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Abstract— Objective: The objective of this study is to develop
and evaluate a systematic approach to optimize Deep Brain Stim-
ulation (DBS) parameters, addressing the challenge of identifying
patient-specific settings and optimal stimulation targets for vari-
ous neurological and mental disorders. Methods: TuneS, a novel
pipeline to predict clinically optimal DBS contact configurations
based on predefined targets and constraints, is introduced. The
method relies upon patient-specific models of stimulation spread
and extends optimization beyond traditional neural structures to
include automated, model-based targeting of streamlines. Results:
Initial findings demonstrate that STN motor streamlines consis-
tently receive a significant portion of the allocated stimulation
volume, suggesting that a consistent portion of the stimulation
should ideally focus on the STN motor streamlines. At the example
of a small cohort of Parkinson’s disease patients, the value of
model-based contact predictions for assessing stimulation tar-
gets while observing constraints is demonstrated. Conclusion:
TuneS shows promise as a research tool, enabling systematic
assessment of DBS target effectiveness and facilitating constraint-
aware optimization of stimulation parameters. Significance: The
presented pipeline offers a pathway to improve patient-specific
DBS therapies and contributes to the broader understanding of
effective DBS targeting strategies.

Index Terms— Computational modeling, Deep Brain
Stimulation, Optimization, Parkinson’s Disease

I. INTRODUCTION

Deep Brain Stimulation (DBS) has emerged as a powerful and cost-
efficient [1] therapeutic tool for addressing a range of neurological
and mental disorders. In DBS, stimulation electrodes are implanted
into specific areas of the brain to chronically deliver controlled
electrical impulses. The precise DBS target area varies depending on
the disorder and is selected based on the patient’s specific symptoms.
A typical DBS target is the subthalamic nucleus (STN) due to its
significant role in alleviating symptoms across various disorders with
distinct symptoms [2]–[5]. Despite the effectiveness of DBS in the
alleviation of symptoms, optimizing stimulation parameters in clinical
practice relies on a trial-and-error method called monopolar review,
which involves testing each contact, one at a time, with monopolar
stimulation. This process is laborious and time-consuming, often
resulting in suboptimal clinical outcomes due to the time constraints
faced by clinical staff [6] and wide inter-patient variability of optimal
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stimulation settings evidenced in numerous studies. Moreover, the
evolution of increasingly sophisticated lead designs has provided
clinicians with enhanced control over the distribution of the electric
field, while simultaneously increasing the complexity associated with
parameter optimization.

In recent years, there has been an on-going effort to develop
automated programming algorithms that can aid clinicians in the
programming procedure. These include image guided algorithms [7],
[8], data-driven approaches utilizing monopolar review data [9],
and algorithms that incorporate quantified symptoms, e.g. tremor
measurements via smartwatch applications [10], or other biomarkers
like beta activity in local field potentials (LFP) [11] or cortical evoked
potentials [12].

Recent studies have shown that image-guided tools, which display
the DBS lead relative to key target structures, can reduce initial
programming times by providing a useful starting point for clini-
cians [13]. Additionally, some lead manufacturers offer commercial
software for image-guided parameter predictions as part of their DBS
systems, which have demonstrated improved clinical outcomes in
Parkinson’s Disease (PD) patients [14]. Shub et al. [8] found that
predictions made by GuideXT® did not always align with decisions
taken by clinical programmers, yet resulted in significant symptom
relief. However, commercial software solutions often provide limited
flexibility for individual target selection, constraint customization,
and parameter adjustments, which restricts their utility as research
tools. Additionally, these platforms typically lack functionality for
exporting results to other software for further analysis or processing,
thus impeding their integration into broader research workflows.

While data-driven algorithms can be valuable for making pre-
dictions, they often fail to provide insights into the underlying
mechanisms of DBS. Moreover, these methods frequently struggle
with extrapolation, which is particularly challenging in DBS due
to the highly individualized nature of the therapy. Additionally,
differences in procedures between medical centers, limited data for
less common DBS-treated disorders, and the complexity of assessing
a patient’s overall condition further complicate the use of data-driven
approaches.

Algorithms based on kinematic biomarkers or LFP beta activity
are generally applicable only to patients who exhibit these specific
biomarkers, limiting their utility. Additionally, many of these tools
primarily focus on motor improvements, potentially overlooking the
importance of avoiding stimulation in areas that could cause non-
motor side effects.

