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Abstract

The depth of anesthesia is contingent upon the concentration of administered hyp-
notics, but establishing an exact relationship proves challenging, given its variability
among individual patients. To elucidate the connection between the depth of anesthesia
and hypnotic concentration, we leverage transient EEG patterns—specifically, iso-electric
suppressions and power distributions within the α and δ frequency bands—at constant
concentrations. Our investigation focuses on two hypnotic: propofol and sevoflurane.
In a cohort encompassing children and young adults undergoing general anesthesia, we
employ segmentation algorithms to extract a diverse range of spectral representations in
EEG profiles. However, as we systematically alter hypnotic concentrations, a consistent
trend emerges: heightened hypnotic concentration predominantly aligns with increased
δ-band power and reduced α-band power. Notably, the occurrence of iso-electric sup-
pressions is primarily associated with elevated propofol concentrations and infrequently
observed with high levels of sevoflurane. Furthermore, we observe a decrease in the maxi-
mal power frequency of the α-band as hypnotic concentrations increase. In summary, this
study offers a systematic quantification of EEG patterns corresponding to distinct con-
centrations of propofol and sevoflurane. These observed patterns contribute to a nuanced
EEG representation of brain activity, laying the groundwork for personalized anesthesia
strategies.

Keywords: General anesthesia; EEG; Statistical analysis; Alpha rhythms; Iso-electric sup-
pressions; Propofol; Sevoflurane.
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Abbreviations: EEG = ElectroEncephaloGram; GA = General Anesthesia; TCI = Target
Controlled Infusion; αS = Alpha-Suppression; IES = Iso-Electric Suppression;

1 Introduction

Balance between patient comfort and clinical efficacy remains a challenge in modern anesthetic
practices that requires a refined control of the hypnotic dose over time. Such control is achieved
empirically by modulating the dose of classical hypnotic such as propofol and/or sevoflurane
[1]. These prominent anesthesia agents are characterized by distinct molecular targets and
mechanisms of action: while propofol is a GABAergic agonist, increasing the contribution of
inhibition in the neuronal balance, sevoflurane is a NMDA antagonist [2], thus reducing exci-
tation activity during synaptic neurotransmission. The choice between this intravenous agent
propofol and volatile inhalation sevoflurane or both can introduce difficulties in monitoring the
brain patient, due to their different EEG signatures [3, 1].
Non-invasive EEG recordings indicate brain electrical activity and allow monitoring the depth
of anesthesia (DoA). The aim of this short study is to refine the relationship between electroen-
cephalogram (EEG) signatures for various concentration steps of propofol and sevoflurane.
EEG patterns include changes in δ waves during deep sedation to α and β oscillations in lighter
sedation, a spectral representation that provide real-time insight into the cerebral response
to anesthetic agents [4, 5]. Classifying these patterns obtained with propofol or sevoflurane
at various concentrations would allow to obtain a better characterization of the heterogeneity
brain responses across patients.
To investigate the relationship between EEG patterns at fixed propofol and sevoflurane con-
centrations in a cohort of children and young adults, we apply a spectral analysis to EEG
recordings for various propofol and sevoflurane concentrations. We quantify below how the
EEG frequency bands power are modified and the occurrence of specific patterns such as iso-
electric suppressions or α−suppressions. This titration analysis can potentially be used to
facilitate the interpretation of EEG responses and eventually be incorporated into automated
and personalized anesthesia regimens based on individual EEG responses.

2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Statement about General Anesthesia protocol

This prospective observational randomized study included children and young adults patients
receiving a scheduled elective procedure requiring general anesthesia under sevoflurane and
propofol. We used a similar cohort as the one described in [6]. For each patient, two or more
plateaus of 10 minutes duration were applied with a fixed concentration of hypnotic. This study
was approved by the Ethics Committee CPP Saint Antoine, Paris, France (Approval number:
04605).
Written and informed consent was obtained from children and their parents. The protocol has
been therefore performed in accordance with the ethical standards laid down in 1964 declaration

2

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 30, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.24.24301740doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.24.24301740
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


of Helsinki and its later amendments. A group of 89 patients ranging from 6 to 38 years old,
ASA 1 or 2, was used in this study. Data were collected between 2005 and 2006. The trial was
later on registered and completed on September 2016 (ClinicalTrials.gov ID: NCT02893904).
We used MATLAB R2021a software to perform the statistical analysis. The significance level
used in this study was α=0.05. The values were expressed in mean ± standard deviation.

