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Abstract 

 

Background 

Although spondylolisthesis, disc height loss, and abnormal disc angles are commonly assessed for in 
clinical practice and research studies, the factors that influence measurements are incompletely 
understood, and reference data representing a very large and diverse population are not available. Over 
7000 lumbar spine x-rays were collected as part of the 2nd National Health and Nutrition Examination 
Survey (NHANES-II). This nationwide probability sample may facilitate development of robust reference 
data to objectively classify spondylolisthesis, disc heights, or disc angles as normal vs abnormal. Analysis 
of lumbar spine x-rays may also help to document whether disc heights and disc angles must be 
considered when assessing for spondylolisthesis.  

Methods 

Anatomic landmarks were obtained using neural networks and coded logic for L1 to S1 in the NHANES-II 
lumbar spine radiographs. Nine disc and sagittal plane offset (SPO) measurements were calculated from 
the landmarks. These data were trimmed to exclude abnormal discs and SPO. The factors that affect SPO 
were explored along with associations between the metrics and with age, sex, race, nation of origin and 
BMI. The prevalence of abnormalities was tabulated. Metrics were also calculated for previously 
analyzed lumbar flexion-extension x-rays to better understand the dependence of SPO on disc angles 
and disc heights. The errors that occur due to variability in radiographic projection were also assessed. 

Results 

SPO and disc metrics were obtained for 35,490 levels from 7,358 NHANES-II subjects who were 25 to 74 
years old. Descriptive statistics for nine SPO and disc metrics were tabulated before and after trimming 
the data. Age, BMI, and sex were statistically significant but explained little of the variance in the 
metrics. SPO was significantly dependent on disc angle and height, though less so in the NHANES 
radiographs than in lumbar flexion-extension studies. Errors in the metrics due to out-of-plane imaging 
are generally small but can be large with extensive out-of-plane x-rays. 

Discussion 

The NHANES-II collection of lumbar x-rays allows for establishing reference data for SPO and disc 
metrics. These reference data allow for easily interpreted standardized reporting in units of std dev from 
average normal. SPO was significantly dependent on disc angle and disc height although the effect is 
small when there is limited flexion or extension. If SPO is being assessed from flexion or extension, a 
simple correction can be made. Caution is needed when interpreting measurements when the x-ray 
beam passes obliquely through the endplates or posterior wall (out-of-plane imaging).  

Conclusions 

The NHANES-II data may facilitate standardized assessments of SPO, disc heights and disc angles. 
Adjustments should be applied to SPO measurements if made from x-rays with the patient in flexed or 
extended positions.  
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Factors in measuring lumbar 1 

spondylolisthesis with reference data from 2 

NHANES-II 3 
 4 

Introduction 5 

Spondylolisthesis is defined as an abnormal “slip” of one vertebra relative to another and is most 6 

commonly assessed in the sagittal plane.1 Some amount of “slip” occurs with healthy discs. The challenge 7 

is to reliably classify “slip” as normal vs abnormal while accounting for significant co-factors. That requires 8 

both a reliable measurement method, reference data defining normal vs abnormal, and an understanding of 9 

important cofactors. In clinical practice, spondylolisthesis is often subjectively assessed, due to the time 10 

required to carefully make the measurements, and the lack of definitive evidence that quantitative 11 

measurements are needed. Definitive evidence for/against quantitative measurements requires yet-to-be-12 

completed research, and the outcome will depend on the quality of the quantitative measurements and 13 

reference data. Adoption and utilization in routine clinical practice will also depend on the efficiency with 14 

which such measurements can be made. 15 

With the goal of reserving the use of the term “spondylolisthesis” for abnormal sagittal plane 16 

positioning between vertebrae, the term “sagittal plane offset” (SPO) will be used generically for all 17 

measurements of the offset of one vertebra with respect to the adjacent vertebra. It is assumed that a range 18 

of SPO will be “normal” and SPO outside of that range can be labeled spondylolisthesis (either anterior or 19 

posterior).  When SPO or disc height loss is pronounced, the reliability of current clinical assessment may 20 

be sufficient with current methods, but when it is more subtle, reliable reference data are needed as well 21 

as methods to account for confounding variables. It is also possible that new insights can be gained from 22 

 
1 http://www.wheelessonline.com/ISSLS/section-15-chapter-2-radiology-and-degenerative-spondylolisthesis/ 
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using a continuous quantitative SPO metric in research studies. The challenge is to validate criteria for 1 

classifying “normal” versus “abnormal” SPO, that account for important variables and sources of error. 2 

Objective criteria for classifying disc heights or disc angles as normal vs abnormal are also poorly 3 

developed and additional reference data are needed, as evidenced by the lack of standardization in how 4 

SPO is measured and reported in research and clinical practice.  5 

The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence/machine learning technology in the field of spine 6 

care will make near instant quantitative measurements of spondylolisthesis, disc heights, angles and other 7 

metrics possible1-3. That technology will require validated guidelines for how to optimally interpret these 8 

measurements. Once guidelines are validated, evidence can be generated to determine if and how automated 9 

quantitative measurements might improve outcomes and lower costs for patients with symptoms or 10 

treatment outcomes that may be related to abnormal SPO, disc heights or disc angles. The value of a 11 

quantitative diagnostic is in part determined by measurement errors, so understanding how to minimize 12 

sources of error in spondylolisthesis and disc measurements is a necessary prerequisite to effective clinical 13 

trials. 14 

Multiple factors may influence SPO measurements. For example, SPO is dependent on patient 15 

positioning4. This may be due to the differences in spinal loading conditions between positions but may 16 

also be partially due to how SPO measurements are affected by disc angle and disc height. An objective 17 

metric that can account for variability in disc angle and disc height, while also accounting for differences 18 

between levels and sexes and other variables, may facilitate more precise diagnosis as well as allow for 19 

more sensitive detection of changes over time. If accurate measurement of SPO must account for multiple 20 

factors, it is possible this can be automated and accomplished algorithmically with reference data from a 21 

reliable analysis of a large population. 22 

 23 
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Hypotheses 1 

1. SPO is dependent on level (eg L1-L2 vs L4-L5), disc height and disc angle, as well as other 2 

variables. 3 

2. If hypothesis 1 is true, then an objective metric to quantify SPO can be developed that accounts 4 

for: 1) the variability in disc angle due to patient positioning, 2) the normal variability in disc 5 

height between patients, 3) the variability in disc height between levels, and 4) the variability of 6 

normal SPO as it exists in asymptomatic volunteers at normal levels.  7 

3. The above two hypotheses can be tested using the database of over 7,000 lumbar spine 8 

radiographs from the NHANES-II study, supplemented with a collection of flexion-extension 9 

radiographs to better understand the importance of disc angle.  10 

4. SPO and disc metrics will depend in part on variability in radiographic projection and this 11 

phenomena can be understood by analysis of precisely calculated landmarks obtained from 12 

variable, digitally reconstructed radiographic projections.  13 

 14 

NHANES-II 15 
 16 

Between 1976 and 1980, the 2nd National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES-17 

II) was conducted.5 This was a nationwide probability sample to document the health status of the United 18 

States. Justified by the prevalence and societal impact of back pain, approximately 7,000 lateral lumbar 19 

spine X-rays were collected as part of this survey. One lateral lumbar X-ray was obtained for each 20 

participant. Demographic, anthropometric, health, and medical history data were also collected. 21 

NHANES-II may thereby be useful to establish normative reference data for use in clinical practice and 22 

research studies. 23 

 24 
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Materials and Methods 1 

The NHANES-II images and data were obtained through public access2. A previously validated 2 

series of neural networks and coded logic (Spine CAMPTM, Medical Metrics, Inc., Houston, TX) were 3 

used to automatically obtain four landmarks for each vertebral body from L1 to S1 (Supplemental 4 

Appendix 1, Figure 1).  Although the NHANES-II lumbar X-rays almost always included up to T10 in the 5 

field-of-view, the neural networks were only trained to recognize L1 to S1. The series of neural networks 6 

include quality control networks to assure the X-ray was a lateral lumbar view, manipulate the image if 7 

needed so upper vertebrae are toward the top of the X-ray, assure spinous processes toward the left side of 8 

the image, and assure that bone appears whiter than air. Neural networks and coded logic were then used 9 

to segment the bone, find individual vertebrae, label the vertebrae, find the four corners of each vertebra, 10 

and finally refrain from reporting landmark coordinates when the confidence of the networks was too low. 11 

In addition, an anomaly detection algorithm was used to identify likely errors in landmark placement. 12 

Those levels were excluded from the data analysis. All the neural networks were trained with over twenty 13 

thousand lateral X-rays where analysts had previously digitized standardized landmarks. The NHANES-II 14 

images were not used in training the neural networks. The analysts had used Quantitative Motion 15 

Analysis software (QMA®, Medical Metrics, Inc, Houston, TX) to place the landmarks. The QMA® 16 

software has previously been validated. 6-11 QMA® has been used to produce data reported in over 170 17 

peer-reviewed spine studies (references available upon request). Vertebral labeling in the data used to 18 

train the neural networks was based on identifying the vertebra most characteristic of S1 and then labeling 19 

other vertebrae relative to S1.  20 

Details of landmark placement are provided in Supplemental Appendix 1, since all SPO and disc 21 

measurements will be dependent on exactly how the landmarks are placed12.  Vertebral morphology 22 

calculated from the landmarks has been previously reported.13 23 

 
2 https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/index.htm 
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The following nine metrics were calculated from the landmarks for each intervertebral level from L1-1 

L2 to L5-S1, using one of two methods: 2 

• Method 1 3 

o Anterior disc height (ADH) 4 

o Posterior disc height (PDH) 5 

o Disc angle (DA) 6 

o Anterior SPO (ASPO) 7 

o Posterior SPO (PSPO) 8 

• Method 2 9 

o Ventral disc height (VDH) 10 

o Dorsal disc height (DDH) 11 

o Mid-plane angle (MPA) 12 

o Centroid SPO (CSPO) 13 

The average disc height was also calculated from ADH and PDH as that may be of value in some 14 

applications. The disc area was also calculated (in units of endplate width squared) from the four 15 

landmarks using the shoelace algorithm, as this may be of interest in some applications. 16 