To address these challenges, an automated image-guided program-
ming pipeline called TuneStim (TuneS) 1 has been developed at
Uppsala University in collaboration with Uppsala University Hospital
aimed at predicting initial DBS configuration settings that can be
further refined by clinical practitioners. Leveraging readily available
medical imaging data from routine clinical procedures, such as
preoperative magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) and postoperative
computed tomography (CT) scans, TuneS facilitates offline computa-
tions. The user can select the relevant target structures, including
specific anatomical brain regions and results derived from fiber

1TuneS is freely available on github.com/annafrigge/TuneStim.
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Fig. 1: TuneS schematic workflow based on preoperative MRI and
postoperative CT images [15].

tractography. To distinguish between actual anatomical fibers and
those reconstructed using fiber tractography from Diffusion Tensor
Imaging (DTI), the term streamlines will be used throughout this
paper to specifically refer to the reconstructed tracts. The computed
settings can then be seamlessly integrated into patient consultations,
streamlining and expediting the programming process. A schematic
illustration of the workflow in TuneS is given in Fig. 1.

This paper highlights the following key contributions:
1) Research tool: TuneS is a freely available software and holds

potential as a research tool for investigating relationships be-
tween stimulating different DBS targets and constrained regions
on the one hand, and therapeutic outcomes and stimulation-
induced side-effects on the other hand.

2) Streamline targeting: TuneS offers the option to target stream-
lines, rather than relying solely on traditional anatomical tar-
gets. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time
automated optimization-based contact predictions in DBS have
been extended to include streamline targeting.

Besides PD, DBS is utilized in treating other neurological disorders,
Essential Tremor, Dystonia, drug-resistant Epilepsy, as well as var-
ious mental disorders e.g. Obsessive Compulsive Disorder (OCD),
Depression, Tourette’s syndrome and other conditions. While TuneS
is suitable for simulating different targets and predict optimal contact
configurations in all the disorders treated with DBS, the findings
presented in this paper solely pertain to PD patients with STN DBS.
The presented results are clinically relevant, yet a relatively simple
application was chosen to demonstrate the feasibility of TuneS.

This paper presents the steps constituting the process of obtaining
stimulation configuration suggestions with TuneS and the validation
of the developed software on a cohort of ten PD patients treated at
Uppsala University Hospital.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Patient cohort
The workflow of the TuneS is validated at a cohort of ten

Parkinson’s disease patients who underwent DBS surgery at Uppsala
University Hospital2. The STN was selected as the surgical target for
all patients, with nine receiving bilateral DBS and one undergoing
unilateral DBS, resulting in a total of 19 leads. Half of the patients
were implanted with the Boston Vercise Cartesia™ Directional Lead,
while the other half were implanted with the Abbot’s St. Jude Medical
Infinity™ Directional Lead as depicted in Fig. 2.

For each patient, preoperative T1- and T2-weighted MRI, as well as
post-operative CT images acquired during routine clinical procedures,

2The study was approved by the Swedish Ethics Review Authority, Regis-
tration number 2019–05718, and all participants gave informed written consent
prior to the beginning of the study.

Fig. 2: Schematic illustration of the Boston Vercise Cartesia™

Directional Lead (left) and the Abbott’s St. Jude Medical Infinity™

Directional Lead (right) with the contact labels used in this study.
Note that the segmented contacts (A, B, C) are labeled in a clockwise
direction.

were obtained. Although the timing of the CT scans post-surgery
varied between patients, all images were visually checked for major
air pockets that could potentially affect the reconstruction of the lead
location relative to the stimulation targets.

B. Image processing

Pre-operative MRI (T1 and T2) as well as a post-operative CT
images were co-registered and normalized using Lead DBS v2.6 [16].
The lead coordinates were then reconstructed using the PaCER
algorithm [17]. Moreover, the DiODE algorithm [18] was applied to
obtain the lead orientation based on the marker artifacts in the post-
operative CT. While the latter algorithm has been validated for the
Boston Vercise Cartesia™ Directional Lead, it has not been validated
for the Abbott’s St. Jude Medical Infinity™ Directional Lead.

C. TuneS

TuneS features a graphical interface as illustrated in Fig. 3.
Implemented in MATLAB, the pipeline relies on dependencies in-
cluding SPM12, Lead-DBS v2.6 [16] or v3.0 [19], and COMSOL
Multiphysics® with Livelink™ for MATLAB.

