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Abstract
Background  Traumatic brain injury (TBI) can significantly disrupt autonomic nervous system (ANS) regulation, increasing 
the risk for secondary complications, hemodynamic instability, and adverse outcome. This retrospective study evaluated 
windowed time-lagged cross-correlation (WTLCC) matrices for describing cerebral hemodynamics–ANS interactions to 
predict outcome, enabling identifying high-risk patients who may benefit from enhanced monitoring to prevent complications.
Methods  The first experiment aimed to predict short-term outcome using WTLCC-based convolution neural network models 
on the Wroclaw University Hospital (WUH) database (Ptraining = 31 with 1,079 matrices, Pval = 16 with 573 matrices). The 
second experiment predicted long-term outcome, training on the CENTER-TBI database (Ptraining = 100 with 17,062 matri-
ces) and validating on WUH (Pval = 47 with 6,220 matrices). Cerebral hemodynamics was characterized using intracranial 
pressure (ICP), cerebral perfusion pressure (CPP), pressure reactivity index (PRx), while ANS metrics included low-to-
high-frequency heart rate variability (LF/HF) and baroreflex sensitivity (BRS) over 72 h. Short-term outcome at WUH was 
assessed using the Glasgow Outcome Scale (GOS) at discharge. Long-term outcome was evaluated at 3 months at WUH 
and 6 months at CENTER-TBI using GOS and GOS-Extended, respectively. The XGBoost model was used to compare 
performance of WTLCC-based model and averaged neuromonitoring parameters, adjusted for age, Glasgow Coma Scale, 
major extracranial injury, and pupil reactivity in outcome prediction.
Results  For short-term outcome prediction, the best-performing WTLCC-based model used ICP-LF/HF matrices. It had an 
area under the curve (AUC) of 0.80, vs. 0.71 for averages of ANS and cerebral hemodynamics metrics, adjusted for clinical 
metadata. For long-term outcome prediction, the best-score WTLCC-based model used ICP-LF/HF matrices. It had an AUC 
of 0.63, vs. 0.66 for adjusted neuromonitoring parameters.
Conclusions  Among all neuromonitoring parameters, ICP and LF/HF signals were the most effective in generating the 
WTLCC matrices. WTLCC-based model outperformed adjusted neuromonitoring parameters in short-term but had moder-
ate utility in long-term outcome prediction.
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Introduction

Traumatic brain injury (TBI) ranks among the leading causes 
of death and disability worldwide. The Lancet Neurology 
Commission on TBI, published in 2017 [49] and then in 2022 
[50], reported that TBI was estimated to constitute one of the 
top three causes of injury-related death and disability, with 50 
million–60 million people sustaining a TBI each year, world-
wide. Despite advancements in intensive care, little progress 
has been made in reducing TBI-related morbidity and mortal-
ity [50]. Modern neurocritical care, driven by neural networks 
and advanced biosignal processing, has the potential to revo-
lutionize personalized diagnostic and treatment approaches 
[30, 47]. Brain trauma as an acute biomechanical event is 
characterized by multiple pathophysiological processes that 
develop over time and are not limited to the brain [61].

Under normal conditions, the brain regulates cerebral 
blood flow (CBF) through cerebral autoregulation, a process 
that is partially controlled by the autonomic nervous system 
(ANS) [13, 40, 59]. Conversely, the brain influences car-
diac function through the sympathetic and parasympathetic 
branches of the ANS, which consists of multisynaptic path-
ways from myocardial cells back to peripheral ganglionic 
neurons and further to central preganglionic and premotor 
neurons [67]. This bidirectional communication creates an 
intricate network, allowing the brain and heart to continu-
ously exchange information [35]. However, this interdepend-
ence can be significantly modified after acute brain injury, 
which might contribute to cerebral hypoperfusion and sec-
ondary injury after TBI [19, 42, 63, 73]. Understanding and 
following therapeutic modulation of brain–heart interactions 
may be an option for improving outcome [35, 75].

Shortly after TBI, there is an increase in sympathetic 
activity and catecholamine levels. The initial state of 
hyperactivity of the sympathetic branch resulted in organ 
vasoconstriction and decreased perfusion [21]. This high 
sympathetic tone persists after TBI, with circulating cat-
echolamine levels remaining high for up to 10 days, which 
is a potentially protective mechanism, designed to maintain 
cerebral perfusion in the presence of increased intracranial 
pressure (ICP), but it also has several adverse effects [36]. 
Although the most important time frame for ANS dysfunc-
tion analysis has not yet been clearly defined, recent studies 
have suggested that the first 72 hours post-injury may be 
crucial [8, 27, 78, 79]. In some patients, paroxysmal sympa-
thetic hyperactivity (PSH) syndrome develops and is char-
acterized by episodic tachycardia, hypertension, tachypnea, 
hyperpyrexia, diaphoresis, and abnormal motor posturing. 
The general prevalence of PSH is up to one-third of patients 
with moderate and severe TBI, however, because PSH is 
often misinterpreted in clinical practice, the appropriate inci-
dence of PSH is likely greater [58].

Several advanced signal-processing methods have been 
used to describe brain–heart interactions. Analytic tech-
niques such as recurrence plots, cross-correlation func-
tions, and wavelet analysis have been applied to identify 
transient elevations in heart rate (HR) and ICP in the TBI 
cohort [25]. Principal dynamic mode analysis has shown 
that adding HR into a two-input model of cerebral hemo-
dynamics (with arterial blood pressure and CO2 concentra-
tion as inputs) significantly reduces prediction error [52]. To 
explore phase‒causal links between brain and heart oscil-
lations, cross-frequency coupling functions have been pro-
posed [68]. Additionally, a complex network approach based 
on visibility graphs has been introduced to analyze network 
topological measures for detecting brain–heart communica-
tion within the system [24].

The computational complexity of these advanced meth-
odologies has limited their adoption in clinical practice [26]. 
Conversely, in traditional analyses, high-resolution signals 
are averaged into a single value, which eliminates short-
term patterns. Transient episodes can be captured by cor-
relating time series at the individual level, rather than at 
the cohort level. An alternative method, that may overcome 
these limitations is windowed time-lagged cross-correlation 
(WTLCC).

The WTLCC characterizes the fine-grained dynamics 
between time series. Unlike a cross-correlation computed 
over the entire series, which may provide a limited view 
of the dynamics between neuroparameters, WTLCC uses 
short sliding windows [5]. When applied to high-resolution 
monitoring, it generates hundreds of correlation matrices 
(heatmaps) for a patient and thousands of them for a cohort.

This retrospective study aimed to investigate the utility 
of WTLCC matrices in describing brain–heart interactions 
after brain trauma. We hypothesize that quantifying these 
dynamics during the acute phase after brain injury may 
enable the identification of high-risk patients who could 
benefit from enhanced monitoring to prevent complications 
and improve outcome prediction after TBI.

Materials and methods

Study design

The first experiment (‘WTLCC utility’) investigated the 
effectiveness of the WTLCC-based model for predicting 
short-term outcome in TBI patients, assessing whether it 
differentiates short-term outcome better than averaged neu-
romonitoring parameters. This experiment was conducted 
exclusively on the Wroclaw University Hospital (WUH) 
database. The second experiment (‘WTLCC generalizabil-
ity’) assessed the model’s utility for predicting long-term 
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outcome in a broader, external TBI dataset. For this purpose, 
the CENTER-TBI database was used for training and the 
WUH database was used for validation. We also evaluated 
whether the WTLCC model offered improved differentia-
tion for long-term outcomes over averaged neuromonitoring 
parameters. The detailed study design is shown in Fig. 1.

Ethical approval

Ethical approval for the retrospective analysis of the 
WUH database was obtained from the Bioethics Commit-
tee at WUH, Poland, under approval KB-133/2023. The 
CENTER-TBI study (European Commission grant 602,150) 
was conducted in accordance with all relevant laws of the 
European Union that are directly applicable or of direct 
effects and all relevant laws of the country where the recruit-
ing sites were located, including but not limited to, the rel-
evant privacy and data protection laws and regulations (the 

“Privacy Law”), the relevant laws and regulations on the 
use of human materials, and all relevant guidance relating 
to clinical studies from time to time in force, including but 
not limited to, the ICH Harmonized Tripartite Guideline for 
Good Clinical Practice (CPMP/ICH/135/95) (“ICH GCP”) 
and the World Medical Association Declaration of Helsinki 
entitled “Ethical Principles for Medical Research Involving 
Human Subjects.” Informed consent by the patients and/or 
the legal representative/next of kin was obtained, accord-
ing to the local legislations, for all patients recruited in 
the Core Dataset of CENTER-TBI and documented in the 
e-CRF. Ethical approval was obtained for each recruiting 
site from the appropriate local ethics committee, and the 
full list of approvals is available on the website: https://​
www.​center-​tbi.​eu/​proje​ct/​ethic​al-​appro​val. This analysis 
adheres to the Guidelines for Strengthening the Reporting 
of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) State-
ment (Supplementary materials).