Method 1 metrics are illustrated in Figure . Method 2 metrics were all first described by Frobin et 17 

al and are illustrated in Figures 2 and 3.14,15 Method 2 was developed by Frobin et al with the goal of 18 

minimizing the influence of radiographic distortion on measurements. The ventral and dorsal terminology 19 

used by Frobin et al is retained in this paper to help distinguish between height metrics calculated using 20 

method 1 versus method 2. Since substantial variability can occur in radiographic magnification16-18, and 21 

since there was no scaling device in the NHANES-II X-rays, all SPO and disc height metrics were 22 

calculated in units of % endplate width, using the superior endplate of the inferior vertebra. Note that 23 

interpretation of the sign of spondylolisthesis is based on local anatomy and not global anatomy.  A 24 

positive ASPO informs that the anterior inferior corner of the superior vertebra is anterior to the anterior 25 
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superior corner of the inferior vertebra. A positive PSPO informs that the posterior inferior corner of the 1 

superior vertebra is posterior to the posterior superior corner of the inferior vertebra. A negative DA or 2 

MPA informs that the ADH (or VDH) is smaller than the PDH (or DDH).   3 

With the goal of establishing normal SPO, disc heights, and disc angles, abnormalities in the 4 

NHANES-II database were trimmed based on the distribution of the data. The goal was to achieve 5 

normally distributed data that describe healthy disc metrics and SPO, so outliers were trimmed based on 6 

percentiles in the distributions. Multivariate analysis of variance was used to understand associations 7 

between the SPO and disc metrics, and age, sex, BMI and other variables. All statistical analysis was 8 

completed using Stata ver 15 (College Station, TX). 9 

Since all the NHANES-II radiographs were obtained with the subject side-lying, there was 10 

generally not a lot of variation in the flexion angle relative to what can occur in clinical practice. To better 11 

understand the effect of disc angle and disc heights on SPO, flexion-extension radiographs from a prior 12 

study19 were also analyzed to obtain a larger range of disc angles. Regression analysis with post-13 

estimation calculations was used to establish coefficients for equations that allow for predicting normal 14 

SPO from the flexion-extension radiographs based on the most predictive variables, excluding the 15 

outliers. This is described in Supplemental Appendix 2. 16 

 It is known that variability in radiographic projection can affect measurements of the spine.15,20 17 

To help appreciate the magnitude of error that can occur in the nine SPO and disc metrics, simulated X-18 

rays were used that were generated with precise knowledge of the true location of the landmarks on the 19 

X-ray. This experiment is described in Supplemental Appendix 3.  20 

 21 

 22 

 23 
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Results 1 

 2 

Summary of Data Analyzed 3 

SPO and disc metrics were obtained for 35,446 levels from 7,358 NHANES-II subjects who were 4 

25 to 74 years old. It took approximately 9 hrs on a dual CPU, 4 GPU (Nvidia T4) production server to 5 

generate the landmarks for all X-rays, that were then used to calculate the disc and SPO metrics. Data 6 

were not produced for 1300 levels (3.5% of total possible levels) due to issues detected by the neural 7 

networks and coded logic. An additional 44 levels (0.12%) were excluded by anomaly detection. The age 8 

and body size data are summarized in Table 1. Older ages are disproportionately represented (Figure 4). 9 

 10 

Table 1: Sample size, average age and [SD], and average BMI (kg/m2) and [SD] for the 11 

NHANES-II subjects that were analyzed.  12 

Sex N Age BMI 

Male 4,552 50.9[15.3] 25.5[4.0] 

Female 2,806 63.3[6.4] 26.4[5.5] 

 13 

 14 

Correlations between disc and SPO metrics 15 
 16 

The method 1 and method 2 disc and SPO metrics were significantly correlated with each other 17 

(Pearson correlation coefficients between each pair of variables, for the L3L4 level, are provided in Table 18 

2). Correlations were nearly perfect between anterior disc height and ventral disc height, between 19 

posterior disc height and dorsal disc height, and between average disc height and disc area. Disc angle 20 

(method 1) and mid-plane disc angle (method 2) were also strongly correlated. Note that ASPO and 21 
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CSPO are positively correlated while PSPO and CSPO are negatively correlated since PSPO quantifies 1 

the amount of translation of the posterior-inferior corner of the superior vertebra into the spinal canal.  2 

 3 

Table 2: Pearson correlation coefficients between each pair of variables, for the L3L4 level, including 4 

data for all subjects. Every correlation coefficient is statistically significant in this table (P<0.0001). 5 

Similar results were found at all other levels. 6 

 
ADH PDH Avg 

DH 

DA ASPO PSPO VDH DDH MPA CSPO Disc 

AREA 

ADH 1 
          

PDH 0.46 1 
         

AvgDH 0.90 0.80 1 
        

DA 0.70 -0.30 0.32 1 
       

ASPO -0.31 0.20 -0.11 -0.52 1 
      

PSPO 0.29 -0.07 0.16 0.34 -0.74 1 
     

VDH 0.99 0.43 0.87 0.73 -0.39 0.27 1 
    

DDH 0.48 0.99 0.81 -0.27 0.13 -0.05 0.46 1 
   

MPA 0.53 -0.32 0.20 0.82 -0.36 0.19 0.55 -0.30 1 
  

CSPO -0.15 0.11 -0.05 -0.26 0.80 -0.83 -0.18 0.07 -0.17 1 
 

Disc 

AREA 

0.91 0.78 1.00 0.35 -0.13 0.23 0.88 0.79 0.21 -0.09 1 

  7 

Establishing normal disc and SPO metrics 8 
 9 

With the goal of using the NHANES-II X-rays to develop reference data that can define “normal” 10 

disc heights, angles, and SPO, outliers were trimmed based on percentiles. Initial assessment of the 11 

distributions of disc metrics, including all NHANES-II subjects, revealed that every metric was 12 

significantly skewed with significant kurtosis (p<0.0001 for both skewness and kurtosis, for every metric 13 

at almost every level). One set of trimming criteria (such as excluding the bottom and top 25%) was not 14 
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used for all metrics, because the distribution of data post-trimming was clearly not normal for all metrics. 1 

This is understandable, since for example, disc height loss from degeneration is far more likely than 2 

abnormal disc space widening. If too much of the tails of the entire dataset were removed for any metric, 3 

the tails of the distribution were clearly truncated (not a gaussian distribution) and/or the distribution was 4 

skewed. Table 3 describes the criteria used to trim outliers for each of the variables. The proportions of 5 

the upper and lower tails that were trimmed per Table 3 were selected to achieve skewness close to 0 and 6 

kurtosis close to 3 (ideal for a normal distribution), although a formal optimization scheme was not used.  7 

Table 3: criteria for identifying and trimming outliers in the data.  8 

Metric Acronym Lower Proportion 

Removed 

Upper Proportion 

Removed 

Method 1 

    Anterior Disc Height  ADH 10 5 

    Posterior Disc Height PDH 10 5 

    Disc Angle DA 10 10 

    Anterior Sagittal Plane Offset ASPO 5 5 

    Posterior Sagittal Plane Offset PSPO 5 5 

Method 2 

    Ventral Disc Height VDH 10 5 

    Dorsal Disc Height DDH 10 5 

    MidPlane Disc Angle MPA 10 10 

    Centroid Sagittal Plane Offset CSPO 5 5 

 9 

Supplemental Appendix 1, Tables 1 to 10, provide descriptive statistics for the NHANES-II 10 

lumbar SPO and disc metrics, before and after trimming the data. Note that trimming: 1) eliminates 11 

approximately half of the data, since if any of the nine metrics was an outlier (based on Table 3), all data 12 
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for that level was excluded; 2) does not substantially change the mean or median; 3) substantially lowers 1 

the coefficient of variation; 4) brings skewness close to 0 and kurtosis closer to 3.  2 

 3 

Analysis of sources of variance in SPO metrics 4 
 5 

Based on multivariate analysis of variance (ANOVA), after excluding trimmed data (per criteria 6 

in Table 3), ASPO and PSPO (method 1) were significantly dependent on level, anterior and posterior 7 

disc heights, disc angle, age, and BMI (P<0.0001 for all variables). Sex, race, and nation of origin were 8 

not significant for ASPO (P>0.78 for all three). Based on the F-value, disc angle had the strongest 9 

association with ASPO, followed by anterior and posterior disc height. The F-value for level and age was 10 

an order of magnitude less than for disc angle and disc heights. Sex had a significant association with 11 

PSPO, though the F-value was very small. Based on F-values, disc heights and disc angle had the 12 

strongest association with PSPO with the F-value for age and level an order of magnitude lower. 13 

However, the ANOVA R2 was 0.56 for ASPO and 0.44 for PSPO, and that would likely not be sufficient 14 

to facilitate reliably predicting normal SPO from disc angle and disc height. Too much of the variability 15 

would be left unexplained. 16 

Based on multivariate analysis of variance (ANOVA), after excluding abnormal measurements 17 

(per criteria in Table 3), CSPO (method 2) was significantly dependent on level, ventral and dorsal disc 18 

heights, age, BMI (P<0.0001), sex (P=0.0002), and on midplane angle(P=0.006). Race and nation of 19 

origin were not significant (P>0.83). Intervertebral level was over an order of magnitude more important 20 

than any other variable. The F-value for midplane angle, BMI and sex were small. Including only level, 21 

R2 = 0.76 and this was only slightly lower than when all variables were included (R2 = 0.77). Thus, with 22 

CSPO, only level is needed to predict normal CSPO, and almost 80% of the variability in CSPO can be 23 

explained by level.  24 

25 
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Applicability of NHANES-II SPO reference data to flexion-extension X-rays 1 
 2 

