Appendix 1:Review and critique of previous approaches to
diagnosis of pseudoarthrosis

It is likely that radiographs or a CT exam will be reliable for fusion assessment when
there is a definitive radiolucency at the fusion site, or if there is very definitive and solid bridging
bone. However, the more common cases can be subtle and difficult to assess with suboptimal

observer agreement. (1-4) The following pertains to the more subtle fusion assessments.

Issues with use of intervertebral rotation

Intervertebral rotation is a commonly used intervertebral motion criteria in spine fusion
assessment. FDA guidelines suggest that with lumbar fusions, sagittal plane rotation over 5 deg
indicates no fusion and under 5 deg indicates fusion (assuming that bridging bone is
subjectively perceived bridging the disc space).(5) That high of a threshold may have been
justified by un-assisted manual measurement error, but it is biomechanically nonsensical.
Immediately after placing an interbody device and posterior screws and rods, the
instrumentation alone will reduce rotation to under 5 deg. (6-8) If the disc space is packed with
bone graft, it can be difficult to differentiate between bone graft and bridging bone until the graft
is remodeled to oriented bone (9, 10). Thus, shortly after properly performed fusion surgery
many levels would be classified as fused even though they are definitely not fused. An
additional critical limitation of using intervertebral rotation to assess for motion at a fusion site is
the dependence of rotation on the effort the patient exerts when asked to flex or extend. In
large, multi-site clinical trials of patients that could be candidates for spine fusion surgery,
preoperative rotation averages less than 5 degrees at the treatment level (11, 12), so based on
the rotation component of the FDA recommended fusion criteria, many patients would be

classified as fused before surgery based on intervertebral rotation using a > 5 deg threshold.



Fusion rates can be strongly influenced by the motion threshold selected(13). Bono et al
and Gruskay et al review the various intervertebral rotation thresholds that have been used to
classify a level as fused or not.(14) (15) Research has shown that residual motion can still occur
in partially fused spinal levels. (14, 16-18) Finite element modeling revealed that intervertebral
rotation can exceed 3 degrees with partial bridging bone formation.(16) For instance, if bridging
bone forms only at the anterior part of the disc space, the posterior part may still open during
flexion, indicated by widening of the spinous process. This can be detected by analyzing
displacement at various points across the disc space; substantial displacement may occur
posteriorly while no displacement is noted anteriorly at the location of bridging bone. Partial
bridging is often considered a technical success, based on the expectation that stabilization will
eventually lead to complete bridging. However, this assumption requires further research,
particularly if the remaining intervertebral motion continues to cause symptoms despite the

partial bridging.

Issues with use of spinous process widening

Spinous process widening (A.K.A. interspinous process motion) has been proposed by
many investigators as a reliable method for cervical spine fusion assessment (see review by
Oshina et al(19)). Note that if using spinous process widening to assess an ACDF, this is an
indirect fusion assessment, since the surgery was not intended to fuse the spinous processes.
There are three issues that compromise use of spinous process widening. The first is the
challenge of reproducibly identifying the anatomic landmarks on the spinous processes that will
be used to measure widening. There are no standards provided for this in routine clinical
practice, spinous process can be highly variable between levels and between individuals, and
with only the simple instruction, “place landmarks on the spinous processes and measure the
change in spacing between flexion and extension”, it is unknown how reproducible the

measurements would be among practicing clinicians. In an isolated and controlled research



study, analysts can be carefully trained toward standardization. (20-23) That is much harder to
accomplish across clinical medicine. Reliable spinous process widening assessment may be
possible with machine learning, though that has yet to be developed. The second challenge,
particularly with the cervical spine, is that the spinous process can be poorly visualized in the
radiograph due to over-exposure or soft-tissues, or it may been removed or altered by
laminectomy.(4) This can make it difficult or impossible to place landmarks on the spinous
processes. The third challenge is from elastic deformation of the posterior elements.(24)
Particularly with long slender spinous processes, due to the muscle forces required to position
the neck in flexion or extension, the spinous processes can deform under load with respect to
the vertebral body.(24) Anecdotally, this has been observed many times when viewing stabilized
images from cervical flexion extension studies. Stabilization is the method where one selected
vertebra is held in a constant position on a display as the flexion and extension images are
alternately displayed.(25) This greatly facilitates interpretation of relative motion between
vertebrae. Elastic deformation would most typically result in a successfully fused ACDF being
classified as not fused due to measured interspinous process motion that is the result of elastic

deformation of the posterior elements.