Fig. 3: Graphical user interface of TuneS, enabling patient cohort
processing, individual target and constraint selection, and model
parameter modification.

a) FEM model: The FEM model is built in COMSOL
Multiphysics® using LiveLink™ for MATLAB. Currently, TuneS
features four lead designs, including the Abbot’s (St. Jude) Medical
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Infinity™ Directional lead, the Boston Scientific Vercise Standard
lead, the Boston Scientific Vercise Cartesia™ Directional lead, and
the Medtronic 3887 lead.

Surrounding the chosen lead type, heterogeneous tissue is modeled
in a 50mm×50mm×50mm box. To account for the heterogeneous
tissue properties in vicinity of the lead, a conductivity map is gener-
ated based on a segmentation of the 7T ICBM 152 2009a Nonlinear
Asymmetric T1 template MRI [20]. Further away from the lead, the
tissue is modeled as homogeneous matter. The default conductivity
values for gray matter (GM), white matter (WM), and cerebrospinal
fluid (CSF), the encapsulation layer, and the homogeneous medium
are σGM = 0.09 S/m, σWM = 0.06 S/m, σCSF = 2.0 S/m,
σenc = 0.18 S/m, and σhom = 0.1 S/m, respectively.

The FEM model solves the quasi-static approximation of
Maxwell’s equation

∇ · (σ∇u) = 0, (1)

where ∇· is the divergence operator, σ denotes the conductivity, and
∇u stands for the gradient of the electric potential. All non-active
contact surfaces were given a floating boundary condition.

The boundary condition on the active contacts is given by the
surface integral ∫

∂Ω

J · ndS = I0, (2)

where J represents the current density, n is the normal vector to the
contact surface, and I0 is the constant current amplitude. The FEM
model comprises approximately 1, 200, 000 elements, with slight
variations depending on the lead type.

b) Optimization schemes: The effect of DBS on the neural
tissue surrounding the lead is typically approximated by the volume
of tissue activated (VTA). A point is assumed activated and therefore
incuded in the VTA, if the electric field norm E at this point exceeds
a specified threshold Eth,t. Exploiting the linearity of (1), the field
obtained from the FEM model under a unit stimulus can be linearly
scaled to obtain the results for different amplitudes. It is noteworthy
that TuneS employs point clouds in calculating VTA rather than
volumes. Targets and constraints are represented as disjoint sets,
and when multiple targets or constraints are involved, the union of
these disjoint sets defines the target volume Ωt and the constraint
volume Ωc, respectively. In the following, the 3D point coordinates
(x, y, z) of each point in Ωt and Ωc are mapped to the indices i
and j, respectively, using a coordinate-to-index conversion. In this
mapping, the innermost loop iterates through x, followed by y, and
finally z. It is important to note that the point-wise optimization
schemes presented below assume a uniform distribution of the target
or constraint points in the respective volume.

Based on the above concept of tissue activation, the current version
of the TuneS features multiple optimization schemes, two of which
are presented in the following. The first one is a linear optimization
scheme that aims to activate as many of the target points as possible
while keeping the scaled electric field norm λ ·Ej at θ % of points j
within the constraint volume Ωc under a specific constraint threshold
value Eth,c. It can be written as

max
λ

∑
i

λ · Ei ∀i ∈ Ωt

s.t. λ · Ej ≤ Eth for θ % of points j in Ωc,

(3)

where λ is the stimulation amplitude and Ei denotes the electric field
norm at the points i within the target volume Ωt.

The second optimization scheme uses a nonlinear cost function
that penalizes under-stimulation of target points quadratically, while
overstimulation is penalized linearly, as proposed in [21]. It is given
by

fcost,i =

{∣∣λ · Ei − Eth,t

∣∣2 if λ · Ei ≤ Eth∣∣λ · Ei − Eth,t

∣∣ if λ · Ei > Eth,c

, (4)

where Eth,t denotes the desired target field strength and |·| represents
the absolute value. Minimization of the cost function gives

min
λ

∑
i

fcost,i ∀i ∈ Ωt

s.t. λ · Ej ≤ Eth,c for θ % of points j in Ωc.

(5)

In the case of the eight-contact leads illustrated in Fig. 2, these opti-
mization problems are solved for 31 different contact combinations,
representing a clinically relevant subset of all possible configurations.
In this paper, it is assumed that Eth,c = 100 and Eth,t = 200.
In the following, a change in the constraint variable θ is mainly
handled by introducing a constraint relaxation variable γ. Specifically,
a relaxation of the constraint variable θ by γ indicates that the
constraints in (3) and 5 are satisfied for θ = 100 − γ percent of
the points in Ωc.

