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Topics

• magnetic moment of nuclear spins 

• magn. vector/state function/density operator

• equations of motion

• NMR settings

• limitations of „standard“ liquid state NMR

• contributions to quantum computing

• control of spin and pseudo-spin systems





First liquid state NMR spectrum of a protein
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Pulse sequence for 

time-optimal implementation 

of the 

quantum Fourier transform

for n=4 qubits
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and they can be calculated at each time for a given pulse.
Mopt (t) will satisfy the stationary condition of Eq. (7) when
kopt (t) = 0. For a non-optimal pulse, the gradient calculat-
ed in Eq. (7) for each time point of the two trajectories
gives the proportional adjustment to make in the pulse
phase /.

2.2. Numerical algorithm

The procedure for optimizing the cost can be incorpo-
rated in the following algorithm:

(i) Choose an initial RF sequence x!0"
e .

(ii) Evolve M forward in time from the initial state ẑ.
(iii) Evolve k backward in time from the target state x̂.
(iv) /(k+1)(t) fi /(k)(t) + !xrf Æ (kMz #Mkz).
(v) Repeat steps (ii)–(iv) until a desired convergence of U

is reached.

Since the optimization is performed over a range of
chemical-shift o!sets and variations in the peak RF cali-
bration, the gradient used in step (iv) is averaged over
the entire range. Additional details of the averaging proce-
dure and the choice of stepsize ! for incrementing the phase
in each iteration are described in [14,15].

3. Results and discussion

In our work to date, we have focused on demonstrat-
ing the capabilities of optimal control theory for NMR
pulse design, establishing the e!ectiveness of the algo-
rithms and the viability of the resulting pulses. The exci-
tation pulse is a simple example that characterizes
optimal control behavior in NMR while minimizing its
convolution with any particular application. This charac-
terization establishes a foundation for pursuing other
applications. We first assess the performance of the cali-
bration-free phase-modulated pulse derived by the new
algorithm, then consider applications to two commonly
used pulse sequences, illustrating the advantages of the
new pulse.

3.1. Pulse performance

Pulse performance, in general, depends on the pulse
duration, with pulses of su"cient length giving the optimal
control algorithm the flexibility to obtain practically ideal
results in many cases. In addition, excitation (and inver-
sion) e"ciency undergoes a steep drop in performance
below a minimum pulse length [16], which depends on
the parameters defining the optimization. Increasing pulse
length significantly above this minimum provides only
marginal improvement, so the shortest pulse that provides
acceptable performance is the goal.

Choosing 2 ms for the pulse length initially and opti-
mizing with the new algorithm provided a pulse that
transforms 99.9% of initial z magnetization to within
1.5! of the x-axis over a resonance o!set range of
50 kHz for a constant RF amplitude anywhere in the
range 10–20 kHz (results not shown). This nearly ideal
performance can be traded for shorter pulse length. Since
performance drops rapidly for shorter pulses, we find
that overdigitizing the initial waveform used in the opti-
mal control procedure gives the algorithm additional
flexibility in finding the best solution, as discussed in
Ref. [17]. Every other point of the resulting pulse is used
as the initial input for generating a new pulse, and this
procedure is continued until a minimal digitization with
acceptable performance is reached. For a 1 ms pulse
length, 320,000 random phases were input initially
($3 ns per time step). Such a large number of parameters
would be extremely di"cult, if not impossible, to opti-
mize using conventional methods. This ‘‘breeder’’ pulse
resulted in the final 625-point pulse shown in Fig. 1.

3.1.1. Comparison to existing pulses
Although adiabatic pulses accommodate a wide range of

peak power levels, the exceptional bandwidth of adiabatic
inversion for a given peak RF amplitude does not translate
to excitation. The orientation of the e!ective RF field at the
end of an adiabatic excitation pulse, which, ideally gives
the location of the magnetization, is not in the transverse
plane for non-zero chemical-shift o!set. Other existing

Fig. 1. Phase modulation of the constant amplitude 1 ms PM-BEBOP pulse. This pulse performs the point-to-point transformation Iz fi Ix over a 50 kHz
range of resonance o!sets for constant RF amplitude set anywhere in the range 10–20 kHz (see Figs. 2 and 3).
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Robust broadband excitation pulse

PM-BEBOP

rf amplitude: 15 kHz

bandwidth:   50 kHz



rf amplitude (x)

rf amplitude (y)

Pattern Pulses



NMR comes in many different flavors ...

aggregation state:           liquid, liquid crystal, solid, ...

sample temperature:       high, ..., low

spin temperature:            high (mixed state), ..., low (pure state)

prepared initial state:       pseudo pure, 1 qubit model, ...

control:                             rf, mw, laser, electrical, ...

molecule:                         stable, chemical reaction

detection:                        inductive, SQUID, electrical, optical ....      

