arXiv:2402.14117v1 [physics.med-ph] 21 Feb 2024

Strategies and safety simulations for ultrasonic cervical spinal cord neuromodulation

Rui Xu^{1,2},^∗ Sven Bestmann^3, Bradley E. Treeby^1, and Eleanor Martin^{1,2} 1Department of Medical Physics and Biomedical Engineering, University College London, London, UK 2Wellcome/EPSRC Centre for Interventional and Surgical Sciences, University College London, London, UK and 3Department of Clinical and Movement Neuroscience, University College London, London, UK (Dated: February 24, 2024)

Focused ultrasound spinal cord neuromodulation studies have demonstrated the capacity for neuromodulation of the spinal cord in small animals. The safe and efficacious translation of these approaches to human scale requires an understanding of ultrasound propagation and heat deposition within the human spine. To address this, combined acoustic and thermal modelling was used to assess the pressure and heat distributions produced by a 500 kHz source focused to the C5/C6 level of the cervical spine via two approaches a) the posterior acoustic window between vertebral posterior arches, or b) the lateral intervertebral foramen from which the C6 spinal nerve exits. Pulse trains of 150 0.1 s pulses with a pulse repetition frequency of 0.33 Hz and free-field spatial peak pulseaveraged intensity of 10 W/cm^2 were simulated for the CT volumes of four subjects and for ±10 mm translational and ±10^∘ rotational source positioning errors. Target pressures ranged between 20% and 70% of free-field spatial peak pressures with the posterior approach, and 20% and 100% with the lateral approach. When the source was optimally positioned with the posterior approach, peak spine heating values were below 1^∘C, but source mis-positioning resulted in bone heating up to 4^∘C. Heating with the lateral approach did not exceed 2^∘C within the mispositioning range. There were substantial inter-subject differences in target pressures and peak heating values. Target pressure varied three to four-fold between subjects, depending on approach, while peak heating varied approximately two-fold between subjects. This results in a nearly ten-fold range in the target pressure achieved per degree of maximum heating between subjects. This study highlights the importance of developing trans-spine ultrasound simulation software for the assurance of subject-specific safety and efficacy of focused ultrasound spinal cord therapies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ultrasound can modulate neuronal behaviour[1–5] and can be non-invasively focused to millimetre-sized volumes. The small focal size that can be achieved with focused ultrasound is an advantage over non-invasive electric and magnetic neuromodulation techniques. To achieve similar spatial precision with electric leads requires an invasive implantation procedure[6]. Electrical stimulation of the spinal cord has long been studied for movement restoration[6, 7] and pain suppression[8, 9]. Stimulation of the nearby dorsal root ganglia now competes with spinal cord stimulation[6, 10, 11], and has the advantage of the selectivity of the dorsal root ganglia versus the entire spinal cord. Focused ultrasound spinal cord and dorsal root ganglion neuromodulation may be a noninvasive and targeted alternative to existing approaches. Pre-clinical studies demonstrate that ultrasonic spinal cord neuromodulation is possible[1–3, 12–16]. For example, it has been demonstrated that ultrasound can generate transient modulation of the descending tract in mouse spinal cords[14], which has exciting implications for the treatment of movement disorders including Parkinson’s disease and essential tremor. Demonstrating the safety and efficacy of focused ultrasound spinal cord neuromodulation may enable future spinal cord therapies and studies on spinal cord function.

∗ rui.xu@ucl.ac.uk

Low intensity, non-invasive ultrasonic spinal cord neuromodulation has not yet been performed in humans in peer-reviewed and published experiments. Given the risks associated with the sensitivity of the spinal cord and the potential for heating due to the complex bony anatomy of the spine, it is crucial that a thorough safety assessment be performed prior to in vivo experiments. Many pre-clinical studies have investigated the bioeffects of ultrasound focused to the spinal cord, and the knowledge developed from these studies may provide a starting point for developing safety standards for the spinal cord[17]. Our recent review has shown that the threshold for reported ultrasound-induced damage in the spinal cords of a variety of animals, and a range of frequencies and environmental conditions can be approximated by an exponential equation of spatial-peak time-averaged ultrasound intensity and exposure time[17]. However, the human spine is larger and denser than the spines of animals used in the pre-clinical studies, and may generate ultrasound field aberrations that change the safety profile of potential ultrasonic neuromodulation approaches.

The human spine consists of stacked and highly irregular vertebrae that have contrasting acoustic properties from the surrounding soft tissue, causing the aberration of ultrasound wavefronts passing through to the spinal cord[18]. In much of the spine, focusing ultrasound from the posterior approach is the only viable option due to the presence of ribs, lungs, and vertebral bodies[19]. Ultrasound can be focused through thoracic vertebral laminae using single-element focused transducers[20], but the foci tend to be shifted by several millimetres and occasionally split into sub-foci[18]. This resulted in inconsistent blood-spinal cord barrier opening in a study performed in the similar-to-human in vivo porcine spine that investigated the potential for improving therapeutic agent delivery to the spinal cord[21]. The success of similar targeted neuromodulatory applications in the thoracic spinal cord (e.g., modulation of sensation[13] or motor control[12, 14–16]) will require aberration correction methods to counteract the abberative effect of the spine.

Ultrasonic approaches to lumbar spine have been investigated using simulation to estimate pressure distributions of ultrasound focused to intervertebral discs[22]. Ultrasonic approaches to the human cervical spinal cord have not been addressed, and the morphology of the cervical spine offers several challenges and opportunities for ultrasound delivery. The posterior elements of cervical vertebrae are angled relative to the neck skin surface and will complicate trans-spine transmission approaches that rely on normal wave incidence relative to the bone surface. The air-filled trachea and esophagus preclude transmission from the anterior direction, and further transmission through the vertebral bodies or intervertebral discs will also be inefficient. However, the cervical spine has posterior acoustic windows (between posterior arches) and lateral acoustic windows (through intervertebral foramen) that may enable the efficient delivery of ultrasound through the cervical spine to the spinal cord. These acoustic windows are depicted at the C5/C6 level in Fig. 1.

Here, we numerically assess the safety and efficacy of a low intensity ultrasonic pulse sequence focused to the human cervical spine at the C5/C6 level via both posterior and lateral approaches. We test a simple ultrasonic approach that does not implement spine aberration corrections and does not rely on optimized or stereotatic source positioning. The safety and efficacy assessment is completed using combined acoustic and thermal simulation, and is based on subject-specific anatomy.

II. METHODS

In this study, we develop a simulation framework for evaluating the safety and efficacy of ultrasound focused to potential cervical spinal cord neuromodulation targets, using acoustic and thermal metrics extracted from the simulations. This simulation framework is based on k-Plan (Brainbox Ltd, Cardiff, UK), a graphical user interface-based ultrasound modelling tool marketed for transcranial ultrasound simulation, modified here for simulating ultrasound propagation through the spine. k-Plan implements k-Wave fluid simulations[24, 25], and these simulations have been shown to perform accurately when compared to a multi-layered ray acoustics model for simulating trans-vertebral ultrasound propagation[18, 26], and have been used in several simulation and experimental studies of ultrasound propagation through the spine[26–28]. k-Plan also implements thermal simulations[29] which are suited to predicting pulse-induced heating. The k-Plan simulations do not account for mode conversion and shear wave propagation within the spine. Previous work has shown that the incorporation of shear waves did not substantially affect pressure values within the vertebral canal[26], but this work did not evaluate additional shear-wave induced heating within the spine. Elastic wave propagation was not simulated due to the high computational requirements needed for accurate elastic wave simulations; previous elastic transcranial simulations have used 25-60 spatial points per shear wavelength [30, 31], while 8-10 points per longitudinal wavelength often suffices for transcranial simulation with the fluid k-Wave code[30, 32, 33].

There are many parameters that can be chosen or optimized in a safety and efficacy simulation study. The parameter list includes source geometry, source position, sonication frequency, sonication pulse parameters, sonication exposure duration, sonication intensity, not to mention the choice of target itself. This study takes a treatment trial-like approach and fixes these parameters with a priori and a posteriori knowledge. This approach does not generate a full investigation of the parameter space for focused ultrasound spinal cord therapies, but describes an approach that may be replicated with different parameters in future safety and efficacy studies. This considered, the parameters chosen for this simulation study are intended to represent a sensible starting point for a focused ultrasound spinal cord neuromodulation study[17].