Optimization problem (3) is solved using MATLAB’s linprog,
whereas the minimization of the cost function in (5) is handled by
fmincon.

c) Targets and constraints: The selection of stimulation target
and constraint areas is left to the user as it may vary between different
disorders and is subject of on-going research. In this paper, TuneS
was employed to investigate two potential target structures in DBS
for PD: (1) the subdivisions of the STN [22] and (2) the STN
streamlines [23], specifically the reconstructed hyperdirect pathways
connecting STN subdivisions to corresponding cortical regions. The
STN motor (respectively the STN motor streamlines) was considered
as the stimulation target, while the STN limbic and STN associative
regions (respectively their streamlines) were delineated as constraint
areas.

Generally, STN streamlines consist of a much higher number of
points, which span from the STN region all the way to the motor
cortex. By removing points outside of the region of interest i.e.
in the vicinity of the DBS lead, the number of points is reduced.
Nevertheless, this method leads to relatively small target coverage
percentages, depending on the size of the region of interest.

d) Configuration suggestions: The performance of active con-
tact configurations can be ranked in various ways. In this study, the
optimized settings for all contact configurations were ranked by a
heuristic score S, defined as

S = ωt · pact,t − ωc · pact,c − ωs · pact,s, (6)

where pact,t and pact,c represent the percentage of target and
constraint activated, respectively. Additionally, pact,s denotes the
percentage spill, i.e. the percentage of activated tissue outside the
target region. The weights, ωt, ωc, and ωs can be defined by the
user from clinical preferences. When targeting streamlines, defining
spill is a rather complex task due to the spaces between individual
streamlines. Therefore, in this study, it was assumed that ωt = 1,
ωc = 1, and ωc = 0. While exploring different ratios of these ranking
coefficients is an important topic, it lies beyond the scope of this
paper.

A comparison between two stimulation settings can be made in
terms of VTA, target coverage, and constraint coverage. Provided that
the electric field norm is calculated in the same system of coordinates,
the overlap of two VTAs X and Y resulting from two different DBS
settings, can be evaluated using the Dice-Sørensen coefficient, given
by

D =
|X ∩ Y |
|X|+ |Y | , (7)
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TABLE I: The clinically active contact configurations and current
amplitudes for all patients.

Patient Active contacts I0 [mA]

01 sin 2A,2B,2C 2.85
dx 2A,2C 3.0

02 sin 2C 1.5
dx 2B,2C,3B 4.6

03 sin 3A,3B,3C 4.6
dx 3A,3B,3C 3.4

04 sin 2A,2B,2C 2.0
dx 3A,3B,3C 2.6

05 sin 3B,3C,4 2.6
dx 2A,2B,3A,3B 1.7

06 sin 2C 1.5
dx 2B,3B 3.2

07 sin 3B,3C 3.0
dx 2B,3C 1.2

08 sin 2A,2B,2C 3.3
dx 3A,3B,3C 4.4

09 sin -
dx 2A 3.8

10 sin C2A,C2B,C3A,C3B 4.2
dx 2A,2B,2C 1.0

where | · | denotes the cardinality of a set.
e) Clinical configurations: When comparing the contact config-

urations suggested by TuneS to those used clinically, it is important
to note that only a limited number of combinations can be tested in
clinical practice. This is primarily due to time constraints faced by
clinical staff and the variable time it takes for patients to experience
the effects of a given setting, with some side effects potentially only
emerging after several hours or days. Therefore, the clinically used
configurations do not necessarily represent ground-truth, but rather
serve as a reference point. A stimulation setting used clinically is also
typically free of adverse side effects, which property corresponds,
with respect to the considered optimization problems, to low values
of constraint coverage.

III. RESULTS

All the computations have been performed in MNI space to
facilitate inter-subject comparability.

A. Clinical Settings

The most recent clinically used settings for all patients including
the active contacts and stimulation amplitude are summarized in
Table I.

The target and constraint coverage for both the STN subdivisions
and STN streamlines under these clinical settings were computed
from the individualized FEM models and are presented in Fig. 4.
The VTA threshold was adjusted according to the pulse width used
clinically, following [24]. For the STN subdivisions, low target
coverage was observed from the right lead of Patient 7 and from
both leads of Patient 10. In Patient 3, both high target coverage
and relatively high constraint coverage were noted, likely due to
the higher stimulation amplitude used for this patient (4.6mA). In
Fig. 4b, results from a point-wise approach for streamline activation
are presented, where only the portion of the streamlines in the region
near the lead were considered and further treated as a point cloud.
This method leads to relatively small target coverage percentages
due to the large size of the region of interest. Alternatively, it can
be assumed that the entire trajectory of the streamline is activated if
any point along its path exceeds a specific field threshold. Results
using this approach are shown in Fig. 4c. All but four of the clinical
settings achieved a hundred percent target coverage, but also up to
90% of constraint coverage.

