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Abstract

Assigning accurate conductivity values in human head models is an essential
factor for performing precise electroencephalographic (EEG) source localization
and targeting of transcranial electrical stimulation (TES). Unfortunately, the
literature reports diverging conductivity values of the different tissues in the
human head. The current study analyzes first the performance of in-vivo con-
ductivity estimation for different configurations concerning the localization of
the electrical source and measurement. Then, it presents conductivity estimates
for three epileptic patients using scalp EEG and intracerebral stereotactic EEG
(sEEG) acquired in simultaneous with intracerebral electrical stimulation. The
estimates of the conductivities were based on finite-element models of the human
head with five tissue compartments of homogeneous and isotropic conductivi-
ties. The results of this study show that in-vivo conductivity estimation can
lead to different estimated conductivities for the same patient when consider-
ing different stimulation positions, different measurement positions or different
measurement modalities (sEEG or EEG). This work provides important guide-
lines to in-vivo conductivity estimation and explains the variability among the
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conductivity values which have been reported in previous studies.

Key words: Key words: EEG, Epilepsy, Finite element model, Head con-
ductivities, Intracerebral electrical stimulation, sEEG.

1 Introduction

Nowadays, the reference method for localizing the epileptogenic zones is the
stereo EEG (sEEG) measurements which are recorded by electrodes implanted
inside the brain [1]. The sEEG presents two different functions: 1) Recording
the spontaneous seizures and 2) Stimulating by intracerebral electrical stimu-
lation (IES) for inducing seizures and determining the surrounding functional
areas. However, the recent developments of reliable and useful non-invasive
tools supporting the EEG Source Imaging (ESI) have urged the researchers
to localize the epileptogenic zones non-invasively [1, 2, 3], by solving the so-
called inverse problem (estimating sources from distant measurements). Yet,
for solving the inverse problem, an accurate forward head model describing the
electrical propagation in a given head geometry with fixed conductivities needs
to be identified.

The forward head model is a parametrized biophysical model linking the
sources with the measured potentials. The inverse problem solution critically
depends on the accuracy of the forward model, both in terms of source charac-
teristics and in terms of propagation models. Determining the parameter values
of the forward model is very complicated since the head compartments are
anatomically complex and, in principle, inhomogeneous and anisotropic. Dif-
ferent modeling techniques exist in neuroscience, with different temporal and
spatial resolutions [4]. Each model has its own view of the brain, for exam-
ple, in connectivity studies the propagation occurs through the axons; while in
conductivity estimation studies the propagation of the electrical and magnetic
fields take place in every direction from the sources to the sensors. In addi-
tion, brain sources are complex to model due to their temporal dynamics and
spatial organization. Yet, classical macroscopic source localization approaches
are based on two main simplified hypothesis: 1) The sources can be modeled
as dipole currents 2) The propagation can be tackled trough the quasi-static
approximation of Maxwell equations (which holds for frequencies below 1 kHz
[5]). In this case, the forward problem of modeling the human head depends
only on two important parameters: the geometry of the head model, and the
conductivity of each compartment in the head model.

In earlier studies, the geometry of the head model was defined as one or
more homogeneous spheres in which the output potentials can be determined
analytically [6]. However, due to the improvement in imaging techniques and
the computational capacity, realistic head models have been developed. Usually,
anatomically realistic head models are generated from MR images of the head
and the forward problem is solved numerically by different methods like the
Boundary Element Method (BEM), the Finite Element Method (FEM) and the
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Finite Difference Method (FDM) [7]. Even though the FEM head model is
becoming more common in recent studies, there is no proof of its superiority
over the other numerical methods [8, 9, 10] 1. Several studies have shown that
assigning accurate conductivity values for the different compartments in the
head model has a significant effect on source localization, weather the geometry
and the numerical method applied for generating the head model is simple or
complex [11, 12, 13].

In the literature, brain conductivity estimation for humans or animals was
performed generally by ex-vivo experiments [14, 15, 16]. Even though some of
ex-vivo studies are old, their values still appear in recent articles [17, 18]. How-
ever, because the properties of tissues change when they are removed from their
environment [19], in-vivo conductivity estimation has evolved. In-vivo conduc-
tivity estimation have been performed with different techniques like Electric
Impedance Tomography (EIT) in which the brain is stimulated by scalp elec-
trodes [20, 21, 22, 23]. Using EIT, Gonçalves et al., performed a conductivity
estimation of the scalp, the skull and the brain for six subjects. In their study,
in which the scalp conductivity was assumed to be equal to the brain conductiv-
ity, the average of the resulted brain and skull conductivities over eight subjects
were 0.33 ± 0.13 S/m and 0.0082 ± 0.18 S/m respectively [23]. Even though the
EIT has a low cost and can be performed on healthy subjects, when applying
the stimulation on the surface of the scalp, most of the current energy will be
absorbed in the high-resistive skull before reaching the deep compartments of
the brain (GM and WM).

Other works have performed conductivity estimation by considering the real
sources of the brain [8, 24]. In one study, Acar et al. performed an estimation of
the brain-to-skull conductivity ratio in two subjects by considering the evoked
responses from an arrow flanker task. In their study, the resulted brain-to-skull
conductivity ratio was 34 for the first subject and 54 for the second [24]. In
a similar study, Lew et al. estimated the brain and the skull conductivity by
considering the somatosensory evoked response for one subject as 0.48 S/m and
0.004 S/m [8] and therefore a ratio of 120. Although the conductivity estimation
by brain sources is more realistic than EIT, since the current does not cross the
high-resistive skull twice, these brain sources are not well-determined and their
model may not be as accurate as modeling a well-determined source like the
EIT.

In other studies, in-vivo conductivity estimation has been performed by con-
sidering the subdural electrical stimulation [25, 26]. Zhang et al. have estimated
the brain-to-skull conductivity for two epileptic patients considering only the
scalp EEG measurements and reported the average brain-to-skull conductivity
ratio as 17.9 ± 2.3 and 19.9 ± 1 [25]. Lai et al. have considered both the scalp
and the cortical potentials which were acquired in simultaneous with subdural
stimulation and reported values between 18 and 34 for the brain-to-skull con-
ductivity ratio for 5 epileptic patients [26]. Although the subdural electrodes are

1Although the FEM models are highly flexible and allow anisotropic and inhomogeneous
conductivities, they requires much more parameter tuning
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more invasive than EIT for representing brain sources and better determined
than physiological sources, they do not penetrate the cortex, so the effect of
stimulating at different depths cannot be studied. In-vivo conductivity estima-
tion with IES was performed by Koessler et al. [27]. However, in that work
they considered a current with a much higher frequency (50 kHz current gener-
ated by RF generator) than the frequency of the EEG and the estimation was
focused only on the gray matter and the white matter. The large variability in
the conductivities estimated in previous studies is usually attributed to different
estimation methods or differences in age, gender and health between subjects.
Moreover, it is interesting to note that even though there are arguments that
the tissues of the head are purely resistive [28, 29], some studies report that the
distribution and attenuation of current may depend on the frequency when the
estimation of brain conductivities is based on exogenous electrical sources [30].