The choice of source influences later choices on source positioning, source frequency, and targeting or aberration correction ability. There is a trend towards developing application-specific sources. For example, a simulation study optimized the design of a spine-specific phased array using simulations of ultrasound propagation through the thoracic spine[19]. However, custom arrays can be time-consuming and expensive to develop and characterise and may not be needed for targets in the cervical spine where acoustic windows between vertebrae may simplify trans-spine ultrasound delivery. Here, we simulate a commercially available 64-element array (H- 313, Sonic Concepts, Seattle USA). The H-313 array was packaged with the HIFUplex Plus 3000 system (Verasonics and Sonic Concepts, Seattle, USA). The elements (13.34 mm diameter) are arranged in an Archimedean spiral with an inner diameter of 44 mm and outer diameter of 150 mm, with a radius of curvature of 150 mm. It has a similar footprint to a spine-specific phased array optimized for the thoracic spine[19], and the same operating frequency (500 kHz).

The k-Plan graphical user interface was used to position the source in simulation relative to four human spine x-ray computed tomography (CT) datasets obtained from the open access VerSe 2020 dataset[23, 34, 35]. Two ultrasonic approaches were tested:

1. a posterior approach: the source is positioned to

FIG. 1. Potential lateral (red dotted line) and posterior (black solid line) ultrasonic approaches to the cervical spinal cord at the C5/C6 level, viewed from a a) superior, b) lateral, and c) posterior view. Mesh generated from sub verse651 (F, 37)[23].

focus sound through the acoustic windows between the C5 & C6 posterior arches to the spinal cord

2. a lateral approach: the source is positioned to focus

sound through one of two intervertebral foramen to a C6 dorsal root ganglion

The positioning of the source relative to the spines was performed visually in k-Plan by minimizing the intersection of element normal vectors with the spine. Simulation may be used to optimise the placement of the source[19], but here the objective was to evaluate safety with a source aligned by simpler means. Trans-spine aberration correction[27, 28] was not implemented here, but phasing was used in simulation to adjust the focal position of the source to the target assuming a free-field. The experimental equivalent of this simulated approach requires the position of the source, the position of the target, and an estimated medium sound speed, which may be that of water or soft tissue. Obtaining accurate experimental source and target positions relative to the subject anatomy is a separate challenge not addressed here.

A wide range of ultrasonic pulse regimes have been used to demonstrate a neuromodulatory effect in the spinal cords of small animal models[17]. Here, 0.1 s pulses are simulated, similar in time-scale to a pulse found to have both stimulative effects (in small pulse numbers) and inhibiting effects (in larger pulse numbers) in the seminal work performed at the Massachusetts General Hospital in the early 1960s[2, 3]. The free-field spatial peak pulse-averaged intensity (I_{SPPA}) was set to 10 W/cm^2 (548 kPa), several-fold lower than used in the seminal work but in line with modern brain neuromodulation studies. The pulse repetition interval was set to 3 s, giving a pulse repetition frequency of 0.33 Hz and a free-field spatial peak time-averaged intensity (I_{SPTA}) of 0.33 W/cm^2. This gives time for heat dissipation from hot spots that may form during each pulse. Fifty pulses (150 s total treatment time) were simulated, replicating an experimental design where a) averaging across pulses is needed in order to identify a neuromodulatory effect[36], and/or b) the neuromodulatory effects increase throughout an exposure and an extended treatment time is needed[15]. The combined total treatment time and free-field I_{SPTA} was below the reported threshold for possible spinal cord damage in pre-clinical studies[17] (Supplementary Fig. 1).

A. Spine Simulation Medium Setup

Spine computed tomography (CT) data and segmentations were obtained from an open-access repository intended for training automatic spine segmentation algorithms [23]. A search through the repository was performed to identify CT datasets appropriate for transspine ultrasound simulation at the C5/C6 level. Any dataset with a slice thickness over 1 mm was excluded in order to maximize the accuracy of the voxelized representation of vertebral interfaces. Any dataset that did not include the C5/C6 levels was also excluded. The remaining datasets were sub verse549 (female, 48 years old, Siemens Somatom AS+, contrast enhanced - portal venous phase, 0.9766 mm in-plane resolution, 0.6 mm slice thickness), sub verse599 (male, 58 years old, Siemens Somatom AS+, contrast enhanced - portal venous phase, 0.8223 mm in-plane resolution, 0.6 mm slice thickness), sub verse618 (male, 28 years old, Philips ICT, contrast enhanced - portal venous phase, 0.9766 mm in-plane resolution, 0.9 mm slice thickness), and sub verse651 (female, 37 years old, Siemens Somatom AS+, not contrast enhanced, 0.5781 mm in-plane resolution, 0.6 mm slice thickness). This sample contains two male CT scans (ages 28 and 58) and two female CT scans (ages 37 and 48). The chosen subjects cover a range of vertebral geometries and sizes, vertebral cortex thicknesses, and intervertebral disk heights. This should increase the generalizability of the results in this study to a broader population.

The spine acoustic properties were modelled heterogeneously. Acoustic property maps were obtained from the CT scans using subject-specific conversion curves from Hounsfield Units (HU) to density. The conversions curves were obtained from three regions of interest (ROI) from each subject (air, liver or brain, rib or skull cortical bone). The soft tissue and cortical bone ROIs depended on the CT scanned volumes; if the skull and brain was present in the scan, they were used, otherwise rib and liver ROIs were used. The air, soft tissue, and cortical bone regions of interest were created in ITK-SNAP[37]. The density of air was assumed to be 1.2 kg/m^3, the liver density was assumed to be 1079±53 kg/m^3, the brain density was assumed to be 1046±6 kg/m^3, the density of rib cortical bone was assumed to be 1800±133 kg/m^3, and the density of the skull cortical bone was assumed to be 2100±133 kg/m^3[38, 39]. The lower rib cortical density value was used to account for the thinness of the rib cortex relative to the skull cortex, resulting in greater partial volume effects within the rib ROIs than skull ROIs. The HU to CT density calibration curves were generated with the Matlab spline function and are shown in Fig. 2. The standard deviation (STD) of the HU values in each subject is shown in Fig. 2, along with the uncertainties in soft tissue and cortical bone density. This ROI and subject-specific approach to obtaining a mapping from HU to acoustic properties was necessary to account for the use of different CT systems and reconstruction methods for the different subjects, and the absence of density calibrations within the VerSe dataset[23].

The VerSe 2020 CT datasets do not include soft tissue segmentations. Soft tissue attenuates ultrasound and may contribute to field aberrations, so a homogeneous soft tissue layer was incorporated in each simulation. The soft tissue segmentation for each subject was generated using semi-automatic segmentation in ITK-SNAP[37]. A band-pass filter was first applied to the CT image (-200 to 100 HU), then the soft tissues were manually seeded for the automatic contour evolution algorithm. After semiautomatic segmentation, the masks were manually filled to ensure that the spines were fully encased in soft tissue. The soft tissue properties are listed in Table I. Voxels outside the soft tissue masks were given the acoustic[41, 42] and thermal[43, 44] properties of water.

The acoustic parameters (density, sound speed, and attenuation) of the spine were defined using the CT dataset. The VerSe 2020 segmentation masks were binarized then element-wise multiplied by the CT volumes. The CT values were rounded to the nearest integer, binning the domain into 1 HU steps. The density, sound speed, and attenuation values were then applied in simulation to the binned 3D volumes to generate 3D maps of density, sound speed, and attenuation. Density was mapped to the volumes using the calibration curves displayed in Fig. 2. Sound speed was then mapped to the volumes using a density (ρ) - sound speed (c) linear relationship optimized using a human spine[45]; c = 0.35ρ + c_w, where c_w is the water sound speed. A spine-specific attenuation function was not available, so a set of skull density-attenuation (α) spline functions[46] were interpolated to 0.5 MHz then mapped to the 3D volume.

The spine thermal properties (density, thermal conductivity, and specific heat capacity) were defined homogeneously and the values are listed in Table I. Both thermal conductivity and specific heat capacity were defined using the ‘worst-case scenario’ for bone heating, i.e., the lowest specific heat value and thermal conductivity value found in the literature for bone[39]. Perfusion was not simulated, reducing the dissipation of heat away from any hot spots generated in the spine and soft spinal tissues. The vertebral and spinal arteries and veins may act as substantial heat sinks, reducing local heating; this is not modelled. It has been shown that ignoring perfusion resulted in a 4% increase in focal heating in trans-skull heating simulations[47]. A slice from the CT image and the corresponding masks, acoustic property maps, and thermal property maps are shown in Fig. 3.

