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ABSTRACT

High-definition transcranial direct current stimulation (HD-tDCS) dosing in children remains largely empirical, relying on
one-size-fits-all protocols despite rapid developmental changes in head anatomy and tissue properties that strongly modulate
how transcranial currents reach the developing brain. Using 70 pediatric head models (ages 6—17) and commonly used
cortical targets (primary motor cortex and left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex), our forward simulations find that standard
montages produce marked age-dependent reductions in target electric-field intensity and systematic sex differences linked
to tissue-volume covariation, underscoring the profound limitations of conventional uniform montages. To overcome these
limitations, we introduce a developmentally informed, dual-objective optimization framework designed to generate personalized
Pareto fronts summarizing the trade-off between electric-field intensity and focality. These subject-specific fronts reveal
systematic performance improvements over conventional montages, yielding both higher focality at matched target intensity
and higher intensity at matched focality. From these optimized solutions, we derive two clinically practical dosing prescriptions:
a dose-consistency strategy that, for the first time, explicitly enforces fixed target intensity across individuals to implicitly mitigate
demographic effects, and a target-engagement strategy that maximizes target intensity under safety limits. Both strategies
remain robust to large conductivity variations, and we further show that dense HD-tDCS solutions admit sparse equivalents
without performance loss under the target-engagement strategy. Across 1,800 optimizations in 600 conductivity-perturbed
head models, we also find that tissue conductivity sensitivity is depth-dependent, with Pareto-front distributions for superficial
cortical targets most influenced by gray matter, scalp, and bone conductivities, and those for a deep target predominantly
shaped by gray and white matter conductivities. Together, these results establish a principled framework for pediatric HD-tDCS
planning that explicitly accounts for developmental anatomy and physiological uncertainty, enabling reliable and individualized
neuromodulation dosing in vulnerable pediatric populations.

1 Introduction

Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS), as a non-invasive brain stimulation technique, uses low-amplitude direct currents
to alter neuronal polarization and excitability in human brain'-?. High-definition tDCS (HD-tDCS), leveraging multi-electrode
montages for greater spatial precision®, has shown promise for treating neurological disorders and probing cognitive function
in adults’~!'. By contrast, pediatric studies are scarce'?"'#: fewer than 2% of participants in published trials are under 183,
highlighting a major gap. Children’s brains are not scaled-down adults’: age-dependent anatomy (e.g., cerebrospinal fluid
(CSF) thickness and skull composition) can systematically alter delivered electric fields'®~!8.

Subject-specific electric-field simulation from MRI-derived head models is essential to quantify developmental and
anatomical effects on dose®!%?°. Such forward simulations can resolve between-subject field differences by explicitly
parameterizing head tissues and geometry>!~23. Specifically, key anatomical factors include head fat>*, regional CSF thickness,
and skull structure®>%, which can attenuate or deflect electric field at targeted regions. Age and sex further shape electric field
strength via covarying morphology and tissue proportions?’-28, which eventually alter stimulation outcomes”®3°. Therefore, to
achieve maximum or consistent field strength at the target area across a diverse population, a necessary stimulation montage
design is required to effectively research neuromodulation performance.
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Although adult cohorts have been mined to link anatomy with fields, equivalent analyses in children remain sparse.
Critically, rapid developmental change introduces substantial variability in delivered dose across children. Even when
anatomical variability is acknowledged, most pediatric studies merely document rather than systematically address its influence
on stimulation outcomes*3!=3*. Only a few studies move toward individualized optimization, predominantly adult-oriented or
methodological®>~*°. Most models assume fixed tissue conductivities*! 3, despite mounting evidence that inter-individual—and
multi-tissue—differences reshape current flow*~*7. Systematic analyses of joint conductivity variability across scalp, skull,
CSF, gray matter (GM) and white matter (WM) remain rare, leaving a key physiological uncertainty unresolved. However, prior
analyses have primarily focused on cortical targets*’, leaving open how tissue conductivity variations differentially influence
current delivery to deeper brain regions, where current propagation may depend more on gray and white matter pathways. Yet,
this depth-specific conductivity sensitivity has never been systematically quantified in any age group.

These anatomical and physiological factors complicate the delivery of consistent target-region fields with tDCS across
individuals. To clarify the concept, we operationalize dose consistency, the ability to achieve a prescribed target-region field
across individuals under safety limits. Meanwhile, to explore the maximum achievable intensity, we define target engagement
as maximizing the feasible target-region field within safety constraints. Together, these two concepts underpin individualized
HD-tDCS strategies to enhance dose consistency and target engagement in pediatric populations.

Here, we present a personalized, dual-objective optimization framework for pediatric HD-tDCS that focuses on dose
consistency and target engagement (Fig. 1a-c, Fig. S2). We built individualized finite-element head models from 70 children
and adolescents, and ran forward simulations with conventional montages to quantify age- and sex-related variability in the
target fields, revealing substantial between-subject differences. We then posed an inverse optimization to generate a Pareto
front that maximizes the target-region field and minimizes the whole-brain spread under safety constraints. Each point on this
front represents a feasible stimulation configuration achieving a distinct trade-off between target intensity (efficacy) and focality
(spread), serving as the basis for deriving individualized optimization strategies. Two downstream strategies were derived
from the Pareto front: the dose-consistency strategy that selects the solution achieving a prescribed target-field level that is
identical across individuals, and the target-engagement strategy that selects the solution with the maximally feasible target-field
intensity on Pareto front. Relative to conventional montages, our dose-consistency strategy reduced between-subject variance
and attenuated age- and sex-related trends, while the target-engagement strategy increased target fields. To assess robustness
to tissue-conductivity uncertainty, we applied Latin Hypercube Sampling (LHS) to perturb scalp, skull, CSF, gray matter
(GM), and white matter (WM) conductivities and re-optimized 100 times per subject in six representative children*® targeting
three target regions separately (two superficial regions and one deep brain region). Across both superficial (M1, DLPFC) and
deep (hippocampus) targets, both optimization strategies remained robust under conductivity variability, with tissue sensitivity
profiles exhibiting systematic shifts across target depth—from scalp- and bone-dominated effects in cortical targets to gray- and
white-matter-dominated effects in deep-brain stimulation. These results support a principled route to individualized pediatric
HD-tDCS planning that improves dose consistency and achievable target engagement.

2 Results

2.1 Age and sex significantly impact dose consistency in conventional tDCS configuration

In this study, forward modeling (Methods) was performed on 70 individualized pediatric head models (ages 617, 40 females)
to investigate demographic and anatomical influences on electric field distributions under two conventional HD-tDCS montages:
primary motor cortex (M1)-targeted (C3—C5/FC3-FC5, migraine treatment) and left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (LDLPFC)-
targeted (F3/AF3-F5-F1-FC3, cognitive enhancement)* . For each montage, six ROIs were defined including three superficial
(LDLFPC, primary visual cortex (V1), and M1) and three deep cerebral areas (hippocampus, pallidum, and thalamus) as shown
in Fig. 2a. In the main text, we focus on the montage-specific cortical target and the hippocampus as a representative deep ROI,
while results for other ROIs are provided in Supplementary (Fig. S1a—f).

Forward modeling revealed that both age and sex correlate with the induced electric field characteristics. Specifically,
across both the M1 and LDLPFC stimulation montages, the whole-brain mean field and field intensity at ROIs decreased with
age (Fig. 2b), indicating that younger individuals experienced more intense stimulation. Nested generalized linear models
(GLMs), employing an inverse Gaussian probability density function for field intensity response, confirmed these findings,
demonstrating a statistically significant age effect at all ROIs (p < 0.05, FDR-corrected; Tables. S1-S2) for both montages.
These findings demonstrate that conventional HD-tDCS configurations produce notable inter-individual variability in current
delivery at the ROIs in this pediatric population.

Given the observed demographic effects on electric field intensity, we sought to determine whether these effects were
mediated by individual differences in head and brain tissue composition (Fig. 2c). To this end, we conducted multivariate
mediation analysis*>? using the relative volumes of five segmented tissue types—scalp, bone, CSF, GM, and WM—as
mediators (Methods). For age-related effects, scalp volume significantly mediated the reduction in electric field intensity at the
M1 site. At LDLPFC, no single tissue volume was individually significant, though the joint mediation effect across all tissues
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Figure 1. Overview of the individualized HD-tDCS modeling and optimization framework. (a) T1-weighted MRI scans
(n =70, aged 6-17) were segmented into personalized head models. These models were used for forward electric-field
simulations and subsequent inverse optimization to derive subject-specific Pareto fronts under the dual-objective framework. (b)
Forward modeling with conventional HD-tDCS montages targeting M1 (C3—-C5/FC3-FCS5, migraine treatment) and LDLPFC
(F3/AF3-F5-F1-FC3, cognitive enhancement). Electric fields were simulated for each head model, with regression and
mediation analyses evaluating age/sex effects and tissue volume mediation on ROI intensity to reveal the limitations of
conventional montage approaches. (c¢) Dual-objective optimization: Pareto fronts balanced maximizing ROI intensity and
minimizing whole-brain mean field norm. Strategy 1 fixed ROI intensity to enhance dose consistency; Strategy 2 maximized
ROI intensity for target engagement. Statistical analyses further evaluated whether both strategies achieved their intended
effects. Robustness under tissue-conductivity variation was further evaluated to assess stability and generalizability across
physiological variability, along with the influence of individual tissue conductivities on Pareto fronts distributions..

reached significance, suggesting a more distributed anatomical basis for the observed age effect. Regarding sex-related effects,
the anatomical pathways were similar across both stimulation strategies. Consistently, at both the M1 and LDLPFC sites, scalp
volume significantly mediated the sex effect, and a significant direct effect remained (Fig. 2d). These findings underscore the
critical role of scalp volume and other tissue properties in modulating electric field intensity, highlighting the importance of
anatomical variability in shaping the outcomes of sex- and age-related differences under HD-tDCS stimulation.

