0 < t < 71 + 7» reflects the application of
the VCM at a future time ¢t = 7 + 7.

2.2 | Passband and Saturation Reference
Functions

Following the approach described in Ref. [7], we define
the passband function for the ith LCM module as p;(v) =
(—=1)%i(c;(v)—1;(v)) where Z; is 1 for modules that invert
static spins and 0 otherwise. It is useful to express the
passband function as the product p;(v) = Py - Drer.i(v)
of an amplitude term P, ; that denotes the steady-state
value of the passband function and a reference passband
function pyet;(v) that starts at zero and approaches 1.0
for velocities above a labeling cut-off velocity v; ;. Simi-
larly, it is useful to express the VCM saturation function
as the product s(v) = Sp - sref(v) of an amplitude term
So = s(0) and a reference saturation function s,ef(v) that
starts at spr(0) = 1.0 and approaches zero for velocities
above a VCM cutoff velocity v..

To facilitate comparison with prior work?, it is help-
ful to express the passband amplitude as the product
P, i = Pax,i- ki Bi where P, ; denotes the ideal steady-
state value (1.0 and 2.0 for VSS and VSI, respectively),
ki = |1;(0)] = |¢;(0)] < 1.0 represents the absolute value
of the control and label functions at v = 0 and reflects
factors (such as Ty, Ty, and By effects) that equally affect
both the label and control, and 5; > 0 reflects remain-
ing factors that are not accounted for by «;, such as the
steady-state value of the VSI labeling profile”.

With these definitions, we can immediately write

Hg(t) = (—1)(ZQ+C)P0,*,2"432B2 : pref,?(va(t - Tl))7 (9)

where ¢ = 0 for dmVSS and ¢ = 1 for dmVSI and mixed
variants. With the additional assumption? that c¢;(v) =
¢i(0), we can write for dmVSI (and mixed variants)

IL (t) = H1/€2(—1)(21+Z2)(Pa*,1ﬂ1 “ Pret,1 (Va(t))—
Pa*,ZﬁQ : pref,Q(va(t - 7—1)))' (10)
For a typical dmVSI implementation where the LCM

modules use the same train of pulses this can be written
as

I, (t) = 2623 - (pref(va(t)) — Dref(va(t — 7'1))) (11)

where prf(v) is an index-independent reference pass-
band function and « and /3 are index-independent scaling
terms.

For dmVSS, we have

I (t) = K1ke - (51 - Pre,1 (Va (£)) + B2 - Dres,2(va(t — 1))
- 5162 . pref,l('Ua (t))pref,Q (Ua (t - Tl)))7 (12)

which for a typical implementation with identical LCM
modules reduces to

Hl (t) = 52/8 : (pref(va(t)) + pref(va (t - Tl))
— B Pref(va(t — Tl))pref(va(t)))' (13)

In practice, pref(Va (t—71))Pref(Va (L)) = Pret(ve (t—71)) for
71 > At;, where At; is the LCM transit delay 7, resulting
in

Iy (t) = K28 (Pret(va(t)) + (1 = B)pret(va(t — 71))) (14)

2.3 | Ideal Profiles

We first consider delivery functions obtained with ideal
passband pyef(v) = 1 — rect(v/(2v;)) and saturation
Sref(v) = rect(v/(2v.)) functions, where v; and v, are the
labeling and saturation cutoff velocities”, respectively,
and assumed to be equal unless otherwise noted. Exam-
ples of d,1(t) and d,2(t) are shown in Figs. 2A and
3A for dmVSI and dmVSS, respectively, with Q¢ = 1,
1 =158 17 =05s v, =0.1cm/s, vy =v. =2 cm/s,
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and Kk = 8 = Sy = 1.0. Additional examples with realis-
tic Bloch-simulated profiles are discussed in the Results
section.

For dmVSI, d, 1(t) and d, 2(t) in Fig. 2A correspond
to ideal boluses with amplitudes of 2Qy spanning the
intervals [At;, 71 + At;] and [ + At;, 71 + 72 + At
respectively, with corresponding bolus areas of 2Qg7;
and 2Qg7y, where At, is the VCM transit delay’ and
At; and At are equal for this example and represent the
time for arterial blood to decelerate from v; = v, = 2
cm/s to 0.1 em/s. The corresponding cumulative magne-
tization differences, AM, 1 (¢) and AM, »(t), and the sum
AM,(t) are shown in Fig. 2B, where all spins are deliv-
ered by t = 71 + 75 +PLD as the PLD is set equal to At..
The selection of PLD is discussed in detail in Section 2.7.
For general values of Sy, x, and 3, the bolus areas of
da1(t) and d,2(t) are 2QoSok?Bm and 2Q¢SokBTe. If
k = e TEvs/Ta (where eTEys and Ty, denote the
effective echo time and 75 of arterial blood), then the
associated expressions for AM, 1 (t) and AM, »(t) match
those for dmVSI groups 1 and 2, respectively, in Ref. [2].