In this study, we perform in-vivo conductivity estimation in five-compartment
FEM head models of epileptic patients with the sEEG and EEG recordings ac-
quired during IES. The characteristics (position and amplitude) of exogenous
intracerebral electrical sources (IES) are well known and this information al-
lows to evaluate conductivity values using different measurement setups (sEEG
or EEG) and different stimulation positions for the same patient. It is also
important to note that IES is a periodic brief bipolar rectangular current pulse
(see description in the next section and more detailed time and frequency anal-
ysis in [29, 31]). Beyond conductivity estimation, our aim is also to evaluate
the sensitivity of these estimates depending on the source position relatively
to the tissues of interest (scalp, skull, CSF, gray matter and white matter).
The main question is whether the conductivity values of anatomically-detailed
FEM models can be identified with more or less precision depending on various
recording and stimulation configuration. The data used here is unique in that
it combines intracranial voltage recording, intracranial electric stimulation and
surface voltage recordings (in a brain considered normal from the point of view
of electrical propagation). The objective of this work is thus to determine the
impacts of both the position of the source of deep electrical stimulation and
the spatial conditioning of the measurement electrodes on the estimation of the
conductivities of the different anatomical structures of the head. In other words,
given the energetic limitation of the stimulation currents, model errors, and the
signal-to-noise ratio of the measurements, we aim to give a level of precision and
therefore confidence in the estimates of the conductivities. In the following, the
method for in-vivo conductivity estimation is first described in Section 2, then
the results of simulation and real analyses are shown in Section 3. In Section 4,
we discuss the results of this study and in section 5 we conclude the study.
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2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Subjects

Three drug-resistant epileptic patient (Patient(1): male 23 years old, Patient(2):
female 34 years old and Patient(3) female 21 years old) with partial epilepsy
underwent simultaneous sEEG and EEG recordings combined with clinical rou-
tine IES. These patients were investigated in the Neurology Department of the
University Hospital (CHU), Nancy. Each patient gave his informed consent and
the study was approved by the ethical committee of the CHU Nancy.

Patients first underwent a presurgical evaluation including careful medical
history examination, neurological examination, video-EEG recording (includ-
ing seizures) and anatomic magnetic resonance imaging (MRI). Because several
hypotheses were proposed by the noninvasive investigations, all patients un-
derwent sEEG in order to delineate the epileptogenic zone. CT-scans were
acquired after implanting the invasive electrodes in order to determine their
positions in the brain of the patient [32]. According to the noninvasive and
invasive investigations the epileptogenic zones were in the left basal temporal
and parahippocampal regions for Patient(1), in the right mesial temporal lobe
for Patient(2) and in the right anterior insular cortex for Patient(3).

The average number of the intracerebral multi-contact electrodes was twelve
(10 for Patient(1), 12 for Patient(2) and 14 for Patient(3)), with each electrode
having eight to eighteen contacts. Equally spaced along the multi-contact elec-
trodes, each sEEG contact is a cylinder of length 1.5 mm and diameter of 0.8
mm while the distance separating the centers of two adjacent contacts is 3.5 mm.
The average number of scalp EEG electrodes was twenty-one (19 for Patient(1),
21 for Patient(2) and 24 for Patient(3)).

For defining the functionality of the surrounding areas of the epileptogenic
zone, IES were performed according to clinical routine parameters [33]. Two
adjacent contacts of a multi-contact invasive electrode were used to perform IES.
The IES consists of periodic (55 Hz) biphasic rectangular current pulses with
intensities between 0.2 mA and 2 mA, the width of the biphasic impulsion is 1.05
ms (brief, thus broad band). A complete clinical IES sequence lasts 5 seconds,
but we only selected 2 seconds for our study in order to avoid commutation
artifacts ([31]). The positions of the intracerebral electrodes were different for
the different patients depending on the location of the epileptic zone. For the
same patient, the stimulation was performed at different positions inside the
brain, in order to perform a functional mapping.

2.2 The forward model

In-vivo conductivity estimation was performed by optimizing the conductivity
values of the forward head model in order to fit the potentials acquired from the
real patient as shown in Figure 1. For this purpose, homogeneous and isotropic
five-compartments (scalp, skull, CSF, GM and WM) patient specific FEM head
models were generated. For generating the head models, T1-weighted MRI
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and CT were first segmented. The segmentation of MRI was performed by the
FreeSurfer software based on non-stationary anisotropic Markov Random Field
(MRF), in which a probability of a label is modulated by the probability of its
neighbors [34]. The segmentation of CT was based on intensity level thresh-
olding. From the segmented CT, the positions of the intracerebral electrodes
were determined by an automatic depth electrode localization algorithm [35].
After segmentation, as shown in Figure 1, MRI and CT were co-registered by
maximizing the mutual information [36] to generate images segmented into five
compartments: scalp, skull, CSF, GM and WM. In order to obtain a realistic
head model solved by the numerical FEM method, the segmented images were
then transformed into volume and this volume was then discretized by generat-
ing tetrahedrons [37]. The tetrahedrons were generated by the TetGen program
which is based on the Delaunay triangulation technique [38]. By bounding the
size of the tetrahedron to less than or equal to 1mm3, the resulted means of the
elements and the nodes over the three patients were: 1774481.33 and 306743.67
for scalp, 688385.67 and 132856.00 for skull, 724325.33 and 150504.33 for CSF,
672158.67 and 153916.33 for GM and 706215.67 and 135951 for WM. In ho-
mogeneous and isotropic head models, each ith compartment is assigned with
a conductivity represented by a scalar value σi. In our setup, we have only
considered 5 distinct conductivity values for the five compartments. These five
values can be grouped in a conductivity vector σ.

Figure 1: The overall procedure of signal and image analyses for estimating
head tissue conductivities

The source is represented by the IES stimulation generated from two adjacent
contacts of one intracerebral electrode. This (two monopoles) stimulation source
can be modeled as a current dipole js(t) situated at the midpoint between
the two adjacent contacts, oriented along them and having a moment Is(t) · d,
with Is(t) the injected current (biphasic pulses) and d the distance between the
stimulation contacts. For every patient and every stimulation position, the IES
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generated potential xs(σ) on every sEEG/EEG contact can thus be computed
by solving the forward problem, using the specific head geometry and different
conductivity values grouped in the vector σ. Note that the measuring electrodes
were also approximated as points, as justified in [39, 40, 41].

2.3 Signal Processing

The goal of this part is to decompose sEEG-EEG measurements during electrical
stimulation and to separate and denoise them to recover only the propagated
electrical stimulation. From the acquired sEEG and EEG signals, only the
time windows which correspond to the two-second stimulation period without
commutation artifacts were considered. In order to have a valid approximation
of the dipole source model and to avoid saturated recordings; the contacts which
share the same electrode with the stimulating contacts were neglected.

Formally, the measured sEEG-EEG signals at a given time instant x =
[x1, · · · , xM ]T from the M electrodes may be written as an instantaneous linear
system:

x = Ajp + n (1)

whereA (M×K) is the mixing lead-field matrix, jp vector of K physiological
sources and n the noise (we have dropped the time index for simplicity, but the
potentials vary in time because of the time variability of the sources). The
propagated electrical stimulation signal xs can be added to the previous model,
such as:

x = xs + xn + n (2)

where xs is a vector containing the potentials (at time t) due to the prop-
agated IES js(t) (high frequency, compared to the background physiological
signals). The aim of the signal processing procedure described here is to ex-
tract xs from the measured x. As shown in [31] the best results for extracting
the 55 Hz IES from the physiological background are obtained by a subspace
decomposition procedure, briefly recalled in the next paragraph.

