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Development of Detailed FE model for Analysis of the Cervical Spine Injury
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Fig. 1 Developed FE disc model
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Table 1 Geometrical properties of the FE disc model

Disc area taverage Canterior tposterior

Level 5 Ratio
(mm’) (mm) (mm) (mm)

C2-C3 108-262 4.80 6.115 3.485 0.57

C3-C4 98-442 525 6.954 3.546 0.51

C4-C5 118-332 5.55 7.551 3.549 0.47

C5-C6 129-440 5.70 7.862 3.538 0.45

C6-C7 168-502 5.85 7.090 4.609 0.65
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3.2 Whole model test
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Fig. 2 Loading and boundary condition
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Fig. 3 Result of compression test
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(a) Comparison of the rotational angle (b) Comparison of ROM in sagittal plane

Fig. 4 Result of whole model test
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