For dmVSS, d,1(t) and dg2(t) in Fig. 3A corre-
spond to ideal boluses with amplitudes of Q)¢ spanning
the intervals [At;, 71 + 72 + At] and [1 + At 7 +
7o + At.], respectively, with corresponding bolus areas
of Qo(m1 + 72) and Qo72. The corresponding cumula-
tive magnetization differences, AM, 1(t) and AM, o(t),
and the sum AM, (t) are shown in Fig. 3B. For general
values of Sy, k, and §, the bolus areas of d,1(t) and
da2(t) are QoSor*B(11 + 72 + (1 — B)72) and QoSokSTe,
respectively. Comparing to Ref. [2], it can be shown
that the associated expression for AM, o(t) matches the
first two terms of the dmVSS group 2 expression in the
prior work, while the expression for AM, ;(t) contains
a term that matches that of group 1 in the interval
[At;, 71 + At;] and another term that nearly matches
the prior work’s remaining dmVSS group 2 terms in the
interval [r; + At;, 71 + 72 + At.]. The discrepancy stems
from a minor error in the prior derivation?, which is
corrected in the current work.

2.4 | CBF Quantification

An unbiased estimate of )y based on a measurement of

the magnetization difference at ¢ = TI can be written as
AM,(TI)

@o = Moy (A1 oLy (T1) 4 Ag o Lo (TI)) (15)

Liu ET AL
where
) TI
Apor = + / oy (£)dE (16)
Qo
0
) TI
As e = —/dag(t)dt (17)
Qo )

denote effective areas. If the estimate uses values A} ¢
and A’27eff that differ from the actual values A; .5 and
Ag o, then the resulting estimate Qf) is biased. The
fractional error of the biased estimate can be written as

AQQzO _ QOQOQO =& (1) + &2(m) (18)
where
_ A1,eﬂf - All,eff
51 (Tl) o A/l,eff + A(Tl)A/Q,eff (19)
_ )\(7'1)(‘42,6:5 - A/2,eff)
§a(m1) = Al g+ A1) AL g .

are the error components for the first and second boluses

and

Ly(TT) e /T 1

Aln) = Li(TI)  1—e Teat/Tu’

(21)

2.5 | Labeling Efficiency

In the VSASL white paper® (n.b. erratum), the differ-
ence signal for single-module VSASL has the form

AM;(TT) = 207Qo Moy (1 — e~ Tt/ Tt ) = T/Tie (29)

where a and 7 were defined as the single-module VSASL
labeling efficiency and bolus width, respectively. Com-
paring this to Eqn. 15, setting 7 = 71 + 72, and equating
like terms leads to

Al + M71) Az eqt

o 2(7’1 + TQ)
as the expression for dm-VSASL labeling efficiency.

For dmVSI with ideal rect profiles,

SokB(kT1 + A(T1)T:
QddmVSI,rect = 0 6( ! ( 1) 2) (24)
T1 + T2
and for dmVSS with ideal rect profiles,
SorB(k(T1 + (2 = B)T2) + A (11)72)
2(11 + 712)

where we have assumed that the timing requirements

(23)

QXdmVSS,rect = ) (25)

specified below in Section 2.7 are satisfied. There do
not appear to be analytical expressions for finding the
maxima of ddmvsTrect aNd Odmvss,rect, but they are
straightforward to evaluate and optimize numerically.
Examples of ideal rect labeling efficiency versus 7y
are shown by the dashed green lines in Figs. 4A and 5A
assuming Sy = k = 1.0, 71 + 70 = 2.0 8, Tsar = 2.5 s,
T, = 1.66 s, and 6 = 0.88 for dmVSI and 8 = 1.0 for
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dmVSS, where the dmVSI g = P,/2 value corresponds
to the amplitude P, = 1.76 of the sinc Fourier Transform
VSI (FTVSI) passband function first examined in Ref. [7]
and used later in this paper. Note that since « is refer-
enced to the performance of single-module VSASL (with
a maximum value of 1.0 for ideal VSI), the additional
labeling of spins provided by dm-VSASL'?2 can result in
a > 1.0 under ideal conditions, as shown in Fig. 4A.

It is also helpful to note that the fractional CBF
quantification error can be written as

AQo _ T (26)
Qo @

where « and o denote the actual and assumed labeling
efficiencies, consistent with what was previously stated
for single-module VSASL”.

2.6 | Effective Bolus Width and Error

While the effective areas and related metrics, such as
quantification error and labeling efficiency, can be readily
calculated for arbitrary profiles, it is useful to write each
effective area as the product of an amplitude term and an
effective bolus width term”. For dmVSI, we have Aot =
250K BT1 off and A of = 2S0K572 ofr, Where

TI
T1,eff = /(pref(va (t)) - pref(va(t - Tl))
0
. Sref(va(t - (Tl + 7-2))dt (27)
and
TI
it = [ re(valt = 1)) - sur(valt — (1 + 7))t (29)

0
are the effective bolus widths. The fractional CBF esti-
mation error for dmVSI can be written as

AQq _ Sokp ( KT eff + )\(7'1)7'2,eff> 1
— = (29)
Qo SO B! \ K'T] o + A(T1) T3 ot
where the primed variables represent the assumed values
associated with A} g and A5 4. To isolate the estimation
error due solely to bolus width errors, we may consider
the case where the assumed amplitudes are equal to their
actual values (S}, = Sp, k' = k, 8 = ), but the assumed
bolus widths are equal to their nominal ideal values (i.e.

