arXiv:2305.06482v3 [eess.IV] 11 Oct 2023

Received XX; Revised XX; Accepted XX

DOI: xxx/xxxx , Word Count: ∼5000

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Coil Sketching for computationally-efficient MR iterative reconstruction

Julio A. Oscanoa^{1,2} | Frank Ong^3 | Siddharth S. Iyer^4 | Zhitao Li^2 | Christopher M. Sandino^3 | Batu Ozturkler^3 | Daniel B. Ennis^2 | Mert Pilanci^3 | Shreyas S. Vasanawala^2

1Department of Bioengineering, Stanford University, California, USA 2Department of Radiology, Stanford University, California, USA 3Department of Electrical Engineering, Stanford University, California, USA 4Department of Electrical Engineering and Computer Science, Massachussets Institute of Technology, Massachussets, USA

Correspondence Julio A. Oscanoa. Department of Radiology, Stanford University, 1201 Welch Road, Stanford, CA 94305, USA. Email: joscanoa@stanford.edu

Funding Information National Institutes of Health : R01-EB026136 : R01-EB009690 : R01-EB019241.

National Science Foundation : ECCS-2037304 : DMS-2134248 : CCF-2236829.

U.S. Army Research Office Early Career Award : W911NF-21-1- 0242.

Stanford Precourt Institute. ACCESS—AI Chip Center for Emerging Smart Systems through InnoHK, Hong Kong, SAR.

Purpose: Parallel imaging and compressed sensing reconstructions of large MRI datasets often have a prohibitive computational cost that bottlenecks clinical deployment, especially for 3D non-Cartesian acquisitions. One common approach is to reduce the number of coil channels actively used during reconstruction as in coil compression. While effective for Cartesian imaging, coil compression inherently loses signal energy, producing shading artifacts that compromise image quality for 3D non-Cartesian imaging. We propose coil sketching, a general and versatile method for computationally-efficient iterative MR image reconstruction. Theory and Methods: We based our method on randomized sketching algorithms, a type of large-scale optimization algorithms well established in the fields of machine learning and big data analysis. We adapt the sketching theory to the MRI reconstruction problem via a structured sketching matrix that, similar to coil compression, considers high-energy virtual coils obtained from principal component analysis. But, unlike coil compression, it also considers random linear combinations of the remaining low-energy coils, effectively leveraging information from all coils. Results: First, we performed ablation experiments to validate the sketching matrix design on both Cartesian and non-Cartesian datasets. The resulting design yielded both improved computational efficiency and preserved signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) as measured by the inverse g-factor. Then, we verified the efficacy of our approach on high-dimensional non- Cartesian 3D cones datasets, where coil sketching yielded up to three-fold faster reconstructions with equivalent image quality.

Conclusion: Coil sketching is a general and versatile reconstruction framework for computationally fast and memory-efficient reconstruction.

KEYWORDS:

Parallel imaging, compressed sensing, randomized sketching, large-scale optimization

1 INTRODUCTION

The combination of parallel imaging [1, 2, 3] and compressed sensing [4] (PICS) is one of the most successful techniques to shorten scanning times in Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) [5, 6, 7, 8]. However, removal of undersampling artifacts in high-dimensional MRI datasets requires image reconstruction algorithms which have long computation times and considerable memory usage. These drawbacks have hindered clinical deployment of high-dimensional applications such as 3D non-Cartesian acquisitions [9], 4D-Flow [10], Dynamic Contrast-Enhanced MRI (DCE) [11], and MR Fingerprinting (MRF) [12].

In parallel imaging [1, 2, 3], a general approach to decrease the computation time is to reduce the number of coils actively used during reconstruction. One class of such methods is coil compression [13, 14, 15], where multi-channel data is linearly combined prior to reconstruction to obtain virtual coils sorted according to descending energy. Then, reconstruction is performed using only the significantly smaller subset of high-energy channels. In general, the number of high-energy virtual channels is a function of coil geometries and arrangement. However, in 3D Cartesian imaging, this number can be further decreased by leveraging the fully-sampled k-space dimension (e.g. the readout direction) as in Geometric Coil Compression (GCC) [14]. GCC leverages the fully-sampled dimension to spatially break down the 3D k-space into multiple 2D k-spaces through a Fourier transform along this spatial axis. Then, due to their spatial location, each 2D slice will have non-negligible signal in fewer coils, which allows compression to fewer virtual coils [14]. However, this decomposition is not possible in 3D non-Cartesian imaging, where there is no fully-sampled axis. Thus, the 3D k-space data will have non-negligible signal in most of the coils, which hinders the ability of coil compression to reduce the number of channels.

Another line of work uses the stochastic gradient descent (SGD) method [16, 11], which randomly selects subsets of coils at each iteration. While fully leveraging all data, this method requires constantly loading/unloading coil sensitivity maps to memory and often many iterations for convergence, which yields long reconstruction times [17]. Furthermore, SGD is not versatile enough to be efficiently applied to the diversity of reconstruction formulations. For example, when the regularization function is non-smooth (e.g. ℓ_1-norm) stochastic subgradient descent suffers from slow convergence [18]. Alternatively, proximal SGD (proxSGD), which has an improved convergence rate in this case [18], is inefficient when the proximal operator of the regularization is computationally expensive [19].

Herein, we propose a novel, versatile, and computationally-efficient reconstruction method, referred to as coil sketching, which combines the best of both above mentioned approaches using a framework based on randomized sketching [20, 21, 22, 23]. Randomized sketches are a group of well-established techniques for large-scale optimization with demonstrated success in machine learning and big data analysis [20]. The basic idea uses a randomly-generated sketching matrix to project the problem onto a lower dimensional space, wherein the problem can be solved significantly faster and with a smaller memory footprint.

This article represents the first attempt to adapt randomized sketching theory to the MRI reconstruction problem. Coil sketching offers two main contributions:

1. A novel, general, and versatile formulation of the reconstruction problem, using iterative sketching [21], that is readily applicable to nearly all MRI reconstruction problems.

2. A structured sketching matrix design that leverages the Fourier structure of the MRI reconstruction problem and previous research on coil compression.

Figure 1 illustrates both concepts. Early versions of this work were presented in References [24, 25]. This article is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the relevant theory such as the MR image reconstruction problem, a brief introduction to randomized sketching, and the main concepts of our work, namely, the adaptation of sketching to MRI. Then, Section 3 elaborates on the experiments performed to validate performance and Section 4 outlines the key results. Finally, Sections 5 and 6 provide discussion, conclusions, and future work.

2 THEORY

2.1 Conventional reconstruction

We formalize the MRI reconstruction problem considered in this work. We consider the discrete multi-channel MRI forward model in Equation (1), where the image x ∈ C^D is sampled at frequency points {f_i}^N_{i=1} that yields k-space measurements {k_c ∈ C^N }^C_{c=1} for each of the C channels. Furthermore, we consider C-channel sensitivity maps {c_c ∈ C^D }^C_{c=1} and white Gaussian noise vectors {n_c ∈ C^N }^C_{c=1}.

k_c[i] = 1 √ D D−1∑ d=0 c_c[d]x[d] exp (−ı2πf_id/N) + n_c[i] (1) for i ∈ {1, ..., N} and c ∈ {1, ..., C}. We summarize the forward model as a linear model:

k = FCx + n, (2)

FIGURE 1 (A) Conventional iterative image reconstruction recovers image x by directly minimizing an objective function f(x)+g(x), where f(x) is the data consistency and g(x) is a regularization function. Starting from an initial value x^0, iterative algorithms yield a succession of approximate solutions (x^1, x^2, x^3, ...), via an update rule U_{f,g} , which converge to the solution x^∗. (B) Coil sketching sequentially minimizes approximations f^t_S(x) + g(x), where f^t_S(x) is a lower-dimensional approximation of the data consistency term. Similarly, the approximated problems can be solved iteratively via more computationallyefficient update rules U_f t_{S,g} . Each new solution x^t yields a more accurate reconstruction and eventually arrives at x^T ≈ x^∗. This approach enables higher computationally efficiency (3x faster in Results 4.2.2, Figure 6 ) with virtually no penalty on reconstruction accuracy. (C) The approximations f^t_S(x) are formed by multiplying the problem with a randomly-generated structured sketching matrix S^t that produces random linear combinations only in the coil dimension and, effectively, reduces the number of coils concurrently used during reconstruction from C to Ĉ (C = 20 and Ĉ = 4 in this example).