Surrounding bones (e.g. ribs, clavicle) are not included in the bone segmentation; their exclusion should not influence the simulated ultrasound and thermal fields at the C5/C6 level. The H-313 array coupling cone was not included in the simulation domain and everything surrounding the soft tissue volume is modelled as water to avoid simulating ultrasound propagation at soft tissue-air boundaries. This approximation does not have a large effect on the pressure fields as the coupling cone was designed to be wider than the source beam. Air in the trachea and esophagus and surrounding the neck was modelled as water, again to avoid the fine spatial discretization needed to simulate boundaries with air. Neither posterior nor lateral approaches to the spinal cord intersect the esophagus or trachea and ultrasound energy will predominantly be absorbed by the spine.

B. Source Positioning

Targets were selected in k-Plan at the C5/C6 vertebral level of each spine (See Fig. 4a) and b)). Central spinal cord targets were used when the source was positioned posterior to the spine, and anterio-lateral targets (approximating the location of a dorsal root ganglion within the intervertebral foramen) were used when the source was placed lateral to the spine. The source was either a) oriented along the sagittal plane as shown in Fig. 4c,d) to focus ultrasound through the acoustic window between

FIG. 2. The mean and standard deviation (STD) in Hounsfield Units (HU) were obtained from air, liver, rib cortical bone, and skull cortical bone regions of interest for a) sub verse549 (F, 48), b) sub verse599 (M, 58), c) sub verse618 (M, 28), and d) sub verse651 (F, 37) in the VerSe 2020 dataset[23]. The HU values are then plotted against mean literature density values and standard deviations[38–40].

FIG. 3. CT data from the VerSe 2020 dataset[23] were used to generate the simulation domains. The a) CT image, b) spine segmentation, c) soft tissue segmentation, d) density (see Fig. 2), e) sound speed[45], f) attenuation coefficient[46], g) thermal conductivity and h) specific heat capacity[39] of a transverse slice through the C5/C6 region of the sub verse651 (F, 37) spine.

the C5 and C6 posterior arches, or b) oriented to focus ultrasound through the one of the C6 nerve intervertebral foramen, as shown in Fig. 4e,f). For the posterior approach, the source was positioned by choosing a target in the spinal cord at the C5/C6 level, choosing a normal vector in the median plane and close to orthogonal to the skin surface that also minimized element normal intersection with the spine, then translating the source along the vector until the source was located at least 8 cm (the height of the source coupling cone) outside of the body. This targeting procedure was intended to replicate a potential experimental method; the target vertebrae can be found using anatomical landmarks and the depth from skin to spinal cord can be estimated using ultrasonic imaging, MR or CT imaging, or using average depth values to the spinal cord at the C5/C6 level. The lateral positioning was performed in a similar manner, placing the geometric focus of the source at the lateral target and minimizing the intersection of the element normal vectors with the spine. These approaches assume that the coupling cone is sufficiently deformable to maintain contact with the skin surface at abnormal angles and for uneven skin surfaces.

C. Simulation Parameters

The k-Plan simulations used a spatial discretization of 6 PPW (water sound speed = 1482.5 m/s, giving a grid spacing 0.494 mm in each dimension). Grid dimensions varied based on source orientation, but were at least 600×600×400 grid points to enclose the source and spine ROI. k-Plan uses a default CFL number of 0.1 for acoustic and thermal simulations. The acoustic simulations then use the k-Wave checkStability function to check simulation stability; and the temporal step is decreased if

TABLE I. Simulated acoustic and thermal properties of the spine, soft tissue, and water at 20^∘C. Property Spine Soft Tissue Water Density [kg/m^3] See text 1045[39] 998[41] Sound speed [m/s] See text[45] 1550[39] 1483[42] Absorption [db/cm.MHz^y] See text[46] 0.59[39] 5.46e-4[48] Absorption power law y 2[24] 1.2[39] 2[48] Thermal conduction [W/m.K] 0.3[39] 0.5[49] 0.598[43] Specific heat [J/kg.K] 1300[39] 3600[49] 4182[44]

FIG. 4. The 3D k-Plan transducer viewer and automatic mesh-generating software was used to place the transducer to target the spinal cord while minimizing geometric intersection of the element paths with the spine. a) Superior and b) lateral views of a posterior approach target (black circle) and lateral approach target (red square) at the C5/C6 level of the sub verse651 spine. c) and d) the source posterior approach, and e) and f) the lateral approach.

necessary. The thermal simulations were stable with the CFL number of 0.1. A convergence test was run from 4 PPW, the minimum spatial discretization in k-Plan, to 9 PPW, the maximum spatial discretization and total grid size enabled by the k-Plan off-site server for the given simulation domain sizes.

Four metrics were used to evaluate convergence of the pressure and thermal fields:

• relative mean of the abs. difference between voxels:

|A_{xPPW} − A_{9PPW}|/max(A_{9PPW})

• relative L_∞ norm: max|A_{xPPW} − A_{9PPW}|/max(A_{9PPW})

• relative difference in target values: |A^{tar}_{xPPW} − A^{tar}_{9PPW}|/max(A^{tar}_{9PPW})

• relative abs. peak difference: |max(A_{xPPW}) − max(A_{9PPW})|/max(A_{9PPW})

The pressure and thermal fields were re-sampled to a 0.5 mm^3 isotropic grid for comparison. The target values were obtained from a 3x3x3mm^3 (approximately 1 wavelength, cubed) volume rather than the target point to account for shifts in the pressure field resulting from shifts in the standing wave pattern generated within the vertebral canal, caused by the re-sampling of the mask representing the vertebral interface.

The target and maximum pressure and temperature values (Fig. 5c,d) are used in later analyses within this work. At 6 PPW, these values differ by 0-15% from the 9 PPW values, and simulations at even 4 PPW do not vary substantially from the 9 PPW values. The L_∞ norm is the most stringent of the tested metrics; L_∞ norm values (See Fig. 5b) remain high within the tested discretization range due to the resampling of the spine mask at each new discretization, and the quasi-continuous nature of the simulated pulse and resulting standing wave formation within the vertebral canal. Resampling of

FIG. 5. a) Relative mean absolute difference between simulation results at the given spatial sampling and simulations results at nine points per wavelength (PPW). b) L∞ norm, c) relative target absolute difference, and d) relative absolute peak difference.

the mask changes the relative position of the bone interfaces, changing the position of interference patterns and standing waves that have spatial frequencies double that of the source frequency. Achieving an L_∞ norm of 10% with a simpler spherical scatterer geometry has been shown to require at least 10 PPW[50], beyond the computational resources available for this study. The choice was made to perform the simulations at 6 PPW to reduce the computational burden of the thermal simulations while maintaining good thermal accuracy and pressure amplitude accuracy. At 6 PPW, one acoustic simulation requires a total computation time, including pre- and post-processing steps, of at least two hours using an NVIDIA A40 (Ampere) 48 GB GPU in an Intel Xeon CPU E5-2620 @ 2.40 GHZ server. At 6 PPW, one thermal simulation requires a total computation time, including pre- and post-processing steps, of at least four hours using the aforementioned compute server. Over 200 simulations were completed to generate the results in this study, necessitating reasonable computation times for individual simulations.

D. Quantification of Pressure and Temperature Fields

k-Plan simulations were used to assess the variations

in pressure and heating that result from variations in source position, changes in sonication parameters, uncertainties in acoustic properties, and different spine morphologies. The k-Plan simulations generate 3D steadystate pressure amplitude fields encapsulating the entire source and target simulation domain. This information is condensed by extracting parameters of interest from the 3D pressure volumes. The two primary pressure output parameters are the pressure at the target, which gives an estimate of spine-induced attenuative and aberrative losses, and the spatial peak pressure, which may also have safety implications for cavitation, particularly in the presence of gas-filled microbubbles. Additional pressure metrics were implemented for select simulations. For the posterior approach where standing wave formation is significant, we used a metric to estimate the amplitude of standing waves at the focus. The ratio of the standing wave magnitude to the DC component of the pressure amplitude distribution was obtained from the pressure profile along a 10 mm vector centred at the target and aligned with the source. The magnitude of the frequency component corresponding to the standing waves was calculated and divided by the mean pressure along the vector. The vector length was chosen to fit within the average C6 vertebral canal[51]. Supplementary Fig. 2 illustrates the extraction of the standing wave magnitude relative to the DC pressure amplitude at the focus. For the posterior approach, we used a 3D cylindrical mask (5 mm diameter[51], 10 mm height) to isolate spatial peak pressure values and focal shifts within the spinal cord. Standing waves and spinal cord volumes were not assessed for the lateral approach, as the geometry is less liable to the formation of standing waves and the target is located in the smaller dorsal root ganglion, rather than the spinal cord. Focal shifts for the lateral approach were defined as the distance between target and spatial peak pressure location.

