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Bioinspired material architectures 
from bighorn sheep horncore 
velar bone for impact loading 
applications
Trevor G. Aguirre1*, Luca Fuller2, Aniket Ingrole2, Tim W. Seek1, Benjamin B. Wheatley3, 
Brett D. Steineman4, Tammy L. Haut Donahue2 & Seth W. Donahue2

Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep rams (Ovis canadensis canadensis) routinely conduct intraspecific 
combat where high energy cranial impacts are experienced. Previous studies have estimated cranial 
impact forces to be up to 3400 N during ramming, and prior finite element modeling studies showed 
the bony horncore stores 3 × more strain energy than the horn during impact. In the current study, 
the architecture of the porous bone within the horncore was quantified, mimicked, analyzed by finite 
element modeling, fabricated via additive manufacturing, and mechanically tested to determine the 
suitability of the novel bioinspired material architecture for use in running shoe midsoles. The iterative 
biomimicking design approach was able to tailor the mechanical behavior of the porous bone mimics. 
The approach produced 3D printed mimics that performed similarly to ethylene–vinyl acetate shoe 
materials in quasi-static loading. Furthermore, a quadratic relationship was discovered between 
impact force and stiffness in the porous bone mimics, which indicates a range of stiffness values that 
prevents impact force from becoming excessively high. These findings have implications for the design 
of novel bioinspired material architectures for minimizing impact force.

High-energy impact causes substantial damage to structures (e.g., vehicles) and humans (head and joints). 
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis) routinely experience repetitive high energy cra-
nial impacts for up to several hours per day during mating season, which lasts several  weeks1. During impact, 
the horn experiences forces of up to 3400 N2, and bending stresses ranging from 1 to 6 MPa in tension and 1 
to 7 MPa in  compression3. After impact, the ram may seem momentarily stunned but otherwise show no long 
term ill effects from  ramming1. The keratinous horn material has been reported to have high work of fracture to 
prevent catastrophic failure during  loading4. To supplement the outer keratin layer, the bony horncore has been 
shown to play a large role in energy absorption during simulated quasi-static5 and  dynamic6 loading conditions 
and reduce brain cavity accelerations during  impact6. The unique architecture of the horncore is made up of a 
foam-like bone structure composed of sail-like features (i.e. velar bone), which differs from the more rod-like 
structure of trabecular  bone7. Trabecular architecture is typically characterized by trabecular thickness, spac-
ing, and number, connectivity density, and bone volume fraction. Analogously, velar bone can be characterized 
by velar thickness, spacing, and number, connectivity density, and bone volume fraction. Interestingly, velar 
bone has a volume fraction comparable to typical trabecular bone (approximately 20%), but individual velae 
have a thickness of 2.87 ± 0.78 mm, which is approximately 26 times higher than typical trabecular bone  struts7. 
There are also about 20 times fewer velae per unit length compared to trabeculae, and the separation between 
velae is about 20 times greater than the separation between trabeculae. Due to the extreme impact forces gener-
ated during ramming, these differences suggest that velar bone architecture may be evolutionarily adapted to 
store energy during dynamic loading to prevent brain damage. Conversely, human head impacts often result in 
traumatic brain injury (concussions)8 and chronic traumatic  encephalopathy9,10. To help design head trauma 
prevention materials and mechanisms, researchers have begun to study bighorn sheep keratin horn and bony 
horncore to better understand the energy absorption and storage capabilities of these materials. The impact 
properties of horn  keratin11 and other horn-like  structures12 have been studied, but these results have yet to be 
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applied to developing a bio-mimicked material or structure. Bio-mimics for armor and structural applications 
have been successfully developed for natural impact resistant and energy-storing materials such as  nacre12–18, 
mantis shrimp dactyl  club19,20, woodpecker  skull21, conch  shell22, and beetle  shell23, but not bighorn sheep horns. 
Thus, mimicking the velar bone architecture may lead to novel structures optimized for weight-efficient energy 
storage for impact applications.