In summary, conventional HD-tDCS montages targeting M1 and LDLPFC produce age- and sex-dependent variability in
electric field distributions across both cortical and subcortical regions in pediatric populations. These findings highlight the
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limitations of one-size-fits-all protocols and underscore the need for individualized strategies that account for demographic and
anatomical variability.
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Figure 2. Electric field variability across pediatric individuals under conventional HD-tDCS montages. (a) Schematic of two
conventional montages (M1- and LDLPFC-targeted) and corresponding field simulations across 70 pediatric head models.
(b) Regression analysis of focality (mean field norm, where lower values indicate higher focality) and ROI intensities (M1,
LDLPFC, hippocampus) shows age-related decline and sex differences. (c) Schematic of multivariate mediation analysis
linking demographic variables, tissue volumes, and field intensity at targets. (d) Multivariate mediation results decomposing
age- and sex-related effects on field intensity at M1 and LDLPFC into total, direct, and tissue-specific pathways (scalp, bone,
CSF, GM, WM, joint). Significant effects (p < 0.05) are marked with blackasterisks.
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2.2 Dual-objective optimization improves stimulation focality and intensity

To evaluate the effectiveness of individualized optimization, we compared a conventional M 1-targeted montage with subject-
specific solutions derived from a dual-objective optimization procedure (Methods) that simultaneously minimized whole-brain
mean field norm to improve focality and maximized M1 field intensity under fixed current and safety constraints. A personalized
Pareto front was computed for each individual, with each solution representing a feasible montage reflecting a unique trade-off
between the two objectives. To ensure fair comparison with the conventional montage, two representative solutions were
selected per subject: one matched in M1 intensity (same intensity for comparing focality) and another matched in mean field
norm across the whole brain (same focality for comparing intensity) (Fig. 3a).

In both cases, optimized montages Pareto dominated the conventional strategy, yielding either lower whole-brain spread or
stronger target stimulation (Fig. 3b-c). Mann—Whitney U tests confirmed these improvements as significant (¥*** p < 0.001),
indicating enhanced focality and efficacy at M 1. Kernel density estimates (KDEs) illustrated inter-individual variability and
sex-stratified trends in optimization outcomes (Fig. 3b-c). Relative difference was defined as the percentage change from
each individual’s conventional strategy baseline. Irrespective of stimulation intensity, focality, or sex, the optimized montage
consistently demonstrated superior performance. Furthermore, females exhibited a performance distribution skewed toward
larger relative reductions compared to males. These results collectively establish our dual-objective optimization framework
produces stimulation solutions that consistently outperform conventional fixed-montage approaches across individuals, offering
a principled pathway to enhance both focality and intensity in pediatric HD-tDCS.

2.3 Dual-objective optimization reveals distinct strategies for dose consistency and target engagement
To demonstrate the optimization framework’s capacity to accommodate diverse application priorities, we utilized the same
procedure as described in Section 2.2 to obtain the Pareto fronts (intensity at target vs. whole-brain intensity) for both the
montages targeting M1 and LDLPFC. Each participant’s individualized Pareto front effectively summarizes the trade-off
between intensity and focality (Fig. 3a). We subsequently defined two selection strategies from this front: Strategy 1: a
dose-consistency—oriented strategy, which selects the Pareto solution corresponding to a predefined common target field
value that each one could reach; and Strategy 2: a target-engagement—oriented strategy, which prioritizes the Pareto solution
exhibiting the maximum target field value (Fig. 3a).

Strategy 1 — Dose consistency. To evaluate whether personalized optimization improves dosing consistency, we selected
for each subject the montage on their Pareto front whose target intensity was closest to a fixed reference value (0.15 V/m at M1
under 1 mA; 0.35 V/m at LDLPFC under 2 mA) (Fig. 3a, Fig. 3f, red; Fig. S3a). This design enforces uniform stimulation
intensity across individuals, thereby enhancing dose consistency—defined here as the ability to deliver consistent doses across
anatomically diverse individuals.

The resulting montages are shown in subject-wise heatmaps (Fig. 3d; Fig. S3b). Each row represents a subject (ordered
by age) and each column a 10-10 EEG electrode, revealing individualized current patterns that consistently cluster around
central—parietal electrodes for M1 and central—frontal electrodes for LDLPFC. Despite anatomical differences, this spatial
convergence reflects optimization guided by head morphology while maintaining fixed target intensity.

Importantly, Strategy 1 eliminates the age and sex-related decline in field intensity at target region (M1 or LDLPFC)
observed under the conventional montage (Fig. 2b), underscoring its effectiveness in improving stimulation dose consistency
against age and sex effects (Fig. 3f; Fig. S3c). Nested GLMs confirmed that neither age nor sex significantly influenced
intensity under this strategy (Tables. S5, top; S6, top). KDEs of bootstrap-derived confidence intervals further demonstrated
sharply peaked, narrow distributions compared to the broad intervals under the conventional montage (Fig. 3g; Fig. S3d),
confirming reduced variability and improved delivery precision.

Strategy 2 — Target engagement. Complementing the dose consistency-oriented design of Strategy 1, Strategy 2 was
developed to prioritize stimulation target engagement by maximizing the electric field strength specifically at the target region
(Fig. 3a, Fig. S4a). Specifically, for each subject, we selected the solution on their Pareto front that yielded the highest M1 or
LDLPFC intensity under total current and safety constraints, which was subsequently sparsified by removing weakly active
electrodes (< 0.1 mA) (Fig. 3e and Fig. S4b). This strategy achieved significantly higher target-region field intensity than the
conventional montage (***p < 0.001; Fig. 3i, Fig. S4d), confirming its efficacy-oriented design. Notably, even without explicit
demographic constraints, achieved target intensity showed no significant age or sex effects (Tables. S5-S6, bottom), suggesting
that target engagement-driven personalization can implicitly mitigate anatomical variability.

Weak-electrode pruning preserves performance while enabling clinical simplification. As introduced above, the optimized
montages were subsequently sparsified by removing weakly active electrodes (< 0.1 mA), yielding individualized sparse
configurations (Fig. 3e; Fig. S4b). Importantly, this reduction did not compromise focality or intensity (n.s., Mann—Whitney U;
Fig. 3h; Fig. S4c), while still delivering significantly higher target intensity than the conventional montage (Fig. 3i; Fig. S4d),
despite using far fewer electrodes.
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The electrode importance maps in Fig. 3j, k and Fig. S4e compare the distribution of electrode importance between the
conventional strategy and optimized strategies, targeting M1 and LDLPFC regions separately. Compared to the conventional
strategy, which focuses solely on a limited set of fixed electrodes and applies the same electrode configuration across all
individuals (FC3-FC5/C3-C5 or F3/AF3-F5-F1-FC3), Strategy 1 and Strategy 2 provide more focused and flexible optimized
stimulation, depending on whether the goal is to stabilize the field intensity or maximize target engagement. This approach
reveals that other electrodes, such as specific electrodes (e.g., FC1, FCz, CP1 for M1 or AFz, FC3, FC5 for LDLPFC), play
significant roles in achieving the desired stimulation outcomes. The robustness of these optimized configurations underscores
their potential for use in pediatric HD-tDCS protocols, where precise and personalized targeting is crucial for enhancing
therapeutic engagements.

2.4 Optimization strategies remain robust under variability in tissue conductivity

Tissue conductivity will alter the distribution of electrical field across the brain. To evaluate the robustness of the dual-objective
optimization framework under variability of tissue conductivity, we perturbed the conductivity parameters (Methods) for scalp,
bone, CSF, GM, and WM across three representative pediatric age groups (7, 10, and 16 years) using LHS. Two individuals
were selected per age group, and for each of the six individuals, 100 perturbed head models plus the default model were
simulated, yielding personalized Pareto fronts that reflect realistic physiological variability (Fig. 4a). From each Pareto front,
Strategy 1 and Strategy 2 were designed identically to the procedures detailed in the preceding sections. This design allowed us
to directly assess how conductivity perturbations influence the stability of the two Pareto front-derived strategies.

For the M1 target, we assessed the stability of both optimization strategies (Strategy 1 and Strategy 2) under conductivity
perturbations. Pareto fronts distributions from conductivity variations are shown for representative individuals across age
groups (Fig. 4b). Each perturbed Pareto front (blue, pink, yellow, 100 LHS samples) is compared to the default Pareto front (red,
fixed conductivities), with the vertical dashed line indicating the fixed-intensity target for Strategy 1. Across all individuals,
Strategy 1 consistently achieved 0.15 V/m at M1 despite conductivity variability, demonstrating its robustness in maintaining
the desired field intensity.

Fig. 4c illustrates the robustness of Strategy 2 under conductivity perturbations. For each age group (7, 10, and 16 years),
histograms represent the distributions of M1 field intensity obtained from 100 perturbed models per individual (two subjects
per group), with the red dashed line indicating the mean M1 intensity from the corresponding conventional montage. Wilcoxon
signed-rank tests confirmed that Strategy 2 yielded significantly stronger target fields than the conventional montage across all
perturbations (p < 0.001). To further assess clinical feasibility, we examined the sparsified Strategy 2 montages obtained after
current-thresholding under the same perturbations. As shown in Fig. 4e-f, M1 intensity and whole-brain mean field norm were
statistically indistinguishable from their corresponding non-sparsified solutions (n.s., Mann—Whitney U), confirming that the
Strategy 2 after current-thresholding preserves both target engagement and robustness under large-scale variability.