Fig. 1   Study design. The aim of the first experiment (‘WTLCC util-
ity’) was to investigate to the utility of windowed time-lag cross-
correlation (WTLCC) matrices, which describe cerebral hemody-
namics-autonomic nervous system (ANS) interactions for predicting 
short-term outcome. For cerebral hemodynamics parameters, intrac-
ranial pressure (ICP), cerebral perfusion pressure (CPP), pressure 
reactivity index (PRx) were used, and baroreflex sensitivity (BRS) 
and low-to-high component ratio of heart rate variability (LF/HF) 

were used as ANS metrics. This experiment was performed exclu-
sively on the Wroclaw University Hospital (WUH) database. The 
second experiment (‘WTLCC generalizability’) aimed to evaluate 
the utility of WTLCC matrices for predicting long-term outcome 
in a larger, external database of TBI patients. For this purpose, the 
CENTER-TBI database was used for training, and the WUH database 
was used for validation

https://www.center-tbi.eu/project/ethical-approval
https://www.center-tbi.eu/project/ethical-approval
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Study population

The WUH database includes patients admitted to the 
intensive care unit (ICU) of the WUH from 2014–2019. 
All patients were diagnosed with acute brain injury (TBI 
or aneurysmal subarachnoid haemorrhage (aSAH)). In 
this study, the following inclusion criteria were used: 
patients aged 18 years or older, with available outcome 
at hospital discharge and long-term outcome, ICP sensor 
implementation, and hemodynamic stability at the start 
of monitoring, with good quality signals during the first 
three days of monitoring. None of the patients underwent 
craniectomy. A flow chart is presented in Supplementary 
Fig. 1. All patients were treated according to guidelines 
applicable at the time of admission (for aSAH [20]and 
for TBI [12]). The study group was homogenous in terms 
of the severity of the injury and treatment protocol. In 
the TBI cohort, all patients suffered predominantly from 
severe TBI (severe = Glasgow Coma Scale (GCS) score of 
8 or less). In patients who required craniectomy, monitor-
ing ended after surgery. In the aSAH cohort the decision 
concerning treatment with surgical clipping or endovas-
cular coiling of the aneurysm, was based on the patient’s 
condition and physician’s interest and was performed 
within 24 h after admission to the hospital. In the ICU, all 
patients were classified according to the GCS score, with 
the majority of patients assessed as being in severe condi-
tion. Angiography with computer tomography (angio-CT) 
was used to localize the ruptured aneurysm. The Hunt 
and Hess (H–H) scale and the World Federation of Neu-
rological Surgeons (WFNS) grading scale were used to 
classify aSAH. The extent of haemorrhage was evaluated 
with the Fisher scale.

The CENTER-TBI is a large multicenter European pro-
ject that aims to better understand and improve the care of 
patients with TBI. Patients were recruited prospectively 
between the beginning of 2015 and the end of 2017 from 
21 medical centers across Europe. All patients were treated 
following current evidence-based guidelines for TBI [15]. 
Detailed information on the data collection is available 
on the study website (https://​www.​center-​tbi.​eu/​data/​dicti​
onary). Version CENTER Core 3.0 of the CENTER-TBI 
dataset was used in this study. Among the 2138 patients 
in the ICU included in the CENTER-TBI data collection, 
a subgroup of 282 patients, named the high-resolution 
CENTER-TBI substudy, had high-frequency digital sig-
nals from ICU monitoring. In this study, we applied the 
following inclusion criteria: patients over 16 years of age, 
with available hospital discharge status and follow-up data 
after six months, ICP sensor implantation, no craniotomy 
performed, and good-quality signals recorded during the 
first three days of monitoring. The flow chart for patient 

inclusion is presented in Supplementary Fig. 2. All patients 
were treated according to guidelines applicable at the time 
of admission and the group was homogenous in terms of 
the treatment protocol.

Signal monitoring and processing

In the WUH database, the ICP was measured invasively 
using an intraparenchymal probe (Codman MicroSensor 
ICP Transducer, Codman & Shurtleff, Randolph, MA, 
USA) inserted into the frontal cortex. Arterial blood 
pressure (ABP) was measured invasively in the radial or 
femoral artery using a pressure transducer (Argon Stan-
dalone DTX Plus™, Argon Medical Devices Inc. Plano, 
TX, USA). The signal was recorded with a sampling 
frequency of 200 Hz using ICM + software (Cambridge 
Enterprise Ltd., Cambridge, UK). In the CENTER-TBI 
database, the ICP was measured via intraparenchymal 
strain gauge probe (Codman ICP MicroSensor, Codman 
& Shurtlef Inc., Raynham, MA, USA) or parenchymal 
fiber optic pressure sensor (Camino ICP Monitor, Integra 
Life Sciences, Plainsboro, NJ, USA). ABP was measured 
via a radial or femoral arterial line connected to a pres-
sure transducer (Baxter Healthcare Corp., CardioVascu-
lar Group). The signal was recorded with a sampling fre-
quency of 100 Hz or higher using ICM + software and/or 
the Moberg CNS Monitor (Moberg Research Inc., Ambler, 
PA, USA). In both databases, multimodal signal record-
ing was performed within the first 24 h after onset. In 
this study, we used the first three days of neuromonitoring 
(Fig. 2). The mean values of all the signals and derived 
parameters were calculated using waveform time integra-
tion over 60-s intervals; therefore, the discrepancy in the 
sampling frequency could be neglected.

Outcome

In the WUH database, outcome was assessed in the short-
term (hospital discharge) and long-term (after three months) 
using Glasgow Outcome Scale (GOS), which was dichoto-
mized as favourable (4–5) or unfavourable (1–3). The assess-
ment was performed by one experienced neurointesivist 
(M.B.) and was adjusted for assessment of independence 
when assessment was performed during discharge, as rec-
ommended [77]. In the CENTER-TBI database, long-term 
outcome (after six months) was assessed using the Glasgow 
Outcome Scale Extended (GOS-E). The outcome scores 
were dichotomized as favourable (lower than moderate 
disability or better [GOS-E score of 5–8]) or unfavourable 
(upper severe disability or worse [GOS-E score of ≤ 4]) on 
the basis of the dichotomization utilized in the other trials 
[3].

https://www.center-tbi.eu/data/dictionary
https://www.center-tbi.eu/data/dictionary
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Fig. 2   An examplary time series of cerebral hemodynamics param-
eters: intracranial pressure (ICP), cerebral perfusion pressure (CPP), 
and pressure reactivity index (PRx), as well as autonomic nervous 
system parameters: baroreflex sensitivity (BRS) and the ratio between 

the low (LF, 0.04–0.15 Hz) and high (HF, 0.15–0.40 Hz) frequency 
ranges of heart rate variability (LF/HF) during the first three days 
(72 h) of recordings in traumatic brain injury patient hospitalized at 
Wroclaw University Hospital (WUH)
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Cerebral hemodynamics parameters

Cerebral perfusion pressure (CPP) was defined as the differ-
ence between the mean ABP and ICP. Cerebral autoregula-
tion was assessed using pressure reactivity index (PRx), cal-
culated as the Pearson linear correlation coefficient between 
slow waves in the ABP and the ICP signal. First, the signals 
were averaged over 10 s intervals to isolate the slow changes, 
and then the correlation coefficient was assessed in 5 min 
moving average windows updated for 10 s [22].

Autonomic nervous system metrics

Baroreflex sensitivity (BRS) was assessed in the time domain 
using the sequential cross-correlation method proposed by 
Westerhof et al. [76]. It was calculated as the slope of the 
regression line between 10 s segments of the systolic peak-
to-peak interval and the corresponding systolic pressure time 
series derived from the ABP signal. Heart rate variability 
was assessed in the frequency method using the Lomb–Scar-
gle periodogram as the ratio between the low range (LF, 
0.04–0.15 Hz) and high range (HF, 0.15–0.40 Hz), termed 
LF/HF [51].

Windowed time‑lagged cross‑correlation

The WTLCC analysis is illustrated in Fig. 3. Correlated 
parameters (I1 and I2) included the first 72 h of cerebral 
hemodynamics parameters (ICP, CPP, and PRx) and ANS 
metrics (LF/HF and BRS). WTLCC applied to two series 
I1(n) and I2(n) of length N creates a matrix with K rows and 
J columns, where each row k corresponds to a time-lagged 
cross-correlation for the kth window between both signals 
[10]. Each value in this row is a time-lagged correlation 
value of the windowed signals with the lag lk,j for the jth 
column being equal to lk,j = j-J/2 samples. Next, a window 
of length N is sampled from the signal by moving it begin-
ning with a stride value S, thus creating multiple overlapping 
windows from a single patient (Supplementary Fig. 3). The 
hyperparameters used for heatmap generation were adjusta-
ble from the following sets: N: 360 min, 720 min, 1080 min; 
S: 15 min, 30 min, 60 min, 90 min; and K: 15, 30, 60. By 
default, the time lag (J) was set as a constant 240 min (with a 
1-min resolution, moving 120 min both way). All the hyper-
parameters of the WTLCC matrices were optimized using 
Bayesian optimization technique. The details of the optimi-
zation procedure are presented in the Supplementary Data.

Convolutional neural network

A custom convolutional neural network (CNN) was used 
as a general approximator for finding a mapping from the 
WTLCC matrices to a binary variable of unfavourable/

favourable outcome. The exact structure, training details 
and hyperparameters of the networks can be found in Sup-
plementary Table 1. A total of 2016 models were trained. 
We score the models using aggregate metrics computed for 
all the matrices from a single patient. The scores are concat-
enated using a simple heuristic that computes the means of 
all the scores assigned to every matrix from a single patient 
and checks whether the score exceeds the threshold of 0.5 
(see the analysis pipeline in Fig. 3). The learning procedure 
is described in detail in the Supplementary Data. The per-
formance of the CNN model was assessed using a receiver 
operating characteristic (ROC) curve with the area under the 
curve (AUC), accuracy and F1 score.

