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Abstract
The creation of intracranial stereotactic trajectories, from entry point to target point, is still mostly done manually by the
neurosurgeon. The development of automated stereotactic planning tools has been described in the literature. This systematic
review aims to assess the effectiveness of stereotactic planning procedure automation and develop tools for patients undergoing
neurosurgical stereotactic procedures. PubMed/MEDLINE, EMBASE, Google Scholar, CINAHL, PsycINFO, and Cochrane
Register of Controlled Trials databases were searched from inception to September 1, 2019, at the exception of Google Scholar
(from 1 January 2010 to September 1, 2019) in French and English. Eligible studies included all studies proposing automated
stereotactic planning. A total of 1543 studies were screened. Forty-two studies were included in the systematic review, including
18 (42.9%) conference papers. The surgical procedures planned automatically were mainly deep brain stimulation (n = 14,
33.3%), stereoelectroencephalography (n = 12, 28.6%), and not specified (n = 10, 23.8%). The most frequently used surgical
constraints to plan the trajectory were blood vessels (n = 32, 76.2%), cerebral sulci (n = 27, 64.3%), and cerebral ventricles (n =
23, 54.8%). The distance from blood vessels ranged from 1.96 to 4.78 mm for manual trajectories and from 2.47 to 7.0 mm for
automated trajectories. At least one neurosurgeon was involved in 36 studies (85.7%). The automated stereotactic trajectory was
preferred in 75.4% of the studied cases (range 30–92.9). Only 3 (7.1%) studies were multicentric. No study reported prospective
use of the planning software. Stereotactic planning automation is a promising tool to provide valuable stereotactic trajectories for
clinical applications.
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Introduction

The word “stereotaxis” stems from the union of two ancient
Greek roots, “stereós” (στερεός) meaning a solid, three-di-
mensional, object, and “taxis” (τάξις) meaning arrangement.
Stereotactic neurosurgery aims to target any intracerebral
structure with precision and accuracy [55]. In the classic
“frame-based” stereotaxis, the required precision rests upon
the use of a stereotactic frame that maintains the head steady,
enabling definition of the surrounding stereotactic space and
allocation of stereotactic coordinates to any given point within
this space. Preoperative brain images are matched to those
acquired intraoperatively with the stereotactic frame and ded-
icated localizers. The stereotactic planning per se merely cor-
responds to the design of a straight-lined trajectory from a
cortical entry point to a usually deep-seated target point [18].
During the past three decades, the advent of neuronavigational
tools to register preoperative brain images to a patient’s head
has drastically altered the historical vision of stereotaxis [11].
It is now possible to perform a wide range of interventions
using neuronavigational systems, and systems dedicated to
deep-brain stimulation procedures are currently in develop-
ment [39]. These advancements led to rapid development of
frameless stereotaxis. Contrary to the historical gold-standard
“frame-based stereotaxis” using an invasive frame, “frameless
stereotaxis” relies on image-based neuronavigational systems
or robotic arms.

Beyond technological advances, the most difficult part of
stereotactic neurosurgery—the creation of the optimal stereo-
tactic trajectory in terms of safety-accuracy—remains empir-
ical in most cases and classically chosen by a single senior
neurosurgeon. The use ofMRI and CT-scan allows creation of
an image-based stereotactic trajectory according to the
patient’s individual anatomy but still requires the neurosur-
geon to manually and somewhat arbitrarily choose the
target point, the entry point, and the connecting trajectory
[27, 28]. Hence, the definition of the trajectory is highly
neurosurgeon-dependent [40]. In the particular case of
stereoelectroencephalography, the definition of multiple tra-
jectories to insert up to 18 brain electrodes often proves to be a
long and challenging task [3]. This current modus operandi
requires a learning curve, and leads to a lengthy preoperative
and intraoperative planning process, possibly increasing the
risk of infective complications; hemorrhagic complications
can occur as a result of inaccuracy [16, 21, 36].

To overcome the limitations induced by manual stereotac-
tic planning, pioneer studies have addressed its automation
with promising results [6, 8–10, 12, 13, 15, 25, 49, 54].
However, routine use of these proposed automated planning
tools has not been incorporated into the clinical practice in the
vast majority of neurosurgical departments. The literature
lacks a systematic review on automated stereotactic planning
for neurosurgical applications. We present a systematic

review of the literature assessing all automated stereotactic
planning procedures utilized to date in neurosurgery.
Particular attention was paid to the comparison between man-
ual and automated trajectories, in order to envision potential
future clinical applications.

Methods

Search strategy and data sources

Seven electronic bibliographic databases—EMBASE,
PubMed/MEDLINE, Web of Science, Cochrane Register of
Controlled Trials, LiSSa, CINAHL, and PsycINFO—were
searched from inception to 1 September 2019. Google
Scholar was searched from 1 January 2010 to 1 September
2019. The search strategy included a combination of medical
subject headings (MeSH terms) and key terms: “trajectory
planning” and “neurosurgery”. This combination allowed a
comprehensive review of the literature with minimal risk of
missing relevant studies. Concerning Google Scholar, the op-
tion “sort by relevance” was selected in order to limit the
number of references. Electronic search strategy on
PubMed/MEDLINE was performed by two senior investiga-
tors (MZ and JP) with the terms “trajectory planning” and
“neurosurgery” while blinded from one another. Titles were
screened and if they seemed relevant, corresponding abstracts
were retained. The results of the searches carried out by the
two investigators were compared: two discrepancies were
found and the corresponding studies were included in the re-
trieved articles. All full-text publications were reviewed for
each potentially eligible study. The references of the articles
were reviewed to supplement the initial search. The same
strategy applied for the other electronic databases. The gray
literature was searched thanks to the help of Bibliotheque Inter
Universitaire de Santé library assistants by one senior investi-
gator (MZ).

