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We illustrate this new technique with synthetic examples of 3D magnetotelluric (MT)
inversion for an earth conductivity structure. The numerical testing results indicate the
effectiveness of this approach. The nonlinear parametrization can be used, however, for
the solution of different geophysical inverse problems.

2. Principles of re-weighted regularized inversion

For completeness, we begin our paper with a short summary of the basic principles of re-
weighted regularized inversion with the minimum support stabilizer. Let us consider a general
discrete geophysical inverse problem, described by the operator equation

d=A(m), (1)
where, in general, A is a nonlinear vector operator, m represents the model parameters
and d are observed geophysical data. We assume that N; measurements are performed in
some geophysical experiment. Then we can treat these values as the components of the Ny-
dimensional vector d. Similarly, some model parameters can be represented as the components
of a vector m of order N,,:

T

d=[d\, drds,....dy,] .

T

m = [m], Moy M3y uey mNm] .
where the superscript 7 denotes the transpose of the two vectors. Note that we assume that
the model parameters are described by real numbers, while the components of vector d can be
complex numbers.

The inverse problem (1) is usually ill-posed, i.e., the solution can be nonunique
and unstable. We solve this ill-posed inverse problem using the regularization theory
(Tikhonov and Arsenin 1977), which is based on the minimization of the Tikhonov parametric
functional:

P%(m) = ¢(m) + as(m) — min, (2)
where ¢(m) is a misfit functional between the theoretical values A(m) and the observed data
d, s(m) is a stabilizing functional and « is a regularization parameter.

The misfit functional ¢(m) is usually selected in the complex Euclidean metric of data
space as a weighted norm square of the difference between the observed and predicted data
(errors):

(m) = W, (Am) — )|* = (Am) — )" W;(A(m) — d), 3)
where the asterisk ‘*’ denotes a transposed complex conjugate matrix, W, is the data weighting

matrix which allows us to set the variance for each datum to its appropriate level.
The optimal value of « is determined from the misfit condition,

@(m) = g, 4)
where 4 is the noise level of the data.
The stabilizing functional s(m) can be selected, for example, as a norm square of the
difference between the current and a priori models:
sy (M) = im — mgpel|> = (M — myp) " (M — myy), (5)

where the superscript ‘7" denotes a transposed matrix. This is a minimum norm stabilizer
which provides, usually, a relatively smooth image of the inverse model. Substituting (3) and
(5) into (2), we arrive at the conventional Tikhonov parametric functional

P%(m) = (A(m) — d)*W3(A(m) — d) + (m — myy)" (m — my,) — min. (©)
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In order to generate a compact image of the geophysical model with sharp boundaries,
Zhdanov and Hurséan (2000), and Mehanee and Zhdanov (2002) applied a minimum support
stabilizer, which is a nonquadratic functional of the form

sys(m) = (m — mapr)T[(fﬁ = r’ﬁapr)z + 62’1‘14 (m — Myp; ), (7N

where m and fﬂap, are N,, x N,, diagonal matrices of inverse model parameters (current and
a priori, respectively):

m = diag(my. ma, ..., my,), My = diag(m1apr, Moaprs - - - My, apr)s

e 1s the focusing parameter andTis the N, x N, identity matrix. It was shown by Portniaguine
and Zhdanov (1999) that this functional minimizes an area of nonzero parameter distribution
(minimizes the support of the inverse model), if e tends to zero: e — 0.

Following Zhdanov (2002) we note that this stabilizing functional can be expressed as a
pseudo-quadratic functional of the model parameters,

SMS(m) = [We(m - mapr)]rwe(m - mapr)a (8)
where WP is a diagonal matrix:
We = [(m — ﬂ'\lapr)2 + el"]~1/2. 9)

This matrix depends on m, that is why we call (8) a ‘pseudo-quadratic’ functional. We
can introduce a linear transformation of the original model parameters into the space of the
weighted model parameters:

m®” = W,m. (10)

As a result of this transformation, we arrive at the traditional quadratic minimum norm
functional, s,y (m™), for the weighted parameters m":

sws(m) = syy(m®) = (m” —m%)" (m* —m%) = [m* —m& |

We also introduce the weighted data d* as
d¥ = W,d.
Using these notation, we can rewrite the parametric functional (2) as follows:
P*(m") = |A¥(m") —d"|” +afim" —mi, |

= (A¥(m") —d")*(A*(m") — d*) + «(m” —m%,)" (m* — m?

it ar) — min, (1)

where A¥(m") = \TV,,A(W;lmw).