Maximum temperature rises at the target and spatial peak temperature locations were extracted from the simulation domains, along with distances between targets and maximum heating locations. An additional metric, termed ‘thermal efficiency’ and defined as the target pressure achieved per degree of maximum heating was computed to calculate the efficacy of the ultrasonic approach.

1. Positioning Accuracy.

Simulations were performed to investigate the pressure and temperature field sensitivity to source position. For the posterior approach, the lateral source coordinates were fixed in alignment with the midline (no rotation around the craniocaudal axis) and the anteroposterior distance from source to target was fixed at the focal length. Due to the spine geometry, errors are more likely to arise in vertical positioning, so simulations were performed with ±10 mm vertical source shifts in 2.5 mm increments, and ±10^∘ rotational shifts around the frontal axis in 2.5^∘ increments. This generated 17 source positions per subject and spinal cord target. For the lateral approach, vertical source shifts (±10 mm in 2.5 mm increments) and rotational shifts around the vertical axis (±10^∘ in 2.5^∘ increments) were simulated. This generates 17 source positions per subject and dorsal root ganglion target. Free-field phase corrections were applied by the array elements to maintain the focus at the target. Resulting differences in sonication efficiency and heating are thus due to changes in ultrasound path intersection with the spine.

2. Uncertainty.

Simulations were performed to investigate the pressure and temperature field sensitivity to uncertainty in the acoustic property maps. Uncertainties in the simulations primarily originate from the mapping from HU to density, then from density to sound speed[45] and from density to attenuation[46]. Computational methods have been developed to assess the effect of simulation uncertainties on the output acoustic (and potentially thermal) fields[30, 52]. Here, HU uncertainty propagation was performed in a similar way to Robertson et al. 2017[30]. Variations in the HU-to-density functions were defined by the standard deviations in values displayed in Fig. 2 for each subject. HU-density splines were fit to (HU+1 STD, ρ−1 STD) of each ROI to create a ‘minimum spline’, and to (HU−1 STD, ρ+1 STD) of each ROI to create a ‘maximum spline’ for each subject (dashed lines in Fig. 2). Simulations at the central (no translation, no rotation) source locations were repeated with the maximum and minimum splines. The updated ρ values are coupled to the sound speed and attenuation functions[45, 46], generating new sound speed and attenuation maps. This approach does not account for additional uncertainties in the sound speed and attenuation conversions from density, or from uncertainties in the thermal parameters. It tests only the extremes of the HU-ρ functions within the ±1 STD ROI range. Fully sampling the HU-ρ distribution requires a Monte Carlo approach[52] or linear uncertainty propagation with a differentiable simulator[52, 53], which was beyond the scope of this work.

3. Intensity.

Simulations were performed to quantify changes in the temperature rise at different I_{SPPA} values. Simulations at the central (no translation, no rotation) source locations were repeated at free-field I_{SPPA} values of 5, 10, and 20 W/cm^2, which correspond to free-field spatial peak pressure amplitudes of 387, 548, and 775 kPa. The k-Plan simulations do not simulate non-linear ultrasound propagation, so pressure fields were re-scaled linearly to obtain the different free-field peak pressure amplitudes. Heat deposition (Q) via ultrasonic absorption is modelled using the plane wave assumption Q = αp^2/(ρ_0c_0) where α is the attenuation coefficient in Np/m, ρ_0 is the mass density, c_0 is the sound speed, and p is the pressure amplitude.

III. RESULTS

The spatial peak pressure, pressure at the target, and spatial peak temperature are averaged across all positions for each approach and for each subject and are displayed in Table II and Figure 6.

TABLE II. Spatial peak pressure (pmax), target pressure (ptar), and maximum heating (ΔTmax) for the 10 W/cm^2 freefield spatial peak pulse-averaged intensity (548 kPa) simulations averaged over 17 posterior (post.) or 17 lateral (lat.) positions. Mean values ± one standard deviation. Metric F, 48 M, 58 M, 28 F, 37 p_{max} (post.) [kPA] 402±29 372±31 305±21 548±55 p_{tar} (post.) [kPA] 113±24 115±13 141±26 317±27 ΔT_{max} (post.) [^∘C] 1.78±0.88 0.81±0.09 1.45±0.58 1.87±0.51 ΔT_{tar} (post.) [^∘C] 0.10±0.04 0.07±0.05 0.11±0.02 0.28±0.05 p_{max} (lat.) [kPa] 373±48 334±20 497±55 549±25 p_{tar} (lat.) [kPa] 277±35 106±24 251±23 428±63 ΔT_{max} (lat.) [^∘C] 0.43±0.07 1.37±0.11 1.50±0.18 0.65±0.12 ΔT_{tar} (lat.) [^∘C] 0.10±0.01 0.12±0.02 0.12±0.01 0.20±0.01

A. Posterior Approach

The posterior approach gives spinal geometrydependent access to the spinal cord. Fig. 6a) and c) display the spatial peak pressure amplitude, the pressure amplitude at the target, and the spatial peak temperature for each subject. The in situ target pressure amplitudes were approximately 20% of the free-field spatial peak pressure in three subjects (F, 48; M, 58; M, 28). This transmission value is lower than the 32% reported experimentally for individual thoracic vertebrae and a single bowl transducer focused through the posterior arch[18]. This substantial transmission loss suggests a limited efficacy of the posterior approach in these three subjects. However, in one subject (sub verse651, F, 37), the mean in situ target pressure amplitude was 317 kPa, giving a much higher mean transmission efficiency of 58%. There is a visible difference in the spine geometry in this subject; a larger and more favourable acoustic window through the spine to the spinal cord (Fig. 7). It may be possible to improve transmission to

FIG. 6. Maximum (blue) and target (black) pressures and maximum heating for each source position and subject, for the a,c) posterior and b,d) lateral source positions. Boxplots represent the median and 25^{th}/75^{th} quartiles.

the spinal cord in the three low-efficacy subjects with appropriate neck flexion to increase the size of the posterior acoustic windows[19].

Figure 8 shows the effect of rotation (±10^∘ in 2.5^∘ increments) and vertical translation (±10 mm in 2.5 mm increments) on four pressure metrics and four thermal metrics. Source vertical translation and rotation had little influence on the ratio of target pressure to spatial peak pressure. This may be because waves from each element entering the waveguide-like acoustic windows still arrive at the target relatively in-phase. Lateral slices through the target positions in the pressure and temperature distributions are shown in Fig. 7. The spatial peak pressure location tended to be outside the spinal cord, but focal pressures within the spinal cord (Fig. 8c,d) also reached up to nearly 2.5 times the pressure at the target. The spine-induced pressure field aberrations all demonstrate focal shifts in the superior direction. This may be due to the angling of the spinous processes and posterior arch interface. The focal shifts within the spinal cord ranged between 2 mm and 6 mm (Fig. 8e,f). Therefore, spinal cord bioeffects are likely to occur within a few millimetres of the intended target locations. Causes of focal shifts are standing wave formation within the vertebral canal (Fig. 8g,h), which mostly contributed 10-15% of the DC pressure amplitude within the vertebral canal at the target (but up to over 30% in one subject), as well as aberration and attenuation resulting from trans-spinal ultrasound transmission. The variability in standing wave relative amplitude and the other pressure metrics between subjects and between source positions illustrates the utility of acoustic simulations in subject-specific treatment planning.

Maximum heating values range similarly between all subjects, with the exception of one subject (sub verse599, M, 58), where the maximum heating was consistently around 1^∘C. Heat tends to be deposited in both the posterior arch and the vertebral bodies. When sound is more efficiently delivered to the vertebral canal, heat deposition in the vertebral bodies increases. This is most obvious in sub verse651 (F, 37). Heating in the surrounding soft tissues appears to mostly result from heat dissipation from nearby bone.

The maximum heating across all source positions and subjects is 4^∘C. If we were to conservatively assume heating of 4^∘C for the entire 150 s pulse train (and a base temperature of 37^∘C), the maximum cumulative equivalent minutes (CEM) at 43^∘C[54] in bone would be 0.16 CEM43^∘C, lower than the suggested brain neuromodulation soft tissue threshold of 0.25 CEM43^∘C[55]. Soft tissue CEM43^∘C values are further below the suggested brain neuromodulation CEM43^∘C threshold[55].