Selection criteria

We used the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statements to
strengthen the methodology [35].

Studies that met the following criteria were deemed eligible
for inclusion in the systematic review: all studies detailing
neurosurgical stereotactic planning thanks to a dedicated soft-
ware published in English or in French (authors’ native lan-
guage). Clinical studies, i.e., studies reporting effectiveness in
a real-world setting, received the greatest emphasis. The con-
ference papers were also included. Stereotactic planning had
to deal with neurosurgical conditions and planning had to be,
at least, semi-automated. The studies focusing on manual
planning made with a dedicated software but without any
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automated trajectory planning calculation were excluded. The
studies reporting curved trajectories were excluded.

Data extraction

The data extraction from reports was executed in duplicate by
two investigators (MZ and AR). A data extraction sheet was
developed to collect all relevant information from the articles
included. The variables of interest were the following: date of
study publication (year), journal name, specification of the
journal (clinical journal/fundamental journal), type of surgical
procedure(s) studied, indications for the stereotactic proce-
dure, brain target(s) of interest, imaging modalities used for
stereotactic planning, constraints used for the stereotactic
planning automation, proposition of an automated entry point,
proposition of an automated target point, comparison with
manual planning, actual clinical use of the automated stereo-
tactic planning tool proposed, and subsequent publication(s)
of developments of the automated stereotactic planning tool.
The quantitative data were amalgamated from the different
studies using each study’s results. This process did not take
into account a number of cases due to inconsistent reporting
(number of patients vs number of trajectories vs number of
simulated planning sessions).

Assessment of the risk of bias

The risk of bias for each included study was individually
assessed by two investigators (MZ and AR) using a simple
judgment of low-, high-, or unclear risk on different axes:
description of the automated stereotactic calculation, number
of calculated trajectories, status of the evaluator (blind or not).

Results

Literature search

A flow chart is presented in Fig. 1 according to PRISMA
statements.

The initial database search yielded a total of 2843 studies.
After ruling out duplicate studies, 1543 studies remained.
After careful reading of abstracts and titles, 68 studies were
deemed eligible for the review and 42 studies selected for the
final analysis. Table 1 provides the main characteristics of the
included studies.

These articles were published between 1997 and 2019.
There was an increase in published studies over time: three
studies (7.1%)were published between 1997 and 2008 and the
remaining 39 studies (92.9%) were published between 2009
and 2019. The vast majority of studies were published in
journals dealing with computer-assisted imaging (90.5%)
and only four studies (9.5%) were published in clinical

journals, all since 2016. Eighteen studies (42.9%) were con-
ference papers. This research topic is led by three main groups
across Europe, publishing more than 42.9% of the relevant
literature. All studies presented a high risk of bias due to
uncontrolled and retrospective design.

Type of stereotactic procedure

Figure 2 illustrates the trends in the relative numbers of pub-
lished studies describing stereotactic procedure automation
for neurosurgical applications since 1997 and the types of
eligible neurosurgical procedures.

Regarding the type of stereotactic procedures, 14 studies
(33.3%) investigated deep brain stimulation (n = 121 patients,
mean 8.7 ± 9.9 planning sessions per study, median 6, range
0–30), 12 studies (28.6%) stereoelectroencephalography (n =
224 patients, mean 18.7 ± 18.8 planning sessions per study,
median 16.5, range 3–75), 3 studies (7.1%) biopsy for brain
neoplasm (n = 15 patients, mean 5 ± 8.7 planning sessions per
study, median 1, range 0–15), two studies (4.8%) laser inter-
stitial thermal therapy for pharmacoresistant epilepsy (n = 35,
mean 17.5 ± 10.6 planning sessions per study, median 17.5,
range 10–25), one single study (2.4%) external ventricular
drainage placement (n = 43 patients), and the remaining 10
studies (23.8%) analyzed the surgical trajectory without any
direct reference to a dedicated neurosurgical procedure,
aiming at merely improving the surgical path to reach a given
target (n = 17 patients, mean 1.7 ± 2.5 planning sessions per
study, median 1, range 0–8). Table 1 demonstrates the specific
targets investigated in each study.

The main type of stereotactic procedure referred to in the
studies changed with time. Indeed, deep brain stimulation was
the main surgical procedure of interest before 2012 and
stereoelectroencephalography planning is the main surgical
procedure of interest since 2012. Studies focusing on deep
brain stimulation planning automation mainly concerned
Parkinson’s disease (13/14 studies, 92.9%), with only one
study for dystonia and essential tremor. When getting more
into details for the 14 studies on deep brain stimulation plan-
ning automation, the target was the subthalamus nucleus in
eight studies (57.2%), three studies (21.5%) investigated dif-
ferent targets (subthalamic nucleus/internal globus pallidus;
subthalamic nucleus/internal globus pallidus/ventral interme-
diate nucleus of the thalamus; subthalamic nucleus/ventral
intermediate nucleus of the thalamus), one study (7.1%)
targeted the ventral posterolateral nucleus of the thalamus,
one study (7.1%) the internal globus pallidus, and one study
(7.1%) did not describe any specific target.

Only three studies (7.1%) were multicentric: a nationwide
study including two French tertiary referral centers investigat-
ing deep brain stimulation for Parkinson’s disease, a nation-
wide study including three American tertiary referral centers
investigating deep brain stimulation for Parkinson’s disease,
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and an international study including two British tertiary refer-
ral centers, one Swedish tertiary referral center, one American
tertiary referral center, and one Austrian tertiary referral center
investigating stereoelectroencephalography.

None of the developed automated software was made com-
mercially or freely available by the referring team. No study
reported prospective clinical use of the developed software by
a neurosurgical team different from the referring team.