Athletic footwear (e.g., running/tennis/basketball shoes and hiking/climbing/military boots) have a variety of 
purposes and mechanical needs for effective and optimal performance, but all have impact in common. Running 
generates vertical ground reaction forces of 2.5–3 × bodyweight24,25, and joint reaction forces of 3.6–4.2 × body-
weight in the  knee26,27, and as high as 10 × bodyweight in the  hip28. The ground reaction force may be up to 
4.6 × bodyweight for moderate impact  jumping29 and up to 11.6 × bodyweight during higher impact  jumping30. 
These impact forces are exacerbated in military personnel whose effective body mass is higher because of addi-
tional gear (~ 22 kg)31. These high forces from physical activity have been associated with tibial stress  fractures32, 
damage to soft  tissues33, and running-related injuries costing between $28.8 and $37.2 billion annually to indi-
viduals and insurance companies in the United  States34. It has been hypothesized that running-related injuries 
can be reduced if shoes are better designed to (1) limit excessive forces, (2) support the foot during standing, 
and (3) guide the foot to the  ground35.

Running shoe midsoles have traditionally been made from ethylene–vinyl acetate (EVA) because of its dura-
bility and low  density36 and resistance to  degradation37. More recently, polyurethane foam has been used in 
running shoe midsoles because of its long term mechanical properties (low creep)38,39. EVA foams are typically 
made through traditional foaming techniques where a physical or chemical blowing agent creates gas pockets 
that produce a random closed-cell  architecture40. Typical cell sizes in these stochastic foams are on the order 
of 7–11 μm41. It has been shown that the average cell size and uniformity of the cells (distribution and size) are 
two important parameters to control for mechanical property  enhancement41. For impact applications, the pri-
mary mechanical properties of interest are the maximum impact force and the energy storage. During typical 
impact tests performed per ASTM  F197642 on EVA foams, the maximum impact force is 985–992 N and the 
energy stored is 2–7 J43. That study used whole shoes (size 8.5 US) but only the heel was subject to impact. Meas-
ured under a variety of testing methods and shoe types, midsole stiffness was found to be between 30–439 N/
mm38,43–45. These studies suggest that lower stiffness midsoles provide better cushioning (i.e. more energy stored) 
but experience high impact forces because the foot is not slowed down fast enough. These findings imply that 
there is a balance between midsole compliance and impact force minimization.

We hypothesized that bighorn sheep velar bone architecture could be mimicked to improve the impact per-
formance of athletic footwear midsole structures by increasing energy storage and reducing impact force, and 
thus, reduce the risk of injury. These mimicked structures were analyzed using finite element models, fabricated 
via additive manufacturing, and mechanically tested using quasi-static compression and dynamic impact tests, 
then compared to commercially available running shoe midsole materials.

Materials and methods
Material samples. Velar architectures were obtained from five male bighorn sheep skulls, which were pro-
vided for research purposes by the state of Colorado Department of Natural Resources under Colorado Parks 
and Wildlife scientific collection license number 14SALV2052A2. The skulls were obtained from sheep that 
were killed by motor vehicle accidents and frozen shortly after death. Thus, Colorado State University’s Research 
Integrity and Compliance Review Office determined the research was exempt from Institutional Animal Care 
and Use Committee oversight. The age of the bighorn sheep was unknown at the time of collection but was 
estimated by measuring the length of the  horn46. Sheep horn curl lengths measured between 70 to 95 cm, which 
gives an age range between five to nine years, which is old enough to be considered  mature47. The skulls were 
scanned using a Gemini Time-of-Flight Big Bore PET/16 slice CT scanner (Philips Healthcare, Andover, MA, 
USA). Scan voltage was 140 kV, current was 321 mA, and time was exposure 350 mAs, which produced cubic 
voxels with edge length 0.73 mm/pixel. Since the velar architecture is much larger than trabecular architecture it 
is worth noting that CT scan resolution used in our study exceeds the suggested minimum resolution for accu-
rate  imaging48. The architectures for the velar bone mimics (VBMs) were created from the left horn from five 
different sheep. Sections of the velar architecture were cropped from the regions of high compressive stress in 
the  horncore6. These regions were chosen for the mimics because running shoes experience compressive loading 
during standing and gait. The region of interest (ROI) for each horncore was a 45 mm cube, which maximized 
the amount of velar bone that could consistently be utilized from the compressive region of the horncore from 
each sheep. Bighorn sheep velar architecture and the velar bone ROI are shown in Fig. 1.