We next examined whether age- and sex-related effects persisted under conditions of conductivity perturbations. Importantly,
demographic analyses confirmed that Strategy 1 effectively eliminated both age- and sex-related effects by enforcing fixed
target intensities. In contrast, Strategy 2 preserved residual age-related differences primarily in younger participants, while
demonstrating no significant sex effects (Fig. 4g-h).

We further extended the tissue sensitivity analysis beyond M1 to include the LDLPFC and the hippocampus, representing
superficial and deep targets, respectively. Fig. 4d shows the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression coefficients quantifying
the influence of tissue conductivities on Pareto front distributions. For each individual, the Mean Ideal Distance (MID) from
each front point to the ideal reference point—the maximum X-axis projection representing the strongest target intensity without
current spread—was used as the dependent variable. Results revealed systematic shifts in tissue conductivity sensitivity profiles
with target depth: scalp and bone dominated for cortical targets (M1, LDLPFC), whereas GM and WM contributed more
strongly to deep-brain stimulation (hippocampus). These results indicate that optimization for targets at different depths
depends on distinct tissue conductivity profiles, reflecting physiologically grounded differences in current propagation.

3 Discussion

In this study, we proposed a developmentally informed, personalized optimization framework for pediatric HD-tDCS, designed
to account for demographic- and anatomy-dependent variability in the developing brain, thereby enhancing stimulation dose
consistency and target engagement while ensuring robustness under tissue conductivity uncertainty. Through forward modeling
of conventional uniform montages, we confirmed that electric field intensity in the target region is significantly influenced by age
and sex, highlighting the limitations of one-size-fits-all dosing strategies in developmental cohorts. To address this challenge,
we then applied inverse modeling—Ileveraging individualized head models, demographic profiling, and a dual-objective
optimization strategy that simultaneously maximizes target-region intensity and minimizes off-target spread—to construct
personalized Pareto fronts for each individual. These fronts enabled the principled selection of individualized solutions based
on target-region control versus maximized target engagement. Specifically, we derived two downstream stimulation strategies:
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Figure 3. Mil-targeted optimization strategies for dose consistency and target engagement in pediatric HD-tDCS. (a)
Comparison between conventional montage and the dual-objective optimization framework. The Pareto front illustrates the
trade-off between M1 intensity and focality, with blue—orange pairs highlighting intensity gains at matched focality and
blue—green pairs highlighting focality improvements at matched intensity.Strategy 1 (red triangle) fixes M1 intensity at 0.15
V/m to ensure dose consistency, whereas Strategy 2 (green triangle) selects the maximal-intensity solution for target engagement.
(b—) Boxplots and KDEs curves further show that, compared to conventional montages, optimization significantly increased
target-region (M1) intensity while also increasing focality (mean field norm, where lower values indicate higher focality)
(***p < 0.001), with sex-stratified KDEs revealing consistent improvements across both sexes. (d—g) Under Strategy 1,
electrode current distributions reveal fixed-intensity control across individuals (d), with regression showing age-independent
stability (f) and markedly narrower confidence intervals than conventional montages (g). (e—i) Strategy 2 produced sparse
electrode configurations after 0.1 mA thresholding (e) that preserved robustness under sparsification (h) while achieving
significantly higher target-region intensities than conventional montages (i, ***p < 0.001). (j—k) Electrode importance analyses
identified consistent fronto-central contributions under Strategy 1 and target engagement-driven optimized sites under Strategy 2.
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Figure 4. Robustness of optimization strategies under systematic perturbations of tissue conductivity parameters. (a)
Systematic variation of conductivity parameters using a Latin Hypercube Sampling design across five tissues and three
age groups. (b) Perturbed Pareto fronts from representative individuals (ages 7, 10, and 16) illustrate the distribution of
solutions under conductivity variability. For each age group, one representative individual is shown, each simulated under three
conductivity samples (conductivity 1-3), with corresponding field maps under Strategy 1 and Strategy 2 below. Strategy 1
maintained a fixed target intensity ( 0.15 V/m) across variations, demonstrating stable dose consistency, whereas Strategy 2
represented target engagement, achieving maximal feasible intensities under safety constraints. (c) Strategy 2 consistently
exceeded conventional montage intensities under perturbations, confirming enhanced target engagement. (d) Tissue sensitivity
analysis showed distinct conductivity dependence between cortical and deep targets: GM, scalp and bone conductivities were
dominant for superficial targets (M1, LDLPFC), while gray and white matter conductivities became more influential for the
deep hippocampal target, reflecting depth-dependent current propagation pathways. All coefficients represent the absolute
values of OLS regression estimates, with green numbers indicating their rank order (1 = highest). (e—f) Strategy 2 montages
after sparsification preserved M1 intensity and whole-brain mean field norm, confirming robustness under large-scale variability.
(g—h) Under variations, Strategy 1 eliminated age- and sex-related differences, whereas Strategy 2 retained residual age effects
at younger ages but showed no sex differences.

Strategy 1 achieves across-subject consistency in target-region dose (dose consistency) and strategy 2 maximizes stimulation
intensity within each subject (target engagement). Then systematic variations in conductivity parameters further confirmed the
stability of both strategies, underscoring the robustness and translational potential of our approach.
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Despite their widespread use in pediatric HD-tDCS studies*>!, canonical montages adapted from adult protocols rely on

standardized electrode placements that fail to account for the substantial anatomical variability of developing brains?. Prior
modeling work has shown that age and sex systematically influence field distributions>’-3%33 and our analyses confirmed
significant age-related variability at M1 and LDLPFC (Fig. 2b; Tables. S1, S2, S3 and S4), as well as sex and age-sex interaction
effects in additional cortical and subcortical regions when targeting LDLPFC (Fig. S1c&f; Table. S3, S4). These findings
emphasize that uniform protocols cannot ensure reproducibility in pediatric populations.

Mediation analysis provided further insight into the anatomical basis of these effects. While scalp volume consistently
mediated sex differences, the joint influence of WM, GM, CSF, bone, and scalp significantly contributed to age-related variability
(Fig. 2c-d). These findings expand the conventional view that CSF is the dominant determinant of age effects6:3333-56,
and in this pediatric population, show that scalp mediation complements prior reports attributing sex-related differences to
GM volume or skull density>”->8. This inter-individual variability—driven by anatomical composition rather than montage
configuration—can obscure group-level effects and limit reproducibility, underscoring the need for anatomically informed,
personalized optimization strategies in pediatric HD-tDCS*>3% 60,

Notably, a recent large-scale developmental modeling study®! further demonstrates that cortical thickness sharply declines
with age even after rigorous statistical control, whereas gray matter volume exhibits more gradual evolution. This dissociation
highlights that age-related anatomical variability arises from distinct microstructural mechanisms rather than global scaling
alone, supporting our finding that multiple tissue compartments jointly mediate the relationship between age and electric field
intensity. Consistent with this, the mediation of age-to-field intensity by relative gray-matter volume was not significant in our
models (Fig. 2d).

Building on these findings, our approach generated personalized Pareto fronts for each subject by applying a dual-objective
optimization framework, with each front point corresponding to a distinct stimulation montage that balances whole-brain
spread and stimulation target engagement (Fig. 3a). To enable fair comparison with conventional montages, we examined
representative solutions from each individual’s Pareto front. Across subjects, optimized solutions consistently outperformed the
fixed montage—achieving either reduced whole-brain spread when intensity was matched, or greater target-region intensity
when spread was matched (Fig. 3a-c), validating the generalizable advantage of individualized optimization-based strategies®> 3.
Sex-stratified analyses further revealed systematic differences: females showed greater reductions in global spread, while males
exhibited larger increases in M1 intensity (Fig. 3b-c). Together, these findings validate the utility of personalized dual-objective
optimization as a robust framework for improving stimulation performance in pediatric HD-tDCS. Building on this foundation,
to translate this framework into application-oriented strategies, we next explored two representative solutions from the Pareto
fronts, each tailored to a distinct therapeutic goal.

Although prior studies have repeatedly highlighted the limitations of one-size-fits-all approaches in tDCS protocol de-
sign® 63 few have offered principled strategies to address these challenges®”. In particular, studies quantitatively linking
inter-individual anatomical variability to electric field distributions remain scarce®® and even fewer have proposed individualized
modeling frameworks to guide subject-specific stimulation protocols®®3’. Building on our dual-objective optimization frame-
work, we derived two representative strategies from each subject’s Pareto front, each tailored to a distinct design priority. The
dose consistency strategy selects the solution that enforces consistent field intensity at the target region across individuals—a
key requirement for experimental designs or clinical trials seeking uniform neuromodulatory exposure (Fig. 3a, f). To our
knowledge, this is the first demonstration of effective dose equalization in a large pediatric cohort, yielding stimulation
intensities that were statistically indistinguishable across age and sex groups, as confirmed by nested GLMs analysis (Fig. 3f;
Fig. S3c; Table. S5, top; Table. S6, top). Besides, the target engagement strategy selects the Pareto-optimal solution that
maximizes target-region intensity within each individual, thereby leveraging anatomical potential while adhering to safety
constraints (Fig. 3a, e, i; Fig. S4a, b, d). This approach significantly improved stimulation strength relative to conventional
strategies. Although demographic balance was not an explicit optimization goal under target engagement strategy, we found that
the resulting intensities did not exhibit significant variability across age or sex groups (Table. S5, bottom; Table. S6, bottom).
This suggests that anatomically informed optimization may inherently mitigate certain demographic biases>’-3%33.