        



NMR (Nuclear Magnetic Resonance)

What is NMR?

How do you measure an NMR signal?

Most simple case: a single spin 1/2 -> qubit

More interesting: coupled spins  -> quantum register

Pulse sequences  -> quantum gates and algorithms

Scaling issues: what is holding us back?





How do you measure an NMR signal?



How do you measure an NMR signal?















Isolated quantum system

Density operator! ! !Pure state " =

Measurement:

random eigenvalue of observable

Measurement:

expectation value of observable

(collapse of state function) (no collapse of state functions)

Ensemble of  quantum systems
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Thermal equilibrium density operator for n spins 1/2

3

Computation on o! diagonal density operators

O!-diagonal elements of the density operator can
only occur if a subpopulation of the molecules exists
whose state functions are superpositions of the computa-
tional basis states. For example, in an ensemble of two
molecules containing one spin each, the density operator

! =
1
2

!
1 1
1 1

"

requires that for each molecule, the state function has
the form |"(k)! = 1!

2
ei!k(|0! + |1!) with arbitrary phase

factors ei!k for k = 1, 2.
We note that an ensemble of M identical molecules

where each molecule contains n spins has a density op-
erator that is the same size as the density operator of
a single molecule and behaves in the same manner un-
der application of unitary transforms. If it is possible
to prepare a density operator with o! diagonal elements
and manipulate these terms, one will have a computer
as powerful as a pure state quantum computer except
for the measurement step which we shall address below.
In contrast to the previous example, we note that what
is important for the size of the available state space is
the number of spins per molecule and not the number of
molecules in the ensemble.

ENSEMBLES OF ISOLATED QUANTUM
SYSTEMS

In NMR implementations, the ensemble consists of M
identical molecules. In every molecule, the nuclear spins
form an isolated quantum system. Here, we assume that
each molecule contains n + 1 spins. (In the following
sections, we will explain why we chose n + 1 rather than
n spins per molecule). The resonance frequency of each
spin is #l = "$lB0 where $l is the gyromagnetic ratio of
spin l and Bo is the strength of the magnetic field. The
state of the spin system corresponding to molecule k is
given by a wave function

|"(k)! =
N"1#

j=0

c(k)
j |j! (1)

where |j! are the standard basis states used in quantum
computing, c(k)

j are the corresponding amplitudes and
N = 2n+1. The density operator of the ensemble is given
by

! =
1
M

M#

k=1

|"(k)!#"(k)|.

Each matrix element of the density operator is given by

!rs =
1
M

M#

k=1

c(k)
r c#(k)

s . (2)

The diagonal entries of the density matrix, i.e. when
r = s, represent populations of the quantum basis states
[1]. Non-zero o!-diagonal elements of the density matrix
represent coherent superpositions of states.

If all the state functions |"(k)! are basis states, i.e. the
quantum system k is not in a superposition of the basis
states, the product c(k)

r c#(k)
s must be zero. Hence a nec-

essary (albeit not su"cient) condition for an o!-diagonal
element !rs to be non-zero is that molecules exist whose
individual quantum systems are in a superposition of the
basis states |r! and |s!, i.e. for each of these molecules
the state |"(k)! is of the form given in equation (2) with
c(k)
r $= 0 and c(k)

s $= 0. The ensemble is said to contain
coherence [1] between the basis states |r! and |s! if the
sum of the terms c(k)

r c#(k)
s over all molecules is non-zero,

c.f. (2). This implies that the available state space is
exponential in the number of spins per molecule. One
can compute with the diagonal elements only [14], how-
ever even in the best case when each molecule is in a
di!erent basis state, the size of the state space available
for computation is bounded by the number of molecules
in the sample [15]. Indeed in this case we simply have
computation by classical parallelism. This contrasts to
computing with o!-diagonal elements [16] as we shall see
in the following.