The heating at the target and in the cylindrical spinal cord volume is always substantially lower than the peak heating values (See Fig. 8) and follows the same sourceposition trends as the peak heating values, albeit with different maximum-to-target heating ratios. The correlation coefficient (calculated with corrcoef) for the maximum and target heating values was calculated to see if more heating in bone results in more target heating. The correlation coefficient calculated across all maximum and target heating values is 0.62; when separating the heating values by subject, the median of the correlation coefficients for maximum and target heating values is 0.83. This indicates that spinal cord heating predominantly originates from heat absorption in bone which then dissipates into the soft tissues; this effect was previously seen in pre-clinical spinal cord ablation studies[56, 57]. The distance between target and maximum heating location (Fig. 8m,n) ranges between 8 mm and over 20 mm (all outside the spinal cord cylinder), further supporting the finding that peak heating occurs in bone. Target heating is highest and target-thermal maximum distance is lowest in sub verse651 (F, 37), where the maximum heating location is on the posterior surface of the vertebral body. Maximum heating locations in the other subjects were on the posterior surface of the vertebral arches. The variability in the thermal metrics between subjects and between source positions illustrates the utility of combined acoustic and thermal simulations in subjectspecific treatment planning.

There is substantial inter-subject variability in target pressure and heating. This is emphasized in Fig. 8o,p) which depicts the target pressure achieved per degree of

FIG. 7. Posterior source positions. Lateral views of the pressure amplitude and heating spatial distributions overlaid over the masked CT scans of a,e) sub verse549 (F, 48), b,f) sub verse599 (M, 58), c,g) sub verse618 (M,28), and d,g) sub verse651 (F, 37).

maximum heating in the simulation domain. Efficiency is visibly improved at the central source positions that minimise array element normal intersection with the spine. These results demonstrate that the posterior approach is sensitive to source position, particularly when the spine is in a neutral position. Neck flexion may increase the size of the acoustic windows, reducing the inter-subject variability in target pressure and heating and reducing the sensitivity of the approach to source position, but this remains to be demonstrated with CT images of flexed necks.

B. Lateral Approach

Seventeen acoustic and thermal simulations were performed for each subject with the lateral approach. The mean and standard deviation in spatial peak and target pressure and temperature are reported in Table II, and in Fig. 6. Figure 9 displays the pressure and heat distributions on 2D planes through the targets for the ‘central’ positions of the tested translation and rotation ranges for the four subjects.

Figure 9a-d) show that the dorsal root ganglion is relatively accessible via the lateral approach, and the pressure distributions generally display less aberration than those shown in Fig. 7 for the posterior approach. The focus intersects the target in three of four cases; the intervertebral foramen in the oldest of the four subjects (sub verse599; M, 58) appears smaller and the focal region does not reach the target. Figures 9a-d) also show that standing waves do not visibly influence the pressure distribution at the focus, likely due to the oblique incidence on the posterior arch of the C6 vertebra.

The dorsal root ganglion target is quite close to bone, and consequently the heat deposition field is centred around the target with clear heat dissipation from the bone to the soft tissue target area. However, because the spatial peak pressure locations are in soft tissue rather than bone, the maximum heating values are lower on average than for the posterior approach (See Fig. 6c,d and Table II).

Figure 10 shows the effect of source alignment on pressure and thermal metrics. None of the identified metrics trend consistently with source alignment across all subjects, although there is some variation within the subjects. This differs from the posterior source position, which was considerably more thermally efficient in the identified source positions that minimized element normal intersection with the vertebrae. There is still considerable inter-subject variability, with target pressures and heating values varying several-fold between subjects.

C. Uncertainty

Simulations were repeated at the central source positions for each subject, but with mappings from HU to density defined instead with their maximum splines (HU + 1 STD, ρ − 1 STD) and minimum splines (HU − 1 STD, ρ + 1 STD).

Spatial peak pressures rise as the spline HU-ρ conversions shift towards a higher density for a given HU, for both approaches (Fig. 11a,e). This effect likely results from an increase in impedance mismatch at the soft tissue-bone interfaces, resulting in greater reflections from bone interfaces and more ultrasound transmission through the acoustic windows to the vertebral canal. The range in spatial peak pressure is approximately ±20% for the ±1 STD range in conversion spline. Figure 11b,f)

FIG. 8. Pressure and heating metrics for the tested posterior source positions. a,b) the ratio of target pressure to spatial peak pressure, c,d) the ratio of spinal cord focus pressure to target pressure, e,f) the focal shift within the spinal cord relative to the target position, g,h) the standing wave (SW) amplitude relative to the DC pressure along the source axis within the spinal cord, i,j) the maximum heating within the simulation domain, k,l) the target heating, m,n) the distance between target and peak heating location, and o,p) the pressure at the target per degree of maximum heating.

does not show a trend in target pressure with conversion spline, but does show a range of variation of approximately ±10% for the ±1STD range in conversion spline.

Conversely, peak heating decreases as the spline HUρ conversions shift towards a higher density for a given HU (Fig. 11c,g). This effect also likely results from the increase in impedance mismatch at the soft tissue-bone interfaces, resulting in less ultrasound transmission into bone, where the ultrasound is quickly attenuated and converted to heat. The range peak heating is approximately ±20% for the ±1 STD range in conversion spline. Target heating continues to correlate with peak heating values (See Fig. 11d,h), and the trends seen in peak heating persist in target heating despite there being no direct connection between changes in HU-ρ conversion, other than the heat dissipation from bone hot spots. These results also show that the simulations are not very sensitive to variations in acoustic properties.

D. Intensity

Figure 11i,j) shows the maximum heating for 5, 10, and 20 W/cm^2 free-field I_{SPPA}. The peak heating values scale linearly with intensity. k-Plan does not simulate non-linear ultrasound propagation. This assumption is valid when the pressure amplitude is substantially less than ρ_0c^2_0[58], which in water means substantially less than 1.5 MPa. The pressure amplitudes corresponding to the simulated I_{SPPA} values of 5, 10, and 20 W/cm^2 in water are 387, 548, and 775 kPa. For the source dimensions, a 15 cm free-field path length, and a spatial peak pressure amplitude of 775 kPa, over 95% of the wave energy will remain at the source fundamental frequency, simulated with the k-Wave axisymmetric code[50]. At higher intensities and if the peak pressure location coincides with bone, energy in higher harmonics will be attenuated at greater rates and result in greater but more localized heating. Ignoring non-linear ultrasound propagation may generate substantial differences in peak thermal dose in high intensity applications[59], but is less consequential at the simulated pressures in this study.

FIG. 9. Lateral source positions. Superior views of the pressure amplitude and heating spatial distributions overlaid over the masked CT scans of a,e) sub verse549 (F, 48), b,f) sub verse599 (M, 58), c,g) sub verse618 (M,28), and d,g) sub verse651 (F, 37).

IV. DISCUSSION

Simulations of spinal cord neuromodulation pulse trains focused to the C5/C6 level were completed for four subjects to evaluate the resulting pressure and heat distributions. Target pressures ranged between 20% and 70% of free-field spatial peak pressure amplitudes with the posterior approach, and 20% and 100% with the lateral approach. Trans-skull transmission values at approximately 0.5 MHz have been measured at 36-48%[60– 62] and analytically estimated to peak at approximately 60%[63]. The trans-spine transmission values range from lower than trans-skull transmission, to slightly higher with the posterior approach, and to substantially higher with the lateral approach. The posterior approach can be effective if the source is positioned to focus through the intervertebral gaps and avoid bone, but this still depends on spine geometry and acoustic window size. The spatial peak pressure was shifted from the target location, often outside the spinal cord, even when using the posterior acoustic window. Ultrasonic spinal cord neuromodulation with a simple source and without aberration correction will be limited by acoustic and thermal safety in the surrounding tissues. The limits in the surrounding tissues partially depend on the hypothetical risk versus reward of a pulse sequence; some skull heating[64, 65] is acceptable in ultrasonic thalamotomies due to the benefit derived from the procedure. Ultrasonic spinal heating above thresholds developed for ultrasonic brain neuromodulation will also only be acceptable with meaningful subject benefit.

We tested ranges of source positions to model a source aligned by imperfect means. Pressures at spinal cord targets tend not to vary strongly with source position, but maximum heating values increase rapidly as the source position is shifted from the central heuristically optimal positions. Heating at the spinal cord targets remains minimal. However, some spinal cord targets are inaccessible when focusing through the intervertebral gap, and the posterior arches of cervical vertebrae are not well suited to transvertebral ultrasound transmission. This work shows that the posterior approach may be implemented for certain human C5/C6 targets without necessitating spine aberration corrections. This may facilitate future spinal cord neuromodulation studies, in both small animals and potentially in humans.

This work also investigated a lateral approach and found that it is less sensitive to source position than the posterior approach, but still relies on the accurate identification of the target position relative to the source elements. The target pressures are higher with lateral approach than the posterior approach, on average, and the lateral approach is more thermally efficient, on average. The ultrasonic neuromodulation of the dorsal root ganglion appears to be viable at human scale[66], which may have exciting implications for targeted neuromodulation of motor control[6] and sensation[66].

