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Analysis of Lumbar Vertebrae Response to
Vertical Impact Load with FEM
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2. FEM Modeling
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Fig. 3 Predicted and experimentally
determined strain variation at
superior anterior region of

vertebral cortical shell
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Fig. 7 Maximum stress distribution at
cortical shell and cancellous core for

intact(A,B) and degenerated(C,D)

cases (At=0.1342sec)
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