where k ∈ C^{CN} and n ∈ C^{CN} are stacked versions of {k_c ∈ C^N }^C_{c=1} and {n_c ∈ C^N }^C_{c=1} respectively, and the matrices F and C are defined as follows:

C = diag (c_1) . . diag (c_C ) ,

F = I_C ⊗ F̃, where ⊗ is the Kronecker product, C ∈ C^{CD×D} represents the point-wise multiplication by the C-channel sensitivity maps, and F ∈ C^{CN×CD} is a block diagonal matrix with C blocks {F̃ ∈ C^{N×D} } that represent the Fourier transform. In Cartesian imaging, F̃ = UF̃_u, where U ∈ R^{N×N} is an undersampling operator, and F̃_u ∈ C N×D is the uniform Fourier transfom, implemented as the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT). In non- Cartesian imaging, F̃ = F̃_n ∈ C^{N×D} , where F̃_n is the non-uniform Fourier transform, implemented as the Non- Uniform FFT (NUFFT) [26]. Additionally, I_C ∈ R^{C×C} is the identity matrix. We will use the notation I_a, where a ∈ R, to refer to the a × a identity matrix.

2.1.1 Problem Formulation

Our method is applicable to both Cartesian and non- Cartesian reconstruction problems, which we formalize next. Given the acquired k-space measurements k, image reconstruction aims to recover the unaliased image by solving a regularized least squares optimization problem:

x^∗ = argmin_x f(x) + g(x) (3)

f(x) = 1 2 ‖Ax − y‖^2 (4) where f(x) is the data consistency term, g(x) is the regularization function. In Cartesian imaging, A = FC and y = k. In non-Cartesian imaging, we consider reconstruction with density compensation [27]:

A = W^{1/2}FC,

y = W^{1/2}k, where W ∈ R^{CN} is a diagonal matrix that applies gridding density compensation, which has been demonstrated to improve condition number of reconstruction for gradient-based methods [28]. Since W applies identical density compensation to each coil, we can also define:

W^{1/2} = I_C ⊗ diag(w)^{1/2} where w ∈ R^N is the density compensation function.

In particular, we will consider three types of regularization for our experiments:

1. ℓ_2-Norm [29]: g(x) =^λ_2 ‖x‖^2

2. ℓ_1-Wavelets [4]: g(x) = λ‖Ψx‖_1, where Ψ ∈ C^{D×D} is a unitary wavelet transform operator.

3. ℓ_1-Total variation (ℓ1-TV) [30, 31] : g(x) = λ‖Tx‖_1, where T ∈ C^{D×D} is a first-order finite difference operator with periodic boundary extension.

Respectively, the resulting optimization problems can be solved efficiently using:

1. Conjugate Gradient (CG) [32, 33, 34]

2. Fast Iterative Soft-Thresholding Algorithm (FISTA) [35]

3. Primal Dual Hybrid Gradient (PDHG) [36]

Although these algorithms have considerable differences, in the context of MR image reconstruction, the largest computational cost of each algorithm is the application of matrix A. In practice, matrix A is never explicitly formed. Instead, we leverage the matrix structure to reduce the computational complexity. For example, in non-Cartesian imaging we apply the following coil-wise operation:

y_c = A_c(x) = w^{⊙1/2} ⊙ F{c_c ⊙ x}, (5)

where ⊙ is the Hadamard product, F is the NUFFT, and w^{⊙1/2} is the Hadamaard squared root of vector w. Consequently, the computational cost of the forward model increases with the number of coils, C.

2.2 Randomized sketching

Similarly to MRI reconstruction, randomized sketching considers a general constrained least squares problem:

u^∗ = argmin_{u∈C} ‖Bu − v‖^2, (6)

where u^∗ ∈ R^D is the solution, v ∈ R^N is a data vector, B ∈ R^{N×D} is a data matrix and C is a convex set. In the most basic case, C would be C^D , but literature considers many other types such as ℓ_1-balls, and ℓ_2-balls, which can be converted to the regularizations in Subsection 2.1 via the Lagrangian.

2.2.1 Classical Sketching

The classical sketch [20] obtains an approximate solution ũ to equation (1). Sketching uses a randomly generated matrix S ∈ R^{N̂ ×N} (N̂ ≪ N) to project the problem onto a lower dimensional space. Herein, we consider two of the most common sketching matrices S: (1) independent and identically distributed (i.i.d) standard Gaussian entries and (2) i.i.d. Rademacher entries (uniformly distributed over {−1, +1}).

The new sketched least squares problem is:

ũ = argmin_{u∈C} ‖SBu − Sv‖^2, (7)

where B and v are approximated by their sketched versions SB ∈ R^{N̂ ×D} and Sv ∈ R^{N̂} . This new approximated problem can be solved with substantially less computational cost at the expense of reduced accuracy. In the context of medical imaging, reconstruction inaccuracies could lead to considerable image quality loss and substantial artifacts. Therefore, we also consider more advanced sketching techniques.

2.2.2 Iterative Hessian Sketching

The Iterative Hessian Sketch [21] (IHS) sequentially approximates the problem multiple times around the current estimate u^t. Each subsequently approximated problem will yield a new estimate u^{t+1} with higher accuracy. The new optimization problem is:

u^{t+1} = argmin_{u∈C} 1 2 ‖S^tB(u − u^t)‖^2 + ⟨u, B^H(Bu^t − v)⟩, (8) where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the inner product, and S^t ∈ R^{N̂ ×N} is the randomly-generated sketching matrix used at iteration t. The objective function in equation (8) can be interpreted as a second-order Taylor approximation of the original objective function in equation (6) around the current estimate u^t with a sketched Hessian (SB)^T(SB). Section S1 of Supporting Material provides a detailed derivation. This optimization problem is slightly more computationally costly to solve, but yields significantly more accurate results since, according to theory, the estimates u^{t+1} will converge to the original u^∗ geometrically with the iteration number t [21].

2.3 Sketched reconstruction

We propose the use of randomized sketching to reduce the computational cost of image reconstruction. Our work proposes two main concepts. First, we reformulate the reconstruction problem using iterative sketching [21, 23]. Second, we propose a structured sketching matrix design that synergistically leverages the computational efficiencies of sketching, the Fourier structure of the problem, and previous research on coil compression.

2.3.1 Sketched Problem Formulation

Instead of solving the reconstruction problem directly, we break the original problem, equations (3, 4), into multiple sub-problems. The sketched sub-problem at iteration t is: x^{t+1} = argmin_x f^t_S(x) + g(x), (9)

where f^t_S is the sketched data consistency term:

f^t_S(x) = 1 2 ‖A^t_S(x − x^t)‖^2 + ⟨x, A^H(Ax^t − y)⟩, (10)

where A^t_S = S^tA ∈ C^{Ĉ N×D} (Ĉ < C) is the sketched forward model at iteration t. A^t_S is a lower-dimensional approximation of the original forward model A and its calculation is detailed in the next Subsection 2.3.2.

As a great advantage, the new sketched reconstruction problem, equations (9, 10), allows the use of the same solver as the original reconstruction problem, equations (3, 4), since it only modifies the data consistency term from a least squares term to a similar quadratic term. This trait makes the method highly versatile, and can be readily applied to nearly all reconstruction problems with the form of a regularized or constrained least squares formulation.