Research on the combined acoustic and thermal simulation of ultrasound propagation through the spine to the spinal cord is limited. Fletcher et al. used the k- Wave elastic code[29, 67] pstdElastic2D to simulated ultrasound propagation in 2D through a porcine thoracic vertebra lamina, estimating heating of up to 0.33^∘C in the porcine vertebral canal for their implemented bloodspinal cord barrier opening pulses. Several other works investigated ultrasound propagation through the human spine[18, 22, 28, 45, 68] but did not investigate heating. There is, however, a substantial body of work on combined acoustic and thermal simulation of ultrasound propagation through the human cranium[32, 33,

FIG. 10. Pressure and heating metrics for the tested lateral source positions. a,b) the ratio of target pressure to spatial peak pressure, c,d) the distance between target and spatial peak pressure location e,f) the maximum heating within the simulation domain, g,h) the target heating, i,j) the distance between target and peak heating location, and k,l) the pressure achieved at the target per degree of maximum heating.

47, 59, 64, 65, 69–73]. Several of these studies investigate high-intensity ultrasound applications (e.g., ultrasonic thalomotomy to treat essential tremor)[47, 64], with intensities that may necessitate non-linear modelling[59] and temperature-dependent acoustic and/or thermal properties[32, 65]. These additional complexities should not be necessary for low-intensity spinal cord neuromodulation sequences, but may be applied in future spinal work if necessary. There are fewer studies on the combined acoustic and thermal modelling for ultrasonic brain neuromodulation[33, 73], perhaps due to the lower implemented intensities and thermal risks, resulting in a greater focus instead on the acoustic field aspects of the sonications. Useful simulation tools have been developed for brain neuromodulation, including conservative pressure transmission estimates through a template skull averaged from 20 humans skulls for different beam sizes and source frequencies between 0.1-1.5 MHz[63], and a head template from 29 different skulls for both acoustic and thermal simulation[33] Representative spine templates could be useful in the development of safety and efficacy guidelines for trans-spine sonications; there is much to learn from the trans-skull literature.

There are several limitations to the simulation approach implemented in this work. Uncertainties in acoustic properties were partially addressed by simulating different conversion curves for HU to density. This approach does not address additional uncertainties in the density to sound speed conversion function[45], which have been established with a combined simulation-experiment approach using ultrasound propagation through the posterior arches of one set of ex vivo human thoracic vertebrae. Additional uncertainties will arise in the density to attenuation conversion function[46]. This is based on skull attenuation rather than spine attenuation, as spinespecific conversions curves have not yet been developed. Uncertainties in thermal properties were not modelled, but conservative values (low thermal conductivity, low specific heat values) that amplify heating effects were used throughout the simulation study. Efficient uncertainty estimation[52] may be a useful tool in the further development of simulation as a tool for trans-spine ultrasound treatment planning and safety standard development.

Elastic wave propagation was not modelled due to computational constraints. Elastic wave modelling has been shown to generate small differences in trans-vertebral pressure distributions[26] and shear waves were found to contribute an average of 11% of the velocity magnitude transmission to the thoracic vertebral canal via

FIG. 11. Uncertainty estimation and heat scaling with intensity. The changes in spatial peak pressure (pmax), target pressure (ptarget), peak heating (Tmax), and target heating (Ttarget ), are displayed for the posterior approach (a-d) and the lateral approach (e-h). The relationships between free-field spatial-peak pulse-averaged intensity and Tmax are displayed in i) and j) for the posterior and lateral approaches.

the vertebral laminae[45]. With the acoustic window approach studied here, shear waves are less likely to deliver sound to the vertebral canal and more likely to exacerbate spinal heating due to the higher critical angle for mode conversion to shear waves in the spine[29], and higher attenuation rate of shear waves[74]. Future experiments that employ temperature field monitoring may help to untangle the relative effects of the simulated (conservative) thermal properties and the exclusion of shear wave propagation.

This simulation study presents a safety analysis of two ultrasonic approaches to the cervical spinal cord with a single 500 kHz source and sonication scheme. There are an indefinite number of permutations of spinal targets, spinal geometries, source positions, source frequencies, and source geometries, along with sonication sequences. The applicability of our results to new studies will vary with deviation from the parameters simulated here. For example, higher frequencies and smaller focal sizes may fit better within the cervical spine acoustic windows, resulting in less heating, but could also generate greater bone heating if the foci are poorly positioned. The pulse train used here had a relatively long inter-pulse interval that gives heat ample time to dissipate from hot spots forming within the spine. Sonications with similar I_{SPTA} values may generate similar final heat distributions, but the CEM43^∘C will vary. This simulation study included four subjects, which is unlikely to represent the full range of anatomy across sexes and ages, as suggested by the substantial inter-subject differences in pressure and heating in Fig. 6. Future ultrasonic spinal cord therapies will likely require subject and sonication-specific simulation to ensure the efficiency and safety of the approach for a therapy that employs intensities and exposure durations near the reported threshold for possible damage[17]. These simulations will likely need to account for uncertainties in source position (simulated here), and may also need to account for changes in spine geometry from the spine geometry captured in the images used to generate the spine simulation domains (not simulated here). We hope that this study provides an outline for a simulation approach to evaluate the safety and efficacy of a focused ultrasound spinal cord application.

V. SUMMARY

The safe and efficacious translation of pre-clinical focused ultrasound spinal cord therapies to human scale requires an understanding of ultrasound propagation and heat deposition within the human spine. We developed a combined acoustic and thermal simulation approach to assess the pressure and heat distributions produced by a 500 kHz source focused to the C5/C6 level of the cervical spine via a) the posterior acoustic window between vertebral posterior arches, or b) the lateral intervertebral foramen from which the C6 spinal nerve exits. Potential neuromodulatory pulse trains consisting of 150 0.1 s pulses with a pulse repetition frequency of 0.33 Hz and free-field I_{SPPA} of 10 W/cm^2 were simulated for four subjects. Both approaches are intended to reduce aberration and attenuation and to simplify the hardware and beamforming requirements for focused ultrasound spinal cord neuromodulation. Target pressures ranged between 20% and 70% of free-field spatial peak pressure amplitudes with the posterior approach, and 20% and 100% with the lateral approach. When the source was optimally positioned with the posterior approach, peak heating values within the spine were below 1^∘C, but source translation and rotation resulted in heating up to 4^∘C. Heating with the lateral approach did not exceed 2^∘C for a ±10 mm translational and ±10^∘ rotational range. There were substantial inter-subject differences in target pressures and peak heating values, highlighting the importance of the development of subject-specific transspine ultrasound simulation software for the assurance of the safety and efficacy of potential focused ultrasound spinal cord therapies.

VI. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work was supported in part by a UKRI Future Leaders Fellowship [grant number MR/T019166/1], in part by the Wellcome/EPSRC Centre for Interventional and Surgical Sciences (WEISS) (203145Z/16/Z), and in part by the EPSRC, UK. This work was also supported by the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic through the e-INFRA CZ (ID:90254). For the purpose of open access, the author has applied a CC BY public copyright licence to any Author Accepted Manuscript version arising from this submission. The authors wish to thank Dr. Carys Evans for useful discussions on this work.

[1] S. F. Takagi, S. Higashino, T. Shibuya, and N. Osawa, The actions of ultrasound on the myelinated nerve, the spinal cord and the brain, The Japanese Journal of Physiology 10, 183 (1960).

[2] H. Ballantine, E. Bell, and J. Manlapaz, Progress and problems in the neurological applications of focused ultrasound, J. Neurosurg. 17, 858 (1960).

[3] C. N. Shealy and E. Henneman, Reversible effects of ultrasound on spinal reflexes, Arch. Neurol, 6, 374 (1962).

[4] V. Colucci, G. Strichartz, F. Jolesz, N. Vykhodtseva, and K. Hynynen, Focused ultrasound effects on nerve action potential in vitro, Ultrasound Med Biol 35, 1737 (2009).

[5] W. J. Tyler, Y. Tufail, M. Finsterwald, M. L. Tauchmann, E. J. Olson, and C. Majestic, Remote excitation of neuronal circuits using low-intensity, low-frequency ultrasound, PloS one 3, e3511 (2008).

[6] A. Rowald, S. Komi, R. Demesmaeker, E. Baaklini, S. D.

Hernandez-Charpak, E. Paoles, H. Montanaro, A. Cassara, F. Becce, B. Lloyd, et al., Activity-dependent spinal cord neuromodulation rapidly restores trunk and leg motor functions after complete paralysis, Nat. Med. 28, 260 (2022).