(a) STN subdivisions

(b) STN streamlines point-wise activation

(c) STN streamlines trajectory-wise activation

Fig. 4: Target and constraint coverage for clinical settings: (a) the
STN subdivisions, (b) point-wise activation of the STN streamlines,
and (c) trajectory-wise streamline activation of the STN streamlines.

Fig. 5 illustrates the distribution of VTA volume allocated to
target and constraint regions for both STN subdivisions and STN
streamlines in clinical settings. The volumes were calculated using
MATLAB’s built-in function alphaShape, with target and constraint
VTA expressed as a percentage of the total VTA volume. Notably,
the distribution for the STN subdivision target VTA appears relatively
uniform and lacking a distinct peak, whereas a clear peak can be
observed for the STN streamlines. This peak may indicate that a
consistent, albeit small, portion of the stimulation volume should be
allocated to the STN motor streamlines for symptom alleviation.

B. Optimal contact configurations
The following section presents the contact configuration sugges-

tions produced by solving optimization problems (3) and (5) for the
individualized models in TuneS. The results presented in Fig. 6 and
Fig. 7 indicate that the two optimization schemes yield similar results,
when applied to the same set of targets and constraints. Although the
linear algorithm is quicker, both optimization schemes are efficiently
solvable on a standard computer.

In the following, the sensitivity of the optimal solutions to vari-
ations in the constraint relaxation variable γ, as well as the impact
of the chosen targets and constraints on the predicted configurations,
are explored in more detail.
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Fig. 5: Distribution of the VTA allocated to target and constraint
regions for both STN subdivisions and STN streamlines under clinical
settings. The target and constraint VTA are presented as percentages
of the total VTA volume, thereby representing the relative allocation
of stimulation. Top left plot – the red line is a fit to uniform
distribution; Top right plot – the red line is the bimodal distribution
fitted by spline.

a) Robustness analysis: To assess the consistency of the rec-
ommendations for both optimization schemes, Fig. 6 illustrates how
frequent each individual contact appears in the top suggested contact
combinations as the relaxation parameter γ is varied from 0 to
90 percent. Additionally, the effect of the constraint variable γ on
the ranking score is given in Fig. 7. Both the linear and nonlinear
optimization schemes yield comparable results, achieving similar
scores and showing consistent behavior for the individual DBS leads.
A notable difference occurs at larger γ values, where the nonlinear
optimization stabilizes at a consistent score due to penalization for
overstimulation. This penalization effectively limits the stimulation
amplitude, thereby providing a measure for patient safety, irrespective
of the choice of ranking coefficients.

The top suggested settings that were ranked highest with respect
to (6) are given in Table A1 and Table A2 for the linear and the
nonlinear optimization scheme, respectively.

b) STN subdivisions vs streamlines: The results in Fig. 6
highlight that targeting the STN streamlines, as opposed to its
subdivisions, results in more recommendations for dorsally positioned
contacts (higher along the z-axis) as well as more combinations
involving vertically adjacent contacts. Further, it can be observed that
much lower scores for targeting the streamlines compared to the STN
subdivisions are reported in Fig. 7. This is a result of the point-wise
computation of target coverage in the optimization scheme. For the
STN subdivisions, the maximum achieved scores vary strongly, with
both leads of Patient 10 standing out for achieving the lowest scores
overall. This behaviour is not observed for the STN streamlines,
where the results are more consistent, indicating constraint relaxation
has less influence on the overall score.

C. Comparison in silico
The contact and amplitude predictions by TuneS are based on a

fixed pulse width and frequency, which corresponds to the selected
VTA threshold. For a retroperspective comparison in silico, the TuneS
contact suggestions were compared to the clinically active settings

(a) Linear optimization scheme

(b) Nonlinear optimization scheme

Fig. 6: Counts of contacts in the top-ranked suggestions for (a) the
linear optimization scheme in (3) and (b) the nonlinear optimization
scheme in (5), across constraint relaxations ranging from 0 to 90%.
A count of zero (dark blue) means the contact was not included in
any top-ranked configuration, while a count of ten (yellow) indicates
that the respective contact consistently appeared in the top-ranked
combination across all relaxation levels.