2.2 General anesthesia protocol

All subjects received premedication with oral antihistamine hydroxyzine (1 mg.kg−1) before
surgery. During induction, propofol was injected with an initial target concentration of 6
µg.ml−1. For sevoflurane, induction was performed at 6% with 100% oxygen. Both induction
were followed by continuous administration of remifentanil (0.25 µg.kg−1.min−1). The patients
were then intubated with cuffed tracheal tube after a single dose curarization by atracurium
besilate (0.5 mg.kg−1) and mechanically ventilated with an air-oxygen mixture and a breathing
frequency ranging from 14 to 20 min−1 to obtain an ETCO2 between 30 and 35 mmHg.
Propofol (resp. sevoflurane) concentration was kept between 2 and 6 µg.ml−1 according to
the Schnider model for post-pubertal subjects and Kataria model for pre-pubertal subjects [7]
(resp. 1 and 5%).
The decision to administer extra medication was left to the discretion of the anesthesiologist
in charge following the institution standard of protocol care. The EEG monitoring was accom-
panied by Bispectral index (BIS), pulse oxygen saturation (SpO2), heart rate (CF), systolic
and diastolic blood pressures (SBP, DBP), mean arterial pressure (MAP), and temperature
estimation.

2.3 EEG recordings and pre-processing

EEG were recorded using the Brain-Quick program stem II (Micromed, France) with a single
channel record from electrodes placed on the forehead, left and right (reference) mastoids [8].
We segmented the mechanical noise using the EEG signal power within a sliding window of
length 10 seconds and 50% overlap. A time-segment Pi is considered artifactual when the
spectral power within the window exceeds three times the median absolute value,

MAD = median(| Pi −median(P ) |) (1)

for i = 1, 2, .., N , where N is the number of windows. Segmented artifacts are then corrected
using the classical Wavelet Quantile Normalization method [9, 10].

2.4 IES and αS segmentation

Iso-electric suppressions (IES) and α− suppressions (αS) were segmented following a procedure
described in [4]: we first filtered the EEG signal S(t) in the range 8−16 Hz leading to the signal
Sα(t). We normalized Sα(t) by its Root-Mean-Square leading to Ŝα(t). We computed the
difference D(t) and Dα(t) between the respective upper and lower envelops local maxima and
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Variables 89 patients

Age (mean ± std) 14.5 ± 7.2 yr
Age (range) 6-38 yr
Gender (female/male) 36 %/64 %
Pubertal (pre/post) 56 %/44 %
Concentration plateau (propofol/sevoflurane) 66/54

Table 1: Patients demographics, EEG and statistical features.

minima interpolation, defining two threshold values

TIES = min(8, median(D(t))), (2)

TαS = min(0.25, median(Dα(t))). (3)

An EEG segment is classified as iso-electric (resp. α) suppression, when the amplitude of Ŝα is
smaller than TαS, the amplitude of S(t) is smaller (resp. greater) than TIES while the duration
should exceed at least 1 second (resp. 0.5 second).

2.5 Mathematical indicators for the α and δ bands

� The α−band relative power Pα(t) describes the power proportion of the concentration
plateau in the [8, 12] Hz range with respect to [0.1, 45] Hz, as defined by the expression

Pα(t) =

∫
f∈[8,14] P (f, t) df∫
f∈[0.5,30] P (f, t) df

, (4)

where P is the single channel EEG spectrogram obtained from a Fourier transform on a 40
seconds sliding window and 75% overlap. To obtain the mean value of the α−band relative
power Pα during the plateau duration, we apply the discretized sum approximation

Pα =
1

n+ 1

n∑
i=0

Pα(ti). (5)

� The δ−band mean relative power P δ is obtained following the procedure above but taking
[0.5, 4] Hz as the reference band.

� The maximum power frequency fα within the α−band is the frequency for which the
power is maximal:

fα(t) = argmax
f∈[8,14]

P (f, t). (6)

We then approximate the mean αmax by using the discretized sum

fα =
1

n+ 1

n∑
i=0

fα(ti). (7)
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3 Results
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Figure 1: Difference of EEG waveform, spectrogram, suppressions proportion and
hypnotic concentrations between propofol and sevoflurane induced general anes-
thesia. (A) EEG signal (blue) during propofol induced GA segmented in iso-electric suppressions

(IES) (red), alpha-suppressions (αS) (yellow) and artifacts (grey). (B) Spectrogram (time-frequency)

representation of the signal shown in (A). (C) Proportion of IES (red) and αS (yellow) evaluated in

a 4 minutes sliding window and 1 second overlap. (D) Concentration of hypnotic injected. Propofol

(left) has a target concentration (yellow) adjusted by hands, the plasmatic (blue), the effect site (or-

ange) concentrations are computed according to pharmacokinetics and pharmacodynamics (PK/PD)

models and the plateau (violet). For sevoflurane (right), only plateaus (blue) are shown.