Translational motion

Some fusion criteria also use translational motion below a threshold to classify a level as
fused (see review by Oshina et al(19)). No studies have provided data to allow an evidence-
based understanding of how sagittal plane intervertebral translation could be useful independent
of intervertebral rotation. Since most studies that included intervertebral motion as part of the
fusion assessment criteria used flexion-extension radiographs to provoke intervertebral motion,
intervertebral rotation would likely be the predominate motion, though that hypothesis has yet to

be definitely tested.



Bridging bone assessment from CT

Definitive assessment of bridging bone from CT exams can be difficult due to the limited
spatial resolution of clinical CT exams and the complex geometries of spine fusions.(26, 27) In
research studies, high-resolution micro-CT exams can allow visualization of complex spine
fusions(27-29), but this resolution is currently not available with clinical CT exams. Volume
averaging and other technical limitations occur with CT exams, and that prevents the spatial
resolution required to definitively visualize geometrically irregular spicules of bridging bone or
thin non-mineralized layers that can occur in cases of pseudoarthrosis (26, 30-32). Trabeculae
are typically under 0.2 mm thick (33). The thinnest CT slices available in clinical practice are
typically > 0.625 mm, and even the in-plane resolution is too low to discern individual
trabeculae. Each picture element (pixel) in each axial slice of a CT exam (and orthogonal slices
reconstructed from the axial slices) average together all tissue within the thickness of the slice
and area of the pixel. If the tissue at any specific location in the axial slice is predominately
bone, it can be perceived as part of a bone bridge, even if there is actually a thin cleft through
the fusion site that can be seen with histology or micro-CT(30, 34, 35). In addition, artifacts
around metal hardware can further confound assessment of bridging bone(10, 36, 37). Early in
the post-surgery period, bone graft must be remodeled into bridging bone, and it is difficult to
discern the difference between tightly packed but not fused bone graft material, versus
remodeled and bridged bone. Finally immature woven bone that has formed a bridge across the
disc space can provide substantial stiffness to the treated level despite not appearing

radiographically as a solid fusion.(38)



Reference List

1. Buchowski JM, Liu G, Bunmaprasert T, Rose PS, Riew KD. Anterior Cervical Fusion
Assessment: Surgical Exploration Versus Radiographic Evaluation. Spine. 2008;33(11):1185.
2. Lofgren H, Engquist M, Hoffmann P, Sigstedt B, Vavruch L. Clinical and radiological
evaluation of Trabecular Metal and the Smith—Robinson technique in anterior cervical fusion for
degenerative disease: a prospective, randomized, controlled study with 2-year follow-up.
European Spine Journal. 2010;19(3):464-73.

3. Riew KD, Yang JJ, Chang D-G, Park S-M, Yeom JS, Lee JS, et al. What is the most
accurate radiographic criterion to determine anterior cervical fusion? The Spine Journal.
2019;19(3):469-75.

4. Rhee JM, Chapman JR, Norvell DC, Smith J, Sherry NA, Riew KD. Radiological
Determination of Postoperative Cervical Fusion: A Systematic Review. Spine. 2015;40(13):974-
91.

5. FDA. Guidance Document for the Preparation of IDEs for Spinal Systems. In: Center for
Devices and Radiological Health ODB, editor.: FDA CDRH; 2000.

6. Fogel GR, Turner AW, Dooley ZA, Cornwall GB. Biomechanical stability of lateral
interbody implants and supplemental fixation in a cadaveric degenerative spondylolisthesis
model. Spine. 2014;39(19):E1138-E46.