Moreover, when a post hoc current threshold (0.1 mA) was applied to reduce the number of active channels—facilitating
clinical implementation—the target engagement strategy maintained its performance, with no statistically significant differences
observed in either mean field norm or target-region intensity (Fig. 3h; Fig. S4c). To our knowledge, this is the first modeling
demonstration in pediatric HD-tDCS showing that sparse stimulation montages—identified via individualized optimization—can
achieve target engagement comparable to dense configurations (Fig. 3h; Fig. S4d), reinforcing the robustness of our approach
and its translational potential for low-complexity, clinically deployable protocols, in line with prior theoretical work suggesting
that optimal target engagement may not require dense electrode arrays®®%7. In addition, both strategies exhibited distinct
spatial patterns in electrode importance (Fig. 3j-k; Fig. S3e; Fig. S4e), suggesting that effective ROI-targeted HD-tDCS in
pediatric populations may benefit from stimulation configurations beyond conventional adult-derived montages. These findings
emphasize the importance of goal-specific, anatomically guided montage design in pediatric HD-tDCS—moving beyond
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one-size-fits-all templates to develop stimulation strategies that are both effective and clinically feasible. While our framework
was demonstrated in pediatric populations, the underlying principles of anatomically-informed dual-objective optimization and
montage sparsification is readily extensible to other age groups or clinical populations, paving the way for broader applications
of individualized neuromodulation strategies across diverse populations.

Furthermore, we demonstrated that both Strategy 1 (dose consistency) and Strategy 2 (target engagement) remained robust
under conductivity perturbations (Fig. 4a-c). Strategy 1 maintained consistent dosing across individuals, whereas Strategy 2
maximized target intensity and further validated by the ability to reduce the number of active channels without compromising
performance (Fig. 4e-f). Demographic analyses showed that Strategy 1 abolished age- and sex-related effects, as expected from
its fixed-intensity design, whereas Strategy 2, while targeting target engagement, also attenuated age-related variability and
eliminated sex effects (Fig. 4g-h). This demonstrates that our framework not only ensures dosing uniformity when desired but
can also reduce part of the demographic influences even under target engagement-driven optimization.

Sensitivity analyses further revealed a depth-dependent hierarchy in tissue conductivity influence: scalp and bone conduc-
tivities dominated for cortical targets (M1, LDLPFC), whereas gray and white matter conductivities exerted stronger effects for
the deep target (hippocampus) (Fig. 4d). These findings align with prior forward-modeling studies showing that GM, bone,
and skin conductivities are dominant contributors to field variability when targeting M1, as quantified using non-intrusive
generalized polynomial chaos expansion®’. Thus, our results show that the inverse optimization framework can capture the
same biophysical sensitivities. However, to the best of our knowledge, no previous study has systematically examined whether
these tissue-conductivity dependencies remain consistent—or shift—when targeting deeper brain structures. Our results reveal
a clear transition in the relative importance of tissue conductivities with target depth, suggesting that optimization for superficial
versus deep stimulation engages distinct current propagation pathways shaped by different tissue compartments. Beyond
migraine and cognitive neuromodulation examined here, we envision the proposed framework to easily extend to many other
therapeutic interventions in neurologic and psychiatric disorders, including the prevention of epileptic seizures and stroke®®-73,
for example. Together, our findings highlight the capacity of the proposed framework to adapt to real-world clinical scenarios,
where tissue conductivities may vary substantially across individuals, paving the way for more personalized and effective
neuromodulation treatments.

In summary, this study used forward modeling to reveal age- and sex-related variations in electric field distribution during
HD-tDCS in a pediatric population and explored the mediating role of head and brain anatomical structures. The findings
demonstrate that age significantly influences electric field intensity, with this effect partially mediated by head and brain
anatomical structures, while sex-related variations are region- and strategy-specific, further emphasizing the critical role of
developmental and anatomical factors. These results underscore that adult HD-tES strategies cannot be directly applied to
pediatric populations, highlighting the necessity of developing personalized stimulation protocols tailored to the developing
brain. To address this, we employed the Multi-Objective Evolutionary Algorithm (MOVEA) to design individualized stimulation
parameters, achieving significant improvements in target region intensity and overall stimulation target engagement while
mitigating variability caused by age and sex differences. Additionally, systematic variation of conductivity parameters identified
GM, scalp, and bone conductivities as significant factors influencing the distribution of Pareto fronts, further emphasizing the
critical role of anatomical and biophysical properties in tES optimization. These results provide a scientific foundation for the
precise application of HD-tES in pediatric populations and lay the groundwork for developing more effective personalized
stimulation strategies.

4 Methods

This study integrates subject-specific forward modeling and dual-objective inverse optimization to design individualized
HD-tDCS strategies for a pediatric population. Prior studies have demonstrated the target engagement of fixed mon-
tages—C3—-C5/FC3-FC5 for M1 targeting in migraine treatment*, and F3/AF3-F5-F1-FC3 for targeting the LDLPFC
to enhance declarative language learning and memory function'!. Building on these designs, we evaluated how demographic
and anatomical variables—age, sex, and tissue volumes—influence electric field strength across both superficial and deep brain
regions.

To overcome the limitations of one-size-fits-all designs, we applied a dual-objective inverse optimization framework to
derive personalized stimulation solutions that balance target-region intensity and global focality under safety constraints. The
framework yields two distinct strategies tailored to different design priorities: Strategy 1 enforces inter-subject consistency
(dose consistency), whereas Strategy 2 maximizes within-subject target engagement.

To examine the robustness of these strategies, we systematically perturbed conductivity values across five tissue types using
LHS. We then assessed whether optimization goals remained attainable and analyzed how tissue-specific variability affected
inter-subject differences in the resulting Pareto fronts.

10/30



4.1 Computational Modeling
We implemented the proposed framework using finite element method (FEM) based on individualized MRI-derived head
models, with electrode placements aligned to the international 10-10 system.

For each subject, we performed the following MRI-based preprocessing steps: (I) electrode alignment to the target space
and ROI definition; (IT) automated tissue segmentation and extraction of corresponding volume parameters; After preprocessing,
we (IIT) conduct the HD-tDCS forward simulation through FEM models. The above steps are based on the SimNIBS software
(version 3.2.6)%27%75_ (IV) Then we use FEM models and ROIs as input to run the dual-objective inverse optimization
algorithm and also conduct conductivity parameter assessment.

4.1.1 Forward Modeling

Alignment of electrodes with the target space and ROI definition In conducting electroencephalography (EEG) studies
and high-definition transcranial electrical stimulation (HD-tES) experiment designs, the precise localization of electrodes is
paramount. This study uses four reference points (LPA, RPA, Nz, 1z) to pinpoint EEG coordinates within the 10-10 EEG
positions’®, ensuring electrode precision and alignment with brain regions and HD-tES sensors.

In the selection of ROIs, we focused on three primary regions of interest—two superficial areas, the M1 and the LDLPFC, and
one deep structure, the hippocampus. These regions were selected based on their clinical relevance in pediatric neuromodulation
applications and were defined according to the Brodmann Atlas’’. Additional analyses of other superficial and deep regions,
including the primary visual cortex (V1), thalamus, and globus pallidus, are provided in Supplementary Materials (Fig. S1).

Tissue volume estimation The Headreco toolbox, integrating the functionalities of both the SPM12 and CAT12 toolboxes,
facilitates the automated segmentation of various tissue types (WM, GM, CSF, bone, and scalp)21’22. Each dataset underwent
visual examination to confirm the precision of head reconstructions and tissue segmentation as recommended’*. Following this
review, all head models were considered suitable, eliminating the need for any manual adjustments to the head reconstructions.

To characterize anatomical variability across subjects, we calculated the relative volume of each tissue as its absolute
volume divided by the total head volume. These normalized values were used in subsequent statistical and mediation analyses
to assess their contributions to electric field variability.

Electric field simulation Numerous techniques have been formulated for creating an authentic head model, among which
are the boundary element method and the FEM?% 78 We opted to utilize the FEM technique owing to its heightened precision
and computational effectiveness in this investigation’, facilitating the application of the Laplace equation to simulate electric
potential in the brain’s conductive medium®. This approach enables precise modeling of the brain’s complex geometry and
electrical properties, critical for studying the effects of extrinsic electrical stimulation. Given the brain’s electrical signals are
too weak to be considered in this context, we simplified the model to one without sources or sinks, allowing for a more focused
study on the effects of external electrical fields*8!=%3, as Eq. (1) shows

—V-(6VV) =0, (1)

where V represents the electric potential field generated within the brain’s conductive medium under external electrical
stimulation, & is the isotropic electrical conductivity (S/m) assigned to different head and brain tissue and spaces as: scalp:
0.465, bone: 0.01, CSF: 1.65, GM: 0.276, WM: 0.126, saline: 1.4, air cavities: 2.5 ¢4, eye: 0.5, according to previous
literature* 26-84.85

Following the international 10/10 electrode placement system, 76 HD-tES electrodes were strategically positioned on
the scalp of the FEM model, with a reference electrode located at Cz, using SimNIBS 3.2.6’4. Circular saline electrodes
with diameters of 12 mm and 20 mm were applied respectively for M1 stimulation in migraine treatment* and LDLPFC
stimulation for declarative language learning and memory functioning'', both with a thickness of 5 mm. In the forward model,
M1 stimulation used anodes at C3 and C5 and cathodes at FC3 and FC5 with 1 mA total current, while LDLPFC stimulation
positioned the anode at F3 and cathodes at AF3, F5, FC1, and FC3 with 2 mA total.