3.1 EEG signatures at fixed propofol target concentration

We first presented (Fig.1A-B), EEG signatures and spectrograms for propofol and sevoflurane
during two independent anesthesia. We further computed the proportion of suppressions of the
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alpha band (yellow) and iso-electric suppression (red) (Fig.1C-D), that can be compared with
concentration of injected hypnotic (Fig.1E).
To further characterize the EEG statistics, we computed the relative δ−band power Pδ/Ptot,
where Ptot is the power computed across the frequency range 0.5-30 Hz. We found that the
relative δ−band power increases along with the concentration (Fig.2A) for propofol, while it
reaches a plateau for sevoflurane at an average of 3%. In parallel, the relative α−band power
decreases as the concentration increases, reaching 5% of relative power when the concentration
reaches 6 µg.ml−1 (Fig.2B). In addition, the relative δ−power also reached a concentration
plateau at around 3% sevoflurane after decreasing. These results show a clear difference between
sevoflurane vs propofol induced anesthesia.
To further explore the arrival of deep sedation with concentration, we decided to detect the
presence of iso-electric suppressions (IES) and suppression epochs of the alpha band (αS). We
reported here a sudden increase of IES in both hypnotics. It is however not clear why the mean
proportion of IES increases from 5 to 6 µg.ml−1 in the case of propofol. In parallel, we found
that the mean proportion of αS increased continuously with respect to propofol concentration
in the [2-6] µg.ml−1 range. In the case of propofol, αS increased to a maximum after 3% of
sevoflurane. At this stage, there was no clear marks of anticipating IES from the dynamics
of αS (Fig.2C). This increase is not necessarily associated with an increase in the mean IES
proportion. Instead, IES appeared predominantly for concentration starting at 5 to 6 µg.ml−1.
Finally, we observed that the mean of the frequency associated to the maximum power of the
α−band decreased continuously from 12.3 to 10 Hz (Fig.2E) as propofol concentration increases
from 2 to 6 µg/ml, a situation that is comparable with sevoflurane.

3.2 EEG spectral signatures at fixed fraction of hypnotic

To explore the diversity of the spectral signatures of propofol vs Sevoflurane, we decided to
plot the spectrograms at fixed fraction of hypnotic concentration (Fig.3): While for low con-
centrations, the spectrogram profile can be different across patients, we found that the SEF95
and median frequency was statistical different for the two categories of hypnotic. Indeed, the
median frequency is in average higher for sevoflurane ([13.9, 3.0, 2.8, 2.9, 2.8] Hz) from 1 to 5%)
compared to propofol ([7.0, 2.8, 1.4, 1.1, 1.0] Hz from 2 to 6 µg.ml−1) for all concentrations. For
concentrations at 3 and 4 units, the SEF95 are in average lower for sevoflurane ([10.9, 9.6] Hz)
against propofol ([12.3, 13.9] Hz).

4 Discussion and conclusion

In this manuscript, we highlighted the differences between propofol and sevoflurane anesthetic
concentrations and presented also the spectral properties of the EEG signal. We computed sev-
eral parameters, such as the power of the α− and δ−bands for various sevoflurane and propofol
concentrations. To evaluate the depth of anesthesia, we also computed the fraction of time
in α−suppressions and isoelectric suppressions (Fig.2A-B). When propofol concentration in-
creased, the power of the α−band decreased, while the δ power becomes dominant (Fig.2C-D).
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Figure 2: Distribution of IES, αS, band power versus propofol target concentration
(left) and fraction of expired sevoflurane (right) plateaus. (A) Relative δ−band power

distribution. (B) Relative α−band power distribution. (C) Mean IES proportion. (D) Mean pro-

portion αS. (E) Average maximum power frequency within the α−rhythms range.
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However, we did not detect any general trends where the emergence of αS would systematically
anticipate the appearance of IES. It seems that IES suddenly appear for a specific concen-
tration, suggesting that at a hypnotic concentration high enough, a switch could occur of the
dominant brain oscillations. Finally, the spectrograms further reveal a clear variability across
patients (Fig.3).
When we compared propofol vs sevoflurane effect on EEG, we found no particular signature dif-
ferences at low concentration of both hypnotic with a high variability between the spectrogram
profiles. At medium concentration ([3-5]µg.ml−1 vs. [2-4]%), the higher median frequency
(MF) but lower SEF95 for sevoflurane is associated with wider δ and α bands compared to
propofol, where we have a lower MF but higher SEF95 that we associated with narrow bands
and thus less signal amplitude at the corresponding bands frequencies. For high concentration,
the higher MF and SEF95 for sevoflurane is associated with a more dominant δ−band, while
for propofol the signal amplitude is more suppressed at δ frequencies. Finally, the present study
complement previous studies [6, 11] on propofol and sevoflurane comparison.
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