High Frequency Stimulation for Chronic Upper Limb Pain: a retrospective survey following permanent implant
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Electrodes not anatomically placed - position determined with paraesthesia mapping on table

At completion of trial period a

SF — 36 Health Survey- Patient 1
100%

90%

80%

Full QOL
70%

60%

Quality of life -

(o}

40%
30%
20%
10%

|

Poorest QOL
O% I I I I I I I
S I AP R I A
\OQ ¥ O X Nl ‘\0Q S
& AN © \ > & O
N o’}Q e‘o‘;\ N \“00 @
\\a}@ %’Q‘Q 6’00 S 0&\00 c,O(’\,b '
S &K &
& @\’@
T
\&
Q9
Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index (PSQl)
25

M Pre Stimulation

M Post Stimulation

1 2 3 4
Patients

SCORE:

5 and over= disturbed

sleep

10 and over= serious
sleep disturbance
requiring intervention

All patients trialled with both conventional and high frequency stimulation ‘piggy backed’

patients reported improved

All patients chose to proceeded
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SCORE: 0 — Least amount of Pain
0-7 = NORMAL

8-10= BORDERLINE ABNORMAL (BORDERLINE CASE)
11-21 = ABNORMAL (CASE)

10 — Worst pain imaginable

The Newcastle upon Tyne Hospitals NHS

NHS Foundation Trust

M Pre Stimulation
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penefits with high frequency stimulation over conventional stimulation
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Patient 5

Brachial plexus injury

Previously: conventional stimulation
high density stimulation
motor cortex stimulation

Reports: most benefits for pain reduction identified with high
frequency stimulation

Pre: VAS 10/10
Post: VAS 4/10