Velar bone architecture. Velar bone architectural index measurements are depicted in Fig. 2 and were 
measured using  BoneJ49. The velar bone volume fraction (BV/TV) is the volume of bone (BV) normalized by the 
total volume (TV) of the velar bone ROI. The velar thickness (V.Th) is the average thickness of all velae within 
the ROI. The velar separation (V.Sp) is the average linear distance between two velae. The velar number (V.N) is 
the number of velae per unit line length. The connectivity density is the total number of connections between 
two or more velae normalized by the volume of the ROI.

Bighorn sheep velar bone mimic generation. After velar bone architecture was quantified, each ROI 
was cropped out of the CT scans to generate 3D models of the velar bone mimics (VBMs). First, Seg3D (version 
2.2.1, University of Utah, Salt Lake City, UT, USA) was used to separate the bony horncore and horn keratin 
using manual binary thresholding operations (Fig. 3A). Flawless global segmentation of the horn and horncore 
was difficult due to contrast differences in the images that compose the DICOM files. As a result, small perfora-
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tions in the velar structure were inevitable and needed minor repair (Fig. 3B). These perforations were repaired 
by manually adding pixel values to the threshold mask layer (Fig.  3D,E). CT images of each ROI were only 
repaired in CT scan regions where it was apparent that bony material was displayed within the CT images yet 
there were no pixel values in the threshold mask layer (Fig. 3D). Finally, the repaired velar structure (Fig. 3C) 
was saved in the ASCII STL file format for further mimic preparation.

MeshMixer (version 3, San Rafael, CA, USA) was used to isometrically scale the 45 × 45 × 45 mm cube 
(Fig. 4A) to produce 20 × 20 × 20 mm unit cell (Fig. 4B), which were then mirrored across two mirror two 
planes to produce a 40 × 40 × 20 mm geometry (Fig. 4C). Scaling and mirroring provided mimic structures that 
preserved the natural velar bone architecture and were approximately the same thickness as a running shoe 

Figure 1.  (A) Horn and horn core spatial arrangement, (B) horn core longitudinal-section showing the velar 
bone inside the thin cortical shell, (C) velar structure in the compressive region of the horncore. The scale bar in 
images (A) and (B) are 10 cm and the scale bar in image (C) is 2.5 cm.

Figure 2.  Velar bone architectural indices: velar thickness, V.Th (green arrows), velar separation, V.Sp (purple 
arrow), velar number, V.N (blue lines and crosses), TV (red square), and Conn.D (orange circles). The scale bar 
is 2.5 cm.
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Figure 3.  (A) Binarized ram skull, (B) velar cube cropped from the compressive region of horncore indicated 
in (A), (C) repaired velar cube, (D) velae perforations in threshold mask layer, (E) repaired perforations in the 
threshold mask layer. For image (A) the scale bar is 50 mm and for images (B)–(E) the scale bar is 45 mm.

Figure 4.  (A) 45 × 45 × 45 mm unit cell cube, (B) 20 × 20 × 20 mm scaled cube, (C) 40 × 40 × 20 mm velar bone 
mimic structure. The dashed red lines in (C) indicate lines of symmetry.
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midsole. Additionally, this process allowed us to achieve continuum dimensions using only velar bone from the 
compressive region of the horncore. For trabecular bone, continuum dimensions have been estimated to be at 
least five trabecular  spacings50, therefore we assumed five velar spacings were adequate for the velar bone mimics. 
These mimicked geometries were exported in the ASCII STL file format for further processing.