Supplemental Appendix 2 describes the results of applying the NHANES-II SPO reference data 3 

to flexion-extension studies of asymptomatic volunteers. Applying the normative data from the 4 

NHANES-II study (where all subjects were imaged in a side-lying position) to 373 flexion-extension 5 

radiographs (where subjects were upright), 45% of the flexion and extension radiographs have 6 

standardized ASPO metrics >2 or < -2 Std Dev from average normal ASPO. Since 45% of asymptomatic 7 

levels can’t have abnormal SPO, it is clear that application NHANES-II normative SPO data to flexion 8 

and extension X-rays is NOT appropriate.  9 

Supplemental appendix 2 also describes development of an equation that can quantify SPO, 10 

accounting for disc heights and disc angles, in the presence of flexion and extension. That equation 11 

provides the spondylolisthesis index (SI) which is an estimate of the deviation from normal ASPO that 12 

accounts for disc heights and disc angle, and can be applied to neutral X-rays as well as flexion-extension 13 

X-rays. Applying that equation to the NHANES-II data, 16% of levels had a SI > 2 and 7% had a SI > 3. 14 

Most of the abnormalities were at L4-L5 and L5-S1. The SI and the normalized ASPO metric were 15 

linearly correlated (R2=0.64) 16 

 17 

Prevalence of abnormalities in the NHANES-II lumbar spine radiographs 18 
 19 

Using the post-trimming data in tables 1 to 10 of Supplemental Appendix 1, each measurement in 20 

the NHANES-II study was classified as “normal” or “abnormal” (eg ventral disc heights in the lowest 10th 21 

percentile were classified as abnormal). The prevalence of abnormalities in the NHANES-II data is 22 

provided in Supplementary Appendix 1, Tables 11 to 16. Prevalence was calculated using the 23 

standardized (“z”) version of the metrics to simplify interpretation of the data. Both the prevalence of Z 24 

scores > 2 and > 3 are provided.  25 
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Associations with Back Pain 1 
 2 

The subjects in the NHANES II study were asked the question: “Have you ever had pain in your 3 

back on most days for at least two weeks”. It is challenging to test for associations between the response 4 

to the question and the disc and SPO metrics since it is not clear what level(s) in the spine might be 5 

associated with symptoms. Nevertheless, the maximum absolute standardized ASPO, PSPO, and CSPO 6 

were calculated for each spine. Logistic regression documents a significant association between 7 

maximum absolute standardized deviation from normal SPO and whether the subject reported ever having 8 

back pain, P<0.05. However, the odds ratios were close to 1 (1.04 for ASPO and PSPO, and 1.05 for 9 

CSPO). Thus, although an association between SPO and back pain can be detected using the NHANES-II 10 

data, it is weak. Similarly, the minimum standardized anterior and posterior disc heights were calculated 11 

for each subject. Minimum ventral and dorsal disc heights were not calculated since these are nearly 12 

perfectly correlated with anterior and posterior disc heights. Both minimum standardized anterior and 13 

minimum standardized posterior disc heights were significantly associated with whether the subject 14 

reported ever having back pain (P<0.0001). The odds ratios (0.87 for standardized ADH, and 0.85 for 15 

standardized PDH) suggest a stronger association between back pain and loss in disc height than found 16 

for SPO. The odds ratios from logistic regressions between maximum absolute standardized disc angle 17 

and maximum absolute standardized mid-plane angle were also significant, documenting that deviation at 18 

any level within a spine from normal disc angle (P=0.001, OR=1.09) or from normal midplane angle 19 

(P=0.015, OR 1.07) can be associated with back pain.  20 

 21 

22 
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Discussion 1 

A standardized definition of normal SPO and disc metrics, that can be used across research 2 

studies and in clinical practice may facilitate advancements in spine care. Analysis of the NHANES data 3 

were used to define normal SPO and other disc metrics in an attempt to achieve the goal of a standardized 4 

definition. The landmarks used to calculate the metrics were produced using a proprietary 5 

network of neural networks and coded logic. However, the landmarks are intended to be 6 

equivalent to landmarks produced for many prior research studies. Artificial intelligence has 7 

been used to produce vertebral landmarks in many prior studies.(62-67) It is expected that the 8 

landmark placement obtained for the NHANES-II radiographs can be reproduced by other 9 

methods and the NHANES-II reference data in Supplemental Appendix 1 will thereby by useful 10 

in other studies where landmarks are obtained with alternative methods.  11 

Further research is needed to determine how to effectively use SPO and other metrics in research 12 

and clinical practice. The NHANES-II SPO and disc metrics also document that while some strong 13 

correlations exist between a few of these metrics, other metrics are not as strongly correlated supporting 14 

that most of the metrics are, in part, detecting unique aspects of disc height, angle, and SPO. The 15 

NHANES-II data also support hypothesis 1 in showing that quantitative measurement of SPO are 16 

significantly correlated with disc heights and disc angles, though a lot of variability in SPO is not 17 

explained by disc heights and disc angles. A prediction equation developed and described in 18 

Supplemental Appendix 2 provides an improved method to account for disc heights and disc angles when 19 

predicting what should be “normal” SPO for a level. That equation explains more of the variability in 20 

SPO. 21 

Multiple SPO and disc metrics were investigated. In Figure 1, note that the method 1 anterior and 22 

posterior spondylolisthesis measurements are local measurements that quantify the position of a specific 23 

corner of the superior vertebra relative to a specific corner of the inferior vertebra, whereas the method 2 24 
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displacement of the centroid (Figure 3) is a more generic measurement of the position of the superior 1 

vertebra relative to the disc bisectrix between superior and inferior vertebrae.  One goal of method 2 was 2 

to reduce the effects of radiographic distortion, as explained by Frobin et al.14 The NHANES-II data 3 

support that CSPO may be the best metric to use for assessing overall SPO. ASPO and PSPO may prove 4 

more effective if the local effects of SPO are important. Carefully contemplating Figures 1 to 3, with 5 

respect to how loss of disc height or a change in disc angle might change the SPO measurements, helps to 6 

appreciate the hypothesis that disc height and disc angle could change SPO measurements. The research 7 

and clinical efficacy of the method 1 versus method 2 SPO measurements remains to be determined.  8 

A primary goal was to use the NHANES-II X-rays to establish normal sagittal plane SPO such 9 

that abnormal SPO (spondylolisthesis) can be identified and quantified. There currently is no well-10 

validated “gold standard” metric for abnormal versus normal SPO. Insufficient resources prevented 11 

manual clinician assessment of all NHANES-II X-rays. Even if manual assessments of disc height, angles 12 

and SPO had been obtained, error due to observer variability would be expected. 11,21-23 Thus, analysis 13 

without a gold standard was required. This prevented traditional sensitivity/specificity analysis. 14 

Expert consensus is that a standing neutral-lateral radiograph should be used for diagnosis of 15 

sagittal plane spondylolisthesis, although it can also be measured in flexion and extension.24,25 26 There is 16 

limited published evidence about how flexion and extension may affect the assessment of 17 

spondylolisthesis. Considering the Pearson correlation coefficients in Table 2, all three SPO metrics were 18 

significantly correlated with disc angle. A variable amount of disc height loss can also coexist with 19 

spondylolisthesis and there is limited evidence how variability in disc heights effects the assessment of 20 

spondylolisthesis. The data from the NHANES-II study, as well as the analysis reported in Supplemental 21 

Appendix 2 may help to establish comprehensive and standardized SPO assessment. 22 

One of the most compelling pieces of evidence in support of the need for considering disc heights 23 

and angles when assessing SPO was observed when applying the NHANES-II SPO reference data to 24 

flexion-extension X-rays (Supplemental Appendix 2).  Very large differences in the NHANES-II based 25 
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standardized ASPO, PSPO, and CSPO metrics were observed between the flexion and extension X-rays 1 

for each subject. The NHANES-II standardized ASPO, PSPO, and CSPO metrics account for the 2 

relatively low variability that occurs in a collection of X-rays that were all obtained in the lateral 3 

decubitus position. The NHNAES-II SPO data are clearly not applicable to X-rays taken in a flexed or 4 

extended position, unless the thresholds used to classify a level as normal vs abnormal are set to a high 5 

level. In Supplemental Appendix 2 a “Spondylolisthesis Index” (SI) is developed that accounts for 6 

variability in disc heights and disc angles. SI is also reported in units of deviation from average normal at 7 

radiographically normal levels in asymptomatic volunteers. 8 

The experiment using simulated X-rays, described in Supplemental Appendix 3, documents that 9 

some error in the disc height, angle and SPO measurements occurs due to variability in radiographic 10 

projections. As an example, the median error in measuring ADH from a radiograph was 0.01 std dev from 11 

average normal ADH. This is the typical variability expected only due to radiographic projection. 12 

However, for highly out-of-plane imaging of a disc space, errors can approach 1 std dev solely due to the 13 

poorly imaged level. Solutions to this issue with lateral spine radiographs include protocols to optimize 14 

imaging of each level and possibly neural networks trained to correct for out-of-plane imaging.  15 

There are multiple approaches to both imaging and measuring spondylolisthesis and this must be 16 

considered when attempting to compare data between studies.4,27 There is as yet no validated consensus 17 

for how best to measure and interpret spondylolisthesis. The criteria for interpreting a spondylolisthesis 18 

measurement must be specific to how the measurement is made to avoid incorrect classification of 19 

spondylolisthesis as normal versus abnormal.27 Reliability of the measurements depends on the method 20 

used.23,27 Measurement error has been documented. 28-33. In one study, spondylolisthesis was measured 21 

with interclass correlation coefficients that were generally >= 0.8, with better results when measured on a 22 

workstation allowing zooming in on the anatomy.34 Interclass correlation coefficients and other metrics 23 

can document reproducibility, but accuracy is also important. Finally, optimizing diagnosis of 24 
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spondylolisthesis is dependent on understanding the variables that affect interpretation of the 1 

measurements. 2 

Clinical studies of treatments for symptomatic spondylolisthesis will typically report that patients 3 

had spondylolisthesis but do not give any details about how the assessment was made, other than perhaps 4 

a threshold amount of SPO (eg Austevoll et al35). A threshold level of 3 mm is commonly used. However, 5 

it is necessary to correct for image magnification when measuring SPO in millimeters, since 6 

magnification can be highly variable. 16  PSPO can normally vary by over 8.56 % endplate width based on 7 

trimmed data in Supplemental Appendix 1 for the L4L5 level. Using 35 mm as a typical endplate width, 8 

then approximately 3 mm of PSPO can be within normal limits. With high magnification, 3 mm of SPO 9 

would likely not be abnormal. To avoid errors when radiographic magnification is unknown, it may be 10 

preferable to measure SPO as % endplate width and use appropriate reference data. 11 