Imaging modalities used, constraints applied, and
automation procedures

Table 2 provides details as to the main technical characteris-
tics used for stereotactic procedure automation.

All but one study (97.6%) were based on MRI imaging.
Four studies (9.5%) proposed implementation of functional
MRI data in the planning dataset (three not mentioning any
specific procedure and one for stereoelectroencephalography)
and one study proposed implementation of PET scan for
stereoelectroencephalography. Twenty-seven studies
(61.3%) required the use of vascular imaging in order to seg-
ment brain vessels: 12 studies used gadolinium enhanced T1-
weighted MRI (two for biopsy, four for deep brain stimula-
tion, four for stereoelectroencephalography procedures, and

two unspecified), seven studies used CT-angiography (all for
stereoelectroencephalography), and nine studies used MR an-
giography (six for unspecified procedures, three for deep brain
stimulation). Three studies used both gadolinium-enhanced
T1-weighted MRI and CT-angiography (a l l fo r
stereoelectroencephalography).

The surgical and anatomical constraints most frequently
incorporated in the trajectory planning automation were blood
vessels (32 studies, 76.2%), cerebral sulci (27 studies, 64.3%),
and ventricles (23 studies, 54.8%). Fifteen studies (35.7%)
proposed avoiding those critical regions of interest. The 15
studies that did not take blood vessels into account in the
planning automation were eight deep brain stimulation studies
(five of them assuming that avoiding cerebral sulci equaled
avoiding brain vessels), one laser interstitial thermal therapy
study assuming that avoiding sulci equaled avoiding brain
vessels, and one external ventricular drain study. The remain-
ing five studies mentioned avoiding brain vessels but did not
specify the type of vascular imaging used. Overall, 41 out of
42 studies directly or indirectly incorporated blood vessels in
the planning automation.

Regarding stereotactic planning automation, 33 studies
(78.6%) proposed an automated entry point, while only 12
studies (28.6%) proposed an automated target point. Of these

Fig. 1 PRISMA diagram
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12 studies proposing an automated target point, six were
stereoelectroencephalography studies (50%), and only one
was published before 2014. Twelve studies (28.6%) proposed
a risk map generated after imaging data processing, 24 studies
(57.1%) proposed a set of automated trajectories, and six stud-
ies (14.3%) proposed only one single automated trajectory.

The duration of imaging data processing required for plan-
ning automation (mainly segmentation) was detailed in only
seven studies (16.7%). The mean duration of imaging data
pre-processing was 71.7 ± 42.6 min (median 60, range 30–
140). The duration of automated trajectory production was
detailed in 23 studies (54.8%). The mean duration of automat-
ed trajectory production was 5.2 ± 11.3 min (median 2, > 0.1–
51.8).

Clinical validation of the automated stereotactic
procedure

Table 3 detailed the clinical validation of the reviewed studies.
Regarding the clinical validation of the stereotactic plan-

ning automation, at least one neurosurgeonwas involved in 36
studies (85.7%). The number of neurosurgeons involved in
each study varied from 0 to 5 (mean 1.9 ± 1.5, median 1.5).
In five studies, neurosurgery residents were included in the
clinical validation team. All the implicated neurosurgeons
expressed interest in the automated stereotactic planning.
Nine studies (21.4%) offered the choice between automatic
and manual trajectories. The automated stereotactic trajectory
was preferred in 75.4% of the studied cases (range 30–92.9).

Twenty-two studies (52.4 %) provided a comparison be-
tween automated andmanual stereotactic trajectories using the
constraints defined for stereotactic planning automation and
figures were available in 18 studies. In all cases, the automated
trajectories were superior to the manual trajectories regarding
at least one of these constraints. The superiority was demon-
strated by greater distance between trajectories and critical
structures that were measured on the set of images used to
produce automated trajectories between the two nearest
voxels. The distance from blood vessels ranged from 1.96 to
4.78 mm for manual trajectories and from 2.47 to 7.0 mm for
automated trajectories. The distance from sulci ranged from
1.27 to 2.827 mm for manual trajectories and from 2.11 to
8.952 mm for automated trajectories.

Discussion

Key points

The present systematic review screened 2843 studies and in-
cluded 42 studies in the final analysis emphasizing the interest
of the neuroscientific and neurosurgical communities in the
development of automated neurosurgical stereotactic planning

in human brains. Several key points need to be underlined: (1)
the search for stereotactic planning automation has been a
long-standing mantra for more than 20 years; (2) about two-
thirds of reviewed studies focused on deep brain stimulation
and/or stereoelectroencephalography, i.e., quite rare and high-
ly complex stereotactic procedures in a seemingly normal
brain with no noticeable shift, though epileptic lesions can
induce subtle changes in gross brain anatomy notable on im-
aging; (3) only four reviewed studies investigated biopsy for
brain tumors and implantation of a ventricular drain, i.e., the
most common neurosurgical procedures requiring stereotactic
approach in an often distorted brain with noticeable shift; (4)
robust clinical validation of any proposed automated stereo-
tactic tool is lacking and no prospective multicentric studies
on clinical validation have been published before September
1, 2019 (date of the end of the literature review); and (5) none
of the published studies leads to an open-source and user-
friendly software suited for clinical practice to the best of
our knowledge.

History of stereotactic planning automation for
neurosurgical purposes

The first study on this topic dates back to 1997. Overall, the
relevant literature is scarce with less than 50 studies over the
last 20 years and with 90% of studies published since 2010. In
addition, this research topic is led by three main groups across
Europe, publishing more than 40% of the relevant literature: a
French group based in Strasbourg led by Caroline Essert, an
Italian team based in Milan led by Elena De Momi, and a
British group based in London led by Sebastien Ourselin [1,
6–8, 10, 12–15, 26, 30, 37, 41, 42, 46, 48, 49, 54].