The proposed procedure is based on a combination of low pass filtering and
Generalized Eigenvector Decomposition (GEVD). The main assumption is that,
knowing the frequency characteristics of electrical stimulation, we can design a
low-pass filter to apply on the raw sEEG signals x in order to obtain a sec-
ond data set y containing mainly physiological sources while eliminating high
frequency artifacts noise. Joint diagonalization of the covariance matrices of
the raw and low-passed signals by GEVD (noted Rx and Ry respectively) si-
multaneously generates the eigenvectors for the raw versions of the sEEG/EEG
measurements and their filtered version. Thus, after decomposition, the com-
ponents recovered by high energy GEVD (i.e. high eigenvalues) will represent
the common and therefore low frequency components. Even if the IES is very
energetic compared to physiological activities, it is highly reduced by filtering,
therefore barely present in the covariance matrix Ry and thus rejected by the
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joint diagonalization. Formally, the GEVD yields the eigenvectors V that solve
the joint diagonalization problem:

V TRyV = D

V TRxV = I

where D contains the eigenvalues in descending order and I is the identity
matrix. One can obtain next the spatially filtered components z = V x, natu-
rally ordered starting from the common components of the two data sets (i.e.
low frequency physiological sources and trend), while the IES artifact sources
will appear among the last components.

Different low-pass filters techniques were tested in the cited publication, with
singular spectrum analysis showing the best performances. Moreover, according
to [31], the Singular Spectrum Analysis – Generalized Eigenvalue Decomposi-
tion (SSA-GEVD) has given a superior performance when compared with other
methods for separating the stimulation from the background noise (based on
Blind Source Separation).

The estimated “denoised” IES potentials without physiological background
can then be obtained by reprojecting back only the high frequency components
(the last two components, noted zs, as indicated in [31]):

xd(t) = V Tzs(t) (3)

The estimated signals xd(t) were next post-processed by time averaging of
the simulation peaks, in order to obtain a denoised vector of IES potentials xd,
to be compared with the (conductivities dependent) FEM modeled potentials
xs(σ) introduced in the previous subsection.

2.4 Error Function

The optimal conductivity values were estimated by minimizing the error between
the averaged denoised IES potentials xd and the simulated potentials xs (by
forward problem with different conductivities σ (see previous section):

min
σ
error(xs(σ),xd) (4)

Many functions can be applied to calculate the error between the modeled
potentials and the real denoised potentials for estimating in-vivo conductivities.
However, for evaluating the topological error, the relative difference measure-
ment (RDM) [42], shown in Eq. 5, was considered in this study.

RDM =

√√√√ M∑
k=1

(
xd,k
‖(xd)‖2

− xs,k
‖(xs)‖2

)2

(5)

where k = 1 · · ·M is the index of the sEEG contacts, σ is a vector of
conductivities (for the 5 tissues) and ‖ · ‖2 is the l2-norm.
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As it can be readily verified, the RDM produces an output between zero and
two and it is related to the correlation between the two potential vectors xd and
xs. Unlike simple quadratic error functions, it is not affected by the difference
in the potential amplitudes because of the normalization. This allows us to ne-
glect the influence of the modeled IES current amplitude for a given stimulation
and consider thus only the propagation coefficients (the corresponding lead-field
matrix column). Although in the general case this error measure could be af-
fected by some bias of one of the potentials (for example, an unknown non-null
reference for the real measurements), in our case this is not a problem, because
(1) the real signals are reconstructed using the high frequency components after
SSA-GEVD (the reference potential is in principle in the physiological band,
much lower) and (2) the xd vector is constructed by time averaging (thus can-
celling possible remaining reference bias). Obviously, the simulated potentials
xs are not affected by a reference bias.

Note finally that the topological error measured by the RDM has been con-
sidered in previous studies as a criterion for localization errors [22, 43, 44, 45]
[22, 43–45]. Besides, the RDM has produced more reliable results in sensitivity
analysis when it was compared with the relative error [46].

2.5 Optimization

In order to ensure that the optimization algorithm is robust, we performed
a comparison by simulation among three different optimization algorithms:
Nelder-Mead simplex (NMS), the genetic algorithm (GA) and the simulating an-
nealing (SA). These algorithms were chosen from the free-derivative class since
the numerical FEM method cannot be solved analytically. Besides, these algo-
rithms are robust, easy to implement and common in the field of optimization.
In addition, most of the previous studies which performed in-vivo conductivity
estimation, have considered or recommended these algorithms [8, 21, 22, 25, 26].
In this simulation, two identical head models of Patient(1) were generated as
shown in Figure 2, where numerical and spatial properties of the first head
model were the same as the second head model except for the conductivity
values. In the first head model, which acted as a reference model, fixed con-
ductivity values were assigned. These conductivity values were chosen from the
common values which are found in the literature: Scalp 0.33 S/m, skull 0.008
S/m, CSF 1.79 S/m, GM 0.33 S/m and WM 0.14 S/m [14, 16, 47], while the
second head model had different initial conductivity values and acted as a test
model. At each iteration, the conductivity vector of the second model is mod-
ified, the RDM is calculated and the algorithm searches for the optimal global
solution. The challenge is to determine the most efficient algorithm able to re-
cover the conductivity vector assigned to the reference model. The estimation
of the reference conductivities was performed by the three different optimization
algorithms, where each optimization algorithm performed the minimization for
36 different times given the following different conditions:

• Initial conductivities: Three different initial points.
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• Stimulation position: Deep, Intermediate and lateral stimulation.

• Electrodes positions: Only sEEG measurements (107 measurements) and
sEEG with EEG electrodes (107 + 19 measurements).

• Additional Noise: The optimization algorithms were tested without ad-
ditional noise first, and then with additional white Gaussian noise which
makes the SNR of the generated potentials 80 dB.

The above conditions were considered to ensure that the performance of
the optimization algorithm is independent of the starting point, the stimulation
position and the considered measurements.

Figure 2: The frontal view of two head models with the same geometry of
Patient(1). The head model to the left acts as a reference head model, while
the second to the right acts as a test head model

2.6 Sensitivity Analysis

In order to estimate in-vivo conductivities by optimizing the forward model,
the error in conductivity values should have a notable effect on the output po-
tentials and on the error function (in our case the RDM). In other words, the
output should be sensitive to the conductivity values. The sensitivity analy-
sis of conductivities permits us to evaluate the effect of conductivities on the
output topological error when the other parameters of the head model (source
position, measurement positions and the number of compartments) are fixed.
In this work, we studied the effect of assigning erroneous conductivity values
by simulation. The simulation was performed using the same two head models
as described above, but in the test head model all the assigned conductivity
values were equal to the reference conductivities values except one conductivity
value which was set by multiplying its reference value by a factor between 0.5
and 1.5. Based on the assumption that the error in the reference conductivity
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is uniformly distributed around the reference conductivity σref as shown in Eq.
6, the steps between the ratios were uniform and fixed as 0.1 to have a sufficient
number of points.

σerr v U(0.5σref , 1.5σref ) (6)

The range of [0.5,1.5] was chosen so that it covers the conductivity values
which were reported in the literature [47, 48]. To find out if RDM has the same
sensitivity to a specific conductivity for different setups, the simulations were
performed considering the following conditions on the different parameters:

• Number of compartments: Three compartments (the scalp, the skull and
the brain) and five compartments (the scalp, the skull, the CSF, the GM
and the WM). Considering two different head models with different num-
ber of compartments and thus different dimensions of the parameter opti-
mization space. We aim to asses the ability of the method to estimate 3 or
5 conductivities according to the different configurations of the procedure
and to examine the difference between their performances.

• Stimulation location: Deep, intermediate and lateral stimulation posi-
tions. To have unbiased results, different stimulation positions were con-
sidered for performing the sensitivity analysis.

• Measurements: sEEG (107 measurements), EEG (19 measurements) and
sEEG+EEG (126 measurements). Since sEEG was not considered in pre-
vious studies for conductivity estimation, the effect of sEEG on conduc-
tivity estimation was examined by sensitivity analysis and by real conduc-
tivity estimation and was compared to the performance of scalp EEG.