Tl et = T1 and 7y g = T2, resulting in
AQo _ RATL off + A(T1) AT of (30)
Qo KTy + A(T1) T2
with bolus width errors defined as A7 e = Tief — T1
and ATy eff = T2 off — T2-
For dmVSS, Ascg = SokBT2.er where 7o g was
defined in Eqn. 28. Using the approximation from

| s
Eqn. 14, we can write Ajex ~ S()/f2ﬁ(7—[172]7eff + (1 -
B)T2err) (see Section S.1) where
TI
T(1,2],eff = /pref(ua(t)) “Sret(Va(t — (11 4+ 72))dt  (31)
0

The fractional CBF estimation error for dmVSS can be
written as

AQo _ SonB
Qo Sor' B!
) ( K(T,2)e + (1= B)72) + A(T1) T2 et ) 1@
K (7)) o) et T (1= B)T50) + A(T1)75
Isolating effects due solely to bolus width errors leads to

AQO B K(AT 2] et + (1 — B)AT20fr) + A(T1)ATo ot

Qo k(11 + T2+ (1 = B)12) + A(11)72

where ATy o) off = T[1,2),eff — (71 + T2).

2.7 | Minimizing Bolus Width Error

While the effective bolus width errors can be calculated
for arbitrary functions using Eqns. 27, 28 and 31, it is also
useful to gain some theoretical insight into the conditions
needed to obtain (i) Ames = 0, (i) AT ex = 0, and
(iii) AT 9,668 = 0, which are sufficient for minimizing
the CBF quantification errors described in Eqns. 30 and
33.
For case (i), if we assume that

sret,B(v) = 0 for |v] > v; where v; < vg(71) (34)

holds, as well as additional conditions min(ry,7) > At
and syef(vp) & 1.0, then Eqn. 27 can be approximated as:
TI

Pt [ Drclva(®) - sursealt = e, (39)
0

where Syerr(v) = 1 — pres(v) is an effective saturation
function”. Because Eqn. 35 has the form of Eqn. 25 in
Ref. [7] and Eqn. 34 is an extended version of condi-
tion W1 from that prior work (which we will denote as
W1(7)), we may adopt the arguments from the prior work
to state that the sufficient conditions to minimize the
bolus width error for case (i) are: condition W1(7), an
extended version W2(i): PLD > At; — 15 of condition
W2 from the prior work, and the additional conditions.
Similarly, for cases (i¢) and (ii7), we note that the
forms of Eqns. 28 and 31 follow that of Eqn. 25 in Ref. [7].
Sufficient conditions to minimize the bolus width errors
for these cases are extended versions of condition W1:
sret(v) = 0 for |v] > v, where v, < v,(72) for condition
W1(ii) and v. < va(m1 + 72) for condition W1(4i); and
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W2 that applies for both cases (i) and (ii7).

The expressions for the extended versions of Condi-
tion W1 are equivalent to: (i) 7 > A, (i) 2 > At,,
and (iii) 71 + 72 > At., where At; and At, are the LCM
and VCM transit delays, respectively, described above
in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. Since most dm-VSASL imple-
mentations use 71 > Ty, the active design constraints are
typically:

Ty > max(At;, At.) (36)
PLD > At,, (37)

where we have taken into account the additional con-
ditions for case (7). A summary of the conditions is
provided in Table 2. With decreases in CBF, the transit
delays are expected to increase” and therefore the val-
ues of 75 and PLD needed to meet the design constraints
will also tend to increase.

Note that the conditions derived above for cases (i7)
and (iii) assume the matched condition” syefp(v) =
Sref(v), which is applicable for dmVSS where the LCM1,
LCM2, and VCM typically all use the same saturation
module. For dmVSI, the matched condition holds for
case (i) since LCM1 and LCM2 use the same inversion
module, but typically does not hold for case (i) due to
differences in the LCM and VCM implementations, lead-
ing to the mismatch condition” syef g (v) # Syef(v) for the
delivery of the second bolus d, 2(t). As discussed in Ref.
[7] for single-module VSASL, this mismatch can lead to
a CBF-dependent bolus width error that occurs when
vy = v, and can be mitigated by setting v; < v.. In
Results, we show that the mismatch-related CBF esti-
mation error for dmVSI (A eq # 0) can be similarly
reduced with v; < v.. Note that Fig. 6 in Ref. [7] provides
a useful graphical interpretation of the mismatch error.

2.8 | Blood Volume Components

As noted in Ref. [7], the arterial delivery functions do
not account for either (a) potential labeling of arterial
blood in the velocity range [vUcqp, Us], Where vcq, denotes
capillary velocity, or (b) labeling of capillary and venous
blood. Under the reasonable assumption that p;(veqp) =~
0, the contribution of the capillary blood volume term
can be ignored”. Based on the similarity discussed above
of Eqns. 28, 31, and 35 to Eqn. 25 in Ref. [7], the
arguments from Appendix A.2 of the prior work can be
adopted to show that the arterial blood volume terms
are compensated for by negative adjustment terms in the
bolus width computations, such that the arterial blood
volume contributions can also be ignored. As a result,

the prior treatment” of local versus global model tim-
ing requirements for single-module VSASL also applies
to dm-VSASL.

Adapting the arguments from Appendix A.6 of the
prior work” and assuming 7; > 79, minimization of the
venous blood volume contribution requires that either (1)
To > Aty or (2) vy(Aty,c — T2, Veap) is not much greater
than veqp where Aty . denotes the time for venous blood
to accelerate from veqp, t0 v and v, (¢, veqp) is the velocity
at time t of a venous spin that starts with an initial
velocity of veqp at t = 0. When these conditions are not
satisfied (i.e. for small values of 72), Eqn. A.13 from Ref.
[7] can be adapted to estimate the venous contribution.