Type of automated stereotactic planning

Interestingly, we observed an inverse correlation between the
frequency of stereotactic procedures in actual neurosurgical
practice (mostly tumor biopsies and ventricular drain place-
ments) and those studied for stereotactic planning automation.
Indeed, studies focused mainly on deep brain stimulation and
stereoelectroencephalography that often require planning of
multiple trajectories, making the case for automated stereotac-
tic planning worthwhile. These procedures share a common
methodological advantage of being performed on a grossly
normal brain from an anatomical point of view. Such a brain
is easier to normalize according to reference atlases and to
incorporate in the pipeline of stereotactic planning, as com-
pared with a distorted brain by an intracranial lesion causing
mass effect, hence losing its usual surrounding anatomical
landmarks. If these factors simplify the planning methodolo-
gy, it precludes the methodological developments that are re-
quired to extend the stereotactic planning automation to the
most frequent clinical situations (i.e., stereotactic brain

875Neurosurg Rev (2021) 44:867–888



biopsy) and in frequent other clinical situations for which a
stereotactic methodology would improve the accuracy and
safety of the surgery (i.e., ventricular catheter placement and
ventriculocisternostomy). Of note, several studies report mis-
diagnosis and morbidity following biopsies for brain neo-
plasm and report suboptimal rates of correct placement of
external ventricular drains and of shunt system ventricular
catheters performed under free-hand procedure [2, 17, 19,
23, 34, 47, 51, 52]. As a consequence, all these neurosurgical
procedures may benefit from improved accuracy and safety
thanks to stereotactic planning, and the development of a
widely applicable automation procedure suited for any patho-
logical condition is warranted. Artificial intelligence could be
used to propose an optimal target (i.e., those associated with
least shunt failures or maximum yield for diagnostic biopsies).
Furthermore, the automated stereotactic planning could be
applied for other conditions, beyond neurosurgical practice,
including liver or lung biopsies [4, 43]. The broad scope of
potential clinical applications may favor transversal collabo-
rations with multicentric and transdisciplinary prospective
validations of automated planning softwares.

Software availability for the neurosurgical community

The widespread use of the developed softwares is difficult to
assess. To the best of our knowledge, the developed softwares
remain exclusively used by the clinical team involved in their
development. No use of a software for clinical purposes or for
external validation has been reported by an external team. The
multicentric and external validation of a stereotactic planning
automation software was first reported in 2014 but no clinical
use on a daily basis has been reported to date [31]. Indeed,
only three studies were multicentric and the clinical compar-
isons were always retrospective [15, 31, 49]. Of note, soon
after the search end, the London group reported in October
2019 the first prospective study assessing the use of a
computer-assisted automated trajectory planning to improve

trajectory safety of current manual planning for SEEG elec-
trodes [50].

Several reasons may explain the difficulties in spreading on
a larger scale these stereotactic planning automation soft-
wares: (1) the lack of a user-friendly easy-to-use interface
developed by research teams; (2) the lack of sufficient finan-
cial support to develop a reliable, validated, and clinically
applicable software; (3) the narrow focus on deep brain stim-
ulation and stereoelectroencephalography, procedures that re-
main highly specialized and performed in tertiary care centers
with solid stereotactic skills and experience, thus lessening the
need for such an automated planning tool; (4) the quest for
very high and unrealistic levels of accuracy (submillimetric)
by research teams that exceed what is truly applicable to most
stereotactic procedures in real-world conditions, such as the
integration of brain shift during deep brain stimulation proce-
dures for example [24], the precision of the deep brain stimu-
lation procedures being millimetric in current clinical practice
[5, 29, 45]; (5) the processing time associated with the auto-
mation process—median processing duration up to 60 min—
is not negligible in the context of common and basic stereo-
tactic procedures such as tumor biopsy or external ventricle
drain placement, lasting less than 45 min in real-word setting.
Interestingly, the London group recently demonstrated that a
computer-assisted automated planning with human review
and adjustments (mean 62 ± 17min) was significantly quicker
than manual planning (221 ± 39 min) [50].

Characteristics of the automation process

Imaging data used to plan automated stereotactic trajectories
varied widely between studies, from single MRA sequence to
multiple imaging datasets (including functional magnetic res-
onance imaging, diffusion tensor imaging, and susceptibility
weighted imaging). This heterogeneity calls for a rule regard-
ing the clinical constraints. Of note, more than 20% of the
studies did not consider blood vessels. The standardization

Fig. 2 Trends in the relative
numbers of studies in the
literature since 1997 examining
stereotactic procedure automation
in neurosurgery with details
regarding conference and
neurosurgical journal references
(histogram) and studies looking at
the three most frequent automated
neurosurgical procedures (DBS,
deep brain stimulation; SEEG,
stereoelectroencephalography; no
detail, surgical approach of non-
specified brain target)
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of the imaging data and constraints would ease software com-
parison and discussion across teams, eventually leading to a
global software composed of several modules, each developed
by a dedicated team.

The clinical evaluation of the developed stereotactic plan-
ning automation was performed in 52.4% of studies. It
showed, in all available cases, the superiority of automated
stereotactic methods versus standard manual stereotactic plan-
ning and suggested that automation would improve the stan-
dard of care. When neurosurgeons were surveyed, they all
recognized the potential of such tools and preferred the auto-
mated trajectories in more than 75% of cases. Regarding clin-
ical validation, the London group recently developed a clinical
decision support software (EpiNav, UCL, London, UK) gen-
erating 3D models of critical structures and regions of interest
and allowing computer-assisted automated planning of elec-
trode trajectories [50]. They prospectively demonstrated, in 13
SEEG patients and 125 electrode trajectories, that computer-
assisted automated planning with human review and adjust-
ments had lower mean risk score than manual planning and
were preferred in 100% of cases.