The computation of the electric field induced by tDCS involves determining the field generated within the brain by the input
current s applied through the electrodes, excluding the reference electrode. The electric field can be expressed using the lead
field matrix A as E = As, where E represents the triaxial electric field intensity vector. The lead field matrix encapsulates the
relationship between the input current applied through HD-tES electrodes and the resulting electric field distribution across
brain regions. It provides a mapping that predicts the electric field generated in each voxel of the brain for a unit input current
at the electrode level. Following the method of”4, the average electric field intensity across a target region &, denoted as Eq, is
defined as:

I 7 1 7
g 100 3 [
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where Gq represents the total volume within the region Q in the brain. The variables x, y, and z denote three orthogonal
directions, while wy, wy, and w, are weights assigned to each respective direction. In this study, the weights wy, wy, and w, are
set to unity.

4.1.2 Dual-objective Optimization to search the optimal stimulation solutions

To move beyond the limitations of conventional, fixed electrode montages, we formulated the electrode configuration problem
as a constrained dual-objective optimization task. This framework simultaneously maximizes electric field intensity at the
target region while minimizing its spatial spread across the whole brain, under strict safety constraints on injected current. The
trade-off between focality and intensity is particularly critical in pediatric populations, where anatomical variability demands
individualized stimulation solutions.

We adapted a previously developed optimization framework® by constraining the objectives to two competing goals:
maximizing target-region intensity and minimizing global field spread, and applied it for the first time to the optimization of
HD-tDCS configurations. The lead field matrix derived from each subject’s forward model serves as input. The optimization
process consists of two stages: an initial single-objective search using a genetic algorithm to identify a high-intensity solution
at the target, followed by a multi-objective particle swarm optimization (MOPSO) stage that generates a subject-specific
Pareto front of optimal solutions®, reflecting the set of trade-off solutions—none of which can improve one objective without
compromising the other. Each point on the front represents an individualized electrode configuration that achieves a unique
balance between intensity and focality. From each front, we selected two representative solutions corresponding to distinct
design priorities. Strategy 1 enforces inter-subject consistency by selecting a common fixed field intensity across individuals
(dose consistency), while Strategy 2 maximizes individual target intensity (target engagement). These strategies allow us to
investigate how optimization goals shape montage configurations and to compare their robustness under individual anatomical
variability.

We implemented the dual-objective optimization separately for two clinically relevant targets: the M1 and the LDLPFC.
Candidate electrode placements were constrained to the international 10—10 EEG coordinate system to ensure compatibility
with standard HD-tES caps. To maintain consistency with forward-modeling setups and prior clinical protocols, the total
injected current was set to 1 mA for M1 targeting and 2 mA for LDLPFC targeting*'!. Safety constraints were enforced such
that the current delivered to any single electrode did not exceed 0.5 mA for M1 stimulation and 1 mA for LDLPFC stimulation.

Beyond anatomical variability, the biophysical properties of head tissues—particularly their electrical conductivities—also
influence stimulation outcomes. Prior studies have demonstrated that conductivity values vary substantially across individuals
and tissues, with further modulation by demographic factors such as age and sex**37. This is especially critical in pediatric
populations, where such variations may significantly affect electric field distributions. To assess the robustness of our dual-
objective optimization framework under these uncertainties, we introduced systematic perturbations to tissue conductivity
values using LHS, a method widely used for efficient exploration of multidimensional parameter spaces®®. By simulating across
a uniformly sampled range of physiologically plausible conductivities (detailed below), we evaluate how variability in tissue
properties influences the distribution of individual Pareto fronts and, more importantly, whether representative stimulation
strategies—Strategy 1 (dose consistency) and Strategy 2 (target engagement)—can still be reliably identified across perturbed
conductivity conditions. This allows us to assess the robustness of strategy selection under physiological uncertainty.

4.2 Statistical analysis

The overarching aim of the present study separates into two parts. First, in the forward-model simulation experiments, we
investigate the effect of age and sex (both main and interaction effects) on electric field intensity at specified ROIs and the
underlying anatomical factors mediating it. Second, in the inverse-model simulation experiments, we start by evaluating
our optimized stimulation strategies by comparing focality and intensity enhancements over the conventional strategy. Then,
we select a specific configuration on the Pareto front to address age-related limitations identified in the forward model for
each participant. Finally, we quantify the uncertainty in Pareto front distributions arising from variations in the conductivity
parameters for different head and brain tissue types.

Hence, several statistical analyses were performed. In the forward experiments: (1) Assuming that age and biologic sex
impact ROIs electric field strength and interact with each other, nested generalized linear models were created to evaluate
the individual and combined interaction effects on electric field strength of these two factors. (2) To investigate whether the
relationship between age, sex, and electric field strength at ROIs is mediated by cortical anatomical factors, we performed
multivariate mediation analyses with multiple mediating variables, examining the anatomical pathways through which age and
sex may exert their effects on electric field strength. In the inverse experiments: (3) To assess the statistical significance of
focality and intensity improvements under the optimized versus conventional strategies, we conducted Mann-Whitney U tests.
(4) For each individual, we selected both Strategy 1 and Strategy 2 from the optimized Pareto front and applied nested GLMs to
determine whether the optimized approaches mitigated the significant age-, sex-, and age—sex interaction effects identified
in the forward-model analysis. (5) Finally, using the LHS method, we generated 100 sets of conductivity parameters within
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specified ranges for each tissue type. We first examined whether Strategy 1 and Strategy 2 remained robust under conductivity
variations. We then quantified the distribution of the optimized Pareto fronts across these parameter sets by employing the
Mean Ideal Distance (MID) metric. Ordinary linear regression was then used to assess the influence of tissue conductivity on
Pareto front outcomes, with model coefficients indicating the relative contribution of the conductivity of each tissue type to the
variability in the optimization results. The above steps are described in more detail below.

4.2.1 Forward modeling statistical analysis

Modeling age and sex effects on electric field intensity under conventional montage stimulation Nested GLMs were
estimated with the glmfit function in Matlab (MathWorks, Inc.), focusing on both the main and interaction effects of age and
sex on the electric field intensity at specified ROIs. In this analysis, sex is encoded as a dummy variable, ensuring its categorical
nature is appropriately handled in the model. The response variable (electric field intensity) in the nested GLM models was
assumed to be distributed according to the inverse Gaussian distribution, with the corresponding link function given by ﬁ

This distribution is appropriate for modeling continuous positive response variables®®. By comparing the deviance differences
between nested models and calculating the corresponding p-values from the chi-square test, adjusted for multiple testing via
the False Discovery Rate (FDR) correction’’, we can determine whether the added variables have a significant impact on the
electric field intensity at the ROIs.

The nested generalized linear models were formulated as:

Mo : E[Y]= f(Bo)

My : E[Y|X]=f(Bo+ i x Age)

M, : E[Y|X]=f(Bo+ i x Age+ B2 x Sex)

Ms: E[Y|X]=f(Bo+ B x Age+ B x Sex+ B3 x (Age X Sex))

My E[Y|X] = f(Bo+ B x Age+ B2 x Sex+ B3 x (Age x Sex) + B4 x (Age x (1 —Sex))).

where:

* E[Y] is the unconditional expected value of the electric field intensity ¥, and E[Y |X] is the expected value of the field
intensity conditioned on a set of predictors X which is different for each different model. The electric field intensity is at
a given ROIs under a given HD-tDCS stimulation strategy. The ROIs included three superficial regions (LDLFPC, V1,
and pallidum) and three deeper regions (M1, hippocampus, and thalamus).

1

* f(-) denotes the inverse link function associated with the inverse Gaussian distribution, i.e., f = g, where the canonical

link function is g(u) = #
* By is the intercept, representing the baseline of the stimulation-driven electric field intensity.
* [ is the coefficient for age, quantifying the change in electric field intensity per year of age.

* [3 is the coefficient for the sex dummy variable, which is encoded as 0 for females and 1 for males, indicating the
difference in electric field intensity between females and males.

* [ is the coefficient for the interaction between age and sex (specifically age and males, since Sex = 1 for males). It
shows how the effect of age on electric field intensity differs between males andfemales.

* B4 further refines the interaction, indicating the effect of age when sex is coded as female (Sex = 0). In this case, B4
captures how age affects intensity differently in females compared to males.

Evaluating the mediation of anatomical factors to sex and age effects on across-subjects HD-tDCS variability We
used multivariate mediation analysis’!, implemented in the “mma” package in the R software**>°, to determine whether the
relationship between age and sex factors the and the electric field intensity was mediated by the volumes of the following tissues
WM, GM, CSF, skull (bone) or scalp. Accordingly, age and sex were used as independent variables, target region intensity as the
dependent variable, and the rest of the volume parameters as well as their joint effect as potential mediators. Mediation analysis
incorporating multiple mediators enables the evaluation of the distinct effects of each parameter as well as the combined effects
of multiple parameters. As stated above for the estimation of nested GLMs, in this analysis the dependent variables were
manually specified to follow an inverse Gaussian distribution, with a link function given by - u7 a8 this distribution was deemed

more appropriate for accurately capturing the intensity values observed in the data®®. To assess the significance of the mediators,
the bootstrap method with 5,000 resampling iterations was employed, following the recommendations of Preacher et al®>.
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Table 1. Ranges for electrical conductivity parameters assigned to the different tissue types (in S/m). WM: white matter; GM:
gray matter; CSF: Cerebrospinal fluid.