Note that the unknown parameters now are weighted model parameters, m*. In order
to obtain the original model parameters, we have to apply inverse weighting to the result of
minimization of the parametric functional (11):

m=W;'m". (12)

Therefore, the problem of minimizing the parametric functional, given by equation (2), can be
treated in a similar way to the minimization of the conventional Tikhonov functional (6). The
only difference is that now we introduce some variable weighting matrix W, for the model
parameters which depends on the current model parameters. The minimization problem
(11) can be solved using any gradient-type technique, say, by the conjugate gradient method
(Zhdanov 2002).

Portniaguine and Zhdanov (1999) have developed a simplified approach to minimizing
the parametric functional (11), using the re-weighted regularized conjugate gradient (RRCG)
method. In the framework of this approach, the variable weighting matrix W, is precomputed
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on each iteration, W, = W,, = W,.(m,,), based on the values m,, obtained on the previous
iteration. This linear transformation is updated after a fixed number of intermediate iterations,
which is equivalent to the re-weighting of the model parameters. The advantage of this
approach lies in its simplicity. The disadvantage is related to the fact that due to re-weighting,
the misfit and stabilizing functionals can change, and even increase from iteration to iteration
(Zhdanov 2002). In this paper we consider a different method of minimum support nonlinear
inversion, which does not have the problems mentioned above and at the same time does not
require minimization of a nonconvex functional. This technique is based on a new nonlinear
parametrization, outlined below.

3. Minimum support nonlinear parametrization

We suggest using a nonlinear transformation instead of a set of variable linear transformations
of the model parameters. In particular, we transform the nonquadratic minimum
support stabilizing functional into a quadratic one by using a specially selected nonlinear
transformation of the model parameters, described by the formula

- m; —m
iy = ———, (13)
(m; — mapr, ) + €
where m = {m;},i = 1,..., Ny, is the original vector of the model parameters, and
m = {m;},i = 1,..., N, is a new vector of the nonlinear parameters. The following
inverse transform holds:
fﬁie
m; ‘—mapl‘, = T —_— (14)
1—m?

A transformation pair, (13) and (14), can be written in matrix notation as

= W, (m — my,) = [(f — Mgn)® + e T72(m — my,), (15)
and

m— my, = efT— @, (16)

where m is an N, x N, diagonal matrix with the diagonal formed by nonlinear model
parameters, m = diag(#i1. 2, .. ., iy, ).

Substituting (16) into the Tikhonov parametric functional (2), we arrive at the conventional
parametric functional with a minimum norm stabilizer

P = A My + el — W 1" /2) — a7 + || — Ry (a7

We call the transformation, described by formulae (15) and (16), a minimum support
nonlinear parametrization because it automatically ensures that the solution belongs to the
class of models with minimum support.

Note that, in the implementzgion of the CG method, we have to calculate on every iteration
n the Fréchet derivative matrix, F(,), with respect to a new model parameter vector m,, which
is equal to

zz]—s/z‘ (18)

~ o~ o~
F(n) = eF(,,)[I —m,
where F,, is a Fréchet derivative of our original operator A" at a point m,,.
We should note, however, that in the case of a new minimum support nonlinear
parametrization, we must consider a constrained optimization, with the absolute value of
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m being less than 1. In order to keep the true model parameter m within the known bounds,
we also should impose additional constraints on m and require that

i <y < il (19)
where
_ m> - m; :
my = —— and m; = ——, for i=1,..., Ny, (20)
Jmit+e Jmi?+e?
where m* = {m]}, and m™~ = {m; "} are the known upper and lower boundaries for material
property.