Automation bias— the tendency to over-rely on
automation—should be taken into account in validation studies
of automated trajectory planning tools [20]. Two types of errors
are possible: commission errors due to following incorrect ad-
vice and omission errors due to the absence of action because of
the lack of incentive to do so [44]. These biases have been
mostly studied in the aviation research field, but one has to be
mindful that with increasing automation in surgery, the neuro-
surgeon will take on a more passive role with these pathologies
and thus be more exposed to similar biases [32, 44].

Limitations

Although this review represents the first comprehensive
assessment of stereotactic planning automation for neurosur-
gical purposes, the present results should be interpreted with
caution. The review was limited to the English and French-
language literature and limited to stereotactic procedures with
a straight trajectory. The literature search was restricted in the
Google Scholar database from 1 January 2010 to 1 September
2019, which allows for possible omission of earlier studies.
Despite 42 studies reporting stereotactic planning automation
for neurosurgical purposes, none met rudimentary standards
for an ideal design. Therefore, further studies—possibly
multicentric studies with international collaboration—of
large, unbiased samples of patients undergoing stereotactic
procedures, for different intracranial pathologies, are
needed. Other studies proposing a new surgical viewer or
facilitating targeting through dedicated atlases may be of
great interest and deserve a specific review [22, 38, 53].
In addition, as no study reported and compared the
complication rates (including postoperative hematoma) of

computer-assisted automated planning compared with manual
planning, the question as to whether stereotactic planning
automation translates into increased safety remains to be
established.

Conclusion

Stereotactic planning automation in neurosurgery,mainly involv-
ing deep brain stimulation and stereoelectroencephalography, is
an emerging and scarcely studied area of research. The next step
in developing automated stereotactic trajectory planning tools is
proper assessment of the superiority of automated planning
versus manual planning, in terms of clinical complication avoid-
ance, including a reduction in hemorrhagic events. However,
there is little doubt that extending stereotactic reasoning (more
accurate targeting with minimal risks) to common neurosurgical
procedures usually performed free hand in daily practice would
be highly beneficial for patients. Larger studies involving neuro-
surgeons along with biomedical engineers are required to devel-
op such tools. Future studies should follow adequate guidelines,
such as the IDEAL framework, to produce scientific reliable
proofs-of-concept before large-scale implementation [33].
Moreover, the development of a software enabling automatically
generated, safe and accurate stereotactic trajectories is required as
an initial step to achieve true robotic stereotactic neurosurgical
procedures, i.e., surgical procedures performed exclusively by
robots without any direct human intervention [7]. The develop-
ment of such a software containing different specializedmodules
(external ventricle drainage insertion, brain tumor biopsy, deep
brain stimulation…) and user friendly represents the next step in
this research field.

Acknowledgments Chiara Benevello, Fabrice Chrétien, Bertrand
Devaux, Edouard Dezamis, Philibert Duriez, Marc Harislur, Raphael
Gaillard, Philip Gorwood, Jean-Louis Mas, Jean-François Meder, Baris
Turak, Pascale Varlet, Gilles Zah-Bi.

Funding information The Fondapro Foundation under the auspices of the
Académie Nationale de Chirurgie (National Academy of Surgery) and
Nuovo Soldati Foundation provided financial support in the form of two
scholarships.

Compliance with ethical standards

Conflict of Interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

Ethical approval For this type of study, formal consent is not required.

Informed consent This article does not contain any studies with human
participants performed by any of the authors.

Disclaimer The sponsors had no role in the design or conduction of this
research.

886 Neurosurg Rev (2021) 44:867–888



References

1. Ahmadi S-A, Klein T, Navab N, Roth R, Shamir RR, Joskowicz L,
De Momi E, Ferrigno G, Antiga L, Foroni RI (2009) Advanced
planning and intra-operative validation for robot-assisted keyhole
neurosurgery in ROBOCAST. In: ICAR: 2009 14th International
Conference on Advanced Robotics, Vols 1 and 2. p 868+

2. AlAzri A, Mok K, Chankowsky J, Mullah M, Marcoux J (2017)
Placement accuracy of external ventricular drain when comparing
freehand insertion to neuronavigation guidance in severe traumatic
brain injury. Acta Neurochir (Wien) 159:1399–1411. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00701-017-3201-5

3. Alomar S, Jones J, Maldonado A, Gonzalez-Martinez J (2016) The
stereo-electroencephalography methodology. Neurosurg Clin N
Am 27:83–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nec.2015.08.003

4. Belbachir E, Golkar E, Bayle B, Essert C (2018) Automatic plan-
ning of needle placement for robot-assisted percutaneous proce-
dures. Int J Comput Assist Radiol Surg 13:1429–1438. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11548-018-1754-2

5. Bot M, van den Munckhof P, Bakay R, Stebbins G, Verhagen
Metman L (2017) Accuracy of intraoperative computed tomogra-
phy during deep brain stimulation procedures: comparison with
postoperative magnetic resonance imaging. Stereotact Funct
Neurosurg 95:183–188. https://doi.org/10.1159/000475672

6. Caborni C, De Momi E, Antiga L, Hammoud A, Ferrigno G,
Cardinale F (2012) Automatic trajectory planning in stereo-
electroencephalography image guided neurosurgery. Int J CARS
S123–S132

7. De Momi E, Ferrigno G (2010) Robotic and artificial intelligence
for keyhole neurosurgery: The ROBOCAST project, a multi-modal
autonomous path planner. Proc Inst Mech Eng [H] 224:715–727.
https://doi.org/10.1243/09544119JEIM585

8. De Momi E, Caborni C, Cardinale F, Casaceli G, Castana L, Cossu
M, Mai R, Gozzo F, Francione S, Tassi L, Lo Russo G, Antiga L,
Ferrigno G (2014) Multi-trajectories automatic planner for
StereoElectroEncephaloGraphy (SEEG). Int J Comput Assist
Radiol Surg 9:1087–1097. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-014-
1004-1