3 | METHODS

Bloch simulations and laminar flow integration were per-
formed using code from the ISMRM 2022 VSASL Bloch
Simulation Tutorial®. The BIRS option with v; = v, = 2
cm/s was used to simulate the VSS module and the sinc
FTVSI option was used to simulate the VSI module with
v values of 1.2 and 2 cm/s (with velocity-dependent
profiles shown in Figs. 2 and S1 of Ref. [7]). Key param-
eters were maximum B; = 20 p7', maximum gradient 50
mT/m, maximum gradient slew rate 150 T/m/s, T} and
Ts set to oo, and velocity span of 0 to 60 cm/s with a
velocity increment of 0.001 cm/s. The profiles computed
under these conditions are referred to as nominal profiles.
The arterial acceleration model from Ref. [7] was used
to calculate v, (t) assuming v, = 0.1 cm/s for both nor-
mal (Qo = 12.5 ml/s) and low flow conditions (Qy = 7.7
ml/s).

Example equivalent arterial delivery functions and
cumulative magnetization difference signals were then
calculated assuming Tso = 2.5s, 4 = 1.5s, 79 = 0.5 s,
and 71, = 1.66 s. For comparison, ideal rect VST and VSS
labeling functions with v, = 2 cm/s and Kk = 8 = Sy =
1.0 were also considered. Profiles were the same across
LCM1 and LCM2; i.e. Iz(v) = I1(v) and c2(v) = ¢1(v).
We then varied 71 from 1.0 s to 1.9 s (increment of 0.05 s)
with 7 +79 = 2.0 s, and computed the delivery functions,
magnetization difference signals, labeling efficiency, and
CBF estimation error for each value of 7.

Following the approach of Ref. [9], additional Bloch
simulations were performed with 77 = 1660 ms, T = 150
ms, By scaled by a factor of 70% to 130% of its nominal
value with an interval of 10%, and ABy (off-resonance)
varied from -200 Hz to 200 Hz with an increment of 50
Hz. Each of the resulting profiles was multiplied by a
Gaussian weighting factor, computed from the product of
two Gaussian distributions centered around mean values


https://github.com/JosephGWoods/ISMRM2022_VSASL_Bloch_Simulations
https://github.com/JosephGWoods/ISMRM2022_VSASL_Bloch_Simulations
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307357
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307357; this version posted July 25, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Liu ET AL

| 7

of By scale = 100% and ABy = 0 Hz with standard devi-
ations of op, = 30% and oap, = 200 Hz, respectively.
Average FTVSI and BIRS8 profiles were then calculated
as the sum of the weighted profiles. Labeling efficiency
and CBF estimation error as a function of 7y were then
computed using the average profiles. Using the defini-
tions from Section 2.2, the values of x and Sy were set
equal to the absolute values of the average labeling pro-
files of the LCM and VCM, respectively, at v = 0. The
value of § was then determined by estimating the scal-
ing factor needed to account for residual reductions in
the steady-state value of the average passband function
not accounted for by &.

4 | RESULTS
4.1 | Nominal profiles

Example arterial delivery functions and cumulative mag-
netization difference signals computed using nominal
profiles are shown in Fig. 2(C-F) for dmVSI (LCM:
FTVSI with v; = 2 or 1.2 cm/s; VCM: BIRS) and
Fig. 3(C,D) for dmVSS (LCM and VCM: BIRS). As com-
pared to the comparable waveforms obtained with ideal
rect profiles, the delivery functions using the FTVSI and
BIRS8 waveforms exhibit smoothly varying leading and
trailing edges. In addition, the value of the FTVSI cumu-
lative magnetization difference at TI = 71 + 7o + At, is
lower, reflecting the fact that P, < 2.0 for the FTVSI
passband function, as noted earlier in Section 2.5.

As shown in Fig. 4A, the dmVSI labeling efficien-
cies for both normal (blue) and low (yellow) flow with
vy = 1.2 cm/s are close to the ideal rect profile label-
ing efficiency (dashed green line) previously described in
Section 2.5, and the corresponding CBF errors (blue and
yellow lines Fig. 4B) are close to zero in the region of
optimal 71 ~ [1.5,1.6]. On the other hand, the labeling
efficiencies with v; = 2.0 cm/s are lower than that of
the ideal rect profile, resulting in flow-dependent nega-
tive CBF errors (red and purple lines). These errors are
largely due to the bolus group 2 error (red and purple
lines in Fig. 4D), which reflects the mismatch described
in Section 2.7. This error is consistent with the smaller
area under the curve of dg 2(t) for v; = 2 cm/s (Fig. 2C)
as compared to that for v; = 1.2 ecm/s (Fig. 2E).