The SPO measurement method that will prove of greatest clinical benefit has yet to be determined. 12 

Sagittal plane displacement of the centroid of the vertebral body (Figure 3) may be important when the 13 

displacement of the entire superior vertebral body relative to the inferior vertebra is prognostic. A more 14 

localized measurement, such as the posterior-inferior corner of the superior vertebra relative to posterior-15 

superior corner of the inferior vertebra (PSPO) might be of greater significance when inflammation of the 16 

tissue within the neural foramina immediately adjacent to the vertebral corner is a source of symptoms. The 17 

descriptive statistics in Supplemental Appendix 1 document that, excluding outliers, ASPO, PSPO, or 18 

CSPO is level dependent and rarely exceeds 14% endplate width. 19 

In addition to measurement of the magnitude of SPO, there are different aspects of 20 

spondylolisthesis that may be clinically important 36,37. The degenerative form of spondylolisthesis is 21 

associated with arthritis and hypermobility of the facet joints.38-40 It has also been shown that hypoplasia of 22 

L5 can occur and this can create a false impression of spondylolisthesis.41-43 Vertebral morphology data 23 

from NHANES-II can help to identify hypoplasia and other abnormalities.{Hipp, 2022 #10614} It may also 24 

be important to interpret SPO with respect to factors such as pelvic incidence.31,44 An alternative 25 
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classification system was described by Marchetti-Bartolozzi.45 The relative importance of SPO magnitude 1 

versus the other aspects of classifying spondylolisthesis remains to be determined. It is likely that with 2 

sufficient training material, artificial intelligence can be trained to objectively apply different 3 

spondylolisthesis classification systems that are currently based primarily on subjective assessment. That 4 

could supplement basic quantitative metrics. 5 

Multiple prior studies help with assessing the prevalence of abnormal SPO in the NHANES-II as 6 

documented in Supplemental Appendix 1. Kalichman et al found a prevalence of 21% in the Framingham 7 

heart study, with the prevalence increasing with age.46 That is higher than in the NHANES-II study, but 8 

the population sampling is different. There is some evidence of an association with occupational 9 

exposure.47 There are relevant data collected in the NHANES-II study that could be use to test this and 10 

similar associations. Importantly with respect to the spondylolisthesis index, Cehn et al found that the disc 11 

height is a predictor of spondylolisthesis, as well as the ratio of posterior to anterior vertebral body 12 

height.48 It would be interesting to know what might be learned if all these studies were repeated with 13 

objective and standardized SPO metrics.  14 

Although SPO was a primary focus of the study, a lot of disc height and disc angle data were 15 

generated that may prove useful. The disc height data in particular may help with assessing for loss in 16 

disc height, which may prove important in multiple scenarios, such as identifying candidates for biologic 17 

disc treatments where the treatment may be more effective in treating the early stages of disc 18 

degeneration. The association of disc height with age in the NHANES-II study was significant, though 19 

weak. Age explained < 1% of the variation in ADH and VDH, and 4% of the variation in PDH and DDH 20 

(P<0.0001). Whereas several authors have reported an association of disc height with age (either disc 21 

height increases with age or decreases with age, depending on the study), the strength of the association is 22 

very important to consider. 49-54 It is also possible that reporting disc height in units of percent endplate 23 

width minimize the differences between sexes compared to studies showing a difference in disc height 24 

between males and females when disc height is measured in millimeters. 53,54  25 
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Despite that publications and spine fusion coverage policies infer interchangeability of 1 

spondylolisthesis with instability55, this has been proven in several studies NOT to be true.56-59 There is no 2 

way to address this issue with the NHANES-II data, in large part due to the lack of validated diagnostic 3 

metrics for instability.60-62 Critical assessment of the available evidence base supports that the clinical 4 

importance of, and optimal treatment for spondylolisthesis is not fully understood.63-66 Assessing whether 5 

the spondylolisthesis is static or dynamic is likely very important67,68. That could not be assessed using the 6 

NHANES-II data. Development of the evidence base will likely be facilitated by objective and standardized 7 

measurements that are consistently used across research studies. 8 

Limitations of this study include: 9 

1) Poor representation of some races, nations of origin, and sex in some age groups. In particular, 10 

females are under-represented. By design of the NHANES-II study, no lumbar X-rays were taken 11 

for pregnant women or women under 50.69 An additional limitation relates to the data on race and 12 

nation of origin recorded in the NHANES-II data. 86.9% of NHANES-II subjects were “white”, 13 

11.2% “black” and the rest “other”. A more uniform representation of races would likely be 14 

needed to fully understand the importance of race. The same is true for the “nation of origin” data 15 

in NHANES-II. NOTE: the language in quotes is as used in the NHANES-II documentation: 16 

74.1% of subjects are classified as “OTHER EUROPE SUCH AS GERMAN, FRENCH, 17 

ENGLISH, IRISH”, 10.8% classified as “BLACK, NEGRO OR AFRO-AMERICAN”, and the 18 

rest distributed in 1 of 11 other classifications. It would be valuable to repeat this analysis on X-19 

rays that better represent races and nations of origin that are not well represented in the 20 

NHANES-II data. The ages of the subjects were also biased toward older ages (Figure 4).  21 

2) NHANES-II lumbar spine X-rays were obtained side-lying. Disc metrics in Appendix 1 may not 22 

be directly and precisely applicable to X-rays taken in other positions. Using all of the NHANES 23 

data, the L1-S1 angle was 51.4 (std Dev 12.7). Table 4 provides data from three prior studies 24 

reporting L1-S1 angles measured from X-rays obtained with subjects standing.70-72 The lordosis 25 
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data from the NHANES-II study is very similar to lordosis measured from standing X-rays in 1 

three other studies.   Figure 5 shows mid-plane angles from the NHANES-II study, excluding 2 

levels where any disc or SPO metric was abnormal, comparted to mid-plane angles reported by 3 

Frobin et al from X-rays obtained with subjects standing.14 There are some differences , but also 4 

some similarities. These comparative data can help in deciding whether to use NHANES-II 5 

reference data with standing or other X-rays. With respect to external validity of the disc height 6 

measurements, comparable reference data were hard to find. There are multiple publications 7 

reporting lumbar intervertebral disc height reference data in units of millimeters, frequently from 8 

MRI or CT exams. Since a scaling device was not included in the NHANES-II X-rays, these prior 9 

publications cannot be used as comparative data. Data for a large collection of radiographs 10 

obtained in other positions and analyzed using the same methods would be required to understand 11 

applicability of the NHANES-II data to other protocols for obtaining lateral lumbar spine X-rays. 12 

It is likely that the average disc height data will be the most universally applicable of the 13 

NHANES-II reference data, since average disc height should minimize minor differences due to 14 

positioning.  15 

3) The accuracy study using simulated X-rays (Supplemental Appendix 3) revealed potentially large 16 

errors in disc and SPO metrics when the radiographic projection is poor. It would be valuable to 17 

establish a neural network or other method to either make a correction in the metrics when large 18 

out-of-plane imaging is encountered, or to abstain from reporting data when vertebrae are poorly 19 

imaged.  Nevertheless, a certain level of error must be expected in SPO and other metrics. This 20 

may be a particularly significant issue with large amounts of frontal plane spinal curvature. This 21 

study does not provide clear guidance on this issue and additional data are needed. Caution 22 

should be used when interpreting disc metrics and SPO from lateral X-rays where the vertebrae 23 

are poorly imaged.  24 

4) One of the greatest challenges was in trimming the data such that only truly normal discs were 25 

used to define “normal” disc and SPO metrics. Abnormal disc heights, angles, and SPO can be 26 
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expected in the NHANES-II study (since there was no attempt to exclude spine abnormalities). It 1 

was assumed that normal disc heights, disc angles, and SPO would have a gaussian distribution.  2 

It was also assumed that discs with abnormal heights, angles, or SPO, due to degeneration, 3 

trauma, genetics or other reasons would be in the tails of the distributions when all NHANES-II 4 

X-rays are combined. Even in healthy discs, a range of disc heights, angles, and SPO would be 5 

expected due to genetic differences between individuals (and possibly nutritional history and 6 

other variables). In addition, in a normal disc, the resting position of the vertebrae, when the 7 

radiograph was obtained, would be expected to be in the neutral zone. Within the neutral zone, 8 

little force is required to produce sagittal plane movements.73,74. It can be hypothesized that the 9 

amount of SPO may change slightly, but remain within the neutral zone, every time a person 10 

assumes a “neutral” position. That would be expected to contribute to a normal distribution of 11 

SPO within a population. There is currently no gold standard method that is validated for 12 

classifying discs as normal versus abnormal. MRI exams were not available. In the current study, 13 

an attempt was made to trim data so as to achieve a gaussian distribution. This approach has been 14 

used by other authors.75-77 A better strategy may be possible for assuring that only truly normal 15 

discs are used to define normative reference data. For example, a formal optimization scheme 16 

might be used to obtain a gaussian of a distribution, though justification for such an optimization 17 

is not well developed.  18 

5) Although Supplemental Appendix 1 provides data to calculate disc and SPO metrics as number of 19 