7. Godzik J, Kalb S, Reis MT, Reyes PM, Singh V, Newcomb AG, et al. Biomechanical
evaluation of interbody fixation with secondary augmentation: lateral lumbar interbody fusion
versus posterior lumbar interbody fusion. Journal of Spine Surgery. 2018;4(2):180.

8. Nomoto EK, Fogel GR, Rasouli A, Bundy JV, Turner AW. Biomechanical analysis of
cortical versus pedicle screw fixation stability in TLIF, PLIF, and XLIF applications. Global spine
journal. 2019;9(2):162-8.

9. Cook SD, Patron LP, Christakis PM, Bailey KJ, Banta C, Glazer PA. Comparison of
methods for determining the presence and extent of anterior lumbar interbody fusion. Spine.
2004;29(10):1118-23.

10. Cizek G, Boyd L. Imaging pitfalls of interbody spinal implants. Spine. 2000;25(20):2633.
11. Bae HW, Davis RJ, Lauryssen C, Leary S, Maislin G, Musacchio Jr MJ. Three-year
follow-up of the prospective, randomized, controlled trial of coflex interlaminar stabilization vs
instrumented fusion in patients with lumbar stenosis. Neurosurgery. 2016;79(2):169-81.

12. FDA. SUMMARY OF SAFETY & EFFECTIVENESS DATA, Superion® InterSpinous
Spacer (ISS). FDA; 2015. p. 49.

13. Hipp JA, Reitman CA, Wharton N. Defining pseudoarthrosis in the cervical spine with
differing motion thresholds. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 2005;30(2):209-10.

14. Bono CM, Bawa M, White KK, Mahar A, Vives M, Kauffman C, et al. Residual motion on
flexion-extension radiographs after simulated lumbar arthrodesis in human cadavers. JSpinal
DisordTech. 2008;21(5):364-71.

15. Gruskay JA, Webb ML, Grauer JN. Methods of evaluating lumbar and cervical fusion.
The Spine Journal. 2013.

16. Bono CM, Khandha A, Vadapalli S, Holekamp S, Goel VK, Garfin SR. Residual sagittal
motion after lumbar fusion: a finite element analysis with implications on radiographic flexion-
extension criteria. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 2007;32(4):417-22.

17. Lindsey RW, Dick W, Nunchuck S, Zach G. Residual intersegmental spinal mobility
following limited pedicle fixation of thoracolumbar spine fractures with the fixateur interne.
Spine. 1993;18(4):474-8.

18. Mourning D, Reitman CA, Heggeness MH, Esses Sl, Hipp JA. Initial intervertebral
stability after anterior cervical discectomy and fusion with plating. Spine J. 2007;7(6):643-6.



19. Oshina M, Oshima Y, Tanaka S, Riew KD. Radiological fusion criteria of postoperative
anterior cervical discectomy and fusion: a systematic review. Global spine journal.
2018;8(7):739-50.

20. Fassett DR, Apfelbaum RI, Hipp JA. Comparison of fusion assessment techniques:
computer-assisted versus manual measurements. Journal of neurosurgery Spine.
2008;8(6):544-7.

21. Jackson ER, Lador R, Ben-Galim PJ, Reitman CA, Hipp JA. Reference data for
interpreting widening between spinous processes in the lumbar spine. Spine J. 2011;11(4):336-
9.

22. Eubanks AC, Hipp JA, Lador R, Ben-Galim PJ, Reitman CA. Reference data for
assessing widening between spinous processes in the cervical spine and the responsiveness of
these measures to detecting abnormalities. Spine J. 2010;10(3):230-7.

23. Song K-S, Piyaskulkaew C, Chuntarapas T, Buchowski JM, Kim HJ, Park MS, et al.
Dynamic radiographic criteria for detecting pseudarthrosis following anterior cervical
arthrodesis. The Journal of Bone & Joint Surgery. 2014;96(7):557-63.