THERMAL EQUILIBRIUM

The thermal equilibrium of an ensemble of spin sys-
tems is described by the Boltzmann distribution where
the probability of the system being in state |r! is given
by

p(|r!) =
exp("Er/kT )

$N"1
j=0 exp("Ej/kT )

,

where Er is the energy of the rth eigen state of the Hamil-
tonian of the system, k is Boltzmann’s constant and T is
temperature.

If we assume that there are no coherences at thermal
equilibrium [1] the density operator of the system can be
written as [1]

!th %
exp("H/kT )

Tr(exp("H/kT ))
% 1

N
(1" H

kT
)

for &H& ' kT .
In a system where the size of the couplings between

the spins is much less than the resonance frequencies #l

of the individual spins Il, the thermal density operator
can be approximated by [1]

!th %
1
N

(1"
n+1#

l=1

%lIlz) (3)
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with !l = h̄!l
kT and

Ilz =
1
2
1! . . .! 1! "z ! 1! . . .! 1,

where the Pauli matrix "z appears as the lth term in the
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per molecule. Hence, the signal-to-noise ratio for a re-
solved resonance line of a molecule containing 3 spins is
the same as for a molecule with 104 spins, assuming the
same number of molecules is in the sample, i.e. if the
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As we saw earlier, there are no scaling problems with
preparation of #1 as an initial state for the computation
starting from the thermal density operator #th. Hence,
a scalable mixed-state based quantum algorithm can be
constructed if the following two conditions hold:

(1) Use of #1 as an initial state for the computation.
(2) The decision about the problem being solved is

based upon the expectation value of I1x, where I1x is
either parallel or orthogonal to the traceless part of the
final density operator.

An algorithm meeting these two conditions would over-
come the arguments against scalability of NMR quantum
computing [8]. (However, just as in pure state quantum
computation, still a large number of practical or techno-
logical impediments for realization of large-scale quan-
tum computers would remain, such as losses due to de-
coherence etc.) In the following section we will describe
such an algorithm.

THE ALGORITHM

The starting state for the algorithm is formed by the
density matrix #1 (c.f. Eq. (6)), the traceless part of
which is proportional to I1x. As indicated in the previous
sections, #1 can be prepared from the thermal density
operator #th without any loss of signal as a function of
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The key observation that allows us to use I1x in the
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ucts representing the states where spin 1 is in the state
|1# only. Application of a unitary transform U (not con-
trolled by spin 1) to I1x results in a sum of outer products
where the ket and the bra do not contain information
that we can directly use for the Deutsch-Jozsa problem.
Instead we consider the e!ect of using controlled unitary
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Computation on o! diagonal density operators

O!-diagonal elements of the density operator can
only occur if a subpopulation of the molecules exists
whose state functions are superpositions of the computa-
tional basis states. For example, in an ensemble of two
molecules containing one spin each, the density operator

! =
1
2

!
1 1
1 1

"

requires that for each molecule, the state function has
the form |"(k)! = 1!

2
ei!k(|0! + |1!) with arbitrary phase

factors ei!k for k = 1, 2.
We note that an ensemble of M identical molecules

where each molecule contains n spins has a density op-
erator that is the same size as the density operator of
a single molecule and behaves in the same manner un-
der application of unitary transforms. If it is possible
to prepare a density operator with o! diagonal elements
and manipulate these terms, one will have a computer
as powerful as a pure state quantum computer except
for the measurement step which we shall address below.
In contrast to the previous example, we note that what
is important for the size of the available state space is
the number of spins per molecule and not the number of
molecules in the ensemble.

ENSEMBLES OF ISOLATED QUANTUM
SYSTEMS

In NMR implementations, the ensemble consists of M
identical molecules. In every molecule, the nuclear spins
form an isolated quantum system. Here, we assume that
each molecule contains n + 1 spins. (In the following
sections, we will explain why we chose n + 1 rather than
n spins per molecule). The resonance frequency of each
spin is #l = "$lB0 where $l is the gyromagnetic ratio of
spin l and Bo is the strength of the magnetic field. The
state of the spin system corresponding to molecule k is
given by a wave function

|"(k)! =
N"1#

j=0

c(k)
j |j! (1)

where |j! are the standard basis states used in quantum
computing, c(k)

j are the corresponding amplitudes and
N = 2n+1. The density operator of the ensemble is given
by

! =
1
M

M#

k=1

|"(k)!#"(k)|.