9. De Momi E, Kranendonk L, Valenti M, Enayati N, Ferrigno G
(2016) A neural network-based approach for trajectory planning
in robot–human handover tasks. Front Robot AI 3:34

10. Dergachyova O, Zhao Y, Haegelen C, Jannin P, Essert C (2018)
Automatic preoperative planning of DBS electrode placement using
anatomo-clinical atlases and volume of tissue activated. Int J
Comput Assist Radiol Surg 13:1117–1128. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11548-018-1724-8

11. Enchev Y (2009) Neuronavigation: geneology, reality, and pros-
pects. Neurosurg Focus 27:E11. https://doi.org/10.3171/2009.6.
FOCUS09109

12. Essert C, Haegelen C, Jannin P (2010) Automatic computation of
electrodes trajectory for deep brain stimulation. In: medical imaging
and augmented reality. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin,
Heidelberg, pp 149–158

13. Essert C, Haegelen C, Lalys F, Abadie A, Jannin P (2012)
Automatic computation of electrode trajectories for deep brain
stimulation: a hybrid symbolic and numerical approach. Int J
Comput Assist Radiol Surg 7:517–532. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11548-011-0651-8

14. Essert C, Marchal M, Fernandez-Vidal S, D’Albis T, Bardinet E,
Haegelen C, Welter M-L, Yelnik J, Jannin P (2012) Automatic
parameters optimization for deep brain stimulation trajectory plan-
ning. pp 20–29

15. Essert C, Fernandez-Vidal S, Capobianco A, Haegelen C, Karachi
C, Bardinet E, Marchal M, Jannin P (2015) Statistical study of
parameters for deep brain stimulation automatic preoperative

planning of electrodes trajectories. Int J Comput Assist Radiol
Surg 10:1973–1983

16. Fernández-Pajarín G, Sesar A, Ares B, Relova JL, Arán E,
Gelabert-González M, Castro A (2017) Delayed complications of
deep brain stimulation: 16-year experience in 249 patients. Acta
Neurochir (Wien) 159:1713–1719. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00701-017-3252-7

17. Fried HI, Nathan BR, Rowe AS, Zabramski JM, Andaluz N,
Bhimraj A, Guanci MM, Seder DB, Singh JM (2016) The insertion
and management of external ventricular drains: an evidence-based
consensus statement: A statement for healthcare professionals from
the Neurocritical Care Society. Neurocrit Care 24:61–81. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12028-015-0224-8

18. Galloway RL, Maciunas RJ (1990) Stereotactic neurosurgery. Crit
Rev Biomed Eng 18:181–205

19. Gilard V,Magne N, Gerardin E, Curey S, Pelletier V, Hannequin P,
Derrey S (2017) Comparison of electromagnetic neuronavigation
system and free-hand method for ventricular catheter placement in
internal shunt. Clin Neurol Neurosurg 158:93–97. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.clineuro.2017.05.007

20. Goddard K, Roudsari A, Wyatt JC (2012) Automation bias: a sys-
tematic review of frequency, effect mediators, and mitigators. J Am
Med Inform Assoc JAMIA 19:121–127. https://doi.org/10.1136/
amiajnl-2011-000089

21. Golebiowski A, Drewes C, Gulati S, Jakola AS, Solheim O (2015)
Is duration of surgery a risk factor for extracranial complications
and surgical site infections after intracranial tumor operations? Acta
Neurochir (Wien) 157:235–240; discussion 240. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s00701-014-2286-3

22. Guo T, Finnis KW, Parrent AG, Peters TM (2005) Development
and application of functional databases for planning deep-brain
neurosurgical procedures. In: Duncan JS, Gerig G (eds) Medical
Image Computing and Computer-Assisted Intervention –MICCAI
2005. Springer, Berlin Heidelberg, pp 835–842

23. Hamisch CA, Minartz J, Blau T, Hafkemeyer V, Rueß D,
Hellerbach A, Grau SJ, Ruge MI (2019) Frame-based stereotactic
biopsy of deep-seated and midline structures in 511 procedures:
feasibility, risk profile, and diagnostic yield. Acta Neurochir
(Wien) 161:2065–2071. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-019-
04020-1

24. Hamze N, Bilger A, Duriez C, Cotin S, Essert C (2015)
Anticipation of brain shift in deep brain stimulation automatic plan-
ning. In : 2015 37TH ANNUAL INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCE OF THE IEEE ENGINEERING IN MEDICINE
AND BIOLOGY SOCIETY (EMBC). pp 3635–3638

25. Hamze N, Collet P, Essert C (2016) Introducing Pareto-based
MOEA to neurosurgery preoperative path planning: pp 125–126

26. Hamze N, Voirin J, Collet P, Jannin P, Haegelen C, Essert C (2016)
Pareto front vs. weighted sum for automatic trajectory planning of
deep brain stimulation. pp 534–541

27. Khan FR, Henderson JM (2013) Deep brain stimulation surgical
techniques. Handb Clin Neurol 116:27–37. https://doi.org/10.1016/
B978-0-444-53497-2.00003-6

28. Lemaire J-J, Coste J, Ouchchane L, Caire F, Nuti C, Derost P,
Cristini V, Gabrillargues J, Hemm S, Durif F, Chazal J (2007)
Brain mapping in stereotactic surgery: a brief overview from the
probabilistic targeting to the patient-based anatomic mapping.
NeuroImage 37:S109–S115. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.
2007.05.055

29. Li Z, Zhang J-G, Ye Y, Li X (2016) Review on factors affecting
targeting accuracy of deep brain stimulation electrode implantation
between 2001 and 2015. Stereotact Funct Neurosurg 94:351–362.
https://doi.org/10.1159/000449206