2.7 Conductivity Estimation

In-vivo conductivity estimation of the scalp, the skull, the CSF, the GM and
the WM was performed by optimizing the five-compartment forward head model
of three drug-resistant epileptic patients based on the sEEG and EEG signals
recorded simultaneously with IES. In the University Hospital of Nancy, the
EEG and sEEG signals of the patients were recorded for five days on average.
During this period, each patient was stimulated by IES at different anatomical
positions. In this research we have selected the recordings that were acquired
during the first day of recording in order to ensure the optimal impedance (50
ohms) of the EEG scalp electrodes. We have chosen signals corresponding to
different deep, intermediate and lateral stimulation positions. For each patient,
in-vivo conductivity estimations were done by considering: sEEG, EEG and
sEEG+EEG signals to examine the effect of these measurements on estimating
the conductivities of the different compartments. The procedure for in-vivo
conductivity estimation is shown in Figure 1 with the NMS as an optimization
algorithm. The number of sEEG contacts and EEG electrodes for the patients
were: 107 and 19 for Patient(1), 106 and 20 for Patient(2), and 157 and 24 for
Patient(3).
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2.8 Source Localization

In order to ensure that the conductivity estimation is robust and accurate,
source localization of the real source positions (IES positions) was performed
given the estimated conductivities and the real measurements. Then it was
compared to the source localization results given by the common conductivity
values of the literature. This comparison was performed for Patient(1) given
the estimated conductivities which reported RDM of 0.25 or less. Only sEEG
sensors were considered for solving the inverse problem of source localization:
combined EEG/sEEG inverse problems are not trivial, because simultaneous
recordings are seldom available, and even in this case, the number of sensors is
very small and the spatial sampling is irregular for surface EEG. On the other
hand, when using only sEEG sensors, the conductivities have a small impact
on the source localization outcome, as the sensors are implanted in the same
medium as the sources and simple models such as infinite homogeneous or one
sphere provide good localization precision for dominant dipoles, as in the case
of IES (see [40]).

Note that source estimation/localization algorithms minimize the (penal-
ized) error function between the measured potentials and the modeled ones, as
for the conductivity estimation above. However, two differences exist:

• The parameters to be optimized are the source characteristics (positions,
orientations and amplitudes).

• The function to be minimized is not the RDM (shown in Eq. 5), but
rather the L2 norm error function between the potentials regularized by
some method depending on the given conditions. For example, for dipolar
fitting or more generally sparse solutions (i.e. looking for a unique source
or a small number of sources explaining the measurements), one aims
to have the best possible fit between the sparse model (eventually with a
unique source) and the data. On the contrary, for electrical source imaging
(distributed sources), the regularization term is designed to favor one of
the infinite number of solutions perfectly fitting the data (when more
sources than sensors are estimated, the linear system is underdetermined).

In our case, especially after SSA/GEVD separation of the IES, the unique
dipole is in principle the most adapted. We have thus looked for IES source
by choosing the parameters θ (position, orientation and amplitude) of a unique
dipole ensuring the best fit between simulated potentials xs(θ) and xd (note the
dependency of the simulated potentials xs on the dipole parameters θ instead
of the conductivities vector σ). This fit was performed both using the common
conductivities and the estimated ones, after the optimization procedure.

Unlike in [40], we did not optimized the dipole parameters in a continuous
space. Instead, we constructed a subsampled leadfield L, for discrete dipole
positions in the gray matter. The distance separating two source positions was
fixed as 10 mm. The number of resulting source positions was N = 1106 in
the GM. The (M × 3N) leadfield matrix L contains the generated potentials
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at the recording positions from each elementary dipole source (unit amplitude),
knowing that at each position, three different elementary dipoles are considered
for the three different orientations.

Despite the a priori knowledge that the IES has a unique or at least dominant
source, we have also evaluated source localization results using sLORETA [49],
which has been shown to produced zero errors in ideal noiseless conditions. Even
though the IES source, which can be considered as a bipolar, is focal, we applied
the sLORETA method to examine the focality of the source and the effect of the
conductivity parameters on source localization by a distributed source method.
We evaluated in this case the localization precision both in terms of position
(i.e. the distance between the maximum energy source and the actual position
of the IES) and in terms of volume. The volume of the source is quantified by
two values:

• The number of mesh points having amplitudes within 1% from the maxi-
mum amplitude

• The volume occupied by these points, proportional to the product of the
standard deviations along the principal axes of the cloud of these points
(mathematically speaking, we have computed the product of the eigen-
values of the spatial covariance matrix of the high amplitude sources, less
than 1% below the maximum).

3 Results

3.1 Optimization

The optimization algorithms were compared in terms of speed and robustness
(convergence to the required value). Given all the different conditions (stimu-
lation position, measurement positions, and different initial points), the NMS
outperformed both the GA and the SA in accuracy and speed. One sample
of the results is shown in Table 1 given the lateral stimulation and the sEEG
measurements without additional white Gaussian noise. Because the NMS out-
performed both the GA and the SA in simulation, it was considered in this
study to minimize the RDM equation for estimating real in-vivo conductivities.

3.2 Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity analysis was performed given deep, intermediate and lateral stimula-
tion. For each stimulation position, the generated sEEG, EEG or sEEG+EEG
measurements were considered. The results of sensitivity analysis in three-
compartment head model and in five-compartment head model of Patient(1)
are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4 respectively.
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Figure 3: The sensitivity of the RDM to the scalp, the skull and the brain
conductivities in a three-compartment head model of Patient(1)

Figure 4: The sensitivity of the RDM to the scalp, the skull, the CSF, the GM
and the WM conductivities in a five-compartment head model of Patient(1)
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3.2.1 sEEG measurements simulation

When considering only the sEEG measurements, it can be noted that the sen-
sitivities to the scalp and the skull conductivities are the lowest in the three-
compartment head model as shown in Figure 3 and in the five-compartment
head model as shown in Figure 4 for all stimulation positions. The low sensitiv-
ities to the scalp and the skull conductivities are expected because the current
generated by the IES does not propagate through these compartments before
reaching the sEEG electrodes. Yet, in the three-compartment head model, as
the stimulation is located laterally (closer to the scalp and the skull), the sen-
sitivities to the scalp and the skull conductivities increase. But this increase
is not significant in the five-compartment head model. On the contrary, in
the five-compartment head model, the increase in the sensitivity to the deep
compartments (especially the GM) is more remarkable than the increase in the
sensitivity to the brain compartment in the three-compartment head model.
This shows that there is a dependency between the conductivities assigned to
the different compartments, because assigning one value to the brain compart-
ment and varying the stimulation increases the sensitivities to the scalp and the
skull, but when three different values were assigned for the brain compartment
(as CSF, GM and WM) the effect of the stimulation position was not remarkable
on the sensitivities of the scalp and the skull conductivities.

3.2.2 EEG measurements simulation

When considering only the EEG measurements, the sensitivities to the scalp and
the skull conductivities in the three-compartment head model are higher than
when considering the sEEG measurements as shown in Figure 3. These higher
sensitivities in the case of EEG are likely to occur because the potentials which
are acquired by the EEG electrodes are due to field propagated through the scalp
and the skull compartments before reaching the scalp electrodes, which is not the
case for the sEEG electrodes situated below the skull compartment. Similarly,
in the five-compartment head model, as shown in Figure 3, the sensitivities to
the scalp and the skull compartment in the case of EEG are higher than the
case of sEEG. However, the difference between the sEEG measurements and
the EEG measurement on the scalp and the skull conductivities is more notable
in the three-compartment head model than the five-compartment head model.
This difference can be explained by the dependency between the conductivities
of the different compartments. Indeed, in the three-compartment head the scalp
and the skull conductivities play a much more important role.