Therefore, we will use the gradient projection method (Bertsekas 1999), and take the
projection of the parameters m onto the compact set, bounded by (19). We will perform
minimization in a space of new parameters m” € (—00; 00), and then take the projection onto
this set, using the following function for the projection:

g v i, .
. w omirme 2 m’ +m;
mi =m; +——>mr Z tan™! mf——'—' +1].
2 b/ 4 2
This is a one-to-one transformation, which ensures (19) and has the inverse transformation:
m+m; (m; —m; )mw

Cowd) IO i
m; = 5 + tan ("N’l,- —1711) —;t

(21)

The expression for the Fréchet derivative ﬁp(n) with respect to a new model parameter vector
m/, at the nth iteration of the CG method will take the form

Sy~ B
{i'zp(n) = eﬁ(n)[l - lﬁﬁrzz]*s/zdiag [%(1 + (ﬁﬁi)z) ]'i =L... N,,,] : (22)

Finally, we can write the following regularized conjugate gradient (RCG) algorithm of
the parametric functional minimization with two parametrizations:

Iy, = Aw(mn) - dw, (23)
I, = Re[F, ,r,] + il (24)
- ~ L ~
ln == ]n ln—l ” - ' s l() = l0 (25)
"ln—l “
kn =T LIF ol I + T, 1717, (26)
), =M — ki, @7
~ o L (2
My =m +-m —m)(=tan' (@,)+1), (28)
2 b4
~ 22 1-1/2~
mg,: = e[I - I?I,H_l] Y My + Myp. (29)

Note that algorithm (23)—(29) describes a conventional nonlinear conjugate gradient
method applied to the Tikhonov parametric functional minimization (Zhdanov 2002, p 149).
Vectors 1, are the gradient directions, while vectors 1, represent the gonjugale directions. In
the inversion algorithm we use the real part of the Fréchet derivative F (), because the model
parameters are described by real numbers, while the observed and predicted data can be
complex numbers. The length of a step, k,, is determined using a linear line search on every
iteration.
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Figure 1. The values of the minimum support stabilizer for mg versus parameter e.

The difficulty with nonlinear parameters is that, in the case of zero initial approximation
(m = 0) in the conjugate gradient algorithm, we will get almost zeros for the Fréchet derivative,
because m?” would be too large, and hence, we will not step away from the starting zero point.
To overcome this difficulty, we use as a starting point for minimum support inversion a solution,
m, obtained with the minimum norm stabilizer.

Another difficulty is related to the problem of the optimum focusing parameter e
calculation. Obviously, e should be chosen taking into account various aspects of the inverse
problem. For example, e should not be too small, because it multiplies the Fréchet derivative
(18). At the same time it should not be too large, because in this case the image will not
be focused. In other words, the problem of selecting the focusing parameter e is very similar
to the problem of choosing the regularization parameter «. Here we propose a method
to estimate the optimum value of e, using the starting point mg of the minimum support
inversion.

Figure 1 presents a plot of the normalized value of the minimum support stabilizer versus
the various values of e, computed for the given mg according to the formula

sus(m) = m{ [m3 + ezf]_lmo.

It can be proved that this is a monotonically decreasing function, which goes to zero when e
goes to +00, and to 1 when e goes to zero. Extremely small values of e may result in a singular
behaviour of this functional (division by zero for zero elements of the diagonal matrix my),
while large values of e correspond to the standard minimum norm solution without focusing.
That is why, by analogy with the L-curve method for the regularization parameter & (Hansen
1998), we chose e to be in the vicinity of the maximum convex curvature point. Our numerical
studies show the effectiveness of this choice.

After introducing a trigonometric parametrization, we can proceed with the minimum
support nonlinear parametrization and find the minimum of the Tikhonov parametric functional
using the RCG algorithm (23)—(29). This completes the formulation of a new inversion scheme
based on the minimum support nonlinear parametrization.

4. MT inversion

In this section, we will consider, as an illustration of the developed method, a solution of the
geophysical magnetotelluric inverse problem. The MT method was introduced in geophysics
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by Tikhonov (1950) and Cagniard (1953). It is based on measurements of the natural EM
field at the surface of the earth. This field consists of a primary component of external origin
and a secondary component that arises due to telluric currents induced in conductive regions
of the earth by the primary field. The penetration depth of the primary field, and therefore
of the telluric currents, increases with the period. The interpretation of magnetotelluric
data is based on the calculation of the transfer functions between the horizontal components
of the electric and magnetic fields, which form the impedance tensor Z (Zhdanov and Keller
1994). The components of the impedance tensor depend primarily on the subsurface resistivity
distribution over the penetration depth. Impedance measurements as a function of period can
therefore be inverted for a resistivity model of the earth.