Std Dev from average normal, a clinically meaningful threshold must be validated for use with 20 

these reference data that can classify a metric as normal vs abnormal. Even though a metric that is 21 

two Std Dev from average would be technically outside of the 95% confidence interval used to 22 

define “normal”, that may not be clinically significant. Until well-designed clinical trials are 23 

completed, the threshold level for the standardized score that is clinically efficacious will not be 24 

known.   25 
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Table 4: L1-S1 angles from three prior studies70-72 measured from standing lateral x-rays compared to L1-1 

S1 angles in the NHANES-II study 2 

 
N Mean 

Age 
Mean 
L1-S1 

StdDev 
L1-S1 

Korovessis70 45 63 48 12.5 
Lord71 109 47 49 15 
Been72 100 38 51 

 

NHANES-II 6397 55 51 13 
 3 

From a practical standpoint, degenerative spondylolisthesis has traditionally been considered a 4 

single diagnosis. It is now clear that this in fact is a very heterogenous condition that requires a deeper 5 

understanding to effectively optimize its management. Beyond simply recognizing that this 6 

radiographic interpretation has a depth of complexity, we are also limited by our relatively primitive 7 

and inaccurate assessment tools. When a patient record or a scientific paper reports that a patient or 8 

patients had disc height loss or spondylolisthesis, what evidence exists that the report is accurate? 9 

What evidence exists that the magnitude of SPO is reliably reported? Will disc height and 10 

spondylolisthesis measurements prove valuable in diagnosis and treatment? It seems probable that 11 

clinical trials (past and future) might yield better and more actionable knowledge if accurate, 12 

reproducible, and standardized assessments are used. From a clinician’s perspective, there is 13 

something about spondylolisthesis that is contributing to clinical impairment in some but not all 14 

cases. Understanding the clinical predictors that forecast the role of spondylolisthesis in symptom 15 

generation both before and after surgery will be critical to optimal management of this prevalent 16 

condition. With developing artificial intelligence, it appears we are much closer to objectively and 17 

accurately evaluating and quantifying degenerative spondylolisthesis and automatically obtaining 18 

these metrics, with minimal effort,  in routine practice. The NHANES-II reference data and 19 

measurements must be critically correlated with clinical metrics including but not limited to 20 

subjective complaints, physical exam, and sociodemographic features of the patient.   Artificial 21 

intelligence will likely automate routine and basic measurements such as disc height loss and 22 
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spondylolisthesis, such that the clinician can focus on integrating the assessments. Integrating 1 

imaging with clinical characteristics should allow development of reliable predictive analytics to 2 

optimize clinical and surgical decision making in the future. 3 

Of note: there would be minimal technical challenges or cost to re-analysis of prior studies using 4 

objective SPO metrics to determine if the amount of SPO can help to predict treatment outcomes. 5 

Conclusion 6 

 7 

The NHANES-II radiographs were used to develop reference data to aid in interpreting 8 

measurements of sagittal plane offset (SPO), disc heights, and disc angles. These metrics are dependent 9 

on disc level, so predicting normal SPO should always be done with level-specific reference data. The 10 

NHANES-II data document that SPO is significantly dependent on disc heights and disc angles, though 11 

the effect is small when all X-rays are obtained in a neutral position. Analysis of standing flexion-12 

extension radiographs documents a far more significant effect of disc height and disc angle on SPO, and 13 

thus the importance of evaluating disc height and angle when predicting what should be normal SPO. The 14 

data support predicting normal SPO based only on level as long as there is little variability between 15 

subjects independent of the position of the spine, but disc heights and angles should be used to predict 16 

normal SPO when the spine is flexed or extended. The research and clinical value of any quantitative 17 

diagnostic is improved when sources of measurement error are minimized. Reference data developed 18 

from the NHANES-II lumbar X-rays provide normative reference data for predicting normal SPO, disc 19 

height, and disc angles. These reference data would need to be tested for efficacy in appropriate clinical 20 

trials. Multiple metrics were assessed using the NHANES-II data, yet it will take further research to 21 

determine which are clinically efficacious. The greatest challenge is to validate diagnosis and treatment 22 

algorithms that can effectively make use of disc and SPO metrics to improve outcomes for patients with 23 

spinal disorders.  24 

 25 
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Ethics Approval 1 

 2 

Vertebral morphology was measured from lateral lumbar and cervical radiographs obtained during the 2nd 3 

National Health and Nutrition Survey (1976-1980). That study was designed and conducted to protect the 4 

rights of the volunteers, and all subjects in the study signed a consent as described in the study 5 

documentation: 6 

 https://wwwn.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/nhanes2/manualsandreports.aspx 7 

https://wwwn.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhanes2/manuals/15a76_79.pdf 8 

 9 

10 
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Figure Legends 1 

Figure 1:  Disc height and SPO measurements using method 1. 2 

Figure 2: Disc height and SPO measurements using method 2 (adapted from Frobin et al14). 3 

Figure 3: Method used to measure Centroid Sagittal Plane Offset (CSPO), adapted from Frobin et al.15. 4 

The dotted lines connect the centroids to the disc bisectrix and are perpendicular to the bisectrix. CSPO 5 

therefore measures the offset between the vertebral centroids along the disc bisectrix. 6 

Figure 4: Distribution of ages in the NHANES-II study. 7 

Figure 5: A comparison of mid-plane angles from the NHANES-II study (excluding all levels where any 8 

metric was abnormal) to data from Frobin et al.14 X-rays in the NHANES-II study were obtained with 9 

subjects lying on their sides in a semi flexed position, while Frobin et al obtained X-rays with patients 10 

standing. The error bars show standard deviations. The sample size in Frobin et al was 61 to 239 11 

depending on sex and level, while the sample size in the NHANES-II data was 1185 to 2572 depending 12 

on sex and level. 13 

 14 

 15 

  16 
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Supplemental Appendix 1: Details of landmark placement, 
descriptive statistics , examples of abnormalities in the NHANES-II 
x-rays, and prevalence of abnormalities in the NHANES-II x-rays. 
 

Details of vertebral landmark placement 
 

The standardized landmark placement was focused on the mid-sagittal plane of each vertebral 

body (Figure 1), excluding any residual uncinate processes, and placing landmarks that identify the 

corners of the vertebral bodies prior to any osteophyte formation (1-3). The posterior superior landmarks 

are placed so as to represent the endplate as it would appear on a mid-sagittal slice of a CT exam, rather 

than up at the top of any posterior ridges on the upper endplate, similar to logic described in Keynan et al 

and Quint et al. (4,5).  

When the X-ray beam path through a vertebra is not perpendicular to the mid-sagittal plane of the 

vertebra, the left and right rims of the vertebral endplates (as seen in Figure 1), and the left and right 

aspects of the posterior vertebral body may be seen on the X-ray.(3,6) The mid-sagittal plane is assumed to 

be midway between the radiographic shadows of the left and right endplate rims, and midway between 

the radiographic shadows of the left and right aspects of the posterior wall. A similar approach was 

described by Quint et al.(5) Multiple examples of landmark placement are provided online1 since disc 

space metrics calculated from landmarks are dependent on the nuances of how landmarks are placed, and 

it is therefore important to appreciate landmark placement details.  

 
1 https://www.dropbox.com/sh/qzrocrh86goxarx/AAADRXs5HoEjVdRcGIwA4beIa?dl=0 
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Figure 1: Details of anatomic landmark placement. Dashed lines show the estimated mid-sagittal plane of 

the superior and inferior endplates, identified as bisecting the radiographic shadows of the left and right 

sides of the endplates (yellow arrows). The red circles show the four landmarks used to measure vertebral 

body morphology and disc space. The red arrow points to an anterior osteophyte that is ignored when 

placing landmarks. The dotted green and blue lines show the anterior and posterior aspects of the 

vertebral body.  

 

 

Disc  space and sagittal plane offset (SPO) metrics from the NHANES-II 
lumbar spine radiographs:
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for Anterior disc heights (ADH), before and after [in 
brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean Std Dev CV Median 10th 95th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

25.47 
[25.84] 

4.46 
[2.75] 

0.17 
[0.11] 

25.53 
[25.82] 

20.04 
[22.14] 

32.48 
[30.44] 

-0.28 
[0.06] 

3.87 
[2.31] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

28.75 
[29.36] 

4.89 
[2.94] 

0.17 
[0.10] 

29.07 
[29.43] 

22.68 
[25.29] 

36.16 
[34.19] 

-0.56 
[-0.05] 

4.25 
[2.32] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

32.03 
[32.71] 

5.31 
[3.11] 

0.17 
[0.09] 

32.36 
[32.62] 

25.47 
[28.59] 

39.90 
[37.91] 

-0.67 
[-0.01] 

4.47 
[2.42] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

36.76[3
7.79] 

7.01 
[3.99] 

0.19 
[0.11] 

37.65 
[37.95] 

27.54 
[32.34] 

46.37 
[44.07] 

-0.76 
[-0.22] 

4.07 
[2.50] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

41.38 
[42.32] 

9.30 
[5.84] 

0.22 
[0.14] 

42.20 
[42.57] 

28.41 
[34.29] 

55.44 
[51.56] 

-0.36 
[-0.18] 

2.96 
[2.39] 

 

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for Posterior disc heights (PDH), before and after [in 
brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean Std Dev CV Median 10th 95th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

17.71 
[17.97] 

3.17 
[2.17] 

0.18 
[0.12] 

17.67 
[17.88] 

13.77 
[15.03] 

22.97 
[21.80] 

0.05 
[0.15] 

3.57 
[2.25] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

17.12 
[17.55] 

3.66 
[2.44] 

0.21 
[0.14] 

17.13 
[17.47] 

12.46 
[14.38] 

23.19 
[21.72] 

-0.03 
[0.10] 

3.05 
[2.27] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

17.51 
[18.01] 

3.91 
[2.59] 

0.22 
[0.14] 

17.58 
[18.03] 

12.43 
[14.48] 

23.73 
[22.31] 