[7] G. R. Cybulski, R. D. Penn, and R. J. Jaeger, Lower extremity functional neuromuscular stimulation in cases of spinal cord injury, Neurosurgery 15, 132 (1984).

[8] S. Tesfaye, J. Watt, S. J. Benbow, K. A. Pang, J. Miles, and I. A. MacFarlane, Electrical spinal-cord stimulation for painful diabetic peripheral neuropathy, Lancet 348, 1698 (1996).

[9] E. Isagulyan, V. Tkachenko, D. Semenov, S. Asriyants, E. Dorokhov, E. Makashova, K. Aslakhanova, A. Tomskiy, et al., The effectiveness of various types of electrical stimulation of the spinal cord for chronic pain in patients with postherpetic neuralgia: A literature review, Pain Res, and Manag. 2023 (2023).

[10] T. R. Deer, R. M. Levy, J. Kramer, L. Poree, K. Amirdelfan, E. Grigsby, P. Staats, A. W. Burton, A. H. Burgher, J. Obray, et al., Dorsal root ganglion stimulation yielded higher treatment success rate for complex regional pain syndrome and causalgia at 3 and 12 months: a randomized comparative trial, Pain 158, 669 (2017).

[11] N. Mekhail, T. R. Deer, L. Poree, P. S. Staats, A. W. Burton, A. T. Connolly, E. Karst, D. S. Mehanny, Y. Saweris, and R. M. Levy, Cost-effectiveness of dorsal root ganglion stimulation or spinal cord stimulation for complex regional pain syndrome, Neuromodulation 24, 708 (2021).

[12] Y.-H. Liao, M.-X. Chen, S.-C. Chen, K.-X. Luo, B. Wang, Y. Liu, and L.-J. Ao, Effects of noninvasive lowintensity focus ultrasound neuromodulation on spinal cord neurocircuits in vivo, Evid. Based Complementary Altern. Med. 2021 (2021).

[13] Y.-H. Liao, B. Wang, M.-X. Chen, Y. Liu, and L.-J. Ao, Lifu alleviates neuropathic pain by improving the kcc2 expression and inhibiting the camkiv–kcc2 pathway in the l4–l5 section of the spinal cord, Neural Plast. 2021 (2021).

[14] E. Kim, J. Kum, and H. Kim, Trans-spinal focused ultrasound stimulation selectively modulates descending motor pathway, IEEE Trans. Neural Systs. Rehabil. Eng. 30, 314 (2022).

[15] Y. Tseha, Y. Zeng, C. Weber-Levine, T. Awosika, M. Kerensky, A. M. Hersh, Z. Ou, K. Jiang, M. Bhimreddy, S. J. Bauer, et al., Low-intensity pulsed ultrasound neuromodulation of a rodent’s spinal cord suppresses motor evoked potentials, IEEE Trans. Biomed. Eng. (2023).

[16] W. Song, N. Jayaprakash, N. Saleknezhad, C. Puleo, Y. Al-Abed, J. H. Martin, and S. Zanos, Transspinal focused ultrasound suppresses spinal reflexes in healthy rats, Neuromodulation (2023).

[17] R. Xu, B. E. Treeby, and E. Martin, Safety review of therapeutic ultrasound for spinal cord neuromodulation and blood–spinal cord barrier opening, Ultrasound Med Biol (2024).

[18] R. Xu and M. A. O’Reilly, Simulating transvertebral ultrasound propagation with a multi-layered ray acoustics model, Phys. Med. Biol. 63, 145017 (2018).

[19] R. Xu and M. A. O’Reilly, A spine-specific phased array for transvertebral ultrasound therapy: Design and simulation, IEEE Trans. Biomed. Eng. 67, 256 (2019).

[20] S.-M. P. Fletcher and M. A. O’Reilly, Analysis of multifrequency and phase keying strategies for focusing ultrasound to the human vertebral canal, IEEE Trans Ultrason Ferroelectr Freq Control 65, 2322 (2018).

[21] S.-M. P. Fletcher, M. Choi, N. Ogrodnik, and M. A.

O’Reilly, A porcine model of transvertebral ultrasound and microbubble-mediated blood-spinal cord barrier opening, Theranostics 10, 7758 (2020).

[22] S. Qiao, D. Elbes, O. Boubriak, J. Urban, C. Coussios, and R. Cleveland, Delivering focused ultrasound to intervertebral discs using time-reversal, Ultrasound Med Biol 45, 2405 (2019).

[23] H. Liebl, D. Schinz, A. Sekuboyina, L. Malagutti, M. T.

Löffler, A. Bayat, M. El Husseini, G. Tetteh, K. Grau, E. Niederreiter, et al., A computed tomography vertebral segmentation dataset with anatomical variations and multi-vendor scanner data, Sci. Data 8, 1 (2021).

[24] B. E. Treeby and B. T. Cox, k-wave: Matlab toolbox for the simulation and reconstruction of photoacoustic wave fields, J. Biomed. Opt. 15, 021314 (2010).

[25] B. E. Treeby, J. Jaros, A. P. Rendell, and B. Cox, Modeling nonlinear ultrasound propagation in heterogeneous media with power law absorption using ak-space pseudospectral method, J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 131, 4324 (2012).

[26] R. Xu, Focusing Ultrasound to the Vertebral Canal, Appendix B: k-Wave vs. Ray Acoustics: Comparison with Experiment, Ph.D. thesis, University of Toronto (Canada) (2022).

[27] R. Xu, D. Martin, and M. A. O’Reilly, Array-based beamforming to the vertebral canal: Demonstration of feasibility, in Proc. IEEE Int. Ultrason. Symp. 2021 (IEEE, 2021) pp. 1–4.

[28] A. P. Frizado and M. A. O’Reilly, A numerical investigation of passive acoustic mapping for monitoring bubblemediated focused ultrasound treatment of the spinal cord, J. Acoust. Soc. Am. (2023).

[29] B. E. Treeby and T. Saratoon, The contribution of shear wave absorption to ultrasound heating in bones: Coupled elastic and thermal modeling, in Proc. IEEE Int. Ultrason. Symp. 2015 (IEEE, 2015) pp. 1–4.

[30] J. Robertson, E. Martin, B. Cox, and B. E. Treeby, Sensitivity of simulated transcranial ultrasound fields to acoustic medium property maps, Phys. Med. Biol. 62, 2559 (2017).

[31] B. Jing and B. D. Lindsey, Effect of skull porous trabecular structure on transcranial ultrasound imaging in the presence of elastic wave mode conversion at varying incidence angle, Ultrasound Med Biol 47, 2734 (2021).

[32] N. McDannold, P. J. White, and R. Cosgrove, Elementwise approach for simulating transcranial mri-guided focused ultrasound thermal ablation, Phys. Rev. Res. 1, 033205 (2019).

[33] S. Hosseini, O. Puonti, B. Treeby, L. G. Hanson, and A. Thielscher, A head template for computational dose modelling for transcranial focused ultrasound stimulation, NeuroImage , 120227 (2023).

[34] M. T. Löffler, A. Sekuboyina, A. Jacob, A.-L. Grau, A. Scharr, M. El Husseini, M. Kallweit, C. Zimmer, T. Baum, and J. S. Kirschke, A vertebral segmentation dataset with fracture grading, Radiology: Artificial Intelligence 2, e190138 (2020).

[35] A. Sekuboyina, M. E. Husseini, A. Bayat, M. Löffler, H. Liebl, H. Li, G. Tetteh, J. Kukačka, C. Payer, D. Štern, et al., Verse: a vertebrae labelling and segmentation benchmark for multi-detector ct images, Medical image analysis 73, 102166 (2021).

[36] T. Nandi, A. Johnstone, E. Martin, C. Zich, R. Cooper, S. Bestmann, T. O. Bergmann, B. Treeby, and C. J. Stagg, Ramped v1 transcranial ultrasonic stimulation modulates but does not evoke visual evoked potentials, Brain Stimul. 16, 553 (2023).

[37] P. A. Yushkevich, Y. Gao, and G. Gerig, Itk-snap: An interactive tool for semi-automatic segmentation of multimodality biomedical images, in 2016 38th annual international conference of the IEEE engineering in medicine and biology society (EMBC) (IEEE, 2016) pp. 3342–3345.

[38] A. Wydra and R. G. Maev, A novel composite material specifically developed for ultrasound bone phantoms: cortical, trabecular and skull, Phys. Med. Biol. 58, N303 (2013).

[39] P. Hasgall, E. Neufeld, M. Gosselin, A. Klingenböck, and N. Kuster, It’is database for thermal and electromagnetic parameters of biological tissues, Version 4.1 (2015).