(a) Linear optimization scheme

(b) Nonlinear optimization scheme

Fig. 7: Effect of constraint relaxation on target coverage and the
ranking score given by (6) for a) the linear optimization scheme
in (3) and b) nonlinear optimization scheme in (5).

using the clinically active amplitude and pulse width adjusted electric
field norm thresholds [24]. The corresponding Dice-Sørensen’s scores
of the respective VTAs are given in Fig. 8.

For both the STN subdivisions and the streamlines, high Dice-
Sørensen’s scores between settings predicted by TuneS and clinical
settings were achieved when considering the entire VTA and the
target volume. Notably, a perfect match (D = 1) with clinically
used contact configurations was achieved by TuneS for the left lead
in Patient 6 when targeting STN subdivisions. Similarly, a perfect
match was observed for the right lead in Patient 6 when targeting STN
streamlines. However, low Dice scores were observed for the VTA
comparison in the constraint volume. Nevertheless, this discrepancy
is explainable by very low or zero constraint coverages for the
TuneS suggestions at clinical amplitude (cf. Fig. 4b) and is therefore
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not indicative of major differences between clinical and suggested
settings.

(a) STN subdivisions

(b) STN streamlines

Fig. 8: Dice-Sørensen’s scores of VTAs comparing clinical settings
and TuneS suggestions choosing (a) the STN subdivisions or (b) the
STN streamlines as targets and constraints. From left to right, the
entire VTA, the VTA covering the target, and the VTA covering the
constraint region are compared.

As illustrated in Fig. 7, Patient 10 consistently achieved the lowest
scores compared to the rest of the cohort. Specifically, for the left
lead, TuneS was unable to identify a configuration that provided
adequate target coverage while maintaining an amplitude below the
safety constraint of 10mA. These findings align with the challenges
faced during clinical programming sessions for this patient, which
required frequent adjustments, and can be attributed to the lead’s
position, which is relatively far from the target structure, as depicted
in Fig. 9(b). Notably, the lead position shifted substantially between
the CT scan taken three days post-surgery (i.e. Fig. 9(a)) and the
one taken several months later, due to air entering the skull during
surgery, Fig. 9(b).

(a) (b)

Fig. 9: Reconstruction of the left lead for Patient 10 using a CT (a)
with air in the skull, taken three days after surgery, and (b) without
air, taken several months later. A significant shift of the lead position
relative to the STN subdivisions can be observed. Notably, the DBS
lead is positioned outside of the STN motor in both cases.

IV. DISCUSSION

The results presented in this paper are related to only one of
the potential neuromodulation applications of TuneS. The pipeline
is however not limited to a single disorder and can be employed to
explore stimulation targets in a wide variety of those.

A. Clinical settings
Clinically used settings typically provide satisfactory symptom re-

lief, yet they do not necessarily constitute ground-truth of the optimal

configuration. Moreover, clinical settings typically do not elicit any
side effects and, therefore, are not expected to impose on constraint
regions rather than achieve optimal target coverage. Thus, proving
the therapeutical superiority of one contact configuration over another
requires clinical validation supported by symptom quantification. In
PD, objective quantification of symptoms and stimulation induced
side-effects remains a challenge but is, for the time being, addressed
by e.g. smartphone and smartwatch applications, eye tracking, and
motion detectors [25], [26].

B. Optimal contact configurations
a) Robusteness analysis: In clinical settings, all three segmented

contacts A, B, C in one row (see Fig. 2) are often used, whereas the
use of individual segmented contacts is usually explored when the
former settings do not yield a satisfying effect. In contrast, the auto-
mated algorithm typically favors a single contact or a combination of
two segmented contacts to avoid spill from contacts that are distant
from the target. It should be noted, that although just two optimization
problems are investigated in this paper, additional cost functions for
different targets and constraints may be implemented in TuneS by
the user.

Furthermore, different contact configurations often perform sim-
ilarly in simulation and are therefore ranked closely. Therefore, as
mentioned above, proving the efficiency of one combination over
another requires clinical testing.

b) STN subdivisions vs streamlines: The choice of targets and
constraints strongly influences the prediction of the optimal contact
configuration. In particular, targeting the STN streamlines typically
resulted in more dorsal contact predictions compared to the STN
subdivisions, see Fig. 6. The dorsal region of the STN and adjacent
white matter have repeatedly been reported as a “sweet spot” in STN
DBS [27], [28], leading to motor improvements in larger PD patient
cohorts. Given the findings in the present paper, this suggests that
STN streamlines may be a more effective target in image-guided
programming algorithms than the STN subdivisions themselves. This
is in line with recent discoveries of disease- and symptom-specific
“sweet streamlines” [29], [30], which could be integrated in TuneS as
targets in future models. In particular, symptom-specific streamlines
offers potential to tailor the stimulation based on the patient’s specific
symptoms.