-0.10 
[-0.01] 

3.24 
[2.23] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

17.36 
[18.01] 

4.55 
[3.06] 

0.26 
[0.17] 

17.57 
[18.14] 

11.28 
[13.75] 

24.56 
[22.95] 

-0.15 
[-0.08] 

3.05 
[2.26] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

13.38 
[13.83] 

4.73 
[3.29] 

0.35 
[0.24] 

13.22 
[13.83] 

7.56 
[9.39] 

21.33 
[19.50] 

0.17 
[0.13] 

3.30 
[2.21] 

 

Table 3: Descriptive statistics for Average Disc Height (AvgDH), before and after [in 
brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean Std Dev CV Median 10th 90th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3436] 

21.59 
[21.94] 

3.16 
[2.08] 

0.15 
[0.09] 

21.61 
[21.83] 

17.70 
[19.23] 

26.77 
[25.45] 

-0.23 
[0.15] 

3.99 
[2.35] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3638] 

22.94 
[23.49] 

3.63 
[2.29] 

0.16 
[0.10] 

23.18 
[23.48] 

18.37 
[20.37] 

28.55 
[27.29] 

-0.51 
[0.04] 

3.95 
[2.36] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3811] 

24.77 
[25.39] 

3.96 
[2.47] 

0.16 
[0.10] 

25.05 
[25.36] 

19.75 
[22.13] 

30.59 
[29.41] 

-0.65 
[0.00] 

4.25 
[2.35] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3848] 

27.06 
[27.94] 

5.00 
[3.03] 

0.18 
[0.11] 

27.71 
[28.03] 

20.28 
[23.86] 

33.97 
[32.69] 

-0.77 
[-0.18] 

3.81 
[2.46] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3505] 

27.38 
[28.16] 

5.74 
[3.77] 

0.21 
[0.13] 

28.01 
[28.35] 

19.24 
[22.93] 

35.96 
[34.11] 

-0.35 
[-0.17] 

2.96 
[2.49] 
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics for Disc Angle (DA), before and after [in brackets] 
trimming. 

Level N Mean Std Dev CV Median 10th 90th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

4.59 
[4.64] 

2.63 
[1.53] 

0.57 
[0.33] 

4.61 
[4.66] 

1.27 
[2.57] 

7.90 
[6.70] 

-0.11 
[-0.03] 

3.40 
[2.25] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

6.87 
[6.96] 

2.78 
[1.64] 

0.40 
[0.24] 

6.87 
[6.96] 

3.38 
[4.70] 

10.35 
[9.20] 

-0.14 
[-0.04] 

3.25 
[2.20] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

8.45 
[8.54] 

2.88 
[1.64] 

0.34 
[0.19] 

8.52 
[8.55] 

4.91 
[6.33] 

12.04 
[10.75] 

-0.17 
[-0.04] 

3.61 
[2.26] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

11.15 
[11.36] 

3.66 
[2.07] 

0.33 
[0.18] 

11.37 
[11.46] 

6.42 
[8.52] 

15.51 
[14.06] 

-0.29 
[-0.20] 

3.56 
[2.31] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

16.19 
[16.49] 

5.37 
[3.20] 

0.33 
[0.19] 

16.41 
[16.60] 

9.11 
[12.08] 

23.04 
[20.70] 

-0.19 
[-0.12] 

2.95 
[2.19] 

 

Table 5: Descriptive statistics for Anterior Sagittal Plane Offset (ASPO), before and after 
[in brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean StdDev CV Median 5th 95th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

-5.97 
[-5.72] 

2.48 
[1.64] 

-0.42 
[-0.29] 

-5.81 
[-5.65] 

-10.31 
[-8.63] 

-2.29 
[-3.10] 

-0.44 
[-0.27] 

4.44 
[2.64] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

-7.40 
[-7.22] 

2.86 
[1.86] 

-0.39 
[-0.26] 

-7.35 
[-7.20] 

-12.23 
[-10.36] 

-3.02 
[-4.14] 

0.00 
[-0.08] 

4.93 
[2.50] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

-6.38 
[-6.46] 

3.50 
[2.10] 

-0.55 
[-0.33] 

-6.47 
[-6.47] 

-11.65 
[-9.95] 

-0.75 
[-2.85] 

0.70 
[0.05] 

6.20 
[2.66] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

-5.55 
[-6.05] 

5.33 
[3.05] 

-0.96 
[-0.50] 

-6.32 
[-6.34] 

-12.37 
[-10.55] 

4.01 
[-0.16] 

1.52 
[0.58] 

8.00 
[3.18] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

-9.71 
[-10.19] 

6.33 
[3.70] 

-0.65 
[-0.36] 

-10.31 
[-10.43] 

-18.50 
[-15.90] 

0.89 
[-3.40] 

1.31 
[0.33] 

7.60 
[2.80] 

 

Table 6: Descriptive statistics for Posterior Sagittal Plane Offset (PSPO), before and after 
[in brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean StdDev CV Median 5th 95th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

2.64 
[2.55] 

2.32 
[1.53] 

0.88 
[0.60] 

2.56 
[2.52] 

-0.84 
[0.05] 

6.46 
[5.21] 

0.01 
[0.15] 

5.60 
[2.54] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

3.97 
[4.02] 

2.48 
[1.66] 

0.62 
[0.41] 

3.95 
[4.01] 

0.08 
[1.27] 

7.90 
[6.88] 

-0.29 
[0.04] 

5.61 
[2.45] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

4.11 
[4.34] 

3.06 
[1.89] 

0.74 
[0.44] 

4.31 
[4.39] 

-0.79 
[1.13] 

8.49 
[7.39] 

-1.08 
[-0.15] 

7.74 
[2.50] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

3.98 
[4.53] 

4.75 
[2.80] 

1.19 
[0.62] 

4.74 
[4.89] 

-4.65 
[-0.83] 

9.94 
[8.56] 

-1.86 
[-0.59] 

10.38 
[3.05] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

5.99 
[6.40] 

5.67 
[3.28] 

0.95 
[0.51] 

6.64 
[6.56] 

-3.24 
[0.59] 

13.24 
[11.52] 

-1.93 
[-0.34] 

11.27 
[2.77] 
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Table 7: Descriptive statistics for Ventral disc heights (VDH), before and after [in 
brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean StdDev CV Median 10th 95th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

26.52 
[26.86] 

4.68 
[2.87] 

0.18 
[0.11] 

26.62 
[26.84] 

20.88 
[22.98] 

34.01 
[31.62] 

-0.26 
[0.05] 

3.93 
[2.32] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

29.93 
[30.48] 

5.12 
[3.07] 

0.17 
[0.10] 

30.16 
[30.53] 

23.61 
[26.29] 

37.78 
[35.56] 

-0.50 
[-0.03] 

4.22 
[2.33] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

32.61 
[33.26] 

5.46 
[3.17] 

0.17 
[0.10] 

32.95 
[33.19] 

25.92 
[29.07] 

40.77 
[38.53] 

-0.63 
[-0.02] 

4.43 
[2.43] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

36.88 
[37.93] 

7.18 
[4.06] 

0.19 
[0.11] 

37.76 
[38.11] 

27.45 
[32.37] 

47.00 
[44.25] 

-0.70 
[-0.22] 

3.98 
[2.54] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

41.62 
[42.69] 

9.50 
[5.95] 

0.23 
[0.14] 

42.43 
[42.95] 

28.62 
[34.55] 

55.95 
[51.95] 

-0.34 
[-0.18] 

2.95 
[2.38] 

 

Table 8: Descriptive statistics for Dorsal disc heights (DDH), before and after [in 
brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean StdDev CV Median 10th 95th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

18.40 
[18.63] 

3.25 
[2.23] 

0.18 
[0.12] 

18.35 
[18.56] 

14.38 
[15.64] 

23.80 
[22.52] 

0.06 
[0.14] 

3.63 
[2.26] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

17.81 
[18.20] 

3.69 
[2.46] 

0.21 
[0.14] 

17.79 
[18.13] 

13.12 
[14.99] 

23.92 
[22.38] 

-0.03 
[0.09] 

3.06 
[2.27] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

17.87 
[18.36] 

3.87 
[2.56] 

0.22 
[0.14] 

17.94 
[18.38] 

12.87 
[14.84] 

23.98 
[22.62] 

-0.12 
[-0.02] 

3.29 
[2.23] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

17.53 
[18.20] 

4.53 
[3.04] 

0.26 
[0.17] 

17.78 
[18.29] 

11.50 
[13.99] 

24.62 
[23.14] 

-0.19 
[-0.09] 

3.10 
[2.27] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

13.85 
[14.34] 

4.53 
[3.21] 

0.33 
[0.22] 

13.74 
[14.31] 

8.17 
[10.02] 

21.48 
[19.87] 

0.13 
[0.10] 

3.19 
[2.21] 

 

Table 9: Descriptive statistics for Mid-Plane Disc Angles (MPA), before and after [in 
brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean StdDev CV Median 10th 90th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

2.65 
[2.74] 

3.27 
[1.94] 

1.23 
[0.71] 

2.70 
[2.81] 

-1.35 
[0.09] 

6.75 
[5.38] 

-0.17 
[-0.03] 

3.67 
[2.20] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

6.31 
[6.34] 

3.41 
[2.08] 

0.54 
[0.33] 

6.32 
[6.32] 

2.06 
[3.50] 

10.56 
[9.17] 

-0.11 
[-0.02] 

3.37 
[2.13] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

9.16 
[9.13] 

3.59 
[2.16] 

0.39 
[0.24] 

9.15 
[9.12] 

4.67 
[6.15] 

13.62 
[12.07] 

0.01 
[0.03] 

3.43 
[2.18] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

15.16 
[15.17] 

4.46 
[2.67] 

0.29 
[0.18] 

15.32 
[15.25] 

9.55 
[11.46] 

20.69 
[18.67] 

-0.11 
[-0.06] 

3.51 
[2.17] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

24.07 
[24.42] 

5.71 
[3.49] 

0.24 
[0.14] 

24.44 
[24.65] 

16.44 
[19.52] 

31.04 
[29.01] 

-0.27 
[-0.19] 

3.11 
[2.21] 
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Table 10: Descriptive statistics for Centroid Sagittal Plane Offset (CSPO), before and 
after [in brackets] trimming. 