For the low flow condition with v; = 2.0 cm/s, the
bolus group 1 error (purple line in Fig. 4C) reflects
the interaction between the edges of the pos(v,(t)) and
Pret(ve(t — 71) terms in Eqn. 27, which vary more slowly
for lower flow. For larger values of 71, the corresponding
values of 7, = 2.0 — 7, are too small to satisfy the condi-
tion stated in Eqn. 36, giving rise to the changes in the

bolus group 2 errors. It is interesting to note that in this
regime of small 75 values, the errors associated with bolus
groups 1 and 2 trend in different directions, such that the
errors partially cancel out when computing the overall
error. The negative trend for bolus group 1 reflects the
interaction between the trailing edges of the LCM1 and
VCM profiles, while the upward trend for bolus group 2
reflects the fact that for small 75 there is less time for
spins to decelerate such that the relevant portions of the
leading edge of the LCM2 passband function occur at
lower velocities and exhibit steeper slopes.

For dmVSS, the labeling efficiencies shown in Fig. 5A,
for both normal and low flow with v; = 2.0 cm/s, closely
follow the ideal rect profile labeling efficiency (dashed
green line) described in Section 2.5. As a result, the
corresponding CBF errors (Fig. 5B) are relatively small
(< 2%) in the region of optimal 7 ~ [1.0,1.2], reflecting
the inherent matching of the LCM and VCM functions
described in Section 2.7. For larger values of 71 where
the condition stated in Eqn. 36 is violated, the increase
in the bolus group 2 error (Fig. 5D), drives the overall
increase in error.

4.2 | Average profiles

Delivery functions using average profiles (i.e sum of
weighted profiles over range of By and ABj values as
described in Methods) are shown by the yellow and pur-
ple curves in panels A and B of Fig. 6 for dmVSI and
dmVSS, respectively, with the corresponding delivery
functions using nominal profiles (originally depicted in
Figs. 2C and 3C) shown by the blue and red curves for
comparison. With the average profiles, the amplitudes of
the dmVSI delivery functions are considerably smaller
than those for the nominal profiles. These are consis-
tent with the predicted amplitudes of 2Syx25 and 2S5y
for d,1(t) and d,2(t), respectively, where Sp = 0.92,
k = 0.68, and 8 = 1.0 for the average profiles as com-
pared to Sp = k = 1.0, and 8 = 0.88 for the nominal
profiles. Note that for the average profiles the amplitude
of dg1(t) is more attenuated than that of d, 2(t), reflect-
ing the difference in their respective dependence on &
2 vs. ~ k).

For the dmVSS average profiles, the reduction in the
delivery function amplitudes are consistent with the pre-
dicted amplitudes of ~ Syx?3 (approximation for 3 close
to 1.0) and Sokf for du1(t) and dg2(t), respectively,
where Sy = 0.92, k = 0.92, and 8 = 0.97 for the average
profiles as compared to Sg = k = 8 = 1.0 for the nom-

(ie. ~ K

inal profiles. Similar to what was observed for dmVSI,
the amplitude of d, 1(t) shows greater attenuation than
that of d, 2(t) due to the x? dependence.
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Labeling efficiencies (both normal and low flow condi-
tions) for the average profiles are shown in panels C and
D of Fig. 6 for dmVSI and dmVSS, respectively, with the
corresponding labeling efficiencies using (i) the ideal rect
profiles (with the Sy, &, and 3 values of the average pro-
files) shown for reference and (ii) the ideal rect profiles
with the scaling parameters from the nominal profiles
(originally shown in Figs. 4A and 5A) shown for com-
parison. For dmVSI, the v; = 1.2 cm/s curves show good
agreement with the ideal rect reference curve, whereas
the v; = 2 cm/s show a flow-dependent negative bias,
similar to what was observed for the nominal profiles
shown in Figs. 4A. Consistent with the markedly lower
dmVSI delivery function amplitudes shown in Fig. 6A,
the dmVSI labeling efficiencies are greatly attenuated for
the average profiles as compared to the nominal profiles.

The dmVSS labeling efficiencies exhibit a moderate
degree of attenuation with the average profiles, reflect-
ing the greater robustness of the BIRS profile to By and
B; inhomogeneities. The maximum dmVSI and dmVSS
labeling efficiencies assuming average profiles are both
approximately 0.6, in marked contrast to the difference
in dmVSI and dmVSS maximum labeling efficiencies
obtained for the nominal profiles.

5 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a generalized signal model for dm-
VSASL that can integrate arbitrary saturation and inver-
sion profiles. In addition, we have shown how the frame-
work of passband and saturation reference functions
originally developed for the analysis of single-module
VSASL7 can facilitate the analysis and interpretation of
the signals, including the derivation of concise expres-
sions for labeling efficiency and CBF quantification
error.

For the case of scaled ideal rect profiles, the signal
expressions match those of the prior work?, with the
addition of a minor correction term for dmVSS that
addresses a small error in the prior work. To facilitate
comparison with the prior work, we defined scaling terms
k and 3, where k denotes the attenuation that is common
to I(v) and ¢(v) at v = 0 and B accounts for additional
scaling of the passband function that is not accounted for
by k. This definition supports the derivation of labeling
efficiency expressions (Equs. 24 and 25) for scaled ideal
rect profiles that can be used to represent the expected
labeling efficiency in the absence of bolus width errors
(e.g. green dashed lines in Figs. 4A, 5A, and 6(C,D)).
It is important to note, however, that our definition of
x and B differs from the prior work?, in which it was
assumed that k accounted only for the effects of T, decay

and 3 accounted for all other effects. While the product
k(3 is the same across definitions, the definition presented
here is preferred for future work as it is grounded in the
generalized signal model and thereby facilitates a rigor-
ous analysis and interpretation of dm-VSASL labeling
efficiency and CBF quantification error.

When using realistic Bloch-simulated profiles, we
demonstrated that flow-dependent CBF quantification
errors can occur for dmVSI due to the mismatch in the
profiles of the LCM and VCM functions, similar to those
observed for single-module VSI?. This error is primarily
due to the mismatch of leading and trailing edges in the
second bolus and can be mitigated by selecting a lower
labeling cutoff velocity v; < v, consistent with the find-
ings for single-module VSI7. For small values of 5, we
observed opposing negative and positive trends in the
bolus group 1 and 2 errors that partly canceled out in
the overall error. Further work to identify approaches for
maximizing the cancelation could be of interest.

In this work, we assumed that LCM1 and LCM2
used the same labeling profiles, with matched VCM for
dmVSS and mismatched VCM for dmVSI. In the prior
modeling of single-module VSASL?, it was noted that
there may be cases where where the mismatch between
the LCM and VCM profiles could be of interest, for
example to characterize the volume of arterial blood
in various velocity ranges. For dm-VSASL, there is an
even wider space of potential mismatches to consider due
to the presence of three modules (LCM1, LCM2, and
VCM), and further work to explore this space would be
of interest.

Conditions for minimizing bolus width errors were
derived under the assumption of matched profiles. For
most implementations, where 71 > 75, the active require-
ments are that 75 is greater than both the LCM and VCM
transit delays and that the PLD is greater than the VCM
transit delay. As discussed in Ref. [7], these transit delays
are likely to exhibit a dependence on voxel size, with pre-
liminary model-based estimates on the order of 100 to
200 ms when v, = v; = 2 cm/s. While further experi-
mental work is needed to refine the estimates, researchers
wishing to minimize bolus width errors may want to con-
sider a minimum value of at least 100 to 200 ms for both
PLD and 75 as an interim design rule.

Consistent with prior work we found that the label-
ing efficiency of dmVSI was higher than that of dmVSS
under the assumption of nominal profiles (with 7} =
To = oo and nominal By and B; values). However,
when taking into account By and B; inhomogeneities,
the labeling efficiencies were found to be comparable,
reflecting the the greater robustness of BIR8 dmVSS
to the inhomogeneities®. While this is roughly consis-
tent with prior in vivo findings? of comparably high
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ASL signal levels with BIR8 dmVSS and sinc FTVSI
VSI (which were found to be about 5% lower than
sinc FTVSI dmVSI ASL signal levels?), further work is
needed to more accurately assess the empirical effect of
the inhomogeneities in vivo (see also Section S.2).

As noted in this paper, dmVSS has the advantage
of inherent matching of LCM and VCM profiles, result-
ing in inherently small CBF quantification errors when
using v; = v.. On the other hand, the inversion of
static tissue in dmVSI (or a dm-VSASL variant that uses
VSSI pulses) provides inherent background suppression
that can lead to improved temporal SNR even with-
out additional background suppression pulses®. Due to
the label /control condition switching in the second mod-
ule, dmVSI also offers a more balanced distribution of
motion-sensitive gradients, which can reduce artifacts
from sources such as eddy currents and diffusion atten-
uation?. The effect of these sources on the dm-VSASL
signal can be examined with the generalized signal model
through the inclusion of saturation and inversion profiles
that reflect the presence of the confounding factors, and
further work in this area would be of interest.

Consistent with the prior work we have assumed that
the 7 + ™ < BDpyayx, where BD,,,, denotes the max-
imum available physical bolus width and depends on
the spatial coverage of the RF transmit coil and the
mean velocity of arterial spins!:2. This is equivalent to
neglecting the contribution of arterial spins that enter
the coverage of the RF transmit coil after the first LCM.
Extensions of the current model to model this contribu-
tion would be of interest and would most likely entail
introducing a joint dependence on velocity and space into
the passband function that would allow for an estimation
of the physical bolus width.

In this paper we have focused on dm-VSASL, which
is currently the primary implementation of multi-module
VSASL, as prior work indicates that there is unlikely
to be an advantage to using more than two mod-
ules!. The challenges of using more than two modules
include further decreases in labeling efficiency with the
addition of each module and potential concerns with
specific absorption rate, especially at higher magnetic
field strengths'2. Nevertheless, if VSASL with more
than two modules becomes of interest for future work,
the approach described in the Appendix can be readily
extended to handle additional modules.

In conclusion, by facilitating the use of realistic satu-
ration and inversion profiles, the proposed signal model
can provide a more accurate assessment of the perfor-
mance (e.g. labeling efficiency) of dm-VSASL implemen-
tations and improve the quantification of dm-VSASL
CBF measures.

6 | DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Analysis code and files to generate the figures and
results presented in this paper will be made available
upon publication through the Open Science Framework
DOI:10.17605/OSF.I0/WKM54.
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Figure S1. Example dmVSI and pCASL normalized
ASL images AM. /My, in percentage units.
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defined in Section 2.1 can be obtained from the expres-
sions provided in the latter part of this Appendix. We
use the notation Ml(i)(t7 t') and ]\/[C(i)(t7 t') to denote the
label and control, respectively, magnetization at exper-
imental time ¢ for blood that is delivered at t' to the
boundary velocity vy, where the subscript (i) indicates
the ith step in the processing beginning with LCM1 as
the first step (¢ = 1). With the application of the LCM1

at t = 0, we have

MM 0,8) = M, -1y (va (')
MD(0,8") = M, - ¢1(va(t"))

APPENDIX

Define M, = Mo, (1 — e~ Tset/T1) and the longitudinal
recovery function for the blood signal as

A (J\fb7 t) = My, + (Mb — Mob)e_t/le. (Al)

Note that A (My,t) is a general-purpose function that
returns the longitudinal magnetization given an initial
condition M, and relaxation time ¢, whereas the longi-
tudinal relaxation weighting functions L (¢) and Lo(t)

At the point of the application of LCM2 at t = 71, we have

for dmVSI and

for dmVSS. The magnetization difference at this point is

for dmVSI and

for dmVSI and

(A2)
(A3)

Over the interval ¢ € [0,71) the longitudinal magnetiza-

tion is
MP (1) = A (M, - li(va(t))., t) (A4)
MP(t,t) = A (M, - cr(va(t))), t) (A5)
M (71,t) = ca(va(t' = 71)) - A (M - la (va(t))), 1) (A6)
M (1, ") = ly(va(t' —71)) - A (M - e1(va(t)), 1) (A7)
M (1, t) = (et —71)) - A (M, - 1y (va(t)), 1) (A8)
MP (1, 1) = ea(va(t’ —71)) - A (M - e1(va(t)), 1) (A9)
AM® (7, #") = ly(va(t' —71)) - A (M - e1(va(t)), 1) — ca(va(t' — 71)) - A (Mg - 11 (va (), 71) (A10)
AM® (7, #') = ca(va(t' —71)) - A (Mg - c1(va (), 1) — la(va(t' — 71)) - A (Mg - 11 (va (), 71) (A11)
for dmVSS. After expanding and reorganizing terms, these expressions may be rewritten as
AM®) (7,t") = Mye ™/ (Iy(vg (' — 71))er(va(t) — ea(va(t' — 1)1 (va ()
+ Moy (1 - e_Tl/T“’) (o (va(t' — 1)) — c2(va(t’ — 1)) (A12)
AM®) (7,t") = Mye ™/ (cy(va (' — 71))er(va(t)) — la(va (' — 71))1 (va ()
+ Moy (1 - e_Tl/T“’) (c2(va(t' — 1)) — la(va(t —T1))) (A13)

2

for dmVSS, where term 1 reflects the effects of both LCM1 and LCM2 and term 2 reflects the effect of only LCM2.
After the application of LCM2, both the control and label paths go through the same longitudinal relaxation and

VCM, so that the magnetization difference for time ¢ > 7 + 75 may be written as

AMW (t,¢")y = AM® (71, ') - e~ ™)/ Tie sy, (8 — (11 + 72)))

(A14)
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To obtain the cumulative magnetization difference at
time ¢, we integrate over all spins that were delivered
over the interval ¢’ € [0,¢], resulting in

t
AM,(t) = Qo - / AMW (¢, ¢")dt, (A15)
0

which can be expanded and rewritten as the equations
presented in Section 2.
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Symbol Description

Tsat Saturation Time

T1, T2 Bolus timing parameters

PLD Post-labeling delay

TI Inflow time

VSS Velocity selection saturation

VSI Velocity selection inversion

I(v) Labeling profile

c(v) Control profile

s(v) Saturation function: s(v) = So - sres(v)

p(v) Passband function: p(v) = P, * pres(v)

Pres(V) Reference Passband function with prer(00) =1

Sref(V) Reference Saturation function with s;er(0) =1

Sret,E(V) Effective saturation function: sret,r(v) = 1 — pret(v)

P, Steady state value of p(v); with ideal value P, = 1 for VSS and 2 for VSI
So Initial value s(0); with ideal value of 1.0

da,1(t), da2(t)

T1,effy T2,effy T[1,2],eff

Cumulative magnetization differences

Longitudinal relaxation weighting functions

Arterial delivery functions

Effective bolus widths; with ideal values of 71, 72, and 71 + 72

Al ety A2er Effective bolus areas

K Scaling term to denote common attenuation of I(v) and c(v) at v =10
B8 Additional scaling term for p(v)

o Labeling efficiency

v Label/Control module (LCM) nominal cutoff velocity

Ve Vascular crushing module (VCM) cutoff velocity

Va (1) Arterial delivery velocity function v, (¢, vs) with implicit argument vy
p Boundary velocity

Veap Mean capillary velocity

Qo Cerebral blood flow (CBF)

A (M, t) Longitudinal recovery function

Aty, At LCM (subscript 1) and VCM (subscript c) transit delays; defined as the times for arterial

blood to decelerate from v; and v., respectively, to the boundary velocity vy

TABLE 1 Glossary of key functions and variables. To simplify the presentation we have omitted subscripts that can be
used to indicate different values of the functions and variables for LCM1 and LCM2; e.g. subscripts can be added to I(v) to

denote 11 (v) and l2(v).

Error Term Bolus Conditions

Aleeff dmVSI Bolus 1 Wl(i); 1 > At
W2(i): PLD > At; — 72

ATy o dmVSI or dmVSS Bolus 2 W1(ii) : 72 > At.
W2(ii): PLD > At,
AT 2] 0t dmVSS Bolus 1 W1(iii) : 71 + 72 > Ate

W2(iii): PLD > At,

TABLE 2 Summary of conditions for minimizing bolus width errors. In addition, we require min(7i, 72) > At; and
sret(vp) & 1.0 for the approximation in Eqn 35 to hold. Since most implementations use 71 > 72 and typically A¢; ~ At., the
active design constraints are: 72 > max(At;, At.) and PLD > At..
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Global LCM1 LCM2 VCM Imaging
Saturation
- ci(v) 15(v) or ¢,(v) 5(_V)
Control
13(v) (V) or Iy(v) s(v)
Label
Teat 7, T, PLD
t=0 t=TI

FIGURE 1 Dual-module VSASL timing diagram. For dmVSI and mixed variants (e.g. VSSI4+VSS or VSI4+VSS), LCM2

uses l2(v) and c2(v) in the control and label conditions, respectively. For dmVSS, LCM2 uses c2(v) and l2(v) in the control
and label conditions, respectively.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307357
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307357; this version posted July 25, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license . .
14 | Liu ET AL

dmVSI Delivery Curves: Rect dmVSI Magnetization Difference: Rect
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FIGURE 2 dmVSI equivalent arterial delivery functions (A, C, E) and cumulative magnetization differences (B, D, F) for
ideal rect profile (top row) and Bloch-simulated sinc FTVSI nominal profiles (second and third rows) with Qo =1, 71 = 1.5 s,
72 =0.5s, v, =0.1 cm/s, v. =2 cm/s, v; = 2 cm/s (top 2 rows) or v; = 1.2 cm/s (bottom row), and At; and At. denoting
the LCM and VCM transit delays”. For the top two rows, these transit delays are equal and indicate the time needed for
arterial blood to decelerate from 2 cm/s to 0.1 cm/s. For the bottom row, At; < At. since v; < ve, with A¢; indicating the
time for arterial blood to decelerate from 1.2 cm/s to 0.1 cm/s. Note that area under the curve of dq 2(t) for v; = 1.2 cm/s
(panel E) is greater than that for v; = 2.0 cm/s (panel C), reflecting the better matching of the leading and trailing edges in
the delivery function for the second bolus. This results in greater amplitudes in the AM. 2(t) and AM.(¢t) curves for v; = 1.2
cm/s. The delivery time ¢’ and measurement time ¢ variables are described in the Appendix. Curves for AM, 1(t), AM, 2(t),
and AM.(t) are depicted for ¢ > 0, but reflect what is actually measured only for the period after application of the VCM,
i.e. t > 11 + 7o. For t < 71 + 72, they reflect the “virtual” magnetization difference that would be measured if the effects of
future events (e.g. LCM2 and VCM) could affect prior periods.
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FIGURE 3 dmVSS equivalent arterial delivery functions (A, C) and cumulative magnetization differences (B,D) for ideal
rect profile (top row) and Bloch-simulated BIR8 nominal profile (bottom row) with Qo =1, 1 = 1.5, 2 = 0.5 s, v, = 0.1
cm/s, v; = ve = 2 cm/s, and At; and At. denoting the labeling and VCM transit delays”, which are equal for this example
and indicate the time needed for arterial blood to decelerate from 2 cm/s to 0.1 cm/s. The delivery time ¢’ and measurement
time t variables are described in the Appendix. Curves for AM. 1(t), AM, 2(t), and AM.(t) are depicted for ¢ > 0, but
reflect what is actually measured only for the period after application of the VCM, i.e. t > 71 + 72. For t < 71 + 72, they
reflect the “virtual” magnetization difference that would be measured if the effects of future events (e.g. LCM2 and VCM)
could affect prior periods.
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FIGURE 4 (A,B) dmVSI labeling efficiency and CBF estimation error as a function of 7 for sinc FTVSI LCM (v; = 1.2
or 2 cm/s as indicated in legend) and BIR8 VCM with v = 2, with nominal profiles The dashed green line in (A) indicates
the labeling efficiency obtained with ideal rect profiles with Sp = k = 1.0 and 8 = 0.88. (C,D) Error contributions from bolus
groups 1 and 2. All errors are shown as percentages.
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FIGURE 5 (A,B) dmVSS labeling efficiency and CBF estimation error as a function of 7; for BIR§ LCM and VCM with
v = ve = 2, with nominal BIRS profile. The dashed green line in (A) indicates the labeling efficiency obtained with ideal rect
profiles with Sy = x = 8 = 1.0. (C,D) Error contributions from bolus groups 1 and 2. All errors are shown as percentages.
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FIGURE 6 (A,B) dmVSI and dmVSS arterial delivery functions (yellow, purple; v; = ve = 2 cm/s, v, = 0.1 cm/s)

obtained using average profiles, with delivery functions for nominal profiles shown in blue and red for comparison (originally
shown in Figures 2C and 3C). (C,D) dmVSI and dmVSS labeling efficiencies as a function of 71 for (C) dmVSI with sinc
FTVSI LCM (v; = 1.2 or 2 cm/s as indicated in legend) and (D) dmVSS with BIR8 LCM with v; = 2, with BIR8 VCM with
ve = 2 cm/s for both dmVSI and dmVSS. Labeling efficiencies with ideal rect profiles and scaling parameters from the

average and nominal responses are shown by the green dashed lines and the black dash-dot lines, respectively.
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