On the other hand, the sensitivity to brain conductivity in the three-com-
partment head model, as shown in Figure 3, in the case of EEG measurement
is lower than the sensitivity to the brain conductivity in the case of sEEG. The
higher sensitivity to the brain compartment when considering the sEEG poten-
tials is expected since the sEEG electrodes are nearer to the brain compartment
than the EEG electrodes. However, when dividing the brain compartment into
three different compartments (CSF, GM, and WM), as shown in Figure 4, the
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difference between EEG and sEEG in the five-compartment head model is not
as clear as it is in the three-compartment head model. This is due to the effect
of the different stimulation on these deep compartments. When considering the
EEG measurements, there is no remarkable difference between one stimulation
and another on the sensitivity to the conductivities of the deep compartments.
The sensitivities to these deep compartments are very similar to each other
because the EEG measurements are not close to any of these compartments.

3.2.3 sEEG+EEG measurements simulation

When the EEG measurements are added to the sEEG, the sensitivity to the
scalp and the skull conductivities in the three-compartment model as shown in
Figure 3 becomes larger than when considering the sEEG measurements alone
and lower than the case of EEG measurements alone for deep and intermediate
stimulation. This sensitivity pattern is expected because the highest sensitivity
to the scalp and the skull conductivities is likely to result when considering
only the scalp EEG electrodes. Adding sEEG electrodes to EEG electrodes
will reduce the sensitivity to the scalp and the skull conductivities, because
the potentials do not cross the scalp and the skull potentials before reaching
the sEEG electrodes. Yet, when considering the lateral stimulation, there is no
remarkable change between the sEEG case and the sEEG+EEG case, because
the larger distance between the lateral stimulation and the sEEG electrodes
(compared to the intermediate and deep stimulation) reduces the effect of the
sEEG electrodes in the sensitivity pattern. On the other hand, the sensitivity to
the brain conductivity in the cases of sEEG+EEG and sEEG measurements are
similar. This result is probably the most unexpected, indeed one would expect
more differences between the two configurations of measurements. Adding EEG
measurements to the sEEG did not alter the sensitivity to the brain conduc-
tivity because the number of the sEEG measurements is larger than the EEG
measurements and because the EEG measurements are farther from the brain
compartment than the sEEG measurements. Similarly, when considering the
five-compartment model as shown in Figure 4, the sensitivity to the conductiv-
ities of the deep compartments corresponding to the brain compartment (the
CSF, the GM and the WM) does not change after adding the EEG measure-
ments. However, the sensitivity to the scalp and the skull conductivities when
considering the sEEG+EEG is larger than their sensitivity in the case of sEEG
and lower than their sensitivity in the case of EEG in deep and intermediate
stimulation as found in the three-compartment head model.

3.3 Real Data Analysis

3.3.1 Conductivity estimation

Real in-vivo conductivity estimation was performed for three drug-resistant
epileptic patients given the sEEG and EEG signals recorded simultaneously
with IES for each patient. Table 2 shows the results of in-vivo conductivity es-
timation for Patient(1) considering the sEEG potentials. The table shows that
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the scalp conductivity value, in most of the cases, is equal to its upper bound
fixed in the optimization which means that the estimate in this context cannot
be considered. According to the sensitivity analysis presented above, these re-
sults were expected as all measurements are located before passing through the
skull and scalp. When considering the RDM as the main criterion for stopping
the optimization, it can be noted that the lower RDM (0.17) is obtained when
the conductivity of the gray matter is equal to 0.13 S/m which is the nearest
value among the other values to the common gray matter conductivity (0.33
S/m [47]). Having the greatest effect on the RDM from the gray matter con-
ductivity is expected since the stimulation is situated in the gray matter. More
interestingly, different estimated conductivity values (see Table 2) are obtained
for different anatomical positions of the stimuli.

Since it is not possible to check the validation of the accuracy of the es-
timated conductivities in this study because we do not have real conductivity
values for these three patients, the criterion we consider here is the variability
among the estimated conductivities when they are estimated for the same po-
sition of the IES. The IES were classified according to their depth into three
classes: deep, intermediate and lateral. The resulted means and variances of
the conductivities are shown in Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5 for Patient(1), Pa-
tient(2) and Patient(3) respectively. It can be noted from the tables that most
of the estimated scalp and skull conductivities are within the range of the esti-
mated conductivity in the literature ([0.33-1] S/m for the scalp and [0.0042-0.05]
S/m for the skull [47, 48]), but the variability is high. Moreover, in accordance
with the results of the sensitivity analysis previously presented, the variabilities
of the estimated scalp and skull conductivities, in general, decrease as the stim-
ulation goes more lateral or closer to these compartments. Regarding the skull
conductivity, it can be noted from the tables that the resulted conductivities
are lower when considering the EEG potentials than when considering only the
sEEG potentials.

The importance of having the compartment between the stimulation and the
measuring electrodes can be noted from the results of the CSF conductivities.
In general, the estimated CSF conductivities are near the common value of the
literature (around 1.79 S/m [16]) when considering the EEG measurements,
since considering the EEG measurement allows the CSF compartment to be
between the stimulation and the measurements. Similar results are not found
in the EEG+sEEG case, since the number of the sEEG electrodes is much larger
than the number of EEG electrodes and that biases the solution.

Most of the estimated GM and WM conductivities are within the literature
common range for these-compartment ([0.33-1] S/m for the GM and [0.14-0.48]
S/m for the WM [47, 48]). The resulted variances of the estimated GM and WM
conductivities agree with the sensitivity analysis results, since a high sensitivity
indicates a low variance. This appears in the case of sEEG and EEG+sEEG for
Patient(1) where the lowest variances are obtained when considering the lateral
stimulation.

Because the amplitude of the stimulation decreases in proportion to the
inverse of the distance square, having far measurements from the stimulation
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may reduce the accuracy of conductivity estimation and increase the variability
of the estimated conductivities. In order to verify this hypothesis, an estimation
was performed by considering only the measurements within 50 mm from the
stimulation source. Table 6 shows the results of conductivity estimation when
considering the sEEG measurements within 50 mm from the stimulation source
for Patient(1). It can be noted that the estimated scalp and skull conductivities
are, in general, in the range of the values which are found in the literature ([0.33-
1.0] S/m for the scalp and [0.0042-0.05] for the skull [47, 48]). Although the
estimated scalp conductivity in the case of deep stimulation has a zero variance,
it cannot be considered since the estimated value is equal to the boundary of
the optimization. However, the variances of the estimated scalp and the skull
conductivities decrease as the stimulation goes more lateral as found in Table
6. Similarly, the estimated CSF conductivity in the case of deep stimulation is
equal to the boundary of the optimization, so this value cannot be considered
even though its variance is equal to zero. In general, the values of the estimated
CSF are smaller than the common conductivity value (1.79 S/m [16]). This
can be explained by the fact that the stimulation in addition to the measuring
contacts are placed beneath the CSF compartment, so its conductivity value
cannot be well-estimated. In spite of having a lower variance of the GM and the
WM when considering the lateral stimulation (in agreement with the results
found in Table 3), the estimated values of the lateral stimulation are out of
the range of the conductivity values found in the literature ([0.33-1] S/m for
the GM and [0.14-0.48] S/m for the WM [47, 48]). However, the estimated
GM and WM conductivities when considering the deep stimulation fit in the
range of the values in the literature. This indicates the importance of having
the stimulation near the compartment in order to estimate its conductivity.
In general, the mean results found when considering the sEEG measurements
within 50 mm distance are similar to the results found when considering all
the sEEG measurements. However, there are changes in the values of standard
deviations for some estimated conductivities (the skull, the GM and the WM)
when considering measurements close to stimulation electrodes: they are clearly
smaller.