Level N Mean StdDev CV Median 5th 95th Skew Kurtosi
s 

L1L2 
7020 
[3487] 

-5.18 
[-4.93] 

2.62 
[1.80] 

-0.51 
[-0.37] 

-5.01 
[-4.85] 

-9.66 
[-8.10] 

-1.35 
[-2.06] 

-0.52 
[-0.23] 

4.34 
[2.44] 

L2L3 
7284 
[3675] 

-7.43 
[-7.24] 

2.73 
[1.86] 

-0.37 
[-0.26] 

-7.29 
[-7.14] 

-11.98 
[-10.46] 

-3.26 
[-4.20] 

-0.19 
[-0.14] 

5.03 
[2.48] 

L3L4 
7297 
[3842] 

-8.00 
[-8.06] 

3.10 
[1.96] 

-0.39 
[-0.24] 

-8.11 
[-8.05] 

-12.67 
[-11.24] 

-3.15 
[-4.76] 

0.76 
[0.06] 

6.71 
[2.46] 

L4L5 
7163 
[3874] 

-8.20 
[-8.66] 

4.74 
[2.85] 

-0.58 
[-0.33] 

-8.94 
[-9.01] 

-13.94 
[-12.81] 

0.44 
[-3.17] 

1.84 
[0.61] 

9.88 
[3.00] 

L5S1 
6682 
[3573] 

4.21 
[4.12] 

6.18 
[4.07] 

1.47 
[0.99] 

3.77 
[3.95] 

-5.12 
[-2.56] 

14.20 
[11.23] 

0.93 
[0.12] 

6.48 
[2.55] 

 
 
 
 
 Proportion of levels with abnormalities. This includes all lumbar spines from the 
NHANES-II study. Abnormalities were identified by standardized (Z) scores in units of 
std dev from average normal.  
 

Table 11: Proportion with disc heights > normal 
Level zADH>

2 
zADH>
3 

zPDH>2 zPDH>3 zVDH>
2 

zVDH>
3 

zDDH>
2 

zDDH>
3 

L1L2 8.4 2.4 7.2 1.7 8.7 2.5 7.6 1.8 
L2L3 7.4 1.7 7.5 1.7 7.9 2.1 7.6 1.8 
L3L4 7.4 1.7 6.6 1.7 8.2 2.0 6.4 1.7 
L4L5 6.5 1.4 6.1 1.2 7.0 1.7 5.9 1.1 
L5S1 7.0 1.2 7.3 1.8 7.0 1.2 6.5 1.5 

 

Table 12: Proportions with disc Heights < normal 
Level zADH<-

2 
zADH<-
3 

zPDH<-
2 

zPDH<-
3 

zVDH<-
2 

zVDH<-
3 

zDDH<-
2 

zDDH<-
3 

L1L2 11.2 4.1 9.1 2.3 11.0 4.0 8.8 2.3 
L2L3 12.4 5.2 11.1 3.2 12.0 5.0 10.6 3.2 
L3L4 13.5 5.9 11.6 3.6 13.1 5.9 11.5 3.6 
L4L5 14.4 7.6 12.0 3.6 14.5 7.6 12.4 3.8 
L5S1 13.9 5.0 8.9 1.8 14.1 5.1 9.0 1.8 
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Table 13: Proportions with disc angles > normal 
Level zDA>2 zDA>3 zMPA>

2 
zMPA>
3 

L1L2 11.4 3.8 10.7 3.1 
L2L3 10.8 3.2 10.2 3.2 
L3L4 11.3 3.8 11.0 3.9 
L4L5 10.0 2.7 10.6 3.1 
L5S1 10.4 2.7 8.8 2.0 

 

Table 14: Proportions with disc angles < normal 
Level zDA<-2 zDA<-3 zMPA<-

2 
zMPA<-
3 

L1L2 12.2 4.3 11.2 3.9 
L2L3 11.9 4.3 10.8 3.5 
L3L4 12.2 4.8 10.5 3.3 
L4L5 13.9 5.9 11.2 4.1 
L5S1 13.4 4.8 12.8 4.8 

 

Table 15: Proportions with SPO > normal 
Level zASPO>2 zASPO>3 zPSPO>2 zPSPO>3 zCSPO>2 zCSPO>3 
L1L2 5.6 1.1 9.3 3.0 4.9 0.8 
L2L3 7.0 1.9 7.7 2.1 6.1 1.4 
L3L4 8.9 4.0 6.3 1.7 7.9 3.5 
L4L5 11.3 5.8 4.3 0.6 9.9 5.5 
L5S1 10.9 5.0 5.7 1.0 7.7 3.6 

 

Table 16: Proportions with SPO < normal 
Level zASPO<-

2 
zASPO<-
3 

zPSPO<-2 zPSPO<-3 zCSPO<-
2 

zCSPO<-
3 

L1L2 10.6 4.0 6.4 1.6 9.6 3.4 
L2L3 9.8 3.5 7.5 2.3 9.2 3.0 
L3L4 8.7 2.9 9.1 4.0 7.4 2.0 
L4L5 5.6 1.0 10.7 5.6 3.8 0.6 
L5S1 7.2 1.2 9.3 4.7 6.8 1.6 
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Supplemental Appendix 2: Measurement of spondylolisthesis in flexion 
and extension 
 

Background and Methods 
 

Although disc heights and disc angles significantly explained some of the variance in Sagittal 

Plane Offset (SPO) metrics in the NHANES-II data, the influence was relatively small (best R2 for 

anterior SPO was 0.56) and much of the variability in SPO was left unexplained.. The NHANES-II 

radiographs were obtained with subjects side-lying with relatively little variation in L1-S1 angle expected 

between subjects, compared to what can be expected in flexion-extension radiographs obtained with good 

subject effort. Spondylolisthesis may sometimes be assessed from flexion and extension (FE) radiographs 

in clinical practice and research studies1. Therefore, Anterior SPO (ASPO), Posterior SPO (PSPO) and 

Centroid SPO (CSPO) was also analyzed in flexion-extension radiographs of asymptomatic volunteers.  

Some (162) of the FE radiographs were described and analyzed in a prior publication.2 An additional 

211 FE radiographs were also analyzed. The first 162 FE studies had been obtained using a seated 

protocol 2, while the second 211 had been obtained with an upright protocol using a standard walker for 

support. Each of the 211 subjects watched a short training video before the X-rays were collected1. All 

373 subjects consented to the IRB approved studies, were asymptomatic, and had never had medical 

treatment for a back disorder.  

 The FE studies were analyzed using the same series of neural networks and coded logic (Spine 

CAMPTM, Medical Metrics, Inc., Houston, TX) as with the NHANES-II X-rays. In addition, three highly 

experienced musculoskeletal radiologists assessed disc degeneration at every level using the Kellgren-

Lawrence (KL) grading system.3,4 The first two radiologists assessed all radiographs, and the third 

 
1 https://youtu.be/KaEQP57qWgU   English language version 

https://youtu.be/Day_wvEG-yI   Spanish language version 
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adjudicated if the first two did not agree on the KL grade. The nine SPO and disc metrics were calculated 

from the landmarks using only those levels with no more than KL grade 1 (doubtful) disc degeneration. 

Regression analysis was used to obtain an equation to predict ASPO from level, ADH, and PDH. (Stata 

ver 15, College Station, TX). 

 

Results 
 

 Applying the normative data from the NHANES-II study (where all subjects were imaged in a 

side-lying position) to the 373 flexion-extension radiographs, 45% of the flexion and extension 

radiographs have standardized ASPO metrics >2 or < -2 Std Dev from average normal ASPO. Since 45% 

of asymptomatic levels can’t have abnormal SPO, this documents that normative SPO reference data 

established using the NHANES-II data should NOT be used with flexion and extension radiographs, at 

least with a threshold of >2 or < -2 Std Dev from average normal ASPO to classify SPO as abnormal.  

To establish a method for measuring SPO in the presence of flexion or extension, the disc height, 

disc angle, and SPO data for the flexion and extension radiographs were trimmed to avoid including 

abnormalities. Trimming of the flexion-extension data was based on both SPO metrics (<5th or > 95th 

percentiles excluded) and the radiologist Kellgren-Lawrence (KL) grades to identify abnormal or 

degenerated levels. All levels in the flexion-extension data were trimmed where ASPO, PSPO, or CSPO 

was abnormal or where radiographic disc degeneration was > “doubtful” (KL grade 1). Based on the 

radiologist’s grading of disc degeneration combined with the SPO metrics,  25% of levels had 

degeneration but normal SPO, 11.3% had abnormal SPO but no degeneration, and 7.8% had both 

degeneration and abnormal SPO. Thus, 44.2% of levels were excluded from establishing an equation to 

predict normal SPO from disc heights and disc angles. 