2.3.2 Structured Sketching Matrix

A conventional sketching matrix, S, would break the Fourier structure of the forward model, A, preventing us from leveraging the high computational efficiency of the FFT. Thus, we propose a structured sketching matrix design, S^t, which utilizes sketching to reduce computational burden while also preserving the Fourier structure of the problem. The key idea is that S^t will produce random linear combinations only in the coil dimension, reducing the effective number of coils actively used during reconstruction. Figure 1 depicts this procedure.

We define the structured matrix, S^t ∈ C^{Ĉ N×CN} (Ĉ < C), as:

S^t = S̃^t ⊗ I_N , (11) where S̃^t ∈ R^{Ĉ ×C} is a random matrix with i.i.d. entries , I_N ∈ R^{N×N} is the identity matrix, and ⊗ is the Kronecker product. When applied to model matrix A, effectively, this structured matrix will produce random linear combinations in the coil dimension. Therefore, since W and F are coil-wise operations, the order of the operators can be exchanged as follows:

A^t_S = S^tW^{1/2}FC = Ŵ^{1/2}F̂S^tC = Ŵ^{1/2}F̂C^t_S, (12)

where Ŵ ∈ C^{Ĉ M×ĈM} , F̂ ∈ C^{Ĉ M×ĈM} are similar to W and F but with reduced number of dimensions in the coil dimension (Ĉ < C). C^t_S is a sketched sensitivity map operator composed by a new reduced set of sensitivity maps {ĉ_c ∈ C^D }^Ĉ_{c=1} :

ĉ_1[d] . . ĉ_Ĉ [d]

= S̃^t × c_1[d] . . c_C [d] , for d = 1, ..., D. (13) The computational cost of the new sketched forward model, A^t_S, will be reduced by the reduced number of coils considered, Ĉ. Finally, we acknowledge that our proposed structured sketching matrix imposes dependencies on the randomly-generated sketching matrix, which prevents us from maintaining the formal theoretical guarantees studied in other works [20, 21]. However, this structure is essential for computational speed since it allows to keep leveraging the high computational efficiency of the FFTs. We leave the analysis of this matrix design for future work.

2.3.3 Inclusion of Virtual Coils

Random projection onto a lower-dimensional space reduces the computational cost of the optimization problem at the expense of reduced accuracy. Analogously, randomly combining the coils into fewer sketched coils will reduce computational cost of the forward model at the expense of accuracy/information, since the sketched coils will be an approximation of the original coils. On the other hand, coil compression works have shown that a considerable amount of low-energy virtual coils can be discarded without significant loss of image quality [13, 14, 15]. Therefore, we hypothesize that a sketching matrix design that only loses information in the low-energy virtual coils would be a better approximation than a design that loses information in all virtual coils.

We define V ∈ R and S ∈ R as the number of high-energy virtual coils and the number of sketched lowenergy coils, respectively, included in the sketched coil sensitivity map operator, C^t_S, where Ĉ = V + S. Now, S̃t has the following form:

S̃^t = [ I_V 0 0 S̃^t_S ] , where S̃^t_S ∈ R^{S×(C−V )} is a random matrix with i.i.d. entries, and 0 are zero matrices. We test our hypothesis empirically through the experiments in Subsection 3.2.

2.3.4 Algorithm

Coil Sketching is detailed in Algorithm 1. First, we apply coil compression and keep the first Ĉ_0 high-energy coils. This step will reduce the computational cost of the true gradient calculation (line 10) and the sketched model formation (line 11). We chose Ĉ_0 to avoid significant loss of image quality. Next, we include an optional initialization step similar to other iterative sketching algorithms, where we run a fast, yet inaccurate, reconstruction using the classical sketch formulation.

Then, we proceed with the iterative sketch-based reconstruction. We estimate the true gradient d using the current estimate x^t and we form the sketched model A^t_S which contains only Ĉ coils. We solve the sketched reconstruction problem using the same optimizer as the original problem. Implementation details can be found in Section S2 of the Supporting Material. The cost of the new sketched forward operator, A^t_S, defines the computational cost of coil sketching (i.e., the computational cost reduces with the new reduced number of coils, Ĉ, in C^t_S).

3 METHODS

Our experiments are divided into two main groups as shown in Table 1 . The first group evaluates different design options (V , S, and random distributions) for the sketching matrix S̃^t based on image quality metrics and the inverse g-factor. We use the relatively smaller 2D datasets for computational simplicity. We perform two experiments. The first experiment evaluates design choices through the objective function value and image quality metrics. We consider the 2D radial

Algorithm 1 Coil sketching 1: Input: k-space measurements y 2: Output: Reconstructed image x^∗ ≈ x^T 3: Define parameters Ĉ_0 and Ĉ 4: Perform coil compression and keep the first Ĉ_0 coils 5: Set initial estimate: x^0, e.g. x = 0 6: if Initialization then 7: x^1 = argmin_x^1_2 ‖S^0Ax − S^0y‖^2 + g(x) 8: end if 9: for t = 1, ..., T do 10: Compute true gradient: d = A^H(Ax^t − y) 11: Form sketched model with Ĉ coils: A^t_S = S^tA 12: Solve lower-dimensional sketched problem: 13: x^{t+1} = argmin_x^1_2 ‖A^t_S(x − x^t)‖^2 + ⟨x, d⟩ + g(x) 14: end for

dataset and the most common regularization in PICS reconstruction: ℓ_1-Wavelets. The second experiment evaluates through the inverse g-factor, a common approach to measure SNR performance in parallel imaging. Since g-factor analysis can only be performed in linear reconstructions, we consider the 2D Cartesian dataset with regular undersampling and reconstruction with ℓ2-norm regularization.

With the selected sketching matrix design, the second group of experiments evaluates performance of Coil Sketching in our high-dimensional application of interest: accelerated 3D Cones reconstruction [9]. We evaluate the two main advantages of our method: increased computational efficiency and versatility. We measure computational efficiency through convergence time, memory footprint, and image quality metrics. Whereas we demonstrate versatility by benchmarking Coil Sketching in two of the most common PICS reconstructions: ℓ_1-Wavelets and ℓ_1-Total Variation. Different regularization functions have different solver choices for efficient reconstruction. Coil sketching allows re-using the same solver as the original reconstruction problem, which makes it readily applicable to virtually any reconstruction problem. Conversely, other methods such as SGD might not be efficiently applicable to all reconstruction problems.

All the code for the experiments was implemented in Python using the Sigpy library [37]. The reconstructions were run in GPU memory (NVIDIA 24GB Titan RTX).

3.1 Dataset Details

All imaging was performed with Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval and consent. To develop and evaluate the sketching algorithm we used five datasets:

• One 3D Cartesian knee acquisition

TABLE 1 Summary of experiments performed. We have two main group of experiments. The first group (Subsection 3.2) evaluates different design choices for the structured sketching matrix using relatively smaller 2D datasets. We measure objective function value, image quality metrics, and inverse g-factor. The second group (Subsection 3.3) benchmarks Coil sketching in our high-dimensional application of interest: 3D Cones reconstruction. We measure computational efficiency through convergence time and memory footprint, and image quality metrics.

• One 2D radial liver acquisition

• Two 3D cones abdominal acquisitions

The fully-sampled 3D Cartesian fast-spin echo multicoil knee MRI dataset is publicly available on mridata.org [38]. The dataset had eight virtual channels and image size 320 × 320 × 256. Each 2D 320 × 256 slice was treated as a separate example.

The radial liver dataset was acquired on a 3.0 T scanner (GE HealthCare, Waukesha, WI) using a 32-channel abdominal array. The FOV is 370 × 370 mm^2 with a receiver bandwidth of ±250 kHz and TR/TE=3.4/1.5 ms. The trajectory consisted of 402 radial spokes with tiny golden angle increments and 512 readout points per spoke. A total of 10 slices were acquired where each slice was treated as a separate example. The reconstructed image size is 256 × 256.

The first 3D cones [9] abdominal dataset was acquired on a 1.5 T scanner (GE HealthCare, Waukesha, WI) using a 40-channel torso array. The FOV is 240 × 240 × 220 mm^3 with a receiver bandwith of ±125 kHz and TR/TE-40.1/0.11 ms. The trajectory consisted of 36,163 readouts with 615 readout points each. The reconstructed image size is 360 × 256 × 197.