NetFabb (Autodesk, San Rafael, CA, USA) was used to further repair the mimic STL files using automated 
operations to fix errors during the surface triangulation process (i.e. remove duplicate and penetrating faces). In 
this step, a 2 mm thick plate was added to the top and bottom to create a sandwich structure (Fig. 5). The plate 
was added so there would not be free-floating struts to better approximate the boundary conditions that the velar 
architecture would experience in-vivo during loading and how the bioinspired mimics would be incorporated 
into shoe soles. After repair, the final files were exported in the ASCII STL file format to be used in mesh genera-
tion for the FEA study and additive manufacturing.

Manufacture and mechanical testing. The novel velar bone mimics developed in section  “Bighorn 
sheep velar bone mimic generation” were 3D printed on a Carbon Speedcell™ using Elastomer Polyurethane 
(EPU) #40. Mimics were manufactured by Ramaco Carbon (Sheridan, WY, USA) and printed with 75-μm reso-
lution in the x–y plane and 100-μm layer thickness where the build direction was coincident with anatomical 
loading during impact (z-direction Fig. 5). The EPU #40 had an elastic modulus of 6.81 MPa, Poisson’s ratio 0.48, 
and material density 1.025 g/cc. For comparison to the velar architecture, three running shoe EVA foams were 
tested. EVA had an elastic modulus 25 MPa, Poisson’s ratio 0.48, and material density 0.965 g/cc51. Running shoe 
midsole high-density (HD), medium-density (MD), and low-density (LD) EVA foam samples were mechani-
cally tested to compare to the EPU VBMs. Seven coupons of each EVA foam and each VBM were used for both 
static and dynamic tests. All test coupons were 40 × 40 × 20 mm. Quasi-static compression was used to assess the 
mechanical behavior of the EVA foams and EPU VBMs under compression, which would be experienced by a 
shoe sole during standing. Quasi-static compression tests were performed using a hydraulic load-frame (Instron 
model 8501, Norwood, MA, USA) in displacement control per ASTM  F162152. Crosshead displacement rate was 
5 mm per second, samples were compressed to 25% strain (5 mm), and then released at 5 mm per second. This 
displacement was chosen as the maximum allowable displacement to ensure runner  comfort53. Applied load and 
crosshead displacement were measured and used to compute energy storage, specific energy storage, and stiff-
ness. For the compression tests data were collected at 100 Hz. Dynamic impact tests were performed to assess the 
mechanical behavior of the EVA foams and the EPU VBMs during impact, which would be experienced by a sole 
during running. Dynamic impact tests were performed on custom drop tester inspired by the design presented 
in ASTM  F197642. The mass of the missile was 8.5 kg and was dropped from a height of 60 mm to provide an 
energy of 5 J at impact. Missile position was measured using a linear displacement transducer (176-0521-L3N, 
Firstmark Controls, Creedmoor, NC) and impact force was measured using an impact force transducer (200B05, 
PCB, Depew, NY). Impact force and displacement were used to compute the maximum impact force, energy 
storage, and specific energy storage. For the impact tests data were collected at 5000 Hz.

Energy storage ( ES ), during quasi-static compression and impact, was computed by numerical integration of 
the force–displacement loading curve using Eq. (1).

where F is the applied force and δ is displacement.
Due to differences in the volume of material present in each velar bone mimic and EVA foam, the specific 

energy storage was computed using Eq. (2)54.

(1)ES =

∫ δmax

0

F dδ

Figure 5.  Velar bone mimic sandwich structure after STL file repair.
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where Ws is the specific energy storage, is the max strain ǫmax , σ(ε) is the stress at each value of the strain, �ρ is 
the relative density of the foam (BV/TV is equivalent), and ρs is the density of the solid material that the foam 
is comprised of.