Although the recommendations by TuneS for optimal contact
configurations are generally consistent — often suggesting the same
contacts or their immediate neighbors for given targets and constraints
— the suggested amplitudes can vary depending on user-defined
degrees of freedom in the optimization schemes. These degrees of
freedom include the relaxation of the chosen optimization scheme,
the VTA threshold, and the selection of the ranking coefficients, cf.
(6). As previously reported by [7], safety constraints that produce
amplitudes comparable to those used clinically are highly patient-
specific and may be influenced by individual factors like tissue
conductivity, stimulation sensitivity, and symptom severity. The dy-
namical stimulation parameters, i.e. pulse length and frequency, also
could play a role in the variability.

C. Limitations
The results obtained with TuneS are subject to several limitations,

which the user should be well aware of.
First, a simple static model is used for modeling the VTA produced

by the DBS lead. The static model neglects dynamic parameters
such as frequency and pulse width. Further, it was previously shown
that VTAs for bipolar configurations are inadequately represented
by VTAs computed from electric field norm thresholds [31]. Con-
sequently, bipolar settings were neglected in this paper. Further,
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potential differences in tissue conductivity between patients were
neglected by assuming the same conductivity values for GM, WM,
and CSF in all patients.

Second, TuneS incorporates the lead orientation obtained from
post-operative CT scans, yet the CT scans were taken for clinical
purposes and may not always provide the optimal features for the
orientation detection algorithm. Depending on the slice thickness and
the angle between the slice and the lead axis, reconstructing the lead
orientation based on the DBS marker can be difficult. Determining
whether the orientation is pointing in one direction or the opposite
direction (180 degrees away) is particularly challenging due to the
symmetry of the marker artifact. This uncertainty can significantly
affect the suggestion of a specific contact segment. However, new
photon-counting CT scanners may offer the possibility to very clearly
and unambiguously determine lead orientation [32].

Third, the brute-force approach of testing a given number of
contact combinations limits computational efficiency, particularly as
the number of individual contacts increases with more advanced
lead designs. Moreover, this study only considers evenly distributed
current across all active contacts, whereas modern pulse generators
allow for uneven current distributions, offering greater flexibility in
practice.

Lastly, this paper marks the first attempt to include streamlines
as both targets and constraints in automated optimization schemes.
While point-wise streamline activation proved feasible in this study,
trajectory-wise activation offers a more intuitive measure of white
matter tract engagement. In this study, large activation of constraint
regions were observed for trajectory-wise activation (c.f. Fig 4c),
which does not mirror the fact that clinical settings usually do not
elicit side-effects. This discrepancy may be attributed to the specific
streamlines selected as constraints in this paper. Using disease- or
symptom-specific sweet streamlines [29], [30] as targets, along with
corresponding “sour streamlines” as constraint regions, may be more
conclusive and is left for future research. Nevertheless, trajectory-
wise activation introduces binarity, leading to non-smooth activation
functions that could result in ill-posed optimization challenges. It is
important to note that streamline atlases typically use probabilistic
mappings derived from large patient cohorts. As a result, while these
streamlines may exhibit general similarities, they do not necessarily
match the patient-specific anatomical fibers, and individual responses
to stimulation are likely to vary.

A version of TuneS with reduced dependencies, particularly COM-
SOL, is a work in progress to enable more users to incorporate TuneS
into their workflow. Currently, only atlas-based targets are supported
out of the box, but manually defined targets and constraints can be
incorporated by the user.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces TuneS, an automated optimization pipeline
for DBS settings, demonstrating its value as a research tool for
exploring various target and constraint regions. Although the findings
presented here are based on a small cohort of Parkinson’s disease
patients, TuneS holds promise for application across a range of
neurological and mental disorders. Notably, it represents the first
attempt to extend automated optimization algorithms to the targeting
of streamlines, which have been at a matter of increasing research
interest. Nevertheless, several open questions remain, particularly
regarding the quantification of streamline activation in a static model
and whether the current model complexity is sufficient to explain
patient outcomes. To address these challenges, future efforts should
focus on integrating simulation results with objective symptom quan-
tification measurements.

TABLE A1: TuneS top suggested settings for the linear optimization
algorithm given in 3 for targeting either the STN subdivisions or STN
streamlines.