Following the traditional approach used in practical MT observations, we can calculate
the apparent resistivities, p, and phases, ¢, based on two off-diagonal elements of the MT
tensor, Z,, and Z,,, at each observation point:

1 5 1 5
Pxy = _|va\=|h» Pyx = —‘|Zyx|bv (30)
Ly o
ImZ ImZ
-1 xy ~1 yx
= tan , ) tan 31
Py ReZ,, Pyx ReZ,, (31)

where the quantities p,, and ¢, are assigned to the nominal transverse magnetic (TM) mode,
whereas py, and ¢y, are assigned to the nominal transverse electric (TE) mode. Note that this
2D nomenclature is artificial and approximate in nature for 3D structures. However, it is used
in practical MT observations (Wannamaker 1997, Zhdanov et al 2000a). Note also that, in the
inversion algorithm, we actually use the logarithm of apparent resistivity and phase in radians.

Therefore, the solution of the inverse problem requires numerical modelling of the
apparent resistivities and phases in each step of the iteration process. The components of the
impedance tensor are determined from the horizontal components of the electric and magnetic
fields in every observation point. The corresponding technique of solving this problem is
outlined, for example, in Zhdanov and Keller (1994) and Berdichevsky and Dmitriev (2002).
This procedure is extremely time consuming, which results in enormous calculations for
the solution of the inverse problem. In order to overcome these computational difficulties,
following Zhdanov and Hursan (2000) we suggest using an approximate solution based on
the quasi-analytical (QA) approximation on the initial stage of the iterative inversion. A
description of the basic principles of the QA approximation can be found in Zhdanov et al
(2000b) and Zhdanov (2002, pp 248-51).

The approximate QA forward operators can be used for computing the components of
the impedance tensor components in (30) and (31). These operators speed up significantly
the calculations on each step of the inversion. In a general case, the corresponding formulae
can be expressed by an operator equation including the data vector d and the vector of model
parameters m as

d=A(m), (32)

where A is the forward operator symbolizing the governing equations of the MT impedance
modelling problem, m is the vector of the unknown conductivity distribution (model
parameters) and d is the vector formed by observed values of the apparent resistivities and
phases at the observation points. We can apply now the RCG algorithm (23)—(29) with the
minimum support nonlinear parametrization to solve the MT inverse problem (32). Note that
the computation of the Fréchet derivative matrix, required by this algorithm, can be made on
the basis of QA approximation as well (Zhdanov and Hursan 2000).
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Application of the QA approximation to forward modelling and Fréchet derivative
computations speeds up the calculation dramatically. However, in order to control the accuracy
of the inversion, our method allows application of rigorous forward modelling in the final steps
of the inversion procedure. We use an integral equation forward modelling code based on the
contraction integral equation method, which improves the convergence rate of the iterative
solvers (Hursan and Zhdanov 2002). A few last iterations with rigorous forward modelling
require much more time than all previous iterations with the QA approximation. However,
application of the rigorous solver improves the resolution of the inverse method and helps to
generate a more correct image of the target.

5. Numerical modelling results

The 3D MT inversion algorithm described above and the corresponding computer code have
been carefully tested on synthetic models. We present below some numerical examples of the
MT data inversion with this new method.

5.1. A conductive dike model

Consider a homogeneous half-space with a background resistivity of p, = 100 2m, containing
a conductive dike. The resistivity of the inhomogeneity is 3 @m. The top of the dike is at
a depth of 200 m, and its bottom is at a depth of 600 m beneath the surface. This model is
excited by a plane EM wave source. The x and y components of the anomalous magnetic
and electric fields for four different frequencies (1, 10, 100 and 1000 Hz) have been simulated
at 225 receiver points arranged on a homogeneous grid, using the integral equation forward
modelling code INTEM3D (Hursan and Zhdanov 2002). The coordinates of the receiver
grid are the following: x and y from —700 to 700 every 100 m. The receiver system is located
at the surface of the earth. The EM field components were recalculated into MT apparent
resistivity and phase, using the standard formulae (Berdichevsky and Dmitriev 2002). The
area of inversion is covered by a homogeneous mesh consisting of 16 x 25 x 8 cubic cells
surrounding the anomalous structure to be inverted. Each cell has a dimension of 100 m in
the x, y and z directions. We select a focusing parameter based on the corresponding L-curve
analysis, described in section 3, as follows: e = 0.016. The upper and lower bounds of the
total resistivity obtained from the inversion are set within an interval of 1-100 Qm.