Finite element model generation. Velar bone mimics were meshed in ICEM CFD (version 18.1, ANSYS, 
Canonsburg, PA, USA) to generate a linear triangular shell (S3) mesh and analyzed using Abaqus FEA (Dassualt 
Systems, Vélizy-Villacoublay, France, EU). Shell elements were chosen because these elements can accurately 
model the behavior of cellular solids in finite element  models54. Shell element thickness varied between each 
velar bone mimic due to intrinsic differences in velar thickness between animals but did not vary within an indi-
vidual finite element model. Quasi-static compression was simulated for each structure by placing the velar bone 
mimics between two rigid plates, applying an encastre boundary condition to the bottom plate, and allowing the 
top plate to translate in the z-direction only (Fig. 5). From the starting configuration, the top plate was displaced 
at 5 mm per second for a total displacement of 5 mm to simulate the mechanical testing procedure. All finite 
element models used linear elastic material properties. For each velar bone mimic, the shell thickness was iter-
ated until the simulated stiffness closely matched the experimentally measured  stiffness55. Self-contact was used 
to capture the behavior of contact between locally buckled velae. In Abaqus, the interaction property was set to 
“ALL WITH SELF” using the general contact option. The tangential behavior was set with a friction penalty of 
0.2 and normal behavior was set to hard  contact54. To reduce computation time mass scaling was utilized; thus, 
the Dynamic/Explicit solver was used. To avoid small vibrations (oscillatory behavior) in the force–displacement 
curves caused by mass scaling, minimal damping was used (α = 1 × 10–5)56. Models were given the experimen-
tally determined properties of EPU 40 (E = 6.81 MPa and ν = 0.48). Optimal mesh density was determined via 
a numerical convergence  study57,58. Five unique mesh densities ranging from 13 to 222 elements per cubic mil-
limeter were created for VBM3, which had the smallest average velar thickness. To determine whether the mesh 
had converged, the change in strain energy between each mesh was analyzed and compared to the finest mesh 
as a percent difference using Eq. (3).

where Δ is the percent difference and X is strain energy.  XN is strain energy for the finest mesh in the mesh con-
vergence study and  Xi is the strain energy for the other meshes used in the study. Convergence was achieved at 
a mesh density of 188 elements per cubic millimeter, which had a 2.16% difference from the finest mesh density 
of 222 elements per cubic millimeter.

Velar bone mimic iterative design process. After validating the finite element models with data from 
the quasi-static compression tests of the first-generation velar bone mimics, an iterative design process was used 
to improve the mechanical performance of the VBMs. The goal was to increase energy storage, reduce impact 
force, and satisfy the self-imposed stiffness requirements. We chose the average quasi-static stiffness values, 
from the mechanical tests, of the HD (47.48 N/mm) and LD (23.91 N/mm) EVA foams as the upper and lower 
stiffness limits for the second generation VBMs. The iterative design process is depicted in Fig. 6. The procedure 
is explicitly described in the following five steps. (1) First-generation VBM finite element models were visually 
interrogated, in Abaqus, to identify regions with the highest strain energy storage, as reported by the Abaqus 
strain energy color maps (Fig. 6A). (2) These regions with the highest energy storage were visually correlated 
back to the original unit cell STL file and then isolated from within the original unit cell (Fig. 6B). (3) The new 

(2)Ws =
∫
ǫmax

0
σ(ε) dε

�ρρs

(3)� =
XN − Xi

XN

100%

Figure 6.  (A) Unit cell encompassing regions with highest energy storage, (B) 2nd generation unit cell, (C) 2nd 
gen VBM coupon, (D) finite element model, (E) experimental quasi-static compression results; dashed red lines 
indicate upper and lower EVA stiffness constraints.
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unit cell was then used to construct the second generation of velar bone mimics (Fig. 6C). (4) Second-genera-
tion VBMs were then subjected to the same finite element modeling procedures as the first-generation VBMs 
(Fig. 6D). (5) Stiffness of the second-generation VBM finite element models were measured and compared to 
the EVA foam stiffness constraints (Fig. 6E). This process was iterated until the second-generation VBMs stiff-