30. Li K, Vakharia VN, Sparks R, França LGS, Granados A, McEvoy
AW, Miserocchi A, Wang M, Ourselin S, Duncan JS (2018)
Optimizing trajectories for cranial laser interstitial thermal therapy

887Neurosurg Rev (2021) 44:867–888

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-017-3201-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-017-3201-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nec.2015.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-018-1754-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-018-1754-2
https://doi.org/10.1159/000475672
https://doi.org/10.1243/09544119JEIM585
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-014-1004-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-014-1004-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-018-1724-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-018-1724-8
https://doi.org/10.3171/2009.6.FOCUS09109
https://doi.org/10.3171/2009.6.FOCUS09109
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-011-0651-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-011-0651-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-017-3252-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-017-3252-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12028-015-0224-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12028-015-0224-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clineuro.2017.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clineuro.2017.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1136/amiajnl-2011-000089
https://doi.org/10.1136/amiajnl-2011-000089
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-014-2286-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-014-2286-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-019-04020-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-019-04020-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53497-2.00003-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53497-2.00003-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.05.055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.05.055
https://doi.org/10.1159/000449206


using computer-assisted planning: a machine learning approach.
Neurotherapeutics. 16:182–191. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13311-
018-00693-1

31. Liu Y, Konrad PE, Neimat JS, Tatter SB, Yu H, Datteri RD,
Landman BA, Noble JH, Pallavaram S, Dawant BM, D’Haese P
(2014) Multisurgeon, multisite validation of a trajectory planning
algorithm for deep brain stimulation procedures. IEEE Trans
Biomed Eng 61:2479–2487. https://doi.org/10.1109/TBME.2014.
2322776

32. Manzey D, Strauss G, Trantakis C, Lueth T, Röttger S, Bahner-
Heyne JE, Dietz A, Meixensberger J (2009) Automation in surgery:
a systematic approach. Surg Technol Int 18:37–45

33. McCulloch P, Altman DG, Campbell WB, Flum DR, Glasziou P,
Marshall JC, Nicholl J (2009) No surgical innovation without eval-
uation: the IDEAL recommendations. Lancet 374:1105–1112.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(09)61116-8

34. Mizobuchi Y, Nakajima K, Fujihara T, Matsuzaki K, Mure H,
Nagahiro S, Takagi Y (2019) The risk of hemorrhage in stereotactic
biopsy for brain tumors. J Med Investig JMI 66:314–318. https://
doi.org/10.2152/jmi.66.314

35. Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG, PRISMA Group
(2009) Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses: the PRISMA statement. J Clin Epidemiol 62:1006–1012.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.06.005

36. Mullin JP, Shriver M, Alomar S, Najm I, Bulacio J, Chauvel P,
Gonzalez-Martinez J (2016) Is SEEG safe? A systematic review
and meta-analysis of stereo-electroencephalography-related com-
plications. Epilepsia 57:386–401. https://doi.org/10.1111/epi.
13298

37. Nowell M, Sparks R, Zombori G, Miserocchi A, Rodionov R,
Diehl B, Wehner T, Baio G, Trevisi G, Tisdall M, Ourselin S,
McEvoy AW, Duncan J (2016) Comparison of computer-assisted
planning and manual planning for depth electrode implantations in
epilepsy. J Neurosurg 124:1820–1828. https://doi.org/10.3171/
2015.6.JNS15487

38. Nowinski WL, Yang GL, Yeo TT (2000) Computer-aided stereo-
tactic functional neurosurgery enhanced by the use of the multiple
brain atlas database. IEEE Trans Med Imaging 19:62–69. https://
doi.org/10.1109/42.832961

39. Palys V, Holloway KL (2018) Frameless functional stereotactic
approaches. Prog Neurol Surg 33:168–186. https://doi.org/10.
1159/000481102

40. Patel KS, Carter BS, Chen CC (2018) Role of biopsies in the man-
agement of intracranial gliomas. Prog Neurol Surg 30:232–243.
https://doi.org/10.1159/000464439

41. Scorza D, DeMomi E, Plaino L, Amoroso G, Arnulfo G, Narizzano
M, Kabongo L, Cardinale F (2017) Retrospective evaluation and
SEEG trajectory analysis for interactive multi-trajectory planner
assistant. Int J Comput Assist Radiol Surg 12:1727–1738

42. Scorza D, Amoroso G, Cortés C, Artetxe A, Bertelsen Á, Rizzi M,
Castana L, Momi ED, Cardinale F, Kabongo L (2018) Experience-
based SEEG planning: from retrospective data to automated elec-
trode trajectories suggestions. Healthc Technol Lett 5:167–171.
https://doi.org/10.1049/htl.2018.5075

43. Seitel A, Engel M, Sommer CM, Radeleff BA, Essert-Villard C,
Baegert C, Fangerau M, Fritzsche KH, Yung K, Meinzer H-P,
Maier-Hein L (2011) Computer-assisted trajectory planning for per-
cutaneous needle insertions. Med Phys 38:3246–3259. https://doi.
org/10.1118/1.3590374

44. Skitka LJ, Mosier KL, Burdick M (1999) Does automation bias
decision-making? Int J Hum-Comput Stud 51:991–1006. https://
doi.org/10.1006/ijhc.1999.0252

45. Southwell DG, Narvid JA, Martin AJ, Qasim SE, Starr PA, Larson
PS (2016) Comparison of deep brain stimulation lead targeting
accuracy and procedure duration between 1.5- and 3-Tesla inter-
ventional magnetic resonance imaging systems: an initial 12-month
experience. Stereotact Funct Neurosurg 94:102–107. https://doi.
org/10.1159/000443407