Each matrix element of the density operator is given by

!rs =
1
M

M#

k=1

c(k)
r c#(k)

s . (2)

The diagonal entries of the density matrix, i.e. when
r = s, represent populations of the quantum basis states
[1]. Non-zero o!-diagonal elements of the density matrix
represent coherent superpositions of states.

If all the state functions |"(k)! are basis states, i.e. the
quantum system k is not in a superposition of the basis
states, the product c(k)

r c#(k)
s must be zero. Hence a nec-

essary (albeit not su"cient) condition for an o!-diagonal
element !rs to be non-zero is that molecules exist whose
individual quantum systems are in a superposition of the
basis states |r! and |s!, i.e. for each of these molecules
the state |"(k)! is of the form given in equation (2) with
c(k)
r $= 0 and c(k)

s $= 0. The ensemble is said to contain
coherence [1] between the basis states |r! and |s! if the
sum of the terms c(k)

r c#(k)
s over all molecules is non-zero,

c.f. (2). This implies that the available state space is
exponential in the number of spins per molecule. One
can compute with the diagonal elements only [14], how-
ever even in the best case when each molecule is in a
di!erent basis state, the size of the state space available
for computation is bounded by the number of molecules
in the sample [15]. Indeed in this case we simply have
computation by classical parallelism. This contrasts to
computing with o!-diagonal elements [16] as we shall see
in the following.

THERMAL EQUILIBRIUM

The thermal equilibrium of an ensemble of spin sys-
tems is described by the Boltzmann distribution where
the probability of the system being in state |r! is given
by

p(|r!) =
exp("Er/kT )

$N"1
j=0 exp("Ej/kT )

,

where Er is the energy of the rth eigen state of the Hamil-
tonian of the system, k is Boltzmann’s constant and T is
temperature.

If we assume that there are no coherences at thermal
equilibrium [1] the density operator of the system can be
written as [1]

!th %
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Tr(exp("H/kT ))
% 1

N
(1" H

kT
)

for &H& ' kT .
In a system where the size of the couplings between

the spins is much less than the resonance frequencies #l

of the individual spins Il, the thermal density operator
can be approximated by [1]

!th %
1
N

(1"
n+1#

l=1
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[8] J.-M. Böhlen, G. Bodenhausen, Experimental aspects of chirp NMR
spectroscopy, J. Magn. Reson. Series A 102 (1993) 293–301.

[9] D. Abramovich, S. Vega, Derivation of broadband and narrowband
excitation pulses using the Floquet Formalism, J. Magn. Reson.
Series A 105 (1993) 30–48.
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Optimal Control of Coupled Spin Dynamics: Design of NMR Pulse
Sequences by Gradient Ascent Algorithms, J. Magn. Reson. 172
(2005) 296–305.

[26] H. Goldstein, Classical Mechanics, Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA,
1980.

[27] B. Luy, K. Kobzar, T.E. Skinner, N. Khaneja, S.J. Glaser,
Construction of Universal Rotations from Point to Point Transfor-
mations, J. Magn. Reson. 176 (2005) 179–186.

[28] G. Bodenhausen, D.J. Ruben, Natural abundance N-15 NMR by
enhanced heteronuclear spectroscopy, Chem. Phys. Lett. 69 (1980)
185–189.

[29] A.L. Davis, J. Keeler, E.D. Laue, D. Moskau, Experiments for
recording pure-absorption heteronuclear correlation spectra using
pulsed field gradients, J. Magn. Reson. 98 (1992) 207–216.

[30] A. Bax, M.F. Summers, H-1 and C-13 assignments from sensitivity-
enhanced detection of heteronuclear multiple-bond connectivity by
2D multiple quantum NMR, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 108 (1986) 2093–
2094.

[31] L. Verdier, P. Sakhaii, M. Zweckstetter, C. Griesinger, Measurement
of long-range H,C couplings in natural products in orienting media: a
tool for structure elucidation of natural products, J. Magn. Reson.
163 (2004) 353–359.

[32] K. Hallenga, G.M. Lippens, A constant-time C-13-H-1 HSQC with
uniform excitation over the complete C-13 chemical-shift range, J.
Biomol. NMR 5 (1995) 59–66.