Figure 2 shows the true model (panel (a)), discretization grid and MT station positions for
this model (panel (b)), inversion results after 15 iterations with the minimum norm stabilizer
(panel (c)), intermediate result after 60 iterations with the minimum support stabilizer and
QA forward modelling (panel (d)) and the final result after 5 additional iterations of the RCG
method with minimum support inversion and rigorous full forward modelling (panel (e)). In
figure 2, we present three-dimensional images of the resistivity distribution with the volume
rendering. The cut-off level of the resistivity for these images is shown in the corresponding
panels. For example, the cut-off level p < 20 2m means that only the cells with a value of
resistivity less than 20 m are displayed. Figure 3 presents the inversion curves, parametric
functional, P[«], stabilizer, S[m], misfit, ¢[m], and elapsed time versus iteration number.

Note that, at iteration number 16, we observe a sudden decrease in S[m| because at this
iteration the code switches from the minimum norm to the minimum support stabilizer. The
transition at the 76th iteration from the approximate forward modelling operator to the full
integral equation solver results in a notable increase in the misfit and parametric functional
at this iteration. Also, due to the high conductivity contrast, the predicted conductivity is
slightly smaller than the true conductivity. Nevertheless, the inversion with the minimum
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Figure 2. Conductive dike model. (a) True model; (b) discretization grid and MT station positions;
(c) inversion results after 15 iterations with the minimum norm stabilizer; (d) intermediate result
after 60 iterations with the minimum support stabilizer and QA forward modelling; (e) final result
after 5 iterations of the RCG method with the minimum support inversion and rigorous full forward
modelling.

support stabilizer helps us to obtain an image with much greater contrast, than minimum norm
inversion, as one can see from figure 2, where the cut-off value for the image in panel (c) is
four times greater than for panels (d) and (e). The shape and position of the recovered body
are predicted quite well.

For comparison, we present in figure 4 the vertical cross-sections of the true model
(panel (a)), the inversion result with the minimum norm stabilizer (panel (b)), the intermediate
result with the minimum support stabilizer and QA forward modelling (panel (¢)) and the final
sharp inversion result (panel (d)). One can see that the minimum norm result underestimates
the true conductivity, while the sharp inversion reconstructs an image very close to the true
model.

5.2. Model of an L-shaped conductive structure

The next model we considered was an L-shaped conductive structure. The top of the structure
is 250 m below the earth’s surface, and the bottom is 500 m below. The resistivity of the
anomalous zone is 50 2m, and it was embedded in a 100 £2m homogeneous half-space. The
model is excited by the plane wave source (0.1, 1, 10 and 100 Hz). Receivers are placed every
200 m along the x and y directions from —1600 to 1600 m. We inverted the synthetic MT data
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Figure 3. Inversion curves for the dike model: parametric functional, P[«], stabilizer, S[m],
misfit, ¢[m], and elapsed time versus iteration number.
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Figure 4. Dike model: vertical cross-sections of the true model (panel (a)), the inversion result
with the minimum norm stabilizer (panel (b)), the intermediate result with the minimum support
stabilizer and QA forward modelling (panel (c)) and the final sharp inversion result (panel (d)).
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Figure 5. L-shaped conductive structure: (a) true model; (b) inversion results after 20 iterations
with the minimum norm stabilizer; (c) intermediate result after 63 iterations with the minimum
support stabilizer and QA forward modelling; and (d) final result after 5 iterations of the RCG
method with the minimum support inversion and rigorous full forward modelling.

computed for this model using the full integral equation solver at the final stage of inversion.
The area of inversion was covered by a rectangular grid consisting of 18 x 18 x 8 cells, and
every cell was 200 x 200 x 100 m®. The selected focusing parameter is equal to ¢ = §.004.
The upper and lower bounds of the total resistivity obtained from the inversion are set within
an interval of 10-100 Qm.

Figure 5 presents the true model (panel (a)), inversion results after 20 iterations with
the minimum norm stabilizer (panel (b)), an intermediate result after 63 iterations with
the minimum support stabilizer and QA forward modelling (panel (c)) and the final result
after 5 additional iterations of the RCG method with the minimum support inversion and
rigorous forward modelling (panel (d)). Figure 6 shows the inversion curves, parametric
functional, P[«], stabilizer, S[m], misfit, ¢[m], and elapsed time versus the iteration number.
Figure 7 shows the vertical cross-sections of the true model (panel (a)), the inversion result
with the minimum norm stabilizer (panel (b)), the intermediate result with the minimum
support stabilizer and QA forward modelling (panel (c)) and the final sharp inversion result
(panel (d)). The recovered image reconstructs well the original model.