The second 3D cones [9] abdominal dataset was acquired on a 1.5 T scanner (GE HealthCare, Waukesha, WI) using a 35-channel array torso coil. The FOV is 300 × 300 × 240 mm^3 with receiver bandwidth of ±125 kHz and TR/TE=26.9/0.03 ms. The trajectory consists of 50,377 readouts with 513 readout points each. The reconstructed image size is 425 × 242 × 264.

For computational simplicity, all multi-channel datasets underwent an initial SVD-based coil compression and the lower-energy channels were discarded.

For all datasets, the multi-channel k-space data underwent an initial SVD-based coil compression and the lower-energy virtual channels were discarded to reduce computational cost. For notation simplicity, in the remaining of this work, we will denote C as the number of virtual channels kept after this initial coil compression. For the 2D cases, we considered the first C = 8 virtual channels, which allowed us to maintain 95% of the total energy. For the 3D cases, we considered the first C = 20 virtual channels, which allowed us to maintain 98% of the total energy. The coil sensitivity maps were estimated using ESPIRiT [39] with automatic parameter selection [40].

3.2 Sketching matrix design

We evaluate two main parameters:

1. Probability density function for the random entries of S̃^t_S , we consider two distributions used in the literature: Gaussian (N (μ = 0, σ = 1/S)) and Rademacher ({+1, −1} entries with equal probability p = 0.5).

2. Value of V , we vary V from 0 to Ĉ.

Additionally, we compare coil sketching to a baseline reconstruction using all C = 8 coils and aggressive coil compression using a reduced number of coils Ĉ. Ĉ ranges from two to six. We perform two main experiments:

3.2.1 2D ℓ_1-Wavelets Reconstruction

We retrospectively undersample (R = 2, random undersampling) the radial dataset and perform ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction on each slice separately. For each design option, we run 200 Coil Sketching with Ĉ coils. Each run has a different random seed initialization.

We evaluate performance quantitatively through the objective function value and image quality metrics. We measure the Normalized Root Mean Squared Error (NRMSE), the Structural Similarity Index (SSIM) [41], and the High Frequency Error Norm (HFEN) [42] with respect to the fully-sampled data. Additionally, we evaluate the resulting images qualitatively by visual inspection.

3.2.2 2D ℓ_2 Inverse g-factor Analysis

We assess SNR impact using the inverse g-factor[1]. We use a Monte Carlo based method [43] with 60 trials. At each trial, the retrospectively undersampled (R = 3, regular) Cartesian dataset is injected with random Gaussian noise and reconstructed using ℓ_2-norm reconstruction on each slice separately. We measure the inverse g-factor of Coil Sketching with a reduced number of coils, Ĉ, for each design option.

3.3 3D non-Cartesian imaging

3.3.1 3D ℓ_1-Wavelets Reconstruction

With the best design chosen, we evaluate the performance of Coil Sketching in our application of interest: accelerated 3D cones reconstruction [9]. This case study is of main interest due to the massive consumption of computational resources in comparison to 2D datasets.

We assess one of the most common Compressed Sensing reconstructions, ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction. We retrospectively undersample the 3D cones datasets (R = 2.5) and reconstruct them with ℓ_1-Wavelets Daubechies

4 regularization. We consider reconstructions with all C = 20 coils and reduced number of coils, Ĉ, ranging from two to ten. We evaluate the following methods:

• Baseline reconstruction with all C virtual coils

• Aggressive coil compression with Ĉ virtual coils

• Accelerated Proximal Stochastic Gradient Descent (AccProxSGD) with coil batch size Ĉ

• Coil Sketching with reduced number of coils Ĉ

The baseline reconstruction used C virtual channels. Due to memory constraints, we performed coil batching, i.e. the reconstruction sequentially loaded in memory Ĉ coils at a time during reconstruction. This methodology slowed the reconstruction process; however, it was necessary in order to perform the reconstruction in GPU memory. We used the FISTA [35] solver and λ = 0.02, empirically tuned using a grid search [44, 4].

The aggressive coil compression method considered a reduced number of coils, Ĉ, and used the FISTA solver [35]. To account for the significant energy loss in the data consistency term, we re-tuned λ to λ = 0.01. Furthermore, we implemented AccProxSGD as previously described [16, 11], including the proximal step for ℓ_1-Wavelets regularization and Nesterov Momentum. We used the decreasing step size rule: α^t = max(β^t × α_0, β_{min}) and the original λ = 0.02. We ran 20 reconstructions and report the best performance for comparison.

Finally, we performed Coil Sketching reconstruction with a reduced number of coils, Ĉ. We used the FISTA solver [35] for the sketched subproblems, and λ = 0.02. For computational speed, we used the same step size for all the subproblems, we estimated the step size from the first subproblem. Empirically, we found that this heuristic yielded equivalent convergence rates.

We tested values of Ĉ ranging from four to ten. We evaluate performance through convergence speed, peak memory usage, and reconstructed image quality. Convergence speed is measured by the normalized distance to x^∞: d(x^t) = ‖x^t − x^∞‖_2/‖x^∞‖_2. We consider the algorithm converged when within 5% distance. Furthermore, we monitored GPU memory footprint through CuPy’s built-in libraries and the nvidia-smi command. Finally, we evaluate image quality versus fully-sampled reference quantitatively through NRMSE, SSIM [41], and HFEN [42] versus the fully-sampled images, and qualitatively through visual inspection.

3.3.2 3D ℓ_1-TV Reconstruction

One main advantage of Coil Sketching is the versatility to efficiently adapt to virtually any type of reconstruction. We also assess the method for ℓ_1-TV reconstruction. We retrospectively undersample the 3D cones datasets (R=2.5) and reconstructed them with ℓ_1-TV regularization. We consider the same values of C and Ĉ and the same four reconstruction methods.

Similarly to the ℓ_1-Wavelets experiment, the baseline reconstruction used C virtual channels and coil batching of size Ĉ. We used the Primal Dual Hybrid Gradient (PDHG) [36] as the solver with λ = 0.01, tuned empirically by grid search [44, 4]. Likewise, aggressive coil compression considered a reduced number of coils Ĉ, used PDHG as solver, and re-tuned λ = 0.005. AccProx- SGD considered Ĉ coils, λ = 0.01, and solved the proximal step with PDHG [36]. Coil Sketching considered Ĉ coils, used the PDHG as solver, and λ = 0.01. We evaluated performance similarly to the ℓ_1-Wavelets case.

4 RESULTS

4.1 Sketching Matrix Design

Figure 2 shows the results of the first sketching matrix design experiment for a reduced number of coils Ĉ = 3 (Figure 2A) and Ĉ = 4 (Figure 2B). We chose a low number of coils Ĉ to demonstrate the ability of coil sketching to significantly reduce the number of coils and, thus the computational cost of reconstruction, without compromising reconstruction accuracy. We normalized the objective function and NRMSE values using the values of the baseline reconstruction with C = 8 virtual coils. Additionally, Supporting Figure S1 shows similar results for the normalized SSIM and HFEN metrics, and Supporting Figure S2 shows results for a high number of coils Ĉ = 6.

The Rademacher distribution presents less variance and more precise reconstructions when compared to the Gaussian distribution. Furthermore, for both distributions, the precision and accuracy are increased as we increment the value of V (number of high-energy virtual coils included). However, when V = Ĉ (S = 0), the optimization diverges, which suggests that, in this case, the sketched subproblems are not accurate approximations of the original problem.