 Analysis of variance revealed that the combination of ADH, PDH, and DA predicted 72% of the 

variation in PSPO and 85% of the variation in ASPO. The combination of VDH, DDH and MPA 
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predicted 71% of the variation in CSPO. Since the R2 for ASPO was the highest, a regression equation 

was developed for predicting normal ASPO from ADH, PDH, and DA. Using the trimmed data, the 

Equation 1: 

Predicted ASPO = C1 + ADH * C2 + PDH * C3 + DA * C4 + C5 

Where: 

 C1 = 0 if L1-L2; 0.173 if L2L3; 1.41 if L3L4; 2.54 if L4L5, 0.647 if L5S1 

 C2 = 1.53 

 C3 = -1.50 

 C4 = -3.19 

 C5 = -3.12 

 

As a check of the regression equation, the predicted ASPO was linearly (P<0.0001) correlated to 

the actual ASPO for the trimmed data (R2 = 0.85). The average difference between the predicted ASPO 

and the actual ASPO, using only the trimmed NHANES-II data, was 0.014 % endplate width (std dev 

2.1). The differences ranged from -6.3 to 11.4 % endplate width. Including all of the NHANES-II data, 

the difference between the predicted (from Equation 1) and actual ASPO was strongly (R2 = 0.64) and 

linearly (P<0.0001) correlated to the standardized ASPO metric (Figure 1). A stronger correlation would 

not be expected, since the predicted ASPO is the predicted normal ASPO, and actual ASPO in the 

NHANES-II study is not always normal. It is the difference between the actual and predicted (normal) 

ASPO that could be of clinical value. This supports the potential value of the ASPO prediction equation 

from the asymptomatic flexion-extension X-Rays. Further research will be required to determine which 

metric is best for classifying SPO as normal versus abnormal:  the standardized ASPO, PSPO, or CSPO 

metric from the NHANES-II study, or the prediction equation derived from the flexion-extension studies. 

Nevertheless, this supports the hypothesis that it is necessary to account for disc heights and disc angle 

when predicting what normal SPO should be, particularly if there is a lot of flexion or extension. 
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Figure 1: On the X-axis is the difference (units of precent endplate width) between the actual ASPO and 

the predicted ASPO (using the prediction equation derived from flexion-extension radiographs).  On the 

Y-axis is the standardized ASPO (standard deviations from average ASPO in the trimmed NHANES-II 

data).  

 

 

ASPO predicted using the flexion-extension X-rays can also be expressed as a standardized 

metric (difference from average normal). Since the predicted ASPO is calculated from an equation, a 

different approach to standardization is used. To obtain the denominator needed to calculate a 

standardized predicted ASPO, the  standard error of the forecast was calculated after the regression. The 

standard error of the forecast is the standard error of the point prediction for 1 observation. There was 

minimal difference between levels, so one average value for all levels was used (1.87). A standardized 

SPO that accounts for disc heights and angles was then calculated as the actual ASPO minus the predicted 
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ASPO divided by the standard error of the forecast. This is referred to as the spondylolisthesis index (SI) 

to distinguish it from the other SPO metrics described in the NHANES-II study. 

 To assess the difference in SPO between flexion and extension, the SI was calculated for every 

level for both the flexion and extension x-rays. Table 1 provides the median, 5th and 95th percentile 

differences between standardized (using NHANES-II data) ASPO, PSPO, and CSPO calculated in flexion 

versus extension. The difference in SI in flexion versus extension is also provided. Very large differences 

were observed between flexion and extension in the NHANES-II standardized ASPO, PSPO, and CSPO 

metrics. This also supports that the SPO metrics from the NHANES-II study should NOT be used for 

flexion-extension radiographs. Smaller differences were observed in the SI. Note that there were some 

cases in the flexion-extension X-rays of asymptomatic volunteers with clear spondylolisthesis. The data 

document that the median SI changes by approximately 1 between flexion and extension in an 

asymptomatic population, and that there are some levels with minimal change and others with substantial 

change. Further research is needed to determine if this can be of clinical value. 

Table 1: Differences in the standardized SPO metrics when the metric in flexion is compared to the same 

metric in extension. Note the large variations in ASPO, PSPO, and CSPO compared to the SI. 

Level Diff ASPO Flex v Ext Diff PSPO Flex v Ext Diff CSPO Flex v Ext Diff SI Flex v Ext 

50th 5th 95th 50th 5th 95th 50th 5th 95th 50th 5th 95th 

L1L2 3.2 1.2 5.7 3.1 0.8 5.0 1.8 0.3 3.3 0.5 0.1 1.9 

L2L3 4.2 2.1 6.4 3.6 1.5 5.8 2.4 1.0 4.2 0.6 0.0 2.0 

L3L4 4.3 2.2 6.6 3.6 1.5 5.8 2.8 1.3 4.3 1.0 0.1 2.8 

L4L5 3.5 1.2 5.6 2.6 0.6 4.2 2.0 0.6 3.2 1.3 0.1 3.6 

L5S1 1.8 0.2 4.5 0.6 0.1 2.2 0.4 0.0 1.6 0.8 0.1 2.8 
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Supplemental Appendix 3: Analysis of errors due to out-of-plane 
imaging 
 

Materials and Methods 
 

To document expected variability in the metrics due to variations in radiographic projections that 

could occur in clinical practice, digitally reconstructed radiographs (DRR) were used. Thin-slice (1 mm or 

less), anonymized computed tomography exams of the lumbar spine of 26 individuals were interpolated 

to 0.2 mm isotropic resolution. The interpolation was done to achieve higher resolution DRRs. The three-

dimensional (3D) coordinates of the four anatomic landmarks described in Supplementary Appendix 1, 

Figure 1 were manually digitized in the mid-sagittal plane of each vertebra from L1 to S1. Landmark 

position was identified using intersecting axial, coronal, and sagittal slices. Landmarks were thus placed 

in the mid-sagittal plane at clear and well-defined locations.  The image processing and landmark 

placement were completed using Slicer 3D.1 The nine disc and SPO metrics described in the paper were 

calculated directly from the 3D landmark coordinates and used as the “gold standard” to assess accuracy 

of measurements from the DRRs.   

Custom python code was developed to create 2D, lateral, digitally reconstructed radiographs from the 

3D CT data using the Plastimatch DRR function2. A 40 inch source-to-image distance was used for all X-

rays. The base x-ray was centered on the centroid of the L3 vertebra (this is the baseline isocenter). The 

distance between the center of L3 and the image was set to ½ the estimated width of the hips. The 

projection matrices used by Plastimatch DRR to create the simulated X-rays were then used to calculate, 

from the known 3D coordinates, the precise coordinates of each landmark on each 2D simulated X-ray. In 

addition to the baseline DRR, forty additional DRRs were generated with the following variations: 

• random beam tilts of between ± 10 deg in each of the sagittal and axial planes 

• random displacements from the baseline isocenter of ± 2 endplate widths in the AP and LR 

directions, plus ± 3 endplate width shifts in the cranial-caudal direction 
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• random image rotations between ± 24 deg 

These variations resulted in a wide range of radiographic projections, and represent a digital version 

of the methodology used in earlier studies that addressed the effect of radiographic projection on disc 

height measurements. 3-5 The landmarks in every image were precisely calculated so all 2D landmark 

coordinates corresponded to the true 3D coordinates. This allows for documenting the effect of errors in 

vertebral morphology metrics that are due to radiographic projection, without uncertainty in landmark 

placement. These precisely calculated landmarks were analyzed to obtain the nine disc height, disc angle, 

and SPO metrics described in the paper. There were thus 41 measurements for every disc level (L1-L2 to 

L5-S1) for each of the 26 independent CT exams.  

Although the coordinates of landmarks in every simulated X-ray were precisely calculated based on 

geometry, the quality of the simulated radiographs was below clinical standards, did not include the field-

of-view normally found in a lateral spine X-ray, and were therefore not appropriate for use toward 

validating the accuracy of neural networks in obtaining landmarks. It should also be appreciated that the 

simulated radiographs with no beam tilt or offset cannot be assumed to be the optimal radiograph, since 

not all CT exams were obtained with perfectly oriented spines and some spines had frontal plane 

curvatures in the lumbar spine.  

Results 
 

Table 1 provides the median, 5th and 95th percentile errors in the metrics. These are errors solely 

due to variability in radiographic projection with no error in landmark digitization. Standardized metrics 

(units of Std Dev from average normal) are reported in Table 1 to facilitate interpretation of the data and 

allow for pooling of data for all levels. For example, the median error in ASPO, due to random variations 

in radiographic projection, was 0.19 std dev from average ASPO in healthy discs. The maximum error in 

ASPO that occurred due to variations in radiographic projection was 1.1 std dev.  
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Discussion 
 

In general, errors due to variability in radiographic projection are small. However, large errors 

can occur with severe out-of-plane imaging. Disc angles were the least effected, followed by disc heights 

and then SPO. The worst errors were found in CT exams of scoliotic spines (eg Figure 1). With the spine 

in Figure 1, optimal imaging of the L2L3 level would require substantial beam tilt, and that amount of 

beam tilt would yield poor quality imaging of the L4L5 level.  

Conclusion 
 

This experiment documents the need for caution when interpreting sagittal plane disc and SPO 

metrics when the radiographic projection is substantially out-of-plane. The images can be out-of-plane 

both with respect to the frontal and axial planes. A method to determine when there is too much out-of-

plane is challenging. This requires both a definition of how much error is too much, and a method to 

detect out-of-plane that would result in too much error. Neural networks can likely be trained to recognize 

excessive out-of-plane once error tolerances are defined. 
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Table 1 : Descriptive statistics to help assess the effect of radiographic projection on error in the metrics. 

The absolute error for each metric was measured by comparing metrics from 2D simulated radiographs to 

the known measurement made from 3D data. Errors were analyzed using  standardized (“z”) scores in 

units of std devs from average in healthy discs. Over 5,000 measurements were available for each metric 

(26 CT exams * 5 levels * 41 variations in radiographic projection). 

Variable Median 5th % 95th % 

zADH 0.13 0.012 0.92 

zPDH 0.12 0.0089 0.79 

zDA 0.093 0.0061 0.6 

zASPO 0.19 0.013 1.12 

zPSPO 0.14 0.009 0.90 

zVDH 0.13 0.010 0.86 

zDDH 0.12 0.0094 0.76 

zMPA 0.12 0.0099 0.47 

zCSPO 0.43 0.026 2.13 

 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 2, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.01.22278280doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.01.22278280
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Figure 1: Three-dimensional reconstruction of one of the spines in the simulated X-ray study. Considering 

how a lateral radiograph of the lumbar spine would appear, helps to understand how disc heights and 

angles could change as the x-ray beam angle changes in the frontal plane.  
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