Tissue  Min Max  Reference(s)

WM 0.100 0.400 TJiaetal. (2022)%3; Akhtari et al. (2010) **

GM 0.100 0.600 Lietal (1968)%; Saturnino et al. (2019)%’

CSF 1.200 1.800 Saturnino et al. (2019)*7; Baumann et al. (1997) %°

Skull ~ 0.006 0.027 McCann et al. (2019)87; Oostendorp et al. (2000) °7; Fernandez et al. (2016)?3
Scalp  0.200 0.500 Fernandez et al. (2016)%%; Ferndndez et al. (2017) °°; Bashar et al. (2010) 100

4.2.2 Dual-objective inverse optimization statistical analysis
Comparative analysis of optimized and conventional HD-tDCS strategies We assessed the target engagement of optimized
stimulation strategies generated via the dual-objective inverse optimization framework by comparing electric field intensities
targeting M1 with those from the conventional 2x2 tDCS montage (C3-C5/FC3-FCS5). For each participant’s Pareto front, we
selected two points for comparison: one point with a mean electric field norm closest to that of the conventional montage, used
to compare M1 intensities, and another point with an M1 intensity closest to that of the conventional montage, used to compare
mean field norms. We note that the lower the mean field norm, the highest the focality of the HD-tDCS. We then conducted
Mann-Whitney U tests to identify potential improvements in focality and intensity provided by the personalized strategies.
To ensure a valid comparison, this analysis was restricted to the M 1-targeted condition, where both the conventional and
optimized strategies shared the same total injected current (1 mA) and complied with per-electrode safety limits (< 0.5 mA).
For LDLPFC targeting, the conventional 4x 1 montage concentrated the full 2 mA at a single anode, exceeding the safety
constraints enforced in the optimization framework.

Verifying the intended effects of dose consistency and target engagement strategies To confirm that Strategy 1 (dose
consistency) and Strategy 2 (target engagement) successfully achieved their respective design goals, we examined electric
field intensity distributions across individuals. Both strategies were selected from each individual’s subject-specific Pareto
front: Strategy 1 corresponds to a solution enforcing a fixed electric field intensity across individuals (0.15 & 0.35 V/m),
while Strategy 2 selects the point at the upper-right corner of the Pareto front, representing the configuration that maximizes
target-region intensity within safety limits. For Strategy 2, we further excluded weakly activated electrodes by applying a 0.1 mA
threshold, ensuring focus on the most effective channels and enhancing potential clinical interpretability and translational
relevance of the resulting montages.

For Strategy 1, we tested whether electric field intensity at the target region was statistically indistinguishable across age
and sex groups, indicating enforced uniformity. This was assessed using nested GLMs with an inverse Gaussian distribution
and a link function of -5, where age and sex were included as predictors. For Strategy 2, we first assessed the feasibility of
applying a 0.1 mA threshold to exclude weakly activated electrodes. Specifically, we conducted Mann—Whitney U tests to
evaluate whether this thresholding procedure had a significant impact on the mean field norm and the target-region intensity,
thereby ensuring the stability of key stimulation metrics. Upon confirming feasibility, we then evaluated whether the field
intensity at target-region under Strategy 2 was significantly higher than that observed under the conventional montage using
Mann—-Whitney U tests, reflecting the strategy’s goal of maximizing stimulation target engagement. In addition, we applied
the same nested GLM framework under Strategy 2 to investigate whether the intensity-maximizing configuration indirectly
attenuated or eliminated the effects of age and sex on electric field outcomes.

Finally, to assess the relative contribution of each electrode under different strategies, we computed the mean absolute
injected current at each electrode across all 70 individuals for both Strategy 1 and Strategy 2, allowing visualization of electrode
importance under each design priority.

Quantitative impact of the uncertainty in the choice of head and brain tissue conductivity parameters on Pareto front
distributions Inter-individual variability in head and brain tissue conductivities introduces uncertainty into electric field
modeling and subsequent optimization outcomes. Previous studies have documented significant variability in conductivity
values across different tissues, particularly in pediatric populations where developmental changes are ongoing**%7. To assess
the robustness of stimulation strategies derived from the dual-objective optimization framework under such uncertainty, we
systematically perturbed the conductivities of five tissue types (WM, GM, CSF, bone, and scalp) using Latin Hypercube
Sampling (LHS), uniformly sampling across physiologically plausible intervals (Table 1).

We selected six representative individuals spanning three developmental stages (ages 7, 10, and 16 years), with two
individuals per group. These ages were chosen to capture early childhood, mid-childhood, and late adolescence within the 6-17
year range, corresponding to well-established morphological milestones in cortical maturation and skull development reported
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in pediatric MRI studies. For each individual, 100 conductivity samples were generated via LHS across five tissue types (scalp,
bone, CSF, GM, and WM), yielding 100 perturbed head models. Multi-objective optimization targeting M1 was rerun on
each model to construct perturbed Pareto fronts. For Strategy 1 (dose consistency), robustness was defined as whether each
perturbed front still contained a solution yielding target-region intensity close to the fixed reference value of 0.15 V/m, thereby
demonstrating that dosing consistency could be preserved despite conductivity variability. For Strategy 2 (target engagement),
defined as the sparsified 2x2 montage obtained by applying a 0.1 mA threshold, robustness was assessed in two ways: (i)
whether mean field norm and target-region intensity remained stable after thresholding, and (ii) whether target-region intensity
consistently exceeded that of the conventional montage across perturbations. Together, these analyses evaluated the stability and
clinical feasibility of both dose consistency- and target engagement-oriented strategies under large-scale biophysical variability.

In parallel, to quantify how tissue conductivities deform the overall Pareto-front distribution, we computed the Mean Ideal
Distance (MID)!°! for each perturbed front, with the ideal point defined as the solution maximizing target intensity while
minimizing whole-brain current spread. We then fit OLS regression models using the five conductivity parameters as predictors
and MID as the response variable!?, enabling identification of the most influential tissues shaping optimization variability. To
further assess depth-dependent effects, the same sensitivity analysis was extended to two additional targets—the LDLPFC and
hippocampus—representing superficial and deep regions, respectively. These analyses allowed characterization of how the
relative influence of tissue conductivities shifts systematically with target depth.

Together, this analysis characterizes both the robustness of strategy selection and the sensitivity of optimization outcomes to
tissue conductivity uncertainty, providing a quantitative basis for refining stimulation protocols in heterogeneous populations.

4.3 Data description

The T1-weighted MRI data utilized in this research was acquired from the IPCAS7 internal database, managed by the
Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences. This database is part of the International Neuroimaging Data-sharing
Initiative (INDI), aimed at facilitating the sharing and standardized processing of neuroimaging data ( https://fcon_
1000.projects.nitrc.org/indi/CoRR/html/ipcas_7.html). After preliminary screening to exclude four
participants due to incomplete data or labels, the final sample consisted of 70 children (age range: 6-17 years; 30 males and 40
females).

All MRI images were captured with a 3T Siemens TrioTim scanner, leveraging an 8-channel head coil for high-fidelity
anatomical resolution. We employed a 3D MPRAGE sequence for T1-weighted images, featuring a repetition time (TR) of
2600 ms, an echo time (TE) of 3.02 ms, and a flip angle of 8 degrees. The images are characterized by a slice thickness of 1
mm and an in-plane resolution of 1x 1 mm?, ensuring a detailed representation of the brain’s structure. The field of view (FOV)
spans 256 mm, with an acquisition matrix of 256256, which allows for comprehensive brain coverage without sacrificing
detail. This rigorous acquisition protocol ensures a dataset with the precision necessary for advanced neurological studies and
applications.

Supplementary information

Supplementary Information accompanies this paper. It includes: Supplementary Methods, Supplementary Figures, Supplemen-
tary Tables, and additional analyses supporting the main text.
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A Appendix

A.1 Limitations of Conventional Montages in Pediatric HD-tDCS

Fig. S1 extends the main text results by showing age- and sex-dependent electric field distributions across six ROIs for both
conventional montages. Consistent with the main text, whole-brain mean field norm decreased with age under both montages
(Fig. S1 A, D), indicating stronger stimulation in younger children and progressive attenuation during adolescence. This
decline was observed across all ROIs, with both superficial (M1, V1, LDLPFC) and deep (hippocampus, pallidum, thalamus)
regions showing reductions in field intensity with increasing age. Visual inspection of Panels C and F further suggests that
females tended to show slightly higher field intensities than males across most ROIs. In addition, superficial ROIs exhibited
systematically higher intensities than deep regions (Fig. S1 B, E). These findings underscore that conventional fixed montages
fail to provide age-independent dosing.

In line with these visual patterns, nested GLMs analyses provided quantitative evidence for robust age or sex-related
effects across nearly all ROIs under both montages (Tables. S1, S2, S3, and S4). Tables. S3—S4 extend the main text analyses
by providing statistical results for the remaining ROIs not shown in Tables. S1-S2. When targeting M1, Table. S3 showed
that electric field intensity at other four ROIs—including both superficial (V1, LDLPFC) and deep (pallidum, thalamus) as
well as mean field norm across whole brain—showed significant age effects (all p < 0.05, FDR-corrected), reinforcing that
developmental stage exerts a pervasive influence on stimulation strength under this montage. By contrast, Table. S4 showed that
LDLPFC-targeted stimulation exhibited more complex demographic dependencies. In addition to robust age effects observed
across all ROIs, sex-related differences emerged at several regions, most notably at M1, V1, and thalamus, and a notable
age—sex interaction at V1.