[40] Engineering toolbox, https://www.engineeringtoolbox.com/, accessed: 09-15-2022.

[41] F. E. Jones and G. L. Harris, Its-90 density of water formulation for volumetric standards calibration, J. Res. Natl. Inst. Stand. Technol. 97, 335 (1992).

[42] W. Marczak, Water as a standard in the measurements of speed of sound in liquids, J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 102, 2776 (1997).

[43] M. L. Huber, R. A. Perkins, D. G. Friend, J. V. Sengers, M. J. Assael, I. N. Metaxa, K. Miyagawa, R. Hellmann, and E. Vogel, New international formulation for the thermal conductivity of h2o, J Phys Chem Ref Data 41, 033102 (2012).

[44] G. W. C. Kaye and T. H. Laby, Tables of physical and chemical constants and some mathematical functions (Longmans, Green and Company, 1926).

[45] R. Xu and M. A. O’Reilly, Establishing densitydependent longitudinal sound speed in the vertebral lamina, J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 151, 1516 (2022).

[46] S. Pichardo, V. W. Sin, and K. Hynynen, Multi-frequency characterization of the speed of sound and attenuation coefficient for longitudinal transmission of freshly excised human skulls, Phys. Med. Biol. 56, 219 (2010).

[47] A. Pulkkinen, B. Werner, E. Martin, and K. Hynynen, Numerical simulations of clinical focused ultrasound functional neurosurgery, Phys. Med. Biol. 59, 1679 (2014).

[48] J. Pinkerton, The absorption of ultrasonic waves in liquids and its relation to molecular constitution, Proc. Phys. Soc. B. 62, 129 (1949).

[49] F. Duck, Physical properties of tissues: a comprehensive reference book (Academic press, 1990).

[50] B. E. Treeby, E. S. Wise, F. Kuklis, J. Jaros, and B. Cox, Nonlinear ultrasound simulation in an axisymmetric coordinate system using a k-space pseudospectral method, The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 148, 2288 (2020).

[51] E. J. Ulbrich, C. Schraner, C. Boesch, J. Hodler, A. Busato, S. E. Anderson, S. Eigenheer, H. Zimmermann, and M. Sturzenegger, Normative mr cervical spinal canal dimensions, Radiology 271, 172 (2014).

[52] A. Stanziola, J. A. Pineda-Pardo, and B. Treeby, Transcranial ultrasound simulation with uncertainty estimation, JASA-EL 3 (2023).

[53] A. Stanziola, S. R. Arridge, B. T. Cox, and B. E. Treeby, j-wave: An open-source differentiable wave simulator, SoftwareX 22, 101338 (2023).

[54] S. A. Sapareto and W. C. Dewey, Thermal dose determination in cancer therapy, Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 10, 787 (1984).

[55] J.-F. Aubry, D. Attali, M. Schafer, E. Fouragnan, C. Caskey, R. Chen, G. Darmani, E. J. Bubrick, J. Sallet,

C. Butler, et al., Itrusst consensus on biophysical safety for transcranial ultrasonic stimulation, arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.05359 (2023).

[56] W. J. Fry and R. B. Fry, Temperature changes produced in tissue during ultrasonic irradiation, J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 25, 6 (1953).

[57] M. Borrelli, L. Frizzell, and F. Dunn, Ultrasonically induced morphological changes in the mammalian neonatal spinal cord, Ultrasound Med Biol 12, 285 (1986).

[58] R. S. Cobbold, Foundations of biomedical ultrasound (Oxford university press, 2006).

[59] G. Pinton, J.-F. Aubry, M. Fink, and M. Tanter, Effects of nonlinear ultrasound propagation on high intensity brain therapy, Med Phys 38, 1207 (2011).

[60] P. J. White, G. T. Clement, and K. Hynynen, Longitudinal and shear mode ultrasound propagation in human skull bone, Ultrasound in medicine & biology 32, 1085 (2006).

[61] T. S. Riis, T. D. Webb, and J. Kubanek, Acoustic properties across the human skull, Ultrasonics 119, 106591 (2022).

[62] M. Chen, C. Peng, H. Wu, C.-C. Huang, T. Kim, Z. Traylor, M. Muller, P. Y. Chhatbar, C. S. Nam, W. Feng, et al., Numerical and experimental evaluation of lowintensity transcranial focused ultrasound wave propagation using human skulls for brain neuromodulation, Medical Physics 50, 38 (2023).

[63] D. Attali, T. Tiennot, M. Schafer, E. Fouragnan, J. Sallet, C. F. Caskey, R. Chen, G. Darmani, E. J. Bubrick, C. Butler, et al., Three-layer model with absorption for conservative estimation of the maximum acoustic transmission coefficient through the human skull for transcranial ultrasound stimulation, Brain Stimul. 16, 48 (2023).

[64] C. W. Connor and K. Hynynen, Patterns of thermal deposition in the skull during transcranial focused ultrasound surgery, IEEE Trans. Biomed. Eng. 51, 1693 (2004).

[65] A. Hughes, Y. Huang, M. L. Schwartz, and K. Hynynen, The reduction in treatment efficiency at high acoustic powers during mr-guided transcranial focused ultrasound thalamotomy for essential tremor, Med Phys 45, 2925 (2018).

[66] A. Hellman, T. Maietta, A. Clum, K. Byraju, N. Raviv, M. D. Staudt, E. Jeannotte, G. Ghoshal, D. Shin,

P. Neubauer, et al., Pilot study on the effects of low intensity focused ultrasound in a swine model of neuropathic pain, J. Neurosurg. 1, 1 (2021).

[67] B. E. Treeby, J. Jaros, D. Rohrbach, and B. Cox, Modelling elastic wave propagation using the k-wave matlab toolbox, in Proc. IEEE Int. Ultrason. Symp. 2014 (IEEE, 2014) pp. 146–149.

[68] M. S. Adams, J. C. Lotz, and C. J. Diederich, In silico feasibility assessment of extracorporeal delivery of lowintensity pulsed ultrasound to intervertebral discs within the lumbar spine, Phys. Med. Biol. 65, 215011 (2020).

[69] M. Pernot, J.-F. Aubry, M. Tanter, F. Andre, and M. Fink, Prediction of the skull overheating during high intensity focused ultrasound transcranial brain therapy, in Proc. IEEE Int. Ultrason. Symp. 2004, Vol. 2 (IEEE, 2004) pp. 1005–1008.

[70] A. Pulkkinen, Y. Huang, J. Song, and K. Hynynen, Simulations and measurements of transcranial low-frequency ultrasound therapy: skull-base heating and effective area of treatment, Phys. Med. Biol. 56, 4661 (2011).

[71] A. Kyriakou, E. Neufeld, B. Werner, G. Székely, and N. Kuster, Full-wave acoustic and thermal modeling of transcranial ultrasound propagation and investigation of skull-induced aberration correction techniques: a feasibility study, J. Ther. Ultrasound 3, 1 (2015).

[72] X. Ding, Y. Wang, Q. Zhang, W. Zhou, P. Wang, M. Luo, and X. Jian, Modulation of transcranial focusing thermal deposition in nonlinear hifu brain surgery by numerical simulation, Phys. Med. Biol. 60, 3975 (2015).

[73] J. K. Mueller, L. Ai, P. Bansal, and W. Legon, Computational exploration of wave propagation and heating from transcranial focused ultrasound for neuromodulation, J. Neural Eng. 13, 056002 (2016).

[74] S. Pichardo, C. Moreno-Hernández, R. A. Drainville, V. Sin, L. Curiel, and K. Hynynen, A viscoelastic model for the prediction of transcranial ultrasound propagation: application for the estimation of shear acoustic properties in the human skull, Phys. Med. Biol. 62, 6938 (2017).

Appendix A: Supplementary Figures

Supplementary figures are included here in lieu of a separate supplementary data file.

FIG. 1. The simulated free-field spatial peak time averaged intensity (ISPTA) and total treatment time was below the reported threshold for damage in preclinical studies, discussed in: Xu, Rui, Bradley E. Treeby, and Eleanor Martin. ”Safety review of therapeutic ultrasound for spinal cord neuromodulation and blood–spinal cord barrier opening.” Ultrasound in Medicine & Biology (2024)[17].

FIG. 2. Standing waves are generated from reflections from the vertebral bodies. The ratio of standing wave amplitude to DC pressure amplitude through the focus is extracted from a 10 mm vector aligned with the source, centred at the intended focus. The standing wave has a spatial frequency double that of the source. This figure depicts one example of standing wave extraction.