The reconstruction times median and 95% Confidence Intervals (95%-CI) for coil compression Ĉ = 8 (baseline), Ĉ = 3, and Ĉ = 4 were 550 ms [506 ms, 592 ms], 425 ms [419 ms, 442 ms], and 442 ms [412 ms, 483 ms] respectively. The times for coil sketching Ĉ = 3 and

FIGURE 2 Evaluation of sketching matrix design through normalized objective function and normalized NRMSE for ℓ1-Wavelets reconstruction with 2D radial dataset. We report results for reduced number of coils (A) Ĉ = 3 and (B) Ĉ = 4. The metrics are normalized by the value obtained in the baseline reconstruction with C = 8 coils. The white circle and the black lines represent the median and 95% confidence intervals respectively. Next to them, the colored circles represent the individual metric values for each slice and random draw of the sketching matrix. Rademacher distribution shows increased precision when compared to Gaussian distribution. Additionally, increasing the number of virtual coils V increases reconstruction accuracy. However, when no sketched coils are present (V = Ĉ), the optimization diverges, which suggests that in this case the sketched subproblems are not accurate approximations of the original problem

FIGURE 3 Evaluation of sketching matrix design through inverse g-factor for ℓ2-regularized reconstruction with 2D Cartesian dataset. (C) The baseline method (C = 8) shows decreased SNR in the areas affected by aliasing and (D) aggressive coil compression (Ĉ = 3) shows additional SNR loss. (E) In coil sketching (Ĉ = 3) with Rademacher distribution, SNR improves as V increases, and when V = 2 = Ĉ − 1, the inverse g-factor is virtually equivalent to the baseline method. Supporting Figure S3 shows exemplary reconstructed images.

Ĉ = 4 were 440 ms [429 ms, 452 ms] and 449 ms [438 ms, 461 ms] respectively.

In the same order, the GPU memory usages for coil compression were 371 MB, 339 MB, and 341 MB; and for coil sketching 344 MB and 348 MB.

Figure 3 presents an exemplary result of the second sketching matrix design experiment, the inverse g-factor assessment. Similarly, the baseline considered C = 8 and the rest Ĉ = 3. The baseline (Figure 3C) shows the SNR decrement in the areas affected by aliasing, while aggressive coil compression Ĉ = 3 shows increased SNR loss. Figure 3E shows the inverse g-factor maps for coil sketching Ĉ = 3 with Rademacher distribution. SNR improves as we increase V . Furthermore, for V = 2, the map is virtually equivalent to the baseline C = 8. However, not including sketched coils (V = Ĉ = 3, S = 0) penalizes SNR.

The reconstruction times median and 95%-CI for coil compression Ĉ = 8 (baseline), coil compression Ĉ = 3, and coil sketching Ĉ = 3 were 236 ms [231 ms, 241 ms], 133 ms [130 ms, 136 ms], and 155 ms [154 ms, 158 ms] respectively. The GPU memory usages were 330 MB, 300 MB, and 308 MB respectively.

From these experiments, we conclude that including virtual coils in the sketching matrix (V ≥ 1) increases robustness. However, at least one sketched coil must be included (V < Ĉ, S ≥ 1), otherwise the reconstruction becomes unstable. For the rest of the experiments, we set V = Ĉ − 1 and S = 1 for the coil sketching reconstructions. Furthermore, the Rademacher distribution presents higher precision when compared to Gaussian. Finally, coil sketching can potentially improve computational efficiency even in relatively small 2D datasets.

4.2 3D non-Cartesian imaging

4.2.1 3D ℓ_1-Wavelets Reconstruction

Figure 4 shows the convergence analysis of the first 3D cones experiment using ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction. We report the results for a reduced number of coils Ĉ = 4. For coil sketching, the sketching matrix considers Rademacher distribution and V = Ĉ − 1 = 3, S = 1. Figure 4A presents the convergence curves measured by the normalized distance to x^∞, Figure 4B shows the reconstructed images at t = ∞ for the three fastest methods, and Figure 4C further details convergence progression with the difference images with respect to x^∞ at three time points.

From Figure 4A, aggressive coil compression, Ĉ = 4, is the fastest to converge, followed by coil sketching, AccProxSGD, and baseline in that order. However, in Figure 4B, aggressive coil compression shows considerable image artifacts (arrow) due to the aforementioned energy loss, whereas coil sketching yields virtually the same reconstructed image as baseline. Thus, coil sketching is the fastest method that preserves image quality.

From Figure 4C, at t = 110s, baseline presents structural differences and considerable noise. Aggressive coil compression is close to convergence but shows structural differences in the area affected by the artifacts (lower right). AccProxSGD presents still some structural differences. Coil sketching shows similar results to aggressive coil compression but with reduced structural difference in the lower right region. At t = 150s, the baseline reconstruction has increased noise, whereas coil sketching has virtually converged.

Figure 5 shows an example axial slice from the reconstructed volumes that illustrates the shading artifacts of aggressive coil compression. Visually, the baseline method, AccProxSGD, and coil sketching yield virtually the same reconstructed image.

Table 2 summarizes all measurements. Aggressive coil compression has the fastest convergence time (92s), followed by coil sketching (114s), and AccProxSGD (137s). Baseline is considerably slower (193s). However, aggressive coil compression has considerably worse image quality (NRMSE 0.12, SSIM 0.69, HFEN 0.16). Baseline and coil sketching have virtually equivalent quality metrics (NRMSE 0.09 vs. 0.09, SSIM 0.80 vs. 0.81, HFEN 0.10 vs. 0.10). AccProxSGD presents slightly worse quality metrics (NRMSE 0.10, SSIM 0.78, HFEN 0.10). Although, in theory, the baseline reconstruction and coil sketching should converge to the same solution, in practice, the images are not identical. The difference is explained by numerical differences due to the iterative solver and early termination (we terminate when updates are no longer noticeable visually).

Baseline

Coil Comp. Acc Prox- SGD Coil sketch- ing Duration (s) 193 92 137 114 Memory (GB) 10.7 7.8 7.8 7.8 N^∘ FFTs 520 168 192 240 N^∘ Wav. 13 21 24 18 NRMSE 0.09 0.12 0.10 0.09 SSIM 0.80 0.69 0.78 0.81 HFEN 0.10 0.16 0.10 0.10

TABLE 2 Summary of 3D Cones ℓ1-Wavelets reconstruction. We benchmark Coil sketching through computational efficiency and image quality metrics.

The baseline reconstruction is significantly slower due to the number of coils, C = 20, which is evidenced by the number of FFTs performed (520 versus ≈200 for the other methods). Additionally, coil sketching requires more FFTs than aggressive coil compression and

FIGURE 4 ℓ1-Wavelets reconstruction with 3D cones. (A) We assess convergence speed measuring distance to x^∞. Aggressive coil compression is the fastest, closely followed by coil sketching. (B) However, x^∞ of aggressive coil compression presents shading artifacts (arrow) that compromise image quality. (C) Additionally, we assess |x^t − x^∞|. At 110s, baseline has still some structural differences and noise, whereas the rest have almost converged.

FIGURE 5 Image quality visual evaluation for ℓ1-Wavelets reconstruction with 3D cones. We show an exemplary axial slice and compare the results to the (A) fully-sampled reference. (C) Aggressive coil compression presents considerable shading artifacts, whereas (D) AccProxSGD and (E) coil sketching presents practically equivalent quality as (B) baseline.

AccProxSGD (240 versus 168 and 192 respectively). This difference is mainly due to the true gradient calculation

(Algorithm 1), where we must use the original forward model, A, with all C = 20 coils. Nevertheless, once the subproblem is formed, we consider only the reduced number of coils, Ĉ. Finally, although AccProxSGD performs fewer FFTs than coil sketching, the reconstruction is slower because it must load/unload to GPU memory the reduced number of coils Ĉ at each iteration, whereas coil sketching loads/unloads them only each time a new sketched subproblem is formed. Supporting Figure S4 shows a time profile that details the numerical operations and GPU memory transfers required for each tested algorithm.

4.2.2 3D ℓ_1-TV Reconstruction

Figure 6 shows the convergence analysis for the second 3D cones experiment with ℓ_1-TV reconstruction. Similarly, we report the results for a reduced number of coils, Ĉ = 4. For coil sketching, the sketching matrix uses the Rademacher distribution, V = Ĉ − 1 = 3, and S = 1 as well. Figure 6A presents the convergence curves, Figure 6B shows x^∞ for the three fastest methods, and Figure 6C difference images to x^∞.

From Figure 6A, coil sketching is the fastest method followed by the baseline reconstruction, AccProxSGD, and aggressive coil compression in that order. From Figure 6B, AccProxSGD presents blurring, which compromises image quality, whereas coil sketching and the baseline method yield virtually equivalent image quality. Aggressive coil compression is significantly slower. Thus, in this case, coil sketching is the fastest method and also preserves image quality. From Figure 6C, coil sketching and AccProxSGD are close to convergence at 1000s, whereas the baseline method still has significant structural differences. At 2000s, coil sketching has virtually converged, whereas AccProxSGD has slowed down and has similar structural differences than the baseline method.

Figure 7 shows an exemplary reconstructed axial slices, which further illustrates the significant image quality loss of AccProxSGD. Likewise, aggressive coil compression presents significant shading artifacts. Coil sketching and baseline yield virtually equivalent reconstructed images.

Table 3 summarizes all measurements. Coil sketching has the fastest convergence time (1,249s), followed by baseline (3,499s), AccProxSGD (3,829s) and aggressive coil compression (5800s). Regarding image quality metrics, coil sketching presents image quality virtually equivalent to the baseline reconstruction (NRMSE 0.11 versus 0.11, and SSIM 0.94 versus 0.92, HFEN 0.17 versus 0.17, whereas AccProxSGD has lower image quality (NRMSE 0.15, SSIM 0.77, HFEN 0.28).

For this case, coil sketching is significantly faster than the baseline method, mainly, due to the different characteristics of the PDHG solver. Namely, in the data consistency step, PDHG solves an ℓ_2-regularized least squares problem using CG at each iteration. This step requires a significantly larger number of forward model (or sketched forward model) passes at each iteration and, thus, when fewer coils are used, the number of FFTs decreases significantly more.

Baseline

Coil Comp. Acc Prox- SGD Coil sketch- ing Duration (s) 3,499 5,740 3,829 1,249 Memory (GB) 15.5 14.2 12.4 13.8 N^∘ FFTs 7,600 11,440 5,432 5,600 N^∘ Wav. 19 66 6,790 42 NRMSE 0.11 0.34 0.15 0.11 SSIM 0.92 0.55 0.77 0.94 HFEN 0.17 0.47 0.28 0.17

TABLE 3 Summary of 3D Cones ℓ1-TV reconstruction. We benchmark Coil sketching through computational efficiency and image quality metrics.

5 DISCUSSION

We have presented coil sketching as a novel, general algorithm for computationally-efficient MR image reconstruction. Coil sketching adapts theory from randomized sketching to the MR image reconstruction problem and leverages literature from both fields. Through multiple experiments, we have demonstrated that coil sketching improves computational efficiency by speeding up reconstruction in both small and large datasets without penalty on image quality, and that our method is general enough to be applicable to nearly all reconstruction formulations.

Our method achieves faster reconstructions because of two main features. First, our structured sketching matrix lowers the computational cost of the forward model by reducing the number of coils effectively used during reconstruction. The reduced coil dimension yields faster iterations due to fewer computations (FFTs) and, more importantly, fewer GPU memory transfers in large datasets.

Second, the novel sketched formulation of the reconstruction problem has advantageous convergence properties. The iterative sketch guarantees convergence to the original solution, which in practice yielded reconstructed

FIGURE 6 ℓ1-TV reconstruction with 3D cones. (A) We assess convergence speed measuring distance to x^∞. Coil sketching is the fastest and (B) x^∞ shows virtually the same quality as baseline. (C) Additionally, we assess |x^t − x^∞|. At 2000s, coil sketching has practically converged, whereas the rest of methods have still considerably structural differences.

FIGURE 7 Image quality visual evaluation for ℓ1-TV reconstruction with 3D cones. We show an exemplary axial slice and compare the results to the (A) fully-sampled reference. (C) Aggressive coil compression presents obvious shading artifacts, and (D) AccProxSGD presents some blurring. (D) Coil sketching yields virtually equivalent quality as (B) baseline. Blurring in AccProxSGD image evidences under-optimization. In iterative reconstruction, the low frequency components are recovered first, whereas the high frequency components are recover in the later stages. Blurring could be mitigated with a larger amount of iterations. However, the reconstruction time is already significantly longer than with coil sketching.

images with equivalent image quality. Furthermore, the iterative sketch has better condition number dependence than SGD, which in our experiments resulted in fewer iterations required for convergence.

The first two experiments carefully designed and validated the structured sketching matrix. We aimed to leverage simultaneously randomized sketching theory, the Fourier structure of the MRI problem, and previous research on coil compression. The key idea was a structured design that produced linear combinations in the coil dimension and reduced the number of coils, Ĉ, effectively used during reconstruction. We tested designs with different combinations of number of high-energy virtual coils (V ) and sketched low-energy virtual coils (S). The best performing design for a sketching matrix of Ĉ coils included up to Ĉ − 1 high-energy virtual coils and one sketched coil. Additionally, these experiments showed that coil sketching can speed up reconstructions even in relatively small datasets, while preserving SNR as measured by the inverse g-factor.

Then, we evaluated the performance of coil sketching in our large-scale application of interest, 3D cones datasets. Coil sketching was the fastest method that did not compromise image quality. In the ℓ_1-Wavelets experiment, aggressive coil compression was faster, but it yielded significantly reduced image quality due to considerable energy loss. In contrast, coil sketching was slightly slower, but it yielded virtually the same image quality with 1.7x faster reconstruction speed when compared to the baseline reconstruction. Another disadvantage of aggressive coil compression is the need for λ hyperparameter re-tuning, whereas coil sketching can re-utilize the same λ as the baseline method since the formulation leverages information/energy from all C coils via the true gradient.

Similarly, coil sketching outperformed both the baseline reconstruction and the previously proposed SGD by leveraging both the reduced number of computations and increased memory efficiency. First, our method reduces the number of computations as suggested by the total number of FFTs, the most expensive operation in the forward model. Although coil sketching solves multiple sketched sub-problems and, thus, performs more iterations, our method requires less FFTs to achieve convergence. Table 2 shows that coil sketching performs less than half the number of FFTs than the baseline method.

Second, coil sketching benefits from the increased memory efficiency. The reduced forward model allows to solve the sketched sub-problems entirely in GPU with only one memory transfer. Coil sketching only loads/unloads coils when forming each sketched subproblem, which occurs significantly less times than the total number of iterations. As a comparison, although SGD performed a similar number of FFTs, SGD was significantly slower. While both methods used the same number of coils Ĉ, SGD loads/unloads a different set to GPU memory at each iteration to maintain an unbiased estimate of the gradient, which increases reconstruction time, as shown in the time profile (Supporting Figure S4).

Another important advantage of coil sketching is versatility. The sketched subproblems can be solved using the same optimizer as in the original reconstruction problem, which makes coil sketching readily applicable to almost all types of image reconstructions (e.g. lowrank, dictionary learning). We evaluated this trait with the ℓ_1-TV experiment, where TV regularization is not computationally-efficeint [19].

In the ℓ_1-TV experiment, coil sketching greatly outperformed the other methods, achieving an approximately 2.8x faster reconstruction than the baseline method. The larger difference is due to the larger computational cost of the data consistency. Therein, PDHG solves an ℓ_2-regularized least squares problem at each iteration, which requires performing multiple forward model (or sketched forward model) passes. Further details are shown in Section S2 of Supporting Material. Therefore, considering fewer coils (Ĉ < C) reduces computational cost more significantly. We can also conclude that coil sketching is potentially more useful as the data consistency step has larger computational cost, which is the case in the massive multi-dimensional datasets such as DCE, 4D-flow or MRF.

Furthermore, SGD performed significantly worse as evidenced by the longer reconstruction time and decreased image quality (blurriness). First, in our implementation, SGD required a nested optimization algorithm to solve the proximal step of TV regularization, which increased the time per iteration. Second, in theory, SGD methods have worse condition number dependence than iterative sketching [18, 21], which could explain the significantly larger amount of iterations. Furthermore, image blurriness evidences under-optimization and the need for even a larger amount of iterations to recover the high frequency components.

In the general setting, randomized sketching reduces both computation time of the solution and memory footprint. Herein, coil sketching did not reduce memory footprint significantly when compared to the baseline method because the latter performed coil batching, i.e. loading/unloading the coils to memory by batches. While coil batching slows down computation time, this method was necessary due to GPU memory constraints.

Finally, although coil sketching has proven to be a useful method to reduce computational cost of image reconstruction, the method has limitations. First, the method improves reconstruction efficiency by reducing the computational cost of the data consistency step. Therefore, in cases where this step is not significantly more costly than the regularization step, such as the 2D cases, coil sketching savings are less significant. Second, coil sketching has a larger amount of hyperparameters to tune, including the number of sketched subproblems and the number of inner iterations at each sketched subproblem.

6 CONCLUSIONS

We have presented coil sketching, a novel, general algorithm for computationally-efficient MR image iterative reconstruction. The method synergistically leverages literature from randomized sketching, the Fourier structure of the problem, and coil compression via a carefully design structured sketching matrix that reduces the number of coils actively used during reconstruction.

Future work will extend coil sketching to deep learning-based reconstruction, particularly to the stateof-the-art unrolled networks [45, 46, 47], and to problems where both the sensitivity maps and images are optimized simultaneously [48, 49, 50].

Finally, we are aware of the vast bibliography of stochastic methods similar to SGD [51, 52, 53, 54, 55] that could be adapted to the MRI. Future work aims to adapt them and perform a comprehensive comparison.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Ali B. Syed and Marcus T. Alley for technical support acquiring and accessing the datasets. We thank also John M. Pauly and Kawin Setsompop for the long discussions and suggestions that improved the work. Finally, we thank Matthew J. Middione and Gustavo Chau for their suggestions preparing the manuscript.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

All the code for the experiments was implemented in Python using the Sigpy library [37]. In the spirit of reproducible research, the code and data necessary to reproduce most of the results in the paper is available at:

https://github.com/julioscanoa/sketching_mri

REFERENCES

[1] Pruessmann KP, Weiger M, Scheidegger MB, Boesiger P. SENSE: sensitivity encoding for fast MRI. Magn Reson Med 1999, 42(5):952–962.

[2] Griswold MA, Jakob PM, Heidemann RM, Nittka M, Jellus V, Wang J, et al. Generalized autocalibrating partially parallel acquisitions (GRAPPA). Magn Reson Med 2002. 47(6):1202–1210.

[3] Sodickson DK, Manning WJ. Simultaneous acquisition of spatial harmonics (SMASH): fast imaging with radiofrequency coil arrays. Magn Reson Med 1997. 38(4):591–603.

[4] Lustig M, Donoho D, Pauly JM. Sparse MRI: The application of compressed sensing for rapid MR imaging. Magn Reson Med 2007. 58(6): 1182–1195.

[5] King KF. Combining compressed sensing and parallel imaging. In: Proc Ann Mtg ISMRM 2000. 1488.

[6] Tariq, U, Hsiao, A, Alley, M, Zhang, T, Lustig, M, Vasanawala, SS. Venous and arterial flow quantification are equally accurate and precise with parallel imaging compressed sensing 4D phase contrast MRI. J Magn Reson 2013. 37(6): 1419–1426.

[7] Zhang, T, Chowdhury, S, Lustig, M, Barth, RA, Alley, MT, Grafendorfer, T, Calderon, PD, Robb, FJL, Pauly, JM, Vasanawala, SS. Clinical performance of contrast enhanced abdominal pediatric MRI with fast combined parallel imaging compressed sensing reconstruction. J Magn Reson 2014. 40(1): 13–25.

[8] Murphy, M., Alley, M., Demmel, J., Keutzer, K., Vasanawala, S., Lustig, M. Fast ℓ_1-SPIRiT compressed sensing parallel imaging MRI: scalable parallel implementation and clinically feasible runtime. IEEE Trans Med Imag 2012. 31(6): 1250–1262.

[9] Gurney PT, Hargreaves BA, Nishimura DG. Design and analysis of a practical 3D cones trajectory. Magn Reson Med 2006. 55(3): 575–582.

[10] Sandino CM, Cheng JY, Alley MT, Carl M, Vasanawala SS. Accelerated abdominal 4D flow MRI using 3D golden-angle cones trajectory. In Proc Ann Mtg ISMRM 2017.

[11] Ong F, Zhu X, Cheng JY, Johnson KM, Larson PEZ, Vasanawala SS, Lustig M. Extreme MRI: Large-scale volumetric dynamic imaging from continuous non-gated acquisitions. Magn Reson Med 2020. 84(4):1763–1780.

[12] Cao X, Liao C, Iyer SS, Wang Z, Zhou Z, Dai E, Liberman G, Dong Z, Gong T, He H, and others. Optimized multi-axis spiral projection MR fingerprinting with subspace reconstruction for rapid whole-brain high-isotropic-resolution quantitative imaging. Magn Reson Med 2002. 88(1): 133–150.

[13] Buehrer M, Pruessmann KP, Boesiger P, Kozerke S. Array compression for MRI with large coil arrays. Magn Reson Med 2007. 57(6):1131–1139.

[14] Zhang T, Pauly JM, Vasanawala SS, Lustig M. Coil compression for accelerated imaging with Cartesian sampling. Magn Reson Med 2013. 69(2):571–582.

[15] Huang F, Vijayakumar S, Li Y, Hertel S, Duensing GR. A software channel compression technique for faster reconstruction with many channels. Magn Reson Imaging 2008. 26(1):133–141.

[16] Muckley M, Noll DC, Fessler JA. Accelerating SENSE-type MR image reconstruction algorithms with incremental gradients. In Proc Ann Mtg ISMRM 2014. 4400.

[17] Bottou L. Stochastic gradient descent tricks. In:

Montavon G, Orr GB, Müller KR, editors. Neural networks: Tricks of the trade. Springer; 2012. p. 421–436.

[18] Bubeck S. Convex optimization: Algorithms and complexity. Found Trends Mach Learn. 2015. 8(3- 4):231–357

[19] Kamilov, US. A parallel proximal algorithm for anisotropic total variation minimization. IEEE Trans Image Process 2016. 26(2):539–548.

[20] Pilanci, M, Wainwright, MJ. Randomized sketches of convex programs with sharp guarantees. IEEE Trans Inf Theory 2015. 61(9): 5096–5115.

[21] Pilanci, M, Wainwright, MJ. Iterative Hessian sketch: Fast and accurate solution approximation for constrained least-squares. J Mach Learn Res 2016, 17(1): 1842–1879.

[22] Pilanci, M, Wainwright, MJ. Newton sketch: A near linear-time optimization algorithm with linearquadratic convergence. SIAM J Optim 2017. 27(1): 205–245.

[23] Tang J, Golbabaee M, and Davies ME. Gradient projection iterative sketch for large-scale constrained least-squares in Int Conf Mach Learn 2017. pp. 3377– 3386.

[24] Oscanoa JA, Ong F, Li Z, Sandino CM, Ennis DB, Pilanci M, Vasanawala SS. Coil Sketching for fast and memory-efficient iterative reconstruction. In: Proc Ann Mtg ISMRM 2021, 29: 0066.

[25] Oscanoa JA, Ozturkler B, Iyer SS, Li Z, Sandino CM, Pilanci M, Ennis DB, Vasanawala SS. Coilsketched unrolled networks for computationallyefficient deep MRI reconstruction. In: Proc Ann Mtg ISMRM 2022, 30: 0947.