[33] P.C.M. van Zijl, T.L. Hwang, M. O’Neil Johnson, M. Garwood,
Optimized excitation and automation for high-resolution NMR using
B-1-insensitive rotation pulses, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 118 (1996) 5510–
5511.

[34] K. Ogura, H. Terasawa, F. Inagaki, Fully C-13-refocused multidi-
mensional C-13-edited pulse schemes using broadband shaped inver-
sion and refocusing pulses, J. Magn. Reson. Series B 112 (1996)
63–68.
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and they can be calculated at each time for a given pulse.
Mopt (t) will satisfy the stationary condition of Eq. (7) when
kopt (t) = 0. For a non-optimal pulse, the gradient calculat-
ed in Eq. (7) for each time point of the two trajectories
gives the proportional adjustment to make in the pulse
phase /.

2.2. Numerical algorithm

The procedure for optimizing the cost can be incorpo-
rated in the following algorithm:

(i) Choose an initial RF sequence x!0"
e .

(ii) Evolve M forward in time from the initial state ẑ.
(iii) Evolve k backward in time from the target state x̂.
(iv) /(k+1)(t) fi /(k)(t) + !xrf Æ (kMz #Mkz).
(v) Repeat steps (ii)–(iv) until a desired convergence of U

is reached.

Since the optimization is performed over a range of
chemical-shift o!sets and variations in the peak RF cali-
bration, the gradient used in step (iv) is averaged over
the entire range. Additional details of the averaging proce-
dure and the choice of stepsize ! for incrementing the phase
in each iteration are described in [14,15].

3. Results and discussion

In our work to date, we have focused on demonstrat-
ing the capabilities of optimal control theory for NMR
pulse design, establishing the e!ectiveness of the algo-
rithms and the viability of the resulting pulses. The exci-
tation pulse is a simple example that characterizes
optimal control behavior in NMR while minimizing its
convolution with any particular application. This charac-
terization establishes a foundation for pursuing other
applications. We first assess the performance of the cali-
bration-free phase-modulated pulse derived by the new
algorithm, then consider applications to two commonly
used pulse sequences, illustrating the advantages of the
new pulse.

3.1. Pulse performance

Pulse performance, in general, depends on the pulse
duration, with pulses of su"cient length giving the optimal
control algorithm the flexibility to obtain practically ideal
results in many cases. In addition, excitation (and inver-
sion) e"ciency undergoes a steep drop in performance
below a minimum pulse length [16], which depends on
the parameters defining the optimization. Increasing pulse
length significantly above this minimum provides only
marginal improvement, so the shortest pulse that provides
acceptable performance is the goal.

Choosing 2 ms for the pulse length initially and opti-
mizing with the new algorithm provided a pulse that
transforms 99.9% of initial z magnetization to within
1.5! of the x-axis over a resonance o!set range of
50 kHz for a constant RF amplitude anywhere in the
range 10–20 kHz (results not shown). This nearly ideal
performance can be traded for shorter pulse length. Since
performance drops rapidly for shorter pulses, we find
that overdigitizing the initial waveform used in the opti-
mal control procedure gives the algorithm additional
flexibility in finding the best solution, as discussed in
Ref. [17]. Every other point of the resulting pulse is used
as the initial input for generating a new pulse, and this
procedure is continued until a minimal digitization with
acceptable performance is reached. For a 1 ms pulse
length, 320,000 random phases were input initially
($3 ns per time step). Such a large number of parameters
would be extremely di"cult, if not impossible, to opti-
mize using conventional methods. This ‘‘breeder’’ pulse
resulted in the final 625-point pulse shown in Fig. 1.

3.1.1. Comparison to existing pulses
Although adiabatic pulses accommodate a wide range of

peak power levels, the exceptional bandwidth of adiabatic
inversion for a given peak RF amplitude does not translate
to excitation. The orientation of the e!ective RF field at the
end of an adiabatic excitation pulse, which, ideally gives
the location of the magnetization, is not in the transverse
plane for non-zero chemical-shift o!set. Other existing

Fig. 1. Phase modulation of the constant amplitude 1 ms PM-BEBOP pulse. This pulse performs the point-to-point transformation Iz fi Ix over a 50 kHz
range of resonance o!sets for constant RF amplitude set anywhere in the range 10–20 kHz (see Figs. 2 and 3).
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corresponding to RF amplitudes of 10.0, 11.2, 12.6, 14.1,
15.8, 17.8, and 20.0 kHz. The results are shown in Fig. 4.
The experimental data provide an excellent match with the-
ory and represent a considerable improvement over the
maximum attainable performance of a phase-corrected
hard pulse, opening the door to practically calibration-free
excitation pulses.