Together, these extended analyses confirm that both conventional montages not only produce stronger age dependence but
also introduce broader sex-related variability, thereby highlighting the limitations of conventional fixed strategies in ensuring
demographic-independent dosing.
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Figure S1. Age and Sex Effects on Electric Field Distribution Across Pediatric HD-tDCS Montages (A) Age effects on
mean field norm (Migraine treatment): The mean electric field intensity norm shows a decreasing trend with age across both
sexes, suggesting that younger participants experience stronger electric fields, which decline as age increases. This trend aligns
with the findings presented in Fig. 2. (B) Field intensity comparison (Migraine treatment): Comparison of field intensity in
superficial (M1, V1, LDLPFC) and deep regions (hippocampus, pallidum, thalamus). Significant differences (*** p ; 0.001) are
observed between superficial and deep regions. (C) Age effects on field intensity (Migraine treatment): Field intensity decreases
with age across six regions of interest (M1, V1, LDLPFC, hippocampus, pallidum, thalamus), all showing similar trends. M1
and hippocampus, as observed in Fig. 2.

(D) Age effects on mean field norm (Cognitive enhancement): Similar to the migraine treatment montage, there is a decreasing
trend in mean field norm with age, consistent with Fig. 2. (E) Field intensity comparison (Cognitive enhancement): Comparison
of field intensity in superficial and deep regions for the cognitive enhancement montage, with higher intensities observed in
superficial regions. (F) Age effects on field intensity (Cognitive enhancement): Field intensity decreases with age in six regions
of interest (M1, V1, LDLPFC, hippocampus, pallidum, thalamus), showing similar trends. LDLPFC and hippocampus, as
shown in Fig. 2., exhibit consistent patterns of change.
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Table S1. Age and sex effects on electric field intensity under conventional M1-targeted montage (FC3-FC5/C3-C5).

Bo Bi B Bs Ba A Deviance p-value  pID
Primary Motor Cortex
My 73.7872
M, -5.9831 7.3095 15.3596 0.0001 *
M, -17.6039  7.845859  13.4564 1.2754 0.2587
M; -13.5019  7.4623 24571 1.1391 0.0864 0.76884
My -13.5019  7.4623 24571 1.1391 O 0 1
Hippocampus
My 539.9094
M, 221.7001  28.1812 10.8507 0.0010 *
M, 201.4482  29.1745  20.4851 0.1346 0.7137
M3 215.7112 279636  -11.1953 2.9842 0.0275 0.8683
My 215.7112 279636  -11.1953 29842 0 0 1

Nested generalized linear models (GLMs) were used to assess the effects of age, sex, and their interaction on stimulation-driven
electric field intensity in two regions of interest (ROIs) highlighted in the main text when targeting the primary motor cortex
(M1): the M1 and hippocampus. Model coefficients (Sp—f4) correspond to the intercept, age, sex, and age—sex interaction
terms; A Deviance and associated p-values indicate model improvements relative to the preceding model () test). The pID
column denotes significance after false discovery rate (FDR) correction; asterisks indicate p < 0.05.

Table S2. Age and sex effects on stimulation-driven electric field intensity under conventional montage targeting LDLPFC
(F3/AF3-F5-F1-FC3)

Bo B1 B Bs Ba A Deviance p-value pID
LDLPFC
Moy 17.3370
M, -1.0057 1.6778 7.0826 0.0078  *
M, -3.6624 1.8010 3.0501 0.5714 0.4497
M3 -4.2272 1.8540 4.5907 -0.1583 0.0147 0.9036
My -4.2272 1.8540 4.5907 -0.1583 0 0 1
Hippocampus
My 8695.7986
M, 5859.6617 247.2881 12.5870 0.0004
M, 4636.9518 308.6188 1251.8195 7.5098 0.0061
M; 5199.4703 261.9698 -112.5041 126.3241 0.7116 0.3989
My 5199.4703 261.9698 -112.5041 126.3241 O 0 1

Nested GLMs were used to assess the effects of age, sex, and their interaction on stimulation-driven electric field intensity in
two regions of interest (ROIs) highlighted in the main text when targeting the left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (LDLPFC): the
LDLPFC and hippocampus. Model coefficients (By—f4) correspond to the intercept, age, sex, and age-sex interaction terms; A
Deviance and associated p-values indicate model improvements relative to the preceding model () test). The pID column
denotes significance after false discovery rate (FDR) correction; asterisks indicate p < 0.05.
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Table S3. Age and sex effects on electric field intensity under conventional M1-targeted montage (FC3-FC5/C3-C5).

Bo Bi B B3 Ba A Deviance p-value pID

LDLPFC

M, 135.4024

M, -47.5876 17.1508 35.3980 0 *

M, -64.2313 17.8882 19.8370 1.2189 0.2696

M; -63.9616 17.8613 19.1087  0.0792 0.0002 0.9892

My -63.9616 17.8613 19.1087 0.0792 O 0 1

Vi

M 4565.0240

M, 1441.5150 278.2914 43.4969 0 *

M, 1033.0679 298.1980 426.0099 2.4011 0.1212

M; 1096.0157 292.7513 277.5181 14.2642 0.0259 0.8722

M, 1096.0157 292.7513 2775181 142642 0O 0 1
Thalamus

My 1770.8828

M, 807.3178  85.0972 16.5751 0 *

M, 559.6070  97.3195  259.8068 3.6170 0.0572

M; 669.1027  87.9975 -8.8046  25.5267 0.3292 0.5661

My 669.1027  87.9975 -8.8046  25.5267 O 0 1
Pallidum

M, 842.6963

M, 352.8506  43.3598 13.1615 0.0003 *

M, 230.1719  49.3938  129.6019 2.7562 0.0969

M; 279.2402  45.1921 8.0332 11.6171 0.2090 0.6475

My 279.2402  45.1921 8.0332 11.6171 0 0 1

Mean

M 672.1490

M, 76.2744 53.8206 29.5094 0 *

M, 2.5834 57.3390  79.6957 1.5446 0.2139

M; 26.3171 55.2181 21.7991 5.7500 0.0775 0.7808

M, 26.3171 55.2181 21.7991 57500 O 0 1

Nested GLMs analysis of additional ROIs beyond those reported in the main text when targeting M1, including LDLPFC, V1,
thalamus, pallidum, and the mean field norm across whole brain. Model coefficients (fy—f4) correspond to the intercept, age,
sex, and age—sex interaction terms; A Deviance and p-values indicate model improvements relative to the preceding model (x>
test). The pID column denotes significance after false discovery rate (FDR) correction; asterisks indicate p < 0.05. Results for
M1 and hippocampus are shown in Table S1.
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Table S4. Age and sex effects on stimulation-driven electric field intensity under conventional montage targeting LDLPFC
(F3/AF3-F5-F1-FC3)

Bo Bi B Bs Ba A Deviance p-value pID
Primary Motor Cortex
My 2882.5971
M, 499.9240 214.3090 52.2877 0 *
M, 45.5853 236.0801 500.8512 6.7950 0.0091 *
M3 387.6554 205.7862 -366.5113 86.1185 1.9000 0.1681
My 387.6554 205.7862 -366.5113 86.1185 0 0 1
A\ |
M 674164.1832
M, 378055.2398  25987.0154 205.8669 0 *
M, 247261.7205 325049350  138624.9005 136.2077 0 *
M3 471565.2267 13847.1057 -412402.6191 52385.4840 178.0784 0 *
My 471565.2267 13847.1057 -412402.6191 523854840 O 0 1
Thalamus
My 22823.5208
M, 13708.3860 798.1016 31.0497 0 *
M, 10095.1938 978.5395 3753.8644 15.9950 0 *
M; 13198.2160 719.6684 -3840.6581 711.8518 5.3386 0.0209
My 13198.2160 719.6684 -3840.6581 711.8518 0 0 1
Pallidum
My 3102.1001
M, 1967.9617 99.1098 9.5247 0.0020 *
M, 1569.6786 119.0222 407.5965 3.7564 0.0526
M; 1460.7759 128.1346 673.5879 -24.6526 0.1293 0.7192
My 1460.7759 128.1346 673.5879 -24.6526 0 0 1
Mean
My 4409.6377
M 1026.7191 303.0523 54.8631 0 *
M, 424.5513 332.1406 649.7038 5.9708 0.0145
M3 607.1158 316.0799 193.7473 44.6429 0.2689 0.6041
My 607.1158 316.0799 193.7473 44.6429 0 0 1

Nested GLMs analysis of additional ROIs beyond those reported in the main text when targeting LDLPFC, including M1, V1,
thalamus, pallidum, and the mean field norm across whole brain. Model coefficients (8y—f4) correspond to the intercept, age,
sex, and age—sex interaction terms; A Deviance and p-values indicate model improvements relative to the preceding model (x>
test). The pID column denotes significance after false discovery rate (FDR) correction; asterisks indicate p < 0.05. Results for
LDLPFC and hippocampus are shown in Table S2.

25/30



A.2 Inverse Dual-Objective Optimization Framework for Pediatric HD-tDCS

Fig. S2 illustrates the schematic of the inverse dual-objective optimization framework, combining Genetic Algorithm (GA)
search with NSGA-II sorting to generate subject-specific Pareto fronts. Candidate electrode montages were evaluated according
to two competing objectives: maximizing field intensity at target region and minimizing whole-brain field spread. From these
Pareto fronts, two representative solutions were derived: Strategy 1 (fixed field intensity for dose consistency) and Strategy 2
(maximal field intensity for target engagement).