Patient STN subdivisions STN streamlines
Contacts I0 [mA] Contacts I0 [mA]

01 sin 2B,3B 2.5 2B,3B 1.7
dx 2B 2.9 3B 4.1

02 sin 2B 2.2 2B,3B 2.3
dx 1,2C 3.1 2C,3C 4.4

03 sin 2C,3C 2.0 3C,4 1.8
dx 1,2B 2.0 2B,3B 2.2

04 sin 2C 2.3 3C,4 1.7
dx 1 3.6 2A,3A 6.6

05 sin 2C,3C 3.2 3C,4 3.1
dx 1,2A 1.7 2A,3A 2.7

06 sin 1,2C 2.4 2C,3C 2.8
dx 1,2B 3.5 2B,3B 4.7

07 sin 1,2C 2.1 2C,3C 1.9
dx 2C,3C 4.1 3C,4 4.5

08 sin 1 2.9 1,2A 3.2
dx 2A 2.7 3A,4 2.0

09 sin - - - -
dx 1 2.5 4 4.3

10 sin 2B 6.8 3B,4 4.7
dx 1,2C 2.7 2C,3B 2.1

TABLE A2: TuneS top suggested settings for the nonlinear optimiza-
tion algorithm given in 5 for targeting either the STN subdivisions
or STN streamlines.

Patient STN subdivisions STN streamlines
Contacts I0 [mA] Contacts I0 [mA]

01 sin 2B,3B 2.5 2B 1.2
dx 2B 2.3 3B 4.2

02 sin 2B 2.2 3B 2.0
dx 2B 2.0 2B,3B 2.2

03 sin 2C,3C 2.3 3C 1.1
dx 2B 1.9 2B,3B 2.2

04 sin 2C 2.3 3C,4 1.7
dx 1,2A 4.0 2A,3A 6.6

05 sin 2C,3C 3.2 3C,4 3.1
dx 1,2A 1.4 2A,3A 2.7

06 sin 2C 2.6 2C,3C 2.4
dx 2B 4.0 2B,3B 4.2

07 sin 1,2C 2.1 2C,3C 1.9
dx 2C,3C 3.5 3C,4 4.5

08 sin 1 2.9 2A,3A 3.7
dx 2A 2.7 3A,4 2.0

09 sin - - - -
dx 1,2B 2.2 2C,3B 4.9

10 sin 2B 6.8 3B,4 4.7
dx 2C 2.1 2C,3B 2.1
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“Automated deep brain stimulation programming based on electrode
location: a randomised, crossover trial using a data-driven algorithm,”
The Lancet Digital Health, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. e59–e70, 2 2023.

[10] P. Sarikhani, B. Ferleger, K. Mitchell, J. Ostrem, J. Herron, B. Mah-
moudi, and S. Miocinovic, “Automated deep brain stimulation program-
ming with safety constraints for tremor suppression in patients with
Parkinson’s disease and essential tremor,” Journal of Neural Engineer-
ing, vol. 19, no. 4, p. 046042, 8 2022.

[11] S. Wang, G. Zhu, L. Shi, C. Zhang, B. Wu, A. Yang, F. Meng,
Y. Jiang, and J. Zhang, “Closed-Loop Adaptive Deep Brain Stimulation
in Parkinson’s Disease: Procedures to Achieve It and Future Perspec-
tives,” Journal of Parkinson’s Disease, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 453–471, 6
2023.

[12] M. J. Connolly, E. R. Cole, F. Isbaine, C. de Hemptinne, P. A. Starr,
J. T. Willie, R. E. Gross, and S. Miocinovic, “Multi-objective data-
driven optimization for improving deep brain stimulation in Parkinson’s
disease,” Journal of Neural Engineering, vol. 18, no. 4, p. 046046, 8
2021.

[13] J. Aldred, T. Zesiewicz, M. Okun, J. R. Castaneda, L. V. Met-
man, C. Luca, R. Ramdhani, J. Durphy, Y. Bezchlibnyk, J. Carlson,
K. Foote, S. Sani, A. Papanastassiou, J. Jagid, D. Weintraub, J. Pilitsis,
L. Chen, and R. Jain, “Image-Guided Programming Tool for DBS
Programming Used with a Multiple-Source, Constant-Current System
Reduces Initial Programming Time (P4-11.012),” Neurology, vol. 100,
no. 17 supplement 2, 4 2023.

[14] V. Torres, K. Del Giudice, P. Roldán, J. Rumià, E. Muñoz, A. Cámara,
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