[26] Beatty, P.J., Nishimura, D.G., Pauly, J.M. (2005).

Rapid gridding reconstruction with a minimal oversampling ratio. IEEE Trans Med Imag, 24 (6), 799– 808. IEEE.

[27] Pipe JG, Menon P. Sampling density compensation in MRI: rationale and an iterative numerical solution. Magn Reson Med 1999. 41(1):179–86.

[28] Baron CA, Dwork N, Pauly JM, Nishimura DG.

Rapid compressed sensing reconstruction of 3D non- Cartesian MRI. Magn Reson Med 2018. 79(5):2685- 92. [29] Ying L, Xu D, Liang ZP. On Tikhonov regularization for image reconstruction in parallel MRI. In: 2004 Annu Int Conf IEEE Eng Med Biol. 1:1056- 1059).

[30] Block KT, Uecker M, Frahm J. Undersampled radial MRI with multiple coils. Iterative image reconstruction using a total variation constraint. Magn Reson Med 2007. 57(6):1086-98.

[31] Ma S, Yin W, Zhang Y, Chakraborty A. An efficient algorithm for compressed MR imaging using total variation and wavelets. In: Proc IEEE Comput Soc Conf Comput Vis Pattern Recognit 2008. 1-8.

[32] Shewchuk JR. An introduction to the conjugate gradient method without the agonizing pain. Carnegie- Mellon University. Department of Computer Science Pittsburgh; 1994.

[33] Pruessmann KP, Weiger M, Börnert P, Boesiger P.

Advances in sensitivity encoding with arbitrary kspace trajectories. Magn Reson Med 2001. 46(4):638- 651.

[34] Maier O, Baete SH, Fyrdahl A, Hammernik K, Harrevelt S, Kasper L, Karakuzu A, Loecher M, Patzig F, Tian Y, Wang K. CG-SENSE revisited: Results from the first ISMRM reproducibility challenge. Magn Reson Med 2021. 85(4):1821-1839.

[35] Beck A, Teboulle M. A fast iterative shrinkagethresholding algorithm for linear inverse problems. SIAM J Imaging Sci 2009. 2(1):183–202.

[36] Chambolle A, Pock T. A first-order primal-dual algorithm for convex problems with applications to imaging. J Math Imaging Vis 2011. 40(1):120–145.

[37] Ong F, Lustig M. SigPy: a python package for high performance iterative reconstruction. In: Proc Ann Mtg ISMRM. 2019; 27: 4819.

[38] Ong F, Amin S, Vasanawala S, Lustig M. Mridata.

org: An open archive for sharing MRI raw data. In: Proc Ann Mtg ISMRM ; 2018; 26.

[39] Uecker, M, Lai, P, Murphy, MJ, Virtue, P, Elad, M, Pauly, JM, Vasanawala, SS, Lustig, M. ESPIRiT—an eigenvalue approach to autocalibrating parallel MRI: where SENSE meets GRAPPA. Magn Reson Med 2014. 71(3): 990–1001.

[40] Iyer, S, Ong, F, Setsompop, K, Doneva, M, Lustig, M. SURE-based automatic parameter selection for ESPIRiT calibration. Magn Reson Med 2020. 84(6): 3423–3437.

[41] Wang Z, Bovik AC, Sheikh HR, Simoncelli EP.

Image quality assessment: from error visibility to structural similarity. IEEE Trans Image Process 2004. 13(4):600–612.

[42] Langkammer C, Schweser F, Shmueli K, Kames C, Li X, Guo L, Milovic C, Kim J, Wei H, Bredies K, Buch S. Quantitative susceptibility mapping: Report from the 2016 reconstruction challenge. Magn Reson Med 2018. 79(3):1661-1673.

[43] Robson, PM, Grant, AK, Madhuranthakam, AJ, Lattanzi, R, Sodickson, DK, McKenzie, CA. Comprehensive quantification of signal-to-noise ratio and g-factor for image-based and k-space-based parallel imaging reconstructions. Magn Reson Med 2008. 60(4), 895–907.

[44] Alibrahim H, Ludwig SA. Hyperparameter optimization: Comparing genetic algorithm against grid search and bayesian optimization. In: 2021 IEEE CEC : 1551-1559.

[45] Hammernik, K, Klatzer, T, Kobler, E, Recht, MP, Sodickson, DK, Pock, T, Knoll, F. Learning a variational network for reconstruction of accelerated MRI data. Magn Reson Med 2018. 79(6), 3055-3071.

[46] Mardani M, Sun Q, Donoho D, Papyan V, Monajemi H, Vasanawala S, Pauly J. Neural proximal gradient descent for compressive imaging. In: Adv Neural Inf Process Syst 2018; 31.

[47] Aggarwal HK, Mani MP, Jacob M. MoDL: Model- Based Deep Learning Architecture for Inverse Problems. IEEE Trans Med Imag 2019. 38(2):394-405.

[48] Ying L, Sheng J. Joint image reconstruction and sensitivity estimation in SENSE (JSENSE). Magn Reson Med 2007. 57(6):1196-1202.

[49] Holme HC, Rosenzweig S, Ong F, Wilke RN, Lustig M, Uecker M. ENLIVE: an efficient nonlinear method for calibrationless and robust parallel imaging. Sci Rep 2019. 9(1):1-3.

[50] Dwork N, Johnson EM, O’Connor D, Gordon JW, Kerr AB, Baron CA, Pauly JM, Larson PE. Calibrationless Multi-coil Magnetic Resonance Imaging with Compressed Sensing and Physically Regularized Sensitivity Maps. arXiv preprint 2007.00165. 2020 Jul 1. [51] Xiao L, Zhang T. A proximal stochastic gradient method with progressive variance reduction. SIAM J Optim 2014. 24(4):2057–2075.

[52] Nitanda A. Stochastic proximal gradient descent with acceleration techniques. Conf Neural Inf Process Syst. 2014;27.

[53] Pham NH, Nguyen LM, Phan DT, Tran-Dinh Q.

ProxSARAH: An Efficient Algorithmic Framework for Stochastic Composite Nonconvex Optimization. J Mach Learn Res 2020. 21(110):1–48.

[54] Chambolle A, Ehrhardt MJ, Richtárik P, Schonlieb CB. Stochastic primal-dual hybrid gradient algorithm with arbitrary sampling and imaging applications. SIAM J Optim. 2018. 28(4):2783–2808.

[55] Strohmer T, Vershynin R. A randomized Kaczmarz algorithm with exponential convergence. J Fourier Anal Appl 2009 Apr;15(2):262.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

The following supporting information is available as part of the online article:

Section S1. Hessian sketch derivation

Section S2. Solvers implementation details

Figure S1. Sketching matrix design - 2D ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction. HFEN and SSIM metrics.

Figure S2. Sketching matrix design - 2D ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction. Reduced number of coils Ĉ = 6.

Figure S3. Exemplary reconstructed images from inverse g-factor experiment

Figure S4. Time profile of ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction with 3D cones

List of Figures

1 Coil sketching diagram . . . . . . . . . . . 3 2 Sketching matrix design - 2D ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 3 Sketching matrix design - 2D ℓ_2 inverse g-factor analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 4 3D Cones ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction - convergence evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . 12 5 3D Cones ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction - image quality visual evaluation . . . . . . 12 6 3D cones ℓ_1-TV reconstruction - convergence evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 7 3D cones ℓ_1-TV reconstruction - image quality visual evaluation . . . . . . . . . . 14

List of Tables

1 Summary of experiments performed . . . 7 2 Summary of 3D Cones ℓ_1-Wavelets reconstruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 3 Summary of 3D Cones ℓ_1-TV reconstruction 13

How to cite this article: Oscanoa JA, Ong F, Iyer SS, Li Z, Sandino C, Ozturkler B, Ennis DB, Pilanci M, and Vasanawala SS (2023), Coil Sketching for computationally-efficient MR iterative reconstruction, Magn. Reson. Med., XXXX;XX:X–X.