24, Crowell BG, Hipp JA, Nguyen L, Heggeness MH. Elastic deformation of cervical
vertebrae. Cervical Spine Research Society. 2003;30th Annual Meeting:45.

25. Taylor M, Hipp JA, Gertzbein SD, Gopinath S, Reitman CA. Observer agreement in
assessing flexion-extension X-rays of the cervical spine, with and without the use of quantitative
measurements of intervertebral motion. Spine J. 2007;7(6):654-8.

26. Ho JM, Ben-Galim P, Weiner BK, Karbach LE, Moron FE, Reitman CA, et al. Towards
the Establishment of Optimal CT Parameters for the Assessment of Lumbar Spinal Fusion. The
Spine Journal. 2011;11(7):636-40.

27. Sugiyama S, Wullschleger M, Wilson K, Williams R, Goss B. Reliability of clinical
measurement for assessing spinal fusion: an experimental sheep study. Spine (Phila Pa 1976).
2012;37(9):763-8.

28. Li H, Zou X, Woo C, Ding M, Lind M, Blinger C. Experimental lumbar spine fusion with
novel tantalum-coated carbon fiber implant. Journal of Biomedical Materials Research Part B:
Applied Biomaterials: An Official Journal of The Society for Biomaterials, The Japanese Society
for Biomaterials, and The Australian Society for Biomaterials and the Korean Society for
Biomaterials. 2007;81(1):194-200.

29. Grgurevic L, Erjavec |, Gupta M, Pecin M, Bordukalo-Niksic T, Stokovic N, et al.
Autologous blood coagulum containing rhBMP6 induces new bone formation to promote
anterior lumbar interbody fusion (ALIF) and posterolateral lumbar fusion (PLF) of spine in
sheep. Bone. 2020;138:115448.

30. Heggeness MH, Esses SI, Mody DR. A histologic study of lumbar pseudarthrosis. Spine.
1993;18(8):1016-20.

31. Heggeness MH, Esses Sl. Classification of pseudarthroses of the lumbar spine. Spine.
1991;16(8 Suppl):S449-54.

32. Park DK, Rhee JM, Kim SS, Enyo Y, Yoshiok K. Do CT scans overestimate the fusion
rate after anterior cervical discectomy and fusion? Clinical Spine Surgery. 2015;28(2):41-6.

33. Cesar R, Boffa R, Fachine L, Leivas T, Silva A, Pereira C, et al. Evaluation of trabecular
microarchitecture of normal osteoporotic and osteopenic human vertebrae. Procedia
Engineering. 2013;59:6-15.

34. Yuan W, James AW, Asatrian G, Shen J, Zara JN, Tian HJ, et al. NELL-1 based
demineralized bone graft promotes rat spine fusion as compared to commercially available
BMP-2 product. Journal of Orthopaedic Science. 2013;18(4):646-57.

35. Jain N, Himed K, Toth JM, Briley KC, Phillips FM, Khan SN. Opioids delay healing of
spinal fusion: a rabbit posterolateral lumbar fusion model. The Spine Journal. 2018;18(9):1659-
68.



36. Williams AL, Gornet MF, Burkus JK. CT evaluation of lumbar interbody fusion: current
concepts. American Journal of Neuroradiology. 2005;26(8):2057.

37. Douglas-Akinwande AC, Buckwalter KA, Rydberg J, Rankin JL, Choplin RH.
Multichannel CT: Evaluating the Spine in Postoperative Patients with Orthopedic Hardware1.
Radiographics. 2006;26(suppl 1):S97.

38. Kanayama M, Cunningham BW, Weis JC, Parker LM, Kaneda K, McAFEE PC.
Maturation of the posterolateral spinal fusion and its effect on load-sharing of spinal
instrumentation. An in vivo sheep model. JBJS. 1997;79(11):1710-20.



	Issues with use of intervertebral rotation
	Issues with use of spinous process widening
	Translational motion
	Bridging bone assessment from CT