5.3. ‘Open box’ conductive structure

We present a similar result for the ‘open box’ model, simulating a conductive syncline structure.
The resistivity of the anomalous zone is 50 m, while for the surrounding medium it is equal



Minimum support nonlinear parametrization in the solution of a 3D magnetotelluric inverse problem 949

L-shape inversion curves

3

10

10°

Lol

— plo]
S ghidadiiiiiiiizigf e S[m]
c] ==- misfit
1 - . ‘== Time (sec)

107 L il L
0 20 40 60 80 100
iteration number

Figure 6. Inversion curves for the L-shaped model, parametric functional, P[«], stabilizer, S[m],
misfit, ¢[m], and elapsed time versus iteration number.
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Figure 7. L-shaped model: vertical cross-sections of the true model (panel (a)), the inversion
result with the minimum norm stabilizer (panel (b)), the intermediate result with the minimum
support stabilizer and QA forward modelling (panel (c)) and the final sharp inversion result
(panel (d)).

to 100 m. The model is excited by the plane wave source (0.1, 1, 10 and 100 Hz). We use
the same MT observation system, the same grid and the same parameters for inversion as for
a model shown in figure 5.

Figure 8 presents the true model (panel (a)), inversion results after 20 iterations with
the minimum norm stabilizer (panel (b)), an intermediate result after 63 iterations with the



950 M Zhdanov and E Tolstaya

(b)

(a)

p [Chm

" Py =50 Ohiirm ' p< 90 Ohm-m

Figure 8. ‘Open box’ conductive structure: (a) true model; (b) inversion results after 20 iterations
with the minimum norm stabilizer; (¢) intermediate result after 50 iterations with the minimum
support stabilizer and QA forward modelling and (d) final result after 5 iterations of the RCG
method with minimum support inversion and rigorous full forward modelling.
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Figure 9. ‘Open box model’: inversion curves, parametric functional, P[«], stabilizer, S[m],
misfit, ¢p[m], and elapsed time versus iteration number.
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Figure 10. ‘Open box’ model: vertical cross-sections of the true model (panel (a)), the inversion
result with the minimum norm stabilizer (panel (b)), the intermediate result with the minimum
support stabilizer and QA forward modelling (panel (c)), and the final sharp inversion result
(panel (d)).

minimum support stabilizer and QA forward modelling (panel (c)) and the final result after
5 additional iterations of the RCG method with the minimum support inversion and rigorous
forward modelling (panel (d)). Figure 9 shows the inversion curves, parametric functional,
Pla], stabilizer, S[m], misfit, ¢[m], and elapsed time versus iteration number. Figure 10 shows
the vertical cross-sections of the true model (panel (a)), the inversion result with the minimum
norm stabilizer (panel (b)), an intermediate result with the minimum support stabilizer and QA
forward modelling (panel (c)) and the final sharp inversion result (panel (d)). The recovered
image reconstructs well the original model. One can observe, however, that some artefacts
appeared beneath the inhomogeneity. These artefacts can be explained by a simple fact that
the sensitivity of the data to the bottom of the model is smaller than the sensitivity to the top
part of the conductive body.

6. Conclusion

We have demonstrated in this paper that regularized inversion with a minimum support
stabilizer can be implemented by using a specially designed nonlinear parametrization of
the model parameters. This parametrization plays the same role as the transformation into
the space of the weighted model parameters, introduced in the original papers on focusing
inversion. It allows transforming the nonquadratic minimum support stabilizer into the
traditional quadratic minimum norm stabilizer, which simplifies the solution of the inverse
problem. Also, using this transformation and gradient projection method, we impose the
upper and lower bounds on the model parameter distribution, and automatically ensure that
the solution belongs to the class of models with the minimum support.
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Based on this new parametrization, we developed a new algorithm of the rapid MT
inversion and investigated the effectiveness of the new approach on synthetic models. The
model study shows a good performance of the method with the new nonlinear parametrization.
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