46. Sparks R, Vakharia V, Rodionov R, Vos SB, Diehl B, Wehner T,
Miserocchi A, McEvoy AW, Duncan JS, Ourselin S (2017)
Anatomy-driven multiple trajectory planning (ADMTP) of intracra-
nial electrodes for epilepsy surgery. Int J Comput Assist Radiol
Surg 12:1245–1255. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-017-1628-z

47. Terrier L, Gilard V, Marguet F, Fontanilles M, Derrey S (2019)
Stereotactic brain biopsy: evaluation of robot-assisted procedure
in 60 patients. Acta Neurochir (Wien) 161:545–552. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00701-019-03808-5

48. Vakharia VN, Sparks R, Li K, O’Keeffe AG, Miserocchi A,
McEvoy AW, Sperling MR, Sharan A, Ourselin S, Duncan JS,
Wu C (2018) Automated trajectory planning for laser interstitial
thermal therapy in mesial temporal lobe epilepsy. Epilepsia 59:
814–824. https://doi.org/10.1111/epi.14034

49. Vakharia VN, Sparks R, Rodionov R, Vos SB, Dorfer C, Miller J,
Nilsson D, Tisdall M, Wolfsberger S, McEvoy AW, Miserocchi A,
Winston GP, O’Keeffe AG, Ourselin S, Duncan JS (2018)
Compu t e r - a s s i s t e d p l a nn i n g f o r t h e i n s e r t i o n o f
stereoelectroencephalography electrodes for the investigation of
drug-resistant focal epilepsy: an external validation study. J
Neurosurg. https://doi.org/10.3171/2017.10.JNS171826

50. Vakharia VN, Sparks R, Miserocchi A, Vos SB, O’Keeffe A,
Rodionov R, McEvoy AW, Ourselin S, Duncan JS (2019)
Computer-assisted planning for stereoelectroencephalography
(SEEG). Neurotherapeutics 16:1183–1197. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s13311-019-00774-9

51. Wilson TJ, Stetler WR, Al-Holou WN, Sullivan SE (2013)
Comparison of the accuracy of ventricular catheter placement using
freehand placement, ultrasonic guidance, and stereotactic
neuronavigation. J Neurosurg 119:66–70. https://doi.org/10.3171/
2012.11.JNS111384

52. Wilson TJ, McCoy KE, Al-Holou WN, Molina SL, Smyth MD,
Sullivan SE (2016) Comparison of the accuracy and proximal shunt
failure rate of freehand placement versus intraoperative guidance in
parietooccipital ventricular catheter placement. Neurosurg Focus
41:E10. https://doi.org/10.3171/2016.5.FOCUS16159

53. Yelnik J, Bardinet E, Dormont D, Malandain G, Ourselin S, Tandé
D, Karachi C, Ayache N, Cornu P, Agid Y (2007) A three-dimen-
sional, histological and deformable atlas of the human basal gan-
glia. I. Atlas construction based on immunohistochemical and MRI
data. NeuroImage 34:618–638. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
neuroimage.2006.09.026

54. Zombori G, Rodionov R, Nowell M, Zuluaga MA, Clarkson MJ,
Micallef C, Diehl B, Wehner T, Miserochi A, McEvoy AW,
Duncan JS, Ourselin S (2014) A computer assisted planning system
for the placement of sEEG electrodes in the treatment of epilepsy.
In: Collins DL, Sakuma I, Abolmaesumi P, Jannin P (eds) Stoyanov
D. Springer International Publishing, Information processing in
computer-assisted interventions, pp 118–127

55. Zrinzo L (2012) Pitfalls in precision stereotactic surgery. Surg
Neurol Int 3:S53–S61. https://doi.org/10.4103/2152-7806.91612

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdic-
tional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

888 Neurosurg Rev (2021) 44:867–888

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13311-018-00693-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13311-018-00693-1
https://doi.org/10.1109/TBME.2014.2322776
https://doi.org/10.1109/TBME.2014.2322776
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(09)61116-8
https://doi.org/10.2152/jmi.66.314
https://doi.org/10.2152/jmi.66.314
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/epi.13298
https://doi.org/10.1111/epi.13298
https://doi.org/10.3171/2015.6.JNS15487
https://doi.org/10.3171/2015.6.JNS15487
https://doi.org/10.1109/42.832961
https://doi.org/10.1109/42.832961
https://doi.org/10.1159/000481102
https://doi.org/10.1159/000481102
https://doi.org/10.1159/000464439
https://doi.org/10.1049/htl.2018.5075
https://doi.org/10.1118/1.3590374
https://doi.org/10.1118/1.3590374
https://doi.org/10.1006/ijhc.1999.0252
https://doi.org/10.1006/ijhc.1999.0252
https://doi.org/10.1159/000443407
https://doi.org/10.1159/000443407
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11548-017-1628-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-019-03808-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-019-03808-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/epi.14034
https://doi.org/10.3171/2017.10.JNS171826
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13311-019-00774-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13311-019-00774-9
https://doi.org/10.3171/2012.11.JNS111384
https://doi.org/10.3171/2012.11.JNS111384
https://doi.org/10.3171/2016.5.FOCUS16159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.09.026
https://doi.org/10.4103/2152-7806.91612

	Automated neurosurgical stereotactic planning for intraoperative use: a comprehensive review of the literature and perspectives
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Search strategy and data sources
	Selection criteria
	Data extraction
	Assessment of the risk of bias

	Results
	Literature search
	Type of stereotactic procedure
	Imaging modalities used, constraints applied, and automation procedures
	Clinical validation of the automated stereotactic procedure

	Discussion
	Key points
	History of stereotactic planning automation for neurosurgical purposes
	Type of automated stereotactic planning

	Software availability for the neurosurgical community
	Characteristics of the automation process
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	References