XGBoost model

To compare the performance of the features learned from 
the WTLCC-based model and clinical metadata, which 
are commonly used for outcome prediction, we propose 
an extension to the experiments. We generate a simple tab-
ular classifier using the gradient-boosted trees algorithm 
(XGBoost) [16] to predict short and long-term outcome 
on the basis of one of the two potential feature sets: (1) 
average values of neuroparameters (ICP, CPP, PRx, BRS, 
LF/HF) adjusted for clinical features from the established 
Corticoid Randomization after Significant Head Injury 
(CRASH) model (age, Glasgow Coma Scale (GCS), pupil 
reactivity, major extracranial injury) [57]; (2) WTLCC-
based model embeddings adjusted for clinical features 
from the CRASH model. The model embeddings are fea-
ture vectors generated by applying the feature extraction 
component of the best-performing CNN model (identi-
fied during hyperparameter optimization) to the WTLCC 
matrix. The data split used for training this classifier is the 
same as that used for training the model, reducing informa-
tion leakage between the training and validation datasets. 
In the XGBoost model for long-term outcome prediction, 
where the CENTER-TBI database was used as the training 
set, the Ptraining was 92, because of missing data about GCS 
(n = 5) and pupil reactivity (n = 3).

Statistical analysis

The normality of the data was assessed using the Shapiro‒
Wilk test. Because the normality condition was not met for 
most of the analyzed parameters, nonparametric tests were 
applied. The differences in median values were tested using 
the Mann–Whitney U test. For categorical data, the Pear-
son CHI2 test (Fisher exact test) was used. The level of sig-
nificance was set at 0.05. Data are presented as the median 
(first–third quartile) unless indicated otherwise. Statistical 
analysis was performed using STATISTICA 13 (Tibco, Palo 
Alto, CA, USA).
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Results

Study population

The WUH database included 47 patients with acute brain 
injury, consisting of 38 with TBI and 9 with aSAH. The 
clinical characteristics of the WUH cohort are presented in 
Table 1. The inclusion and exclusion criteria are detailed 
in the flow chart (Supplementary Fig. 1). The median age 

was 38 (28–63) years, with 15 (32%) females. Patients 
were in moderate to severe condition, with a GCS score 
of 7 (5–8). In the aSAH group the haemorrhage was clas-
sified as severe, with mFisher score of 4 (3–4), WFNS 
score of 5 (3–5), and H–H scale score of 5 (4–5). Unfa-
vourable short-term outcome was found in 35 (74%) 
patients in the group. At the 3-month follow-up, 21 (45%) 
of the patients had unfavourable long-term outcome. The 
CENTER-TBI database includes 100 patients with TBI. 

Fig. 3   The pipeline of the analysis uses windowed time-lagged cross-
correlation (WTLCC) (Upper panel) WTLCC is applied to two series 
I1(n) and I2(n) of length N, creating a matrix with K rows and J col-
umns. (Lower panel) A custom convolutional neural network (CNN) 

was used as a general approximator for the task of finding a map-
ping from the WTLCC matrices to a binary variable of unfavourable/
favourable outcome. The details of WTLCC and CNN are presented 
in the Supplementary materials
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The clinical characteristics of this cohort are presented in 
Table 1. The detailed inclusion and exclusion criteria are 
presented in the flow chart (Supplementary Fig. 2). The 
median age was 53 (36–64) years, with 25 (25%) being 
female. Patients were in moderate to severe condition, 
with a GCS score of 7 (3–11). Within this group, at the 

6-month follow-up, 51 (51%) of the patients had unfavour-
able long-term outcome.

Experiment 1: WTLCC utility

Selected hyperparameters for WTLCC matrices

The WUH database was randomly divided into two separate 
groups for training and validation (Ptraining = 31, Pval = 16). 
Across all the experiments (see details in the ‘Convolutional 
neural network’ section), the following hyperparameters 
received the best score metrics: parameters I1 – ICP, and I2 
– LF/HF. The WTLCC matrices parameters were as follows: 
length (N) of 1080 min, correlation step (S) of 90 min, and 
a number of windows (K) of 60.

WTLCC‑based model for short‑term outcome

The CNN model was trained on 1,079 matrices and vali-
dated on 573 matrices. The best-performing CNN, used to 
map acute-phase WTLCC matrices to short-term outcome, 
achieved an accuracy of 88%, with an F1 score of 0.92 and 
an AUC of 0.80. The ROC curve and confusion matrix are 
presented in Fig. 4.

Averages of neuromonitoring parameters vs. 
short‑term outcome

A comparison of the average neuromonitoring parameters 
by short-term outcome in the WUH database is presented in 
Table 2. Notably, none of the neuromonitoring parameters 
averaged over the first three days were significant predictors 
of unfavourable outcome.

WTLCC‑based model vs. neuromonitoring 
parameters adjusted for CRASH features 
in short‑term outcome prediction

We compared WTLCC-based model embeddings with 
average values of cerebral hemodynamics and ANS met-
rics (ICP, CPP, PRx, BRS, LF/HF), after adjustment for 
clinical features from the established CRASH model (age, 
GCS, pupil reactivity, major extracranial injury), in the 
short-term outcome prediction task. This predictive mod-
elling was performed using the XGBoost algorithm (see 
details in the ‘Methods’ section). The adjusted neuromoni-
toring parameters had an accuracy of 75%, with an F1 score 
of 0.82 and an AUC of 0.71. The adjusted WTLCC-based 
model embeddings had an accuracy of 88%, with an F1 
score of 0.92 and an AUC of 0.80.

Table 1   Baseline clinical characteristics of patients from the Wro-
claw University Hospital (WUH) database and the CENTER-TBI 
database.  Data are presented as median (lower  quartile-upper quar-
tile) or number (percentage)

TBI,  traumatic brain injury; aSAH, aneurysmal subarachnoid 
haemorhhage;  ISS, injury severity scale; CT, computed tomography; 
NA, data were not available; a data concerning the Glasgow Coma 
Scale were not available for n = 5 patients; b,c variables available for 
TBI patients, where  for c  more than one is possible; d In the WUH 
database short-term outcome was assessed at hospital discharge and 
long-term outcome was assessed after 3 months using Glasgow Out-
come Scale (GOS); in the CENTER-TBI, long-term outcome was 
assessed after 6 months using the Glasgow Outcome Scale Extended 
(GOS-E)

Characteristics of total group WUH (N = 47) CENTER-
TBI 
(N = 100)

TBI 38 (81%) 100 (100%)
aSAH 9 (19%) 0
Age [years] 38 (28–63) 53 (36–64)
Female 15 (32%) 25 (25%)
Glasgow Coma Scale 7 (5–8) 7 (3–11)a

ISS 36 (26–50) 32 (25–41)
Major extracranial injuries 25 (53%) 39 (39%)
bCause of injury:
Road traffic incident 20 (53%) 40 (40%)
Incident fall 14 (37%) 34 (34%)
Other nonintentional injuries 2 (4%) 4 (4%)
Violence/Assault 1 (3%) 12 (12%)
Suicide attempt 0 0
Other/Unknown 1 (3%) 10 (10%)
bPupillary reactivity:
Bilaterally reacting 29 (76%) 77 (77%)
Unilaterally reacting 7 (18%) 8 (8%)
Bilaterally nonreacting 2 (6%) 12 (12%)
NA 0 3 (3%)
cCT characteristics:
Contusion 24 (51%) 59 (59%)
Epidural hematoma 4 (9%) 20 (20%)
Cerebral Hematoma 15 (32%) 32 (32%)
Traumatic SAH 16 (34%) 77 (77%)
dOutcome:
Unfavourable short-term outcome, 

n(%)
35 (74%) NA

Unfavourable long-term outcome, n(%) 21 (45%) 51 (51%)
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Experiment 2: WTLCC generalizability

Selected hyperparameters for WTLCC matrices

The training process in experiment 2 was performed inde-
pendently of experiment 1, and both databases (CENTER-
TBI and WUH) were not mixed in any stage of analysis. 
The CENTER-TBI database was used as the training set 
(Ptraining = 100) and the WUH database was used as the 
validation set (Pval = 47). The following hyperparameters 
received the best score metrics across all the experiments: 
parameters I1 – ICP, and I2 – LF/HF. The WTLCC matrix 
parameters were as follows: length (N) of 1080 min, correla-
tion step (S) of 15 min, and a number of windows (K) of 60.

WTLCC‑based model for long‑term outcome

The CNN model was trained on 17,062 matrices and vali-
dated on 6,220 matrices. The best-score custom CNN, used 
for the task of finding a mapping from the acute-phase 
WTLCC matrices to long-term outcome, had an accuracy 
of 59%, with an F1 score of 0.64 and an AUC of 0.65. The 
ROC curve and confusion matrix are presented in Fig. 4.

Averages of neuromonitoring parameters vs. 
long‑term outcome

A comparison of neuromonitoring parameters between 
groups with favourable and unfavourable long-term outcome 
is presented in Table 2. In the WUH database, PRx was 
higher in patients with unfavourable outcome than in those 
with favourable (0.69 ± 0.12 vs. 0.57 ± 015; p < 0.001).