As a supplement to the main-text results on M 1-targeted optimization strategies for dose consistency and target engagement
(Fig. 3), Fig. S3 provides additional details of applying the dual-objective optimization framework targeting LDLPFC in this
pediatric cohort for dose consistency and target engagement. Panel (a) shows the Pareto frontier and representative selection of
Strategy 1 and Strategy 2. Panel (b) compares electrode current distributions across individuals, highlighting the fixed-intensity
control achieved by Strategy 1 and the sparse 4-electrode configuration obtained under Strategy 2 after applying a 0.1 mA
threshold. Panel (c—d) demonstrate improved dose consistency under Strategy 1, with stable LDLPFC intensity across age and
narrower confidence intervals compared to traditional montages. Panel (e) shows electrode importance distributions under
Strategy 1, emphasizing consistent engagement of fronto-central electrodes. Panel (f—g) validate the robustness and efficacy
of sparsified Strategy 2, which preserved focality while delivering significantly higher LDLPFC intensities than traditional
strategies (***, p < 0.001). Finally, panel (h) highlights the electrode importance map of Strategy 2, identifying optimized
sites contributing most to efficacy gains.

Together, these results demonstrate how the dual-objective optimization framework produces clinically meaningful strategies
for LDLPFC targeting, offering complementary pathways to enhance either dose consistency or target engagement in pediatric
HD-tDCS.

Table S5. Age, sex, and their interaction effects under inverse dual-objective optimization framework targeting Primary Motor
Cortex (migraine treatment) under strategy 1 (dose consistency) and strategy 2 (target engagement)

Bo B B B3 Ba A Deviance p-value

Targeting Motor under Strategy 1

M 30.9566

M, 30.9781 30.95659 0 0.9986

M, 30.3436 0.0145  0.3111 0.0022 0.9630

M;3 30.7509  -0.0203  0.0323 0.0245 0.0001 0.9911

My 30.7509  -0.0203  0.0323 0.0245 O 0 1
Targeting Motor under Strategy 2

M 13.4062

M, 2.7386 0.9575 3.2783 0.0702

M, -1.2905 1.0504  2.0995 3.6523 0.0560

M, -1.5882 1.0788  2.3136 -0.0211 0.0004 0.9849

My -1.5882 1.0788  2.3136 -0.0211 O 0 1

Statistical analysis based on nested GLMs. The table presents the GLM regression coefficients (By to 4), the difference
between the deviance of consecutive nested models (A Deviance), and the corresponding p-values (y? test). MO to M4
represent five different models. (Same conventions as in Table 1.)
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Table S6. Age, sex, and their interaction effects under inverse dual-objective optimization framework targeting LDLPFC

(cognitive engancement) under strategy 1 (dose consistency) and strategy 2 (target engagement)

Bo Bi B B3 Ba A Deviance p-value

Targeting LDLPFC under Strategy 1

Moy 8.1629

M, 8.1589  0.00034 0 0.9993

M, 8.1429 0.00075  0.078 0.00001 0.9975

M; 8.2051 -0.0046 -0.0346 0.0037 0.00002 0.9963

My 8.2051 -0.0046 -0.0346 0.0037 O 0 1
Targeting LDLPFC under Strategy 2

Moy 1.980

M, 0.167 0.160 1.511 0.219

M, -0.449  0.173 0.346 1.677 0.195

M3 -0415  0.170 0.321 0.003 0 0.993

My -0415  0.170 0.321 0.003 0 0 0.993

Statistical analysis based on nested GLMs. The table presents the GLM regression coefficients (Sy to B4), the difference
between the deviance of consecutive nested models (A Deviance), and the corresponding p-values (x> test). MO to M4

represent five different models. (Same conventions as in Table 1.)
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Figure S2. Schematic of the Inverse Dual-Objective Optimization Framework for Pediatric HD-tDCS This figure
illustrates the process of deriving Pareto frontiers using the inverse dual-objective optimization framework. The framework
combines Genetic Algorithm (GA) and NSGA-II (Non-dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithm II) to optimize electrode
configurations for pediatric HD-tDCS. The GA is used to generate and evolve potential solutions, represented by 75 electrode
positions (blue circles), with crossover and mutation operations guiding the search for optimal solutions. The fitness of each
solution is evaluated based on two objectives: (1) maximizing field intensity at the region of interest (ROI) and (2) minimizing
the mean field norm. NSGA-II then sorts and updates the solutions to form the Pareto frontiers (grey dots), representing the
trade-offs between the two objectives. The final step involves selecting two representative strategies: Strategy 1, which enforces
fixed field intensity at M1 for consistent dosing, and Strategy 2, which maximizes M1 field intensity for improved stimulation
target engagement. These strategies offer distinct optimization pathways for personalized pediatric HD-tDCS treatment.

28/30



a lllustration of strategy 1 (Dose consistency) b

0.18 -

FPz
FP2

o Pareto Frontier q{
e Strategy 1: Dose Consistency .:" Nj
g [ g
0.14 | °® > o
£ | b of & ig
< o g % 8 ‘
£ / 5 { o i
s 01+ £ 3 f i §
z e > N[ i3 2 8 335¢
3 f - 'S i 1 :
i e’ <o i 4 i
S 006 prd - ) i f
g /‘" Fixed Field Intensity around 0.35 V/m :[ “ ﬁ g .!i
r o Pt s
o 3[ 38 L
L e i It 1 1mA
4 | |
1 | 1 | ~ jQV k Ei i 3¢ i 3! I-1mA
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

Field Intensity at LDLPFC (V/m)

(o3 Dose consistency improvement ¢ Confidence interval comparison €@ Electrode importance distribution

045
Conventional Strategy

£ . ;
s Strategy 1 -
S
o 0.35¢ 600} . ®
7 2 oo
2 £ ®0
= 0.25/ @
o 2
= k)
£ 0.15} 200+
E — Conventional Strategy | ’ o mA
* — Strategy 1 0mA 2

0.05— , s | It | /b L |

6 10 14 18 0.2 0.24 0.28 0.36 O Conventional Strategy
Age (year) Confidence Interval Optimized Electrodes (Strategy 1)

Figure S3. LDLPFC-targeted optimization strategies to enhance dose consistency in pediatric HD-tDCS. (a) Strategy I
Selection on the Pareto Frontier: A personalized Pareto frontier for each pediatric subject was derived using the dual-objective
optimization framework, balancing field intensity at LDLPFC (x-axis) and mean electric field norm across the brain (y-axis).
Strategy 1 (blue) selects a fixed field intensity point (~0.35 V/m) to stabilize field delivery across individuals and enhance
dose consistency. (b) Electrode Current Distributions under Strategy 1: Heatmaps showing individualized current distributions
across 10-10 EEG electrodes under Strategy 1, ordered by subject age. Electrodes are grouped by anatomical regions, with red
indicating anodal current and blue indicating cathodal current. Strategy 1 demonstrates age-adaptive flexibility in achieving
fixed-intensity targeting. (c) Dose consistency Improvement: LDLPFC field intensity (y-axis) vs. age (x-axis) for both
conventional montage and Strategy 1. The blue line represents the fixed field intensity at LDLPFC for Strategy 1. The
plot demonstrates the ability of Strategy 1 to maintain dose consistency (fixed field intensity) across different ages, with
a stability interval (shaded region) around the target intensity. (d) Confidence Interval Comparison (Strategy 1): KDEs of
bootstrap-derived confidence intervals for LDLPFC intensity. The plot shows that Strategy 1 provides more consistent results
with narrower confidence intervals, indicating better stability in the field intensity despite variability in electrode configuration.
(e) Electrode Importance Distribution under Strategy I: Mean absolute current magnitudes aggregated across individuals for
Strategy 1. Darker red indicates greater current magnitude. Electrodes used in the traditional montage are outlined in black.
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Figure S4. LDLPFC-targeted optimization strategies to enhance target engagement in pediatric HD-tDCS. (a) Strategy
2 Selection on the Pareto Frontier: A personalized Pareto frontier for each pediatric subject was derived using the dual-objective
optimization framework, balancing field intensity at LDLPFC (x-axis) and mean electric field norm across the brain (y-axis).
Strategy 2 (red) selects the point with maximal LDLPFC intensity to improve target engagement. Insets highlight representative
selections. (b) Electrode Current Distributions under strategy 2: Heatmaps showing individualized current distributions
across 10-10 EEG electrodes under Strategy 2, ordered by subject age. Electrodes are grouped by anatomical regions, with
red indicating anodal current and blue indicating cathodal current. Strategy 2 involves a sparse electrode configuration post-
processed by thresholding currents below 0.1 mA to increase clinical feasibility. (c¢) Sparsification Robustness: Dot-and-line
plots comparing field intensity at LDLPFC (left) and mean field norm (right) before and after sparsification (Dense vs. Sparse).
Dots represent individual data points, while the lines indicate the trends before and after sparsification. No significant differences
were observed (n.s.), suggesting that thresholding retains therapeutic field properties while improving clinical feasibility. (d)
Target engagement improvement: Comparison of field intensity at LDLPFC between conventional (green) and Sparse Stimulus
Strategy 2 (black) for all subjects. Strategy 2 significantly improves field intensity at LDLPFC (***p ; 0.001) compared to
conventional strategies, as shown in the violin plot. (e) Electrode Importance Distribution under Strategy 2: Similar to Fig3S.e,
this plot shows the relative importance of electrodes in the optimized electrode layout (Strategy 2) for LDLPFC field intensity.
The optimized montage is shown in red, highlighting electrodes that contribute most significantly to increasing LDLPFC
1ntensity.
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