3.2. 2D applications

The benefits of using PM-BEBOP in practical NMR
applications are well-illustrated by 13C–1H correlated exper-
iments, as e.g., HSQC or HMBC. An important element of
these types of experiment is the sub-sequence 90!–t1–90!
applied to the 13C spins to encode the frequencies for the first
dimension of the 2D spectrum. The linear phase roll of a
hard 90! pulse is commonly eliminated from the first spectral
dimension by subtracting a constant time (equal to 4t90/p)
from t1. Details of themechanism responsible for this ‘‘reph-
asing’’ are straightforward, but it suffices to note merely that
one can expect approximately phase-corrected performance
from hard 90! pulses in HSQC-type sequences, at least in the
absence of RF inhomogeneity.

Two-dimensional spectra were recorded on a Bruker
Avance 500 spectrometer using a !500 mM menthol sam-
ple dissolved in CDCl3. Standard HSQC [28,29] and
HMBC experiments [30,31] were acquired with variations
in offset, RF amplitude, and the kind of pulses applied
on 13C nuclei. The maximum RF amplitude of the Bruker
TXI probehead used corresponds to 14.3 kHz (equivalent
to a 90! pulse of 17.5 ls). To avoid maximum power for
the shaped pulses, we used slightly lower RF amplitudes
of 12 kHz for the nominal power. This scales to a 1.2 ms
PM-BEBOP pulse covering ±20 kHz bandwidth (rather
than the 15 kHz nominal amplitude of the 1 ms pulse
shown in Fig. 1, which has a bandwidth of ±25 kHz).

The total sweep width needed for covering the 13C-spectra
of menthol on a 500 MHz spectrometer is !8 kHz. We
therefore, decided to record three spectra with 0, 8, and
16 kHz offset relative to the center of the 13C-spectral
width, leading to a coverage of offsets corresponding to
"4–4, 4–12, and 12–20 kHz, respectively. Since spectral
width and offsets are matched, no folding artefacts were
observed.

Based on the procedure described in [27], we also con-
structed a 2.4 ms, 180! universal rotation pulse consisting
of the original PM-BEBOP pulse appended to its phase
and time-reversed version, resulting in a pulse with an
active bandwidth identical to the pulse from which it orig-
inates. The performance of the resulting inversion/refocus-
ing pulse with respect to offset and RF amplitude is shown
in Fig. 5 in comparison to a hard 180! pulse. To test the
robustness of the pulse sequences with respect to variation
in RF amplitude, hard and shaped pulses were set to 8, 10,
and 12 kHz RF amplitude.

For each combination of offset and RF amplitude, three
HSQC and three HMBC experiments were acquired using

Fig. 3. The phase behavior of the optimized PM-BEBOP pulse of Fig. 1 is
plotted as a function of RF amplitude m1 and resonance offset m0. Phase
deviations from an ideal excitation pulse are shown in 1! steps in different
shades of gray (see scale to the right). For almost the entire range of offsets
and RF amplitudes, the phase is less than 2–3!, with minor distortions in
the 6–9! range at the lowest RF (10 kHz) in the optimized range.

Fig. 4. Excitation profiles for the residual HDO signal in a sample of
99.96% D2O are displayed as a function of resonance offset (1 kHz
increments) and RF power levels applied using the 1 ms PM-BEBOP pulse
of Fig. 1. The pulse was applied with constant amplitudes of 10 kHz
(+3 dB), 11.2 kHz (+2 dB), 12.6 kHz (+1 dB), 14.1 kHz (0 dB), 15.8 kHz
("1 dB), 17.8 kHz ("2 dB), and 20 kHz ("3 dB). The experimental
performance of the pulse is in excellent agreement with theory, producing
practically perfect excitation, Mx > 0.99M0, over ±25 kHz for RF
variability within ±33.3% (#6 dB) of the nominal value 15 kHz.
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50 kHz for a constant RF amplitude anywhere in the
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performance can be traded for shorter pulse length. Since
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