In the CENTER-TBI database, CPP [mm Hg] (67 ± 11 vs. 
73 ± 12, p = 0.011) and LF/HF (1.01 ± 0.96 vs. 1.76 ± 1.75, 
p = 0.002) were lower, whereas the PRx was higher 
(0.56 ± 0.27 vs. 0.48 ± 0.27, p = 0.048) in patients with unfa-
vourable outcome than in those with favourable.

WTLCC‑based model vs. neuromonitoring 
parameters adjusted for CRASH features 
in long‑term outcome prediction

We compared WTLCC-based model embeddings with 
average values of cerebral hemodynamics and ANS met-
rics, after adjustment for clinical features from the CRASH 
model, in the long-term outcome prediction task. This pre-
dictive modelling was performed using the XGBoost algo-
rithm (see details in the ‘Methods’ section). The adjusted 

Fig. 4   A  receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve and confu-
sion matrix for the convolutional neural network (CNN) model uti-
lizing windowed time-lagged cross-correlation (WTLCC) in two 
experiments. The first experiment (‘WTLCC utility’) aimed to pre-
dict short-term outcome and was trained and validated on the Wro-
claw University Hospital (WUH) database (Ptraining = 31 with 1,079 

matrices, Pval = 16 with 573 matrices). The second experiment 
(‘WTLCC generalizability’) aimed to predict long-term outcome and 
was trained on the CENTER-TBI database and validated on WUH 
(Ptraining = 100 with 17,062 matrices, Pval = 47 with 6,220 matrices). 
Abbreviations: Fav. – Favourable outcome; Unfav.– Unfavourable 
outcome
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neuromonitoring parameters had an accuracy of 65%, with 
an F1 score of 0.67 and an AUC of 0.66. The adjusted 
WTLCC-based model embeddings had an accuracy of 63%, 
with an F1 score of 0.62 and an AUC of 0.63.

Discussion

In this study, we propose a new method to explore the 
simultaneous transients between cerebral hemodynam-
ics and ANS by employing an artificial intelligence-based 
model utilizing acute-phase WTLCC matrices. Among all 

the neuromonitoring parameters, ICP and LF/HF signals 
were the most effective in generating the WTLCC matri-
ces. For short-term outcome prediction, the WTLCC-based 
model performed better than average values of the neu-
romonitoring parameters after adjusting for clinical fea-
tures used in the CRASH model. However, in long-term 
outcome prediction, the utility of the WTLCC-based model 
was moderate and comparable with the mean values of 
the neuroparameters.

The WTLCC has been previously applied to study 
the relationship between simultaneous time series describ-
ing human perceptions and performance [64]. To our knowl-
edge, this is the first study to explore the utility of WTLCC 
in predicting patient outcome after acute brain injury. The 
proposed solution preserves the temporal dynamics between 
neuromonitoring parameters. By segmenting data into time 
windows, WTLCC generates hundreds of correlation matri-
ces per patient, similar to a ‘snapshot’, each capturing the 
relationship between cerebral hemodynamics and ANS 
parameters while accounting for potential delays and time-
related changes. This approach transforms a one-dimen-
sional time series into two-dimensional matrices, which can 
be analyzed similarly to images using a CNN model.

The incidence of dysautonomia or paroxysmal sympa-
thetic hyperactivity (PSH) is approximately 8% to 33% of 
TBI patients [32, 58]; however its incidence may be difficult 
to diagnose because these patients typically have significant 
neurologic and systemic injuries. In severe TBI hyperactivity 
of the sympathetic nervous system as an adaptive response 
to damaged tissues can result in damage to the myocardium 
and other critical organs [45]. Most research suggests that 
brain injury is commonly associated with increases in sym-
pathetic activity, which can alter the regulatory function of 
critical organs such as the heart via hemodynamic changes 
[54]. It is also likely that brain injury alters the fine balance 
between the sympathetic and parasympathetic arms of the 
autonomic nervous system, resulting in an imbalance of the 
homeostatic mechanisms that maintain normal organ system 
function and their interactions with each other. Therefore, 
investigating of the mechanisms of autonomic dysfunction 
can guide advancements in monitoring and treatment para-
digms to improve the acute survival and long-term prognosis 
of TBI patients [46].

In the task of finding a mapping from the WTLCC 
matrices to a binary variable of unfavourable/favourable 
outcome, ICP and LF/HF were identified as the most accu-
rate time series. ICP is a complex modality that should not 
be reduced to its mean value, as it reflects cerebral com-
pensatory mechanisms and indirectly regulates cerebral 
blood flow [23]. Recent studies have reported alterations 
in ANS activity in response to changes in ICP [33, 62]. 
However, the ICP-ANS relationship is not straightforward 
and rather nonlinear [14, 65]. The LF/HF ratio is often 

Table 2   Cerebral hemodynamic parameters and autonomic nervous 
system metrics for patients with favourable and unfavourable  short-
term and long-term outcome.  Data are presented as median (lower 
quartile-upper quartile)

WUH, Wroclaw University Hospital database; ICP, intracranial 
pressure; CPP, cerebral perfusion pressure; PRx, pressure reactivity 
index; BRS, baroreflex sensitivity; LF/HF, ratio between the low (LF, 
0.04–0.15 Hz) and high (HF, 0.15–0.40 Hz) frequency ranges of heart 
rate variability

Database: WUH (n = 47)

Parameter Favourable 
short-term out-
come
n = 12

Unfavourable 
short-term out-
come
n = 35

p-value

ICP [mm Hg] 12.9 (10.2–14.2) 11.8 (9.1–14.9) 0.854
CPP [mm Hg] 74.3 (71.5–78.3) 72.6 (65.0–77.4) 0.311
PRx [a.u.] 0.60 (0.46–0.67) 0.63 (0.55–0.71) 0.360
BRS [ms/mm Hg] 6.4 (4.2–9.2) 6.8 (4.5–8.7) 0.931
LF/HF [a.u.] 0.79 (0.49–1.15) 0.85 (0.33–1.55) 0.970
Database WUH (n = 47)
 Parameter Favourable

long-term out-
come

n = 26

Unfavourable
long-term out-

come
n = 21

p-value

 ICP [mm Hg] 12 (10–15) 13 (9–15) 0.957
 CPP [mm Hg] 73 (69–77) 74 (65–77) 0.940
 PRx [a.u.] 0.57 (0.46–0.61) 0.69 (0.62–0.74)  < 0.001
 BRS [ms/mm 

Hg]
6.7 (4.8–9.6) 5.6 (4.0–8.1) 0.226

 LF/HF [a.u.] 0.96 (0.54–1.56) 0.59 (0.29–1.36) 0.167
Database CENTER-TBI (n = 100)
 Parameter Favourable

long-term out-
come

n = 49

Unfavourable
long-term out-

come
n = 51

p-value

 ICP [mm Hg] 12 (9–15) 13 (10–16) 0.488
 CPP [mm Hg] 73 (67–78) 67 (62–74) 0.011
 PRx [a.u.] 0.48 (0.32–0.60) 0.56 (0.40–0.67) 0.048
 BRS [ms/mm 

Hg]
8.1 (4.5–11.3) 6.3 (4.5–13.1) 0.901

 LF/HF [a.u.] 1.76 (0.90–2.65) 1.01 (0.69–1.65) 0.002
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used as an indicator of sympathovagal balance. Although 
it should not be interpreted as a ‘zero-sum’ system [66], 
low LF/HF, indicating high parasympathetic activity with 
the withdrawal of the sympathetic branch, has been associ-
ated with poor outcome and increased mortality rates [18, 
39, 55]. Increased ICP, which is commonly observed after 
TBI, causes increased sympathetic activity, which in turn 
results in hypertension, increased heart rate, and catechola-
mine hypersecretion. Catecholamines increase the contractil-
ity of the heart despite increased vascular resistance [6]. On 
the other hand, previous studies have shown that the para-
sympathetic system might be triggered by an increase in 
ICP, leading to vasodilatation to preserve cerebral blood 
flow, which in turn produces an increase in arterial brain 
blood volume and consequently a further increase in ICP 
[31]. It has been demonstrated that in patients with poor out-
come, BRS remains low during an increase in ICP, whereas 
in patients with good outcome, BRS increases with higher 
ICP [56, 11, 55].

ANS metrics, including heart rate variability (HRV) 
parameters, are influenced by age, sex, functional capac-
ity, and chronic comorbidities, and measuring them in criti-
cally ill patients is accompanied by potential difficulties [69]. 
Studies where basal autonomic function can be captured, 
including elective surgery [1, 43] may provide powerful 
mechanistic insights since autonomic changes can be indi-
vidualized and referenced to pre-insult normal levels [44]. 
Despite possible problems and limitations, HRV analysis has 
been performed in intensive care for the last three decades. 
It has been shown that brain-injured patients have reduced 
HRV, whereas recovery of HRV is associated with improved 
outcome [38]. In a study of the effects of sepsis, age, seda-
tion, catecholamines, and illness severity on sympathovagal 
balance (LF/HF), an LF/HF ratio < 1.5 was shown to be asso-
ciated with sepsis and mortality [48]. Moreover, a negative 
correlation between LF/HF and the SOFA score has been 
reported [4]. Sykora et al. [71] reported that a decreased 
LH/HF ratio in a TBI cohort of patients was significantly 
associated with increased mortality, independent of ICP 
and CPP. Bodenes et al. [9] reported that lower LF/HF, and 
Shannon entropy values at admission were associated with 
higher ICU mortality. Moreover, HRV measured (including 
LF/HF) on admission enables the prediction of outcome in 
the ICU or on day 28, independent of the admission diag-
nosis, treatment, and mechanical ventilation requirements.

The prediction of outcome after brain injury is still a 
challenge. Two of the most recognized and reported models 
of outcome prediction after TBI are CRASH [57] and the 
International Mission for Prognosis and Analysis of Clinical 
Trials (IMPACT) [70]. However, both models have limi-
tations. They are based on demographic and clinical data 
related to the primary injury. According to current research 
extending prognostic models with early monitoring data of 

physiological signals may improve the accuracy of outcome 
prediction [7, 37, 60]. Furthermore, the CRASH or IMPACT 
models are designed for long-term outcome prediction but 
lack the ability to guide life-or-death decisions for individual 
patients. According to the study of Eagle et al., these mod-
els incorrectly predicted that nearly 1 in 5 patients would 
have an unfavourable outcome or die [28]. In our study, we 
showed that in the prediction of short-term outcome the 
WTLCC-based model performed better than cerebral hemo-
dynamics and ANS metrics, adjusted for clinical character-
istics included in the CRASH model (age, GCS score, pupil 
reactivity, major extracranial injury). However, in terms of 
their ability to predict long-term outcome, their performance 
was comparable. While short-term outcome may be affected 
not only by the severity of brain injury but also by the extent 
of systemic disorders, the function of peripheral organs, and 
transient changes in cerebral hemodynamics and ANS activ-
ity [41, 72], long-term recovery after brain injury may also 
depend on care pathways and rehabilitation [11, 53]. Current 
studies have shown that patients with TBI who are treated in 
an ICU are a highly heterogeneous group. Therefore clus-
tering by glucose variations and brain biomarkers (such as 
glial fibrillary acidic protein, S100 calcium-binding protein 
B and others), could be the best clinical descriptors of dis-
ease trajectories in the ICU. However, the implementation of 
brain biomarkers in clinical practice has not yet been widely 
accomplished [2]. New metrics of the brain–heart interac-
tions can serve as ‘biomarkers’ of healthy brain–heart inter-
action, making their assessment valuable in understanding 
the pathological mechanisms of TBI.

Guideline-based care for moderate to severe TBI patients 
relies on various pharmacological agents as treatment cor-
nerstones. Sedatives are used to manage ICP and suppress 
cerebral metabolic demand, whereas vasopressor agents are 
utilized to maintain CPP targets [17]. HRV metrics are sen-
sitive to sedation levels [56]. Propofol has been found to 
significantly reduce sympathetic nerve activity and diminish 
reflex increases in sympathetic nerve activity; however, this 
observation was based on a relatively small group (n = 10) 
of healthy volunteers aged 21–37 years [29]. Conversely, 
a recent study conducted by Froese et al. on 475 patients 
hospitalised with brain trauma demonstrated that infusions 
of commonly administered sedatives and vasopressor agents 
do not impact cerebrovascular reactivity [34]. Therefore, the 
effects of sedatives and vasopressors on the ANS and cer-
ebral hemodynamics are still under investigation, something 
which is not accounted for in our study.

The proposed pipeline aims to explore the relationships 
between the ANS and cerebral hemodynamics metrics. It takes 
advantage of neural networks as general approximators. With 
fixed network hyperparameters, we constrained the Bayesian 
optimization algorithm to prioritize extracting the most infor-
mation from the WTLCC matrices rather than fully optimizing 
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the model structure for the best possible scores. This modifi-
cation in dataset creation required adjustments in the training 
process, prompting us to include both training and WTLCC 
hyperparameters in the optimization process. However, this 
approach has limitations. First, assessing model performance 
with limited data is challenging, as a small patient sample 
affects score resolution and requires an external testing dataset. 
To address this, we used two completely independent databases 
in the second experiment, showing that even in this scenario, 
the model achieved moderate results in terms of outcome pre-
diction. Additionally, we restricted the hyperparameter options 
to a predefined set to ensure that the assumptions were met.

Limitations

This study has several limitations. In the first experiment, 
we used the WUH database exclusively for training and 
validation. Given the limited data, we were unable to use 
a separate test set in this preliminary study. For the second 
experiment, we address this limitation by using two separate 
databases, CENTER-TBI as the training dataset and WUH 
as the validation dataset, to assess the generalizability of 
our findings. Although we acknowledge that this approach 
has some limitations, it allows us to minimise overfitting 
concerns and assess model performance across independ-
ent datasets. Additionally, as a short-term outcome metric 
we used GOS assessed at hospital discharge in the WUH 
database. However, this assessment was performed by 
experienced specialist and the questionnaire was adaptive 
to the aspects of independence if necessary and according to 
recommendations [77]. The impairment in ANS regulation 
observed in TBI patients outweighs the transient changes 
inherent in and inseparable from the critical care environ-
ment (changes in body temperature and position, respiratory 
rate, tidal volume, nursing manoeuvres, alterations in the 
medical therapy and drugs), as reported in previous studies 
[71]. However, we cannot be certain that they do not influ-
ence ANS parameters, therefore this should be considered 
the primary limitation of this study. Given the heterogene-
ity between traumatic brain injury (TBI; n = 38 (81%)) and 
aneurysmal subarachnoid haemorrhage (aSAH; n = 9; 19%)) 
in the WUH cohort of patients, we recognize the potential 
challenges in combining these subgroups, especially in 
examining cerebral hemodynamics.

Conclusions

Among all the neuromonitoring parameters, ICP and LF/
HF were the most effective in generating the WTLCC matri-
ces. For short-term outcome prediction, the WTLCC-based 

model performed better than average values of the neu-
romonitoring parameters after adjusting for clinical features 
used in the CRASH model. However, in long-term outcome 
prediction, the utility of the WTLCC-based model was mod-
erate and comparable with the mean values of the neuropa-
rameters. Further research with a larger TBI patient cohort 
is needed to confirm these findings.

Supplementary Information  The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00701-​024-​06375-6.

Acknowledgements  Collaborating author names for group author 
“CENTER-TBI high-resolution sub-study participants and inves-
tigators” for PubMed records: Audny Anke1, Ronny Beer2, Bo-
Michael Bellander3, Erta Beqiri4, Andras Buki5, Manuel Cabeleira6, 
Marco Carbonara7, Arturo Chieregato4, Giuseppe Citerio8,9, Hans 
Clusmann10, Endre Czeiter11, Marek Czosnyka6, Bart Depreitere12, 
Ari Ercole13, Shirin Frisvold14, Raimund Helbok2, Stefan Jankowski15, 
Daniel Kondziella16, Lars-Owe Koskinen17, Ana Kowark18, David 
K. Menon13, Geert Meyfroidt19, Kirsten Moeller20, David Nelson3, 
Anna Piippo-Karjalainen21, Andreea Radoi22, Arminas Ragauskas23, 
Rahul Raj21, Jonathan Rhodes24, Saulius Rocka23, Rolf Rossaint18, 
Juan Sahuquillo22, Oliver Sakowitz25,26, Peter Smielewski6, Nino 
Stocchetti27, Nina Sundstrom28, Riikka Takala29, Tomas Tamosuitis30, 
Olli Tenovuo31, Andreas Unterberg26, Peter Vajkoczy32, Alessia 
Vargiolu8, Rimantas Vilcinis33, Stefan Wolf34, Alexander Younsi26, 
Frederick A. Zeiler13,35 Affiliations: 1. Department of Physical Medi-
cine and Rehabilitation, University Hospital Northern Norway; 2. 
Department of Neurology, Neurological Intensive Care Unit, Medical 
University of Innsbruck, Innsbruck, Austria; 3. Department of Neuro-
surgery & Anesthesia & Intensive Care Medicine, Karolinska Univer-
sity Hospital, Stockholm, Sweden; 4. NeuroIntensive Care, Niguarda 
Hospital, Milan, Italy; 5. Department of Neurosurgery, Medical School, 
University of Pecs, Hungary, and Neurotrauma Research Group, Janos 
Szentagothai Research Centre, University of Pecs, Hungary; 6. Brain 
Physics Lab, Division of Neurosurgery, Department of Clinical Neu-
rosciences, University of Cambridge, Addenbrooke’s Hospital, Cam-
bridge, UK; 7. Neuro ICU, Fondazione IRCCS Ca Granda Ospedale 
Maggiore Policlinico, Milan, Italy; 8. NeuroIntensive Care Unit, 
Department of Anesthesia & Intensive Care, ASST di Monza, Monza, 
Italy; 9. School of Medicine and Surgery, Universita Milano Bico-
cca, Milano, Italy; 10. Department of Neurosurgery, Medical Faculty 
RWTH Aachen University, Aachen, Germany; 11. Department of Neu-
rosurgery, University of Pecs and MTA-PTE Clinical Neuroscience MR 
Research Group and Janos Szentagothai Research Centre, University of 
Pecs, Hungarian Brain Research Program (Grant No. KTIA 13 NAP-
A-II/8), Pecs, Hungary; 12. Department of Neurosurgery, University 
Hospitals Leuven, Leuven, Belgium; 13. Division of Anesthesia, Uni-
versity of Cambridge, Addenbrooke’s Hospital, Cambridge, UK; 14. 
Department of Anesthesiology and Intensive Care, University Hospital 
Northern Norway, Tromso, Norway; 15. Neurointensive Care, Sheffeld 
Teaching Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, Shefeld, UK; 16. Depart-
ments of Neurology, Clinical Neurophysiology and Neuroanesthesiol-
ogy, Region Hovedstaden Rigshospitalet, Copenhagen, Denmark; 17. 
Department of Clinical Neuroscience, Neurosurgery, Umea University, 
Umea, Sweden; 18. Department of Anesthesiology, University Hospital 
of Aachen, Aachen, Germany; 19. Intensive Care Medicine, University 
Hospitals Leuven, Leuven, Belgium; 20. Department Neuroanesthesi-
ology, Region Hovedstaden Rigshospitalet, Copenhagen, Denmark 21. 
Helsinki University Central Hospital, Helsinki, Finland; 22. Depart-
ment of Neurosurgery, Vall d’Hebron University Hospital, Barcelona, 
Spain; 23. Department of Neurosurgery, Kaunas University of Tech-
nology and Vilnius University, Vilnius, Lithuania; 24. Department of 
Anesthesia, Critical Care & Pain Medicine NHS Lothian & University 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-024-06375-6


Acta Neurochirurgica (2024) 166:504	 Page 13 of 15  504

of Edinburg, Edinburgh, UK; 25. Klinik fur Neurochirurgie, Klini-
kum Ludwigsburg, Ludwigsburg, Germany; 26. Department of Neu-
rosurgery, University Hospital Heidelberg, Heidelberg, Germany; 27. 
Department of Pathophysiology and Transplantation, Milan University, 
and Neuroscience ICU, Fondazione IRCCS Ca Granda Ospedale Mag-
giore Policlinico, Milano, Italy; 28. Department of Radiation Sciences, 
Biomedical Engineering, Umea University, Umea, Sweden; 29. Perio-
perative Services, Intensive Care Medicine, and Pain Management, 
Turku University Central Hospital and University of Turku, Turku, 
Finland; 30. Neurointensive Care Unit, Kaunas University of Health 
Sciences, Kaunas, Lithuania; 31. Rehabilitation and Brain Trauma, 
Turku University Central Hospital and University of Turku, Turku, 
Finland; 32. Neurologie, Neurochirurgie und Psychiatrie, Charite–Uni-
versitatsmedizin Berlin, Berlin, Germany; 33. Department of Neuro-
surgery, Kaunas University of Health Sciences, Kaunas, Lithuania; 
34. Department of Neurosurgery, Charite–Universitatsmedizin Berlin, 
corporate member of Freie Universitat Berlin, Humboldt-Universitat 
zu Berlin, and Berlin Institute of Health, Berlin, Germany; 35. Section 
of Neurosurgery, Department of Surgery, Rady Faculty of Health Sci-
ences, University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, MB, Canada

Authors’ contributions  CM: study design and analysis, development 
of the model used in this study, and article preparation; MB: data col-
lection, consulting results, and performing a critical review of the arti-
cle; AP, MC and CR: manuscript preparation and critical review of 
the article; AU: acquiring funding for research, supervised the study, 
study design, data analysis, statistical analysis, and article preparation. 
CENTER-TBI participants and investigators collected and curated the 
data used in this study. The final manuscript was approved by all the 
authors.

Funding  This work was supported by the National Science Centre, 
Poland (grant no UMO-2022/47/D/ST7/00229). The data used in this 
study (with permission; Approval No. 514) were obtained in the con-
text of CENTER-TBI, a large collaborative project with the support 
of the European Union 7th Framework program (EC Grant 602150).

Data availability  The data that support the findings of this study belong 
to the CENTER-TBI project (https://​www.​center-​tbi.​eu/), but restric-
tions apply to the availability of these data, which were used under 
license for the current study (Approval No. 514) and are not publicly 
available. Access to the data can be obtained upon approval from the 
CENTER-TBI project committee. Source codes for the analysis are 
available at https://​github.​com/​AUTOM​ATIC-​BRAIN-​ANS/​WTLCC-​
Trans​ients-​NN. The dataset generated and/or analyzed during the cur-
rent study belonging to Wrocław Medical University Hospital (Poland) 
is not publicly available, but a reasonable request to the corresponding 
author will be considered.

Declarations 

Ethics approval and consent to participate  The CENTER-TBI study 
(European Commission Grant 602150) was conducted in accordance 
with all relevant laws of the European Union that are directly applica-
ble or of direct effects and all relevant laws of the country where the 
recruiting sites were located, including but not limited to, the relevant 
privacy and data protection laws and regulations (the “Privacy Law”), 
the relevant laws and regulations on the use of human materials, and all 
relevant guidance relating to clinical studies from time to time in force, 
including but not limited to, the ICH Harmonized Tripartite Guideline 
for Good Clinical Practice (CPMP/ICH/135/95) (“ICH GCP”) and the 
World Medical Association Declaration of Helsinki entitled “Ethical 
Principles for Medical Research Involving Human Subjects.” Informed 
consent by the patients and/or the legal representative/next of kin was 
obtained, according to the local legislations, for all patients recruited 

in the Core Dataset of CENTER-TBI and documented in the e-CRF. 
Ethical approval was obtained for each recruiting site from the appro-
priate local ethics committee, and the full list of approvals is available 
on the website: https://​www.​center-​tbi.​eu/​proje​ct/​ethic​al-​appro​val. The 
retrospective analysis of data recorded at Wroclaw University Hospital 
(WUH) was approved by the bioethical committee of WUH (approval 
KB-133/2023). All volunteers were required to provide written consent 
before entering the study. The data were fully anonymised, and no data 
protection issues were involved.

Consent for publication  The manuscript has not been submitted else-
where or published elsewhere in whole or in part. Some of the results 
have been accepted as poster presentations for the 2024 meeting of 
the International NeuroTrauma Society (INTS) conference, which took 
place in September 2024 in Cambridge, UK. Figure 1 was created in 
BioRender.com.

Competing interests  Prof. Robba received fees for lectures from Mas-
simo and GE. Prof. Czosnyka has a financial interest in a part of the 
intensive care monitoring (ICM +) licensing fee.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

	 1.	 Ackland GL, Iqbal S, Paredes LG, Toner A, Lyness C, Jenkins 
N et al (2015) Individualised oxygen delivery targeted haemo-
dynamic therapy in high-risk surgical patients: a multicentre, 
randomised, double-blind, controlled, mechanistic trial. Lancet 
Respir Med 3:33–41

	 2.	 Åkerlund CAI, Holst A, Bhattacharyay S, Stocchetti N, Steyerberg 
E, Smielewski P et al (2024) Clinical descriptors of disease trajec-
tories in patients with traumatic brain injury in the intensive care 
unit (CENTER-TBI): a multicentre observational cohort study. 
Lancet Neurol 23:71–80

	 3.	 Alali AS, Vavrek D, Barber J, Dikmen S, Nathens AB, Temkin 
NR (2015) Comparative study of outcome measures and analysis 
methods for traumatic brain injury trials. J Neurotrauma 32:581

	 4.	 Barnaby D, Ferrick K, Kaplan DT, Shah S, Bijur P, Gallagher EJ 
(2002) Heart rate variability in emergency department patients 
with sepsis. Acad Emerg Med 9:661–670

	 5.	 Behrens F, Moulder RG, Boker SM, Kret ME (2020) Quantify-
ing physiological synchrony through windowed cross-correlation 
analysis: Statistical and theoretical considerations. bioRxiv, pp 
1–53. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1101/​2020.​08.​27.​269746

	 6.	 Belzberg H, Shoemaker WC, Wo CCJ, Nicholls TP, Dang ABC, 
Zelman V et al (2007) Hemodynamic and oxygen transport pat-
terns after head trauma and brain death: implications for manage-
ment of the organ donor. J Trauma 63:1032–1042

	 7.	 Bennis FC, Teeuwen B, Zeiler FA, Elting JW, van der Naalt 
J, Bonizzi P et al (2020) Improving prediction of favourable 

https://www.center-tbi.eu/
https://github.com/AUTOMATIC-BRAIN-ANS/WTLCC-Transients-NN
https://github.com/AUTOMATIC-BRAIN-ANS/WTLCC-Transients-NN
https://www.center-tbi.eu/project/ethical-approval
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.27.269746


	 Acta Neurochirurgica (2024) 166:504504  Page 14 of 15

outcome after 6 months in patients with severe traumatic brain 
injury using physiological cerebral parameters in a multivariable 
logistic regression model. Neurocrit Care 33:542

	 8.	 Bishop S, Dech R, Baker T, Butz M, Aravinthan K, Neary JP (2017) 
Parasympathetic baroreflexes and heart rate variability during acute 
stage of sport concussion recovery. Brain Inj 31:247–259

	 9.	 Bodenes L, N’Guyen QT, Le Mao R, Ferrière N, Pateau V, Lel-
louche F et al (2022) Early heart rate variability evaluation enables 
to predict ICU patients’ outcome. Sci Rep 12:2498

	10.	 Boker SM, Xu M, Rotondo JL, King K (2002) Windowed cross-
correlation and peak picking for the analysis of variability in the 
association between behavioral time series. Psychol Methods 
7:338–355

	11.	 Borgen IMH, Røe C, Brunborg C, Tenovuo O, Azouvi P, Dawes 
H et al (2021) Care transitions in the first 6months following trau-
matic brain injury: Lessons from the CENTER-TBI study. Ann 
Phys Rehabil Med 64:101458

	12.	 Brain Trauma Foundation, American Association of Neurological 
Surgeons, & Congress of Neurological Surgeons (2007) Guide-
lines for the management of severe traumatic brain injury. J Neu-
rotrauma 24(Suppl 1):S1–S106. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1089/​neu.​2007.​
9999

	13.	 Brassard P, Tymko MM, Ainslie PN (2017) Sympathetic control 
of the brain circulation: Appreciating the complexities to better 
understand the controversy. Auton Neurosci 207:37–47

	14.	 Callaway CCM, Kosofsky BE (2019) Autonomic dysfunction fol-
lowing mild traumatic brain injury. Curr Opin Neurol 32:802–807

	15.	 Carney N, Totten AM, O’Reilly C, Ullman JS, Hawryluk GWJ, 
Bell MJ et al (2017) Guidelines for the management of severe 
traumatic brain injury. Fourth Edition Neurosurg 80:6–15

	16.	 Chen T, Guestrin C (2016) XGBoost: A scalable tree boosting 
system. Proc ACM SIGKDD Int Conf Knowledge Discov Data 
Mining 2016:785–94

	17.	 Chesnut R, Aguilera S, Buki A, Bulger E, Citerio G, Cooper DJ 
et al (2020) A management algorithm for adult patients with both 
brain oxygen and intracranial pressure monitoring: the Seattle 
International Severe Traumatic Brain Injury Consensus Confer-
ence (SIBICC). Intensive Care Med 46:919–929

	18.	 Chobanyan-Jürgens K, Jordan J (2015) Autonomie nervous system 
activity and inflammation: Good ideas, good treatments, or both? 
Am J Physiol Heart Circ Physiol 309:H1999-2001

	19.	 Cold GE, Jensen FT (1978) Cerebral autoregulation in uncon-
scious patients with brain injury. Acta Anaesthesiol Scand 
22:270–280

	20.	 Connolly ES, Rabinstein A, Carhuapoma JR, Derdeyn CP, Dion 
J, Higashida RT et al (2012) Guidelines for the management of 
aneurysmal subarachnoid hemorrhage: a guideline for healthcare 
professionals from the American Heart Association/american 
Stroke Association. Stroke; A J Cerebral Circ 43:1711–37

	21.	 Corral L, Javierre CF, Ventura JL, Marcos P, Herrero JI, Mañez R 
(2012) Impact of non-neurological complications in severe trau-
matic brain injury outcome. Crit Care 16:1

	22.	 Czosnyka M, Smielewski P, Kirkpatrick P, Piechnik S, Laing R, 
Pickard JD (1998) Continuous monitoring of cerebrovascular 
pressure-reactivity in head injury. Acta Neurochir Suppl 71:74–77

	23.	 Czosnyka M, Smielewski P, Timofeev I, Lavinio A, Guazzo E, 
Hutchinson P et al (2007) Intracranial Pressure: More Than a 
Number. Neurosurg Focus 22:1–7

	24.	 Dimitri GM, Agrawal S, Young A, Donnelly J, Liu X, Smielewski 
P et al (2017) A multiplex network approach for the analysis of 
intracranial pressure and heart rate data in traumatic brain injured 
patients. Appl Netw Sci 2:1

	25.	 Dimitri GM, Agrawal S, Young A, Donnelly J, Liu X, Smielewski 
P et al (2018) Simultaneous transients of intracranial pressure and 
heart rate in traumatic brain injury: Methods of analysis. Acta 
Neurochir Suppl (Wien) 126:147–151

	26.	 Dimitri GM, Beqiri E, Placek MM, Czosnyka M, Stocchetti N, 
Ercole A et al (2022) Modeling Brain-Heart Crosstalk Information 
in Patients with Traumatic Brain Injury. Neurocrit Care 36:738–750

	27.	 Dobson JL, Yarbrough MB, Perez J, Evans K, Buckley T (2017) 
Sport-related concussion induces transient cardiovascular auto-
nomic dysfunction. Am J Physiol Regul Integr Comp Physiol 
312:R575–R584

	28.	 Eagle SR, Nwachuku E, Elmer J, Deng H, Okonkwo DO, Pease 
M (2023) Performance of CRASH and IMPACT Prognostic Mod-
els for Traumatic Brain Injury at 12 and 24 Months Post-Injury. 
Neurotrauma Rep 4:118

	29.	 Ebert TJ (2005) Sympathetic and hemodynamic effects of moder-
ate and deep sedation with propofol in humans. Anesthesiology 
103:20–24

	30.	 Eloranta S, Boman M (2022) Predictive models for clinical deci-
sion making: Deep dives in practical machine learning. J Intern 
Med 292:278–295

	31.	 Fedriga M, Czigler A, Nasr N, Zeiler FA, Park S, Donnelly J et al 
(2021) Autonomic nervous system activity during refractory rise 
in intracranial pressure. J Neurotrauma 38:1662–1669

	32.	 Fernandez-Ortega JF, Prieto-Palomino MA, Garcia-Caballero M, 
Galeas-Lopez JL, Quesada-Garcia G, Baguley IJ (2012) Paroxys-
mal sympathetic hyperactivity after traumatic brain injury: clinical 
and prognostic implications. J Neurotrauma 29:1364–1370

	33.	 Froese L, Gomez A, Sainbhi AS, Batson C, Stein K, Alizadeh A, 
et al. (2022) Dynamic temporal relationship between autonomic 
function and cerebrovascular reactivity in moderate/severe trau-
matic brain injury. Front Netw Physiol 0:3

	34.	 Froese L, Hammarlund E, Åkerlund CAI, Tjerkaski J, Hong 
E, Lindblad C, et al. (2023) The impact of sedative and vaso-
pressor agents on cerebrovascular reactivity in severe traumatic 
brain injury. Intensive Care Medicine Experimental [Internet]. 
[cited 2024 Oct 29];11:1–12. Available from: https://icm-
experimental.springeropen.com/articles/https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​
s40635-​023-​00524-4

	35.	 Gao L, Smielewski P, Czosnyka M, Ercole A (2017) Early asym-
metric cardio-cerebral causality and outcome after severe trau-
matic brain injury. J Neurotrauma 34:2743–2752

	36.	 Gregory T, Smith M (2012) Cardiovascular complications of brain 
injury. Cont Educ Anaesthesia Crit Care Pain 12:67–71

	37.	 Güiza F, Depreitere B, Piper I, Van Den Berghe G, Meyfroidt G 
(2013) Novel methods to predict increased intracranial pressure 
during intensive care and long-term neurologic outcome after 
traumatic brain injury: development and validation in a multi-
center dataset. Crit Care Med 41:554–564

	38.	 Haji-Michael PG, Vincent JL, Degaute JP, Van De Borne P (2000) 
Power spectral analysis of cardiovascular variability in critically 
ill neurosurgical patients. Crit Care Med 28:2578–2583

	39.	 Hall S, Kumaria A, Belli A (2014) The role of vagus nerve overac-
tivity in the increased incidence of pneumonia following traumatic 
brain injury. Br J Neurosurg 28:181–186

	40.	 Hamel E (1985) Perivascular nerves and the regulation of cerebro-
vascular tone. J Appl Physiol 2006(100):1059–1064

	41.	 Hilz MJ, Liu M, Roy S, Wang R (2019) Autonomic dysfunction 
in the neurological intensive care unit. Clin Auton Res Society 
29(3):301–311. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10286-​018-​0545-8

	42.	 Jünger EC, Newell DW, Grant GA, Avellino AM, Ghatan S, Dou-
ville CM et al (1997) Cerebral autoregulation following minor 
head injury. J Neurosurg 86:425–432

	43.	 Karmali S, Jenkins N, Sciusco A, John J, Haddad F, Ackland GL 
(2015) Randomized controlled trial of vagal modulation by sham 
feeding in elective non-gastrointestinal (orthopaedic) surgery. Br 
J Anaesth 115:727–735

	44.	 Karmali SN, Sciusco A, May SM, Ackland GL (2017) Heart rate 
variability in critical care medicine: a systematic review. Intensive 
Care Med Exp 5:33

https://doi.org/10.1089/neu.2007.9999
https://doi.org/10.1089/neu.2007.9999
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40635-023-00524-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40635-023-00524-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10286-018-0545-8


Acta Neurochirurgica (2024) 166:504	 Page 15 of 15  504

	45.	 Khalid F, Yang GL, McGuire JL, Robson MJ, Foreman B, 
Ngwenya LB et al (2019) Autonomic dysfunction following trau-
matic brain injury: translational insights. Neurosurg Focus 47:E8

	46.	 Khalid F, Yang GL, McGuire JL, Robson MJ, Foreman B, 
Ngwenya LB et al (2019) Autonomic dysfunction following trau-
matic brain injury: translational insights. Neurosurg Focus 47:E8

	47.	 Khalili H, Rismani M, Nematollahi MA, Masoudi MS, Asadol-
lahi A, Taheri R et al (2023) Prognosis prediction in traumatic 
brain injury patients using machine learning algorithms. Sci Rep 
13:1–15

	48.	 Korach M, Sharshar T, Jarrin I, Fouillot JP, Raphaël JC, Gajdos 
P et al (2001) Cardiac variability in critically ill adults: influence 
of sepsis. Crit Care Med 29:1380–1385

	49.	 Maas AIR, Menon DK, David Adelson PD, Andelic N, Bell MJ, 
Belli A et al (2017) Traumatic brain injury: integrated approaches 
to improve prevention, clinical care, and research. Lancet Neurol 
16:987–1048

	50.	 Maas AIR, Menon DK, Manley GT, Abrams M, Åkerlund C, 
Andelic N et al (2022) Traumatic brain injury: progress and chal-
lenges in prevention, clinical care, and research. Lancet Neurol 
21:1004–1060

	51.	 Malik M, Bigger J, Camm A, Kleiger R, Heart rate variability, 
Standards of measurement, physiological interpretation, and clini-
cal use (1996) Task force of the european society of cardiology 
and the north american society of pacing and electrophysiology. 
Eur Heart J 17:354–81

	52.	 Marmarelis VZ, Mitsis GD, Shin DC, Zhang R (2016) Multiple-
input nonlinear modelling of cerebral haemodynamics using 
spontaneous arterial blood pressure, end-tidal CO2 and heart rate 
measurements. Philos Trans A Math Phys Eng Sci 374:20150180

	53.	 McCrea MA, Giacino JT, Barber J, Temkin NR, Nelson LD, Levin 
HS et al (2021) Functional outcomes over the first year after mod-
erate to severe traumatic brain injury in the prospective. Longitu-
dinal TRACK-TBI Study JAMA Neurol 78:982–992

	54.	 Meyfroidt G, Baguley IJ, Menon DK (2017) Paroxysmal sym-
pathetic hyperactivity: the storm after acute brain injury. Lancet 
Neurol 16:721–729

	55.	 Muehlschlegel S, Carandang R, Ouillette C, Hall W, Anderson F, 
Goldberg R (2013) Frequency and impact of intensive care unit 
complications on moderate-severe traumatic brain injury: Early 
results of the outcome prognostication in traumatic brain injury 
(OPTIMISM) study. Neurocrit Care 18:318–331

	56.	 Nagaraj SB, Ramaswamy SM, Biswal S, Boyle EJ, Zhou DW, 
McClain LM et al (2016) Heart rate variability as a biomarker for 
sedation depth estimation in ICU patients. Annu Int Conf IEEE 
Eng Med Biol Soc 2016:6397–6400

	57.	 Perel PA, Olldashi F, Muzha I, Filipi N, Lede R, Copertari P et al 
(2008) Predicting outcome after traumatic brain injury: practical 
prognostic models based on large cohort of international patients. 
BMJ 336:425–429

	58.	 Perkes I, Baguley IJ, Nott MT, Menon DK (2010) A review of 
paroxysmal sympathetic hyperactivity after acquired brain injury. 
Ann Neurol 68:126–135

	59.	 Pomeranz B, Macaulay R, Caudill M, Kutz I, Adam D, Gordon 
D et al (1985) Assessment of autonomic function in humans by 
heart rate spectral analysis. Am J Physiol 248:H151–H153

	60.	 Raj R, Luostarinen T, Pursiainen E, Posti JP, Takala RSK, Bendel 
S et al (2019) Machine learning-based dynamic mortality predic-
tion after traumatic brain injury. Sci Rep 9:1–13

	61.	 Robba C, Bonatti G, Pelosi P, Citerio G (2020) Extracranial com-
plications after traumatic brain injury: targeting the brain and the 
body. Curr Opin Crit Care 26:137–146

	62.	 Saleem S, Teal PD, Howe CA, Tymko MM, Ainslie PN, Tzeng 
YC (2018) Is the Cushing mechanism a dynamic blood pressure-
stabilizing system? Insights from Granger causality analysis of 

spontaneous blood pressure and cerebral blood flow. Am J Physiol 
Regul Integr Comp Physiol 315:R484–R495

	63.	 Salehi A, Zhang JH, Obenaus A (2017) Response of the cerebral 
vasculature following traumatic brain injury. J Cereb Blood Flow 
Metab 37:2320

	64.	 Schoenherr D, Paulick J, Strauss BM, Deisenhofer AK, Schwartz 
B, Rubel JA et al (2019) Identification of movement synchrony: 
Validation of windowed cross-lagged correlation and -regression 
with peak-picking algorithm. PLoS One 14:e0211494

	65.	 Schmidt EA, Despas F, Traon AP Le, Czosnyka Z, Pickard JD, 
Rahmouni K, et al. (2018) Intracranial Pressure Is a Determinant 
of Sympathetic Activity. Front Physiol [Internet]. [cited 2022 May 
20];9:11. Available from: https://​pubmed.​ncbi.​nlm.​nih.​gov/​29472​
865/

	66.	 Shaffer F, Ginsberg JP (2017) An overview of heart rate variability 
metrics and norms. Front Public Health 5:258

	67.	 Silvani A, Calandra-Buonaura G, Dampney RAL, Cortelli P 
(2016) Brain-heart interactions: physiology and clinical implica-
tions. Philos Trans A Math Phys Eng Sci. 374:20150181

	68.	 Stankovski T, Petkoski S, Raeder J, Smith AF, McClintock PVE, 
Stefanovska A (2016) Alterations in the coupling functions 
between cortical and cardio-respiratory oscillations due to anaes-
thesia with propofol and sevoflurane. Philos Trans A Math Phys 
Eng Sci 374:20150186

	69.	 Stein PK (2013) Challenges of heart rate variability research in 
the ICU. Crit Care Med [Internet]. [cited 2024 Oct 31];41:666–7. 
Available from: https://​pubmed.​ncbi.​nlm.​nih.​gov/​23353​948/

	70.	 Steyerberg EW, Mushkudiani N, Perel P, Butcher I, Lu J, McHugh 
GS et al (2008) Predicting outcome after traumatic brain injury: 
development and international validation of prognostic scores 
based on admission characteristics. PLoS Med 5:1251–1261

	71.	 Sykora M, Czosnyka M, Liu X, Donnelly J, Nasr N, Diedler J et al 
(2016) Autonomic impairment in severe traumatic brain injury: a 
multimodal neuromonitoring study. Crit Care Med 44:1173–1181

	72.	 Takahashi C, Hinson HE, Baguley IJ (2015) Autonomic dys-
function syndromes after acute brain injury. Handb Clin Neurol 
128:539

	73.	 Tymko MM, Donnelly J, Smielewski P, Zeiler FA, Sykora M, 
Haubrich C et al (2019) Changes in cardiac autonomic activity 
during intracranial pressure plateau waves in patients with trau-
matic brain injury. Clin Auton Res 29:123–126

	74.	 Uryga A, Kasprowicz M, Burzyńska M, Kazimierska A, Czos-
nyka M, Nasr N (2022) Association between temporal patterns of 
baroreflex sensitivity after traumatic brain injury and prognosis: a 
preliminary study. Neurol Sci 44:1653–1663

	75.	 van den Bergh WM (2014) The brain beats the heart. Crit Care 
Med 42:213–214

	76.	 Westerhof BE, Gisolf J, Stok WJ, Wesseling KH, Karemaker JM 
(2004) Time-domain cross-correlation baroreflex sensitivity: per-
formance on the EUROBAVAR data set. J Hypertens Journal of 
Hypertension 22:1–101

	77.	 Wilson L, Boase K, Nelson LD, Temkin NR, Giacino JT, Markow-
itz AJ et al (2021) A manual for the glasgow outcome scale-
extended interview. J Neurotrauma 38:2435–2446

	78.	 Wright AD, Smirl JD, Bryk K, Van Donkelaar P (2017) A Pro-
spective Transcranial Doppler Ultrasound-Based Evaluation of 
the Acute and Cumulative Effects of Sport-Related Concussion 
on Neurovascular Coupling Response Dynamics. J Neurotrauma 
34:3097–3106

	79.	 Wright AD, Smirl JD, Bryk K, Fraser S, Jakovac M, van Donke-
laar P (2018) Sport-related concussion alters indices of dynamic 
cerebral autoregulation. Front Neurol 9:196

Publisher's Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29472865/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29472865/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23353948/

	Exploration of simultaneous transients between cerebral hemodynamics and the autonomic nervous system using windowed time-lagged cross-correlation matrices: a CENTER-TBI study
	Abstract
	Background 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study design
	Ethical approval
	Study population
	Signal monitoring and processing
	Outcome
	Cerebral hemodynamics parameters
	Autonomic nervous system metrics
	Windowed time-lagged cross-correlation
	Convolutional neural network
	XGBoost model
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Study population

	Experiment 1: WTLCC utility
	Selected hyperparameters for WTLCC matrices
	WTLCC-based model for short-term outcome
	Averages of neuromonitoring parameters vs. short-term outcome
	WTLCC-based model vs. neuromonitoring parameters adjusted for CRASH features in short-term outcome prediction

	Experiment 2: WTLCC generalizability
	Selected hyperparameters for WTLCC matrices
	WTLCC-based model for long-term outcome
	Averages of neuromonitoring parameters vs. long-term outcome
	WTLCC-based model vs. neuromonitoring parameters adjusted for CRASH features in long-term outcome prediction

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements 
	References