3.3.2 Source Localization

One of the procedures impacted by the conductivity values is source localiza-
tion. We have not carried on an extensive analysis of this problem in this paper,
but we will present some preliminary results. More precisely, source localization
of real IES positions was performed for Patient(1) given the estimated conduc-
tivities and the common conductivities which are found in the literature: Scalp
0.33 S/m, skull 0.008 S/m, CSF 1.79 S/m, GM 0.33 S/m and WM 0.14 S/m
[14, 15, 47].

Quantitative results of source localization are shown in Table 7, for three
stimulation positions: deep, intermediate and more superficial. The results show
that, when using distributed source localization procedures such as sLORETA,
the performances are dependent on the conductivities and that the estimated
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conductivities lead to more precise source localization and spatial distribution
(smaller source volume, here expected to be localized in a single point). On the
other hand, the much better localization results obtained using estimated con-
ductivities must be interpreted cautiously. Indeed, both conductivity estimation
and source localization are mainly influenced by the nearby sensors and thus
subject to overfitting. Nevertheless, regardless of the localization performance,
the results show that the conductivity values are very important for distributed
source localization approaches even when using only depth sensors (note that,
for dominant dipole approaches, the conductivity values are far less important
[40, 41]).

4 Discussion

Many studies have performed in-vivo conductivity estimation, but these studies
did not succeed in providing the literature with conductivity values or ratios
which can be used as references. The large variance among the estimated con-
ductivity values is often attributed to the differences among the subjects in gen-
der, age and health. The main purpose of this research was to show the effect
of the source position and the measurement setup on conductivity estimation
that can be achieved with: sEEG and EEG recorded in simultaneous with IES.
These modalities, to the best of our knowledge, were not considered before for
in-vivo conductivity estimation by optimizing the forward head model.

The forward head model acts as a basic building block for in-vivo conduc-
tivity estimation. If the head model is not accurate, the conductivity values
must substitute the simplification in the head model and will not represent the
real conductivity values. In this study, the effect of the model’s parameters on
the conductivity values was notable when comparing the sensitivity results of a
five-compartment model with three-compartment model. Previous studies have
found that having separate CSF, GM and WM compartments is important for
building an accurate head model [17, 43]. In addition, it has been found that
a segmented skull based on CT-scan gives a more accurate head model than
a segmented skull based on the MRI [50]. Due to this, we considered a five-
compartment head model consisting of scalp, skull, CSF, GM and WM from
the MRI and the CT of each patient. Our model was chosen to be isotropic
and homogeneous to reduce the computation time for conductivity estimation,
and because the effect of inhomogeneity and anisotropy were found to be not as
significant as having separate CSF, GM and WM compartments [43]. Still, the
FEM head model can be extended in future studies to be inhomogeneous and
anisotropic.

In-vivo conductivity estimation by optimizing the forward head model de-
pends on having a robust optimization algorithm. Most previous studies which
performed in-vivo conductivity estimation have considered the NMS algorithm
for finding the minimum difference between the model potentials and the real
potentials [22, 23, 25, 26]. However, other studies have applied or recommended
other optimization algorithms like the GA and the SA [8, 21]. In this study,
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we performed a comparison among the NMS, the GA and the SA for estimat-
ing conductivities. We found for different configurations in simulation that the
NMS outperformed both the GA and the SA in speed and convergence to the
solution. This urged us to consider the NMS in real in-vivo conductivity estima-
tion. Even in real analysis, the NMS gave the same results for different initial
values (multi-start approach). However, it should be noted that the NMS has
less number of parameters compared to the GA and the SA. The additional pa-
rameters in the GA and the SA were set intuitively, but they were not validated
by calculation. The small number of parameters in the NMS might have made
it a preferable choice over the other optimization algorithms in the literature.

The results of the sensitivity analysis showed the importance of EEG scalp
electrodes for in-vivo conductivity estimation of the scalp and the skull com-
partments. This was noted from the high sensitivity of the RDM to the scalp
and the skull conductivities when the EEG potentials were considered. Sim-
ilar results have been found by S. Vallaghé [45] and J. Haueisen et al. [51]
who have concluded that the maximal effect on the EEG potentials comes from
the skull and the scalp compartments which are located between the source
and the measurement positions. The sensitivity of the RDM to the scalp and
the skull conductivities was larger when considering the five-compartment FEM
head model compared to the three-compartment FEM head model for the same
measurement positions. This indicates that there is dependency between the
conductivities of the different compartments. Besides, the higher sensitivity to
the scalp and the skull conductivities, which resulted when the brain compart-
ment was divided into three different compartments (CSF, GM and WM), is
better for in-vivo conductivity estimation. In general, we found that the brain
compartments affected the RDM when the sEEG measurement positions were
considered, while the scalp and the skull affected the RDM when the scalp EEG
was considered. Even though other studies have performed sensitivity analysis
like the study of G. Marin [52] and the study of S. Vallaghé [45], our study is the
first which shows the effect of sEEG recordings on the sensitivity of the output
potentials.

Due to clinical reasons, stimulations were not applied in one anatomical po-
sition, so the resulted conductivities had large variances. Our results would
have low variances if all the stimulations had performed in one anatomical po-
sition but in this case the results would have been biased. Even though the
results have large variances, in general, the mean values of the estimated con-
ductivities were in the range of conductivities which are found in the literature
[47, 48]. Mainly, the effect of EEG scalp electrodes on the scalp and the skull
conductivities was more remarkable than the effect of the sEEG electrodes on
the deep compartments (CSF, GM and WM). This is because the EEG scalp
electrodes are distributed uniformly on the scalp of the head while the intracere-
bral electrodes are implanted only in the region of interest. Ideally, intracerebral
contacts should be distributed uniformly in the head in order to have the effect
from the entire compartment.

In-vivo conductivity estimation was performed for three epileptic patients
who had different positions of the epileptogenic zone and different number and
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positions of intracerebral electrodes (in addition to the difference in age and
gender). Even though the estimated conductivities were not similar for these
patients, general remarks were obtained. In general, the variabilities of the
scalp and the skull conductivities were lower for lateral stimulations. The CSF
conductivity had values closer to the values reported in the literature when the
scalp EEG electrodes were considered. In addition, the skull conductivity was
lower when considering only the EEG scalp electrodes. Getting a lower skull
conductivity when considering the EEG electrodes is expected since the current
has to pass through the high-resistive skull compartment before reaching the
EEG electrodes. These results explain the low values of the brain-to-skull con-
ductivity ratios (average 25 compared to the common ratio of 80 [15]) which has
been obtained in the research of Lai et al. who have considered both the scalp
and the subdural potentials for estimating in-vivo conductivities [26]. Further-
more, our results of source localization given the estimated conductivity values
reported more accurate results than the literature conductivity values.

Previous studies have focused on the skull conductivity claiming that the
CSF and the scalp conductivity values were well-estimated in the earlier ex-
vivo studies [8, 24]. However, their argument cannot be justified unless their
head model represents the real head precisely. In-vivo conductivity estimation
generates conductivity values which are adapted to the model simplification.
Therefore, the conductivity values which are estimated in three-compartment
model will not be equal to the values that are estimated in a five-compartment
model as we showed in the sensitivity analysis. Due to this we did in-vivo
conductivity estimation for all the compartments instead of considering one or
two compartments.

5 Conclusions

With simultaneous intracerebral stimulations, depth (sEEG) and surface (EEG)
recordings, we have shown that the variability among the estimated conductiv-
ities in the literature is not only due to inter-subject variability, but due to
the differences in the source positions and measurement setups. The objective
of this work is to highlight the confidence we can have in brain conductivity
estimates and the limitations of the method in this context and these configu-
rations. Indeed, the conditions and the spatial resolution of the measurements
as well as the location of the source are very important parameters to take into
account to ensure a better accuracy of the conductivity estimates. In other
words, we have shown that the estimation of conductivities cannot be effective
with a single stimulation location. Indeed, it is important to place the stim-
ulation sites as close as possible to the tissues whose conductivities are to be
estimated. Measurements must be distributed spatially near the sources but
also on both sides of the brain areas. In other words, it is important that the
electric field generated by the electric current source passes through the differ-
ent structures and that the energy of the electric potentials collected by the
electrodes on either side of the structures is sufficiently large to remain signifi-
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cant. Thus their weight becomes significant in the estimation of conductivities
by multidimensional optimization under constraint.

From an application point of view, we have only evaluated the usefulness
of conductivity estimation for source localization using sEEG electrodes. As
shown in Caune et al. [40], the location of dominant intracerebral sources from
intracerebral measurements does not require brain models as complex as FEM
models to locate the source(s) and it is not sensitive to accurate estimation of
conductivity values. Nevertheless, if multiple (distributed) sources are assumed
and thus the algorithmic approach to the inverse problem changes, the results
are influenced by the conductivity values, even when using deep sensors only,
both in terms of source location and volume. Although not treated here, one
can thus suppose that EEG based distributed source localization (or mixed
EEG/sEEG) will also be significantly influenced by the conductivity values. In
this case the skull conductivity might play a very important role.
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Table 2: The estimated conductivities of Patient(1) given the sEEG measure-
ments and a five-compartment head model.

IES position Resulted Conductivities (S/m) Resulted RDM
Scalp Skull CSF GM WM

0.99 0.0082 0.18 0.64 0.10 0.23
0.22 0.0198 5.36 0.04 0.10 0.86

Deep 0.99 0.0071 0.18 0.78 0.11 0.23
0.99 0.0240 0.18 0.05 0.07 0.75
0.99 0.0059 0.18 0.04 0.06 0.29
0.99 0.0097 0.18 0.06 0.06 0.18

0.99 0.0050 0.18 0.13 0.37 0.17
Intermediate 0.99 0.0100 0.18 0.04 0.08 0.22

0.03 0.0008 0.20 0.06 0.42 0.50

0.99 0.0141 0.18 0.04 0.02 0.44
Lateral 0.95 0.0240 0.23 0.05 0.01 0.40

0.87 0.0208 0.27 0.05 0.01 0.49

29



T
ab

le
3:

T
h
e

m
ea

n
of

th
e

re
su

lt
ed

co
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
ie

s
(S

/
m

)
±

re
la

ti
ve

st
a
n

d
a
rd

d
ev

ia
ti

o
n

(%
)

o
f

P
a
ti

en
t(

1
)

M
ea

su
re

m
en

ts
IE

S
p

os
it

io
n

N
u

m
b

er
of

st
im

u
la

ti
o
n

s
R

es
u

lt
ed

C
o
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
ie

s
S

ca
lp

S
k
u

ll
C

S
F

G
M

W
M

D
ee

p
6

0
.5

4
+

4
6
.4

%
0
.0

0
4
7
+

2
0
0
.0

%
1
.8

8
+

9
3
.7

%
0
.4

7
+

7
6
.6

%
0
.1

1
+

1
4
3
.7

%
E

E
G

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

3
0
.4

3
+

1
0
6
.3

%
0
.0

0
0
9
+

1
1
.2

%
2
.7

0
+

3
7
.0

%
0
.7

7
+

1
6
.2

%
0
.2

5
+

7
7
.0

%
L

at
er

al
3

0
.8

8
+

2
0
.7

%
0
.0

0
3
7
+

1
3
5
.8

%
3
.7

7
+

7
3
.6

%
0
.1

5
+

5
3
.0

%
0
.0

4
+

1
0
7
.1

%

D
ee

p
6

0
.8

6
+

3
6
.6

%
0
.0

1
2
5
+

6
0
.6

%
1
.0

4
+

2
0
2
.9

%
0
.2

7
+

1
2
8
.8

%
0
.0

7
+

4
9
.6

%
sE

E
G

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

3
0
.6

7
+

8
2
.3

%
0
.0

0
5
3
+

8
7
.6

%
0
.1

9
+

7
.3

%
0
.0

8
+

6
8
.3

%
0
.2

9
+

6
2
.6

%
L

at
er

al
3

0
.9

4
+

6
.6

%
0
.0

1
9
6
+

2
5
.8

%
0
.2

3
+

2
0
.5

%
0
.0

5
+

1
5
.6

%
0
.0

2
+

1
3
.9

%

D
ee

p
6

0
.6

0
+

5
6
.8

%
0
.0

1
5
2
+

5
8
.9

%
0
.2

2
+

3
2
.8

%
0
.3

0
+

1
2
5
.9

%
0
.1

4
+

9
5
.6

%
E

E
G

+
sE

E
G

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

3
0
.3

1
+

7
7
.9

%
0
.0

0
8
4
+

7
8
.5

%
0
.2

4
+

3
0
.5

%
0
.1

4
+

5
2
.7

%
0
.4

0
+

6
.3

%
L

at
er

al
3

0
.9

5
+

7
.4

%
0
.0

2
0
9
+

2
6
.0

%
0
.2

4
+

2
7
.0

%
0
.0

5
+

1
8
.0

%
0
.0

2
+

1
4
.2

%

30



T
ab

le
4:

T
h
e

m
ea

n
of

th
e

re
su

lt
ed

co
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
ie

s
(S

/
m

)
±

re
la

ti
ve

st
a
n

d
a
rd

d
ev

ia
ti

o
n

(%
)

o
f

P
a
ti

en
t(

2
)

M
ea

su
re

m
en

ts
IE

S
p

os
it

io
n

N
u

m
b

er
of

st
im

u
la

ti
o
n

s
R

es
u

lt
ed

C
o
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
ie

s
S

ca
lp

S
k
u

ll
C

S
F

G
M

W
M

E
E

G
D

ee
p

13
0
.6

3
+

4
6
.3

%
0
.0

0
4
6
+

1
3
5
.8

%
1
.9

7
+

8
1
.8

%
0
.3

7
+

9
5
.7

%
0
.1

7
+

8
9
.9

%
In

te
rm

ed
ia

te
4

0
.7

3
+

3
3
.3

%
0
.0

0
9
3
+

3
7
.3

%
0
.9

4
+

1
4
0
.8

%
0
.3

9
+

1
0
5
.8

%
0
.0

4
+

4
6
.7

%

sE
E

G
D

ee
p

13
0
.4

0
+

9
5
.8

%
0
.0

1
3
4
+

6
4
.4

%
1
.0

1
+

1
6
3
.6

%
0
.2

3
+

7
5
.7

%
0
.2

5
+

6
3
.1

%
In

te
rm

ed
ia

te
4

0
.8

3
+

3
9
.2

%
0
.0

1
9
7
+

2
1
.5

%
0
.1

8
+

0
.0

%
0
.5

0
+

9
2
.9

%
0
.3

2
+

3
1
.2

%

E
E

G
+

sE
E

G
D

ee
p

13
0
.5

3
+

7
5
.7

%
0
.0

0
9
6
+

7
1
.3

%
0
.7

3
+

1
7
8
.4

%
0
.2

3
+

7
3
.8

%
0
.2

8
+

5
5
.0

%
In

te
rm

ed
ia

te
4

0
.8

7
+

2
7
.6

%
0
.0

1
8
7
+

2
1
.7

%
0
.1

8
+

0
.0

%
0
.4

7
+

9
1
.3

%
0
.3

0
+

3
3
.9

%

31



T
ab

le
5:

T
h
e

m
ea

n
of

th
e

re
su

lt
ed

co
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
ie

s
(S

/
m

)
±

re
la

ti
ve

st
a
n

d
a
rd

d
ev

ia
ti

o
n

(%
)

o
f

P
a
ti

en
t(

3
)

M
ea

su
re

m
en

ts
IE

S
p

os
it

io
n

N
u

m
b

er
of

st
im

u
la

ti
o
n

s
R

es
u

lt
ed

C
o
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
ie

s
S

ca
lp

S
k
u

ll
C

S
F

G
M

W
M

D
ee

p
4

0
.8

2
+

2
3
.5

%
0
.0

0
1
7
+

8
1
.7

%
2
.7

9
+

7
5
.8

%
0
.4

7
+

8
4
.6

%
0
.2

7
+

7
2
.0

%
E

E
G

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

4
0
.8

7
+

1
3
.9

%
0
.0

0
2
2
+

6
7
.9

%
1
.4

2
+

6
3
.7

%
0
.5

4
+

7
0
.1

%
0
.1

0
+

1
4
4
.0

%
L

at
er

al
4

0
.9

9
+

0
.0

%
0
.0

0
0
8
+

7
.4

%
1
.9

1
+

1
2
8
.1

%
0
.5

1
+

1
0
8
.0

%
0
.3

0
+

6
4
.2

%

D
ee

p
4

0
.7

1
+

4
5
.7

%
0
.0

1
9
0
+

4
4
.7

%
0
.3

2
+

5
1
.0

%
0
.1

2
+

4
5
.9

%
0
.0

8
+

5
6
.2

%
sE

E
G

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

4
0
.2

0
+

6
6
.4

%
0
.0

1
9
0
+

4
0
.5

%
0
.6

3
+

9
0
.7

%
0
.1

8
+

6
3
.4

%
0
.2

0
+

7
4
.5

%
L

at
er

al
4

0
.5

9
+

8
0
.4

%
0
.0

1
5
5
+

6
3
.4

%
0
.9

2
+

1
6
1
.0

%
0
.0

5
+

7
2
.5

%
0
.1

3
+

1
5
3
.3

%

D
ee

p
4

0
.3

8
+

1
1
9
.8

%
0
.0

0
8
2
+

1
2
3
.4

%
1
.1

2
+

8
6
.3

%
0
.3

2
+

8
7
.1

%
0
.2

4
+

7
4
.9

%
E

E
G

+
sE

E
G

In
te

rm
ed

ia
te

4
0
.2

1
+

7
2
.7

%
0
.0

1
8
3
+

4
2
.3

%
0
.6

4
+

9
6
.0

%
0
.1

9
+

6
8
.5

%
0
.2

0
+

8
1
.8

%
L

at
er

al
4

0
.8

1
+

1
9
.4

%
0
.0

1
2
7
+

8
3
.2

%
0
.9

4
+

1
3
3
.2

%
0
.2

9
+

1
5
8
.3

%
0
.0

8
+

1
6
6
.4

%

32



T
ab

le
6:

T
h

e
m

ea
n

of
th

e
re

su
lt

ed
co

n
d

u
ct

iv
it

ie
s

(S
/
m

)
±

th
e

re
la

ti
ve

st
a
n
d

a
rd

d
ev

ia
ti

o
n

(%
)

o
f

P
a
ti

en
t(

1
)

g
iv

en
h

is
sE

E
G

m
ea

su
re

m
en

ts
w

it
h

in
50

m
m

of
th

e
st

im
u

la
ti

on
IE

S
p

os
it

io
n

N
u

m
b

er
of

st
im

u
la

ti
on

s
R

es
u

lt
ed

C
o
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
ie

s
S

ca
lp

S
k
u

ll
C

S
F

G
M

W
M

D
ee

p
6

0.
9
9
+

0
0
.0

%
0
.0

0
9
3
+

8
3
.6

%
0
.1

8
+

0
0
.0

%
0
.5

7
+

7
3
.4

%
0
.1

3
+

2
9
.7

%
In

te
rm

ed
ia

te
3

0.
8
8
+

2
2
.1

%
0
.0

0
8
2
+

2
3
.9

%
0
.2

2
+

3
4
.0

%
0
.1

0
+

3
1
.7

%
0
.1

6
+

3
3
.3

%
L

at
er

al
3

0.
9
3
+

1
1
.2

%
0
.0

1
9
7
+

2
3
.1

%
0
.2

6
+

4
5
.6

%
0
.0

6
+

2
3
.3

%
0
.0

2
+

1
8
.9

%

33



T
ab

le
7:

T
h

e
im

p
ac

t
of

th
e

es
ti

m
at

ed
co

n
d

u
ct

iv
it

y
o
n

th
e

lo
ca

li
za

ti
o
n

re
su

lt
s

w
h

er
e

so
u

rc
e

lo
ca

li
za

ti
o
n

q
u

a
li

ty
is

es
ti

m
a
te

d
u

si
n

g
th

e
lo

ca
li

za
ti

on
er

ro
r

an
d

th
e

vo
lu

m
e

of
th

e
so

u
rc

e.
σ
r

is
th

e
re

fe
re

n
ce

co
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
y

ve
ct

o
r

a
n

d
σ̂

is
th

e
es

ti
m

a
te

d
co

n
d

u
ct

iv
it

y
v
ec

to
r.

F
or

co
m

p
le

te
n

es
s,

w
e

al
so

g
iv

e
th

e
lo

ca
li

za
ti

o
n

er
ro

r
u

si
n

g
a

u
n

iq
u

e
d

ip
o
le

fi
t

(t
h

e
re

su
lt

s
a
re

th
e

sa
m

e
re

ga
rd

le
ss

of
th

e
co

n
d

u
ct

iv
it

y
[4

0]
)

IE
S

p
os

it
io

n
R

es
u

lt
ed

co
n

d
u

ct
iv

it
ie

s
sL

O
R

E
T

A
D

ip
F

it
lo

c.
er

r.
(m

m
)

S
ca

lp
S

k
u

ll
C

S
F

G
M

W
M

L
o
c.

er
r.

(m
m

)
S

cr
.

vo
l.

(#
p

ts
p

er
v
o
l.

)
cm

3

σ
r

σ̂
σ
r

σ̂

D
ee

p
0.

99
0.

00
97

0.
18

0.
0
6

0
.0

6
6
.4

9
1
4
.7

4
7
/
0
.6

5
6
4
1
/
1
0
6
.1

1
6
.4

9
In

te
rm

ed
ia

te
0.

99
0.

00
50

0.
18

0.
1
3

0
.3

7
5
.7

8
1
6
.1

8
4
/
.0

4
0

7
2
/
8
.7

2
5
.7

8
L

at
er

al
0.

99
0.

01
00

0.
18

0.
0
4

0
.0

8
3
.6

5
1
2
.8

2
1
/
0

1
3
6
/
1
6
.6

6
3
.6

5

34


	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and Methods
	2.1 Subjects
	2.2 The forward model
	2.3 Signal Processing
	2.4 Error Function
	2.5 Optimization
	2.6 Sensitivity Analysis
	2.7 Conductivity Estimation
	2.8 Source Localization

	3 Results
	3.1 Optimization
	3.2 Sensitivity Analysis
	3.2.1 sEEG measurements simulation
	3.2.2 EEG measurements simulation
	3.2.3 sEEG+EEG measurements simulation

	3.3 Real Data Analysis
	3.3.1 Conductivity estimation
	3.3.2 Source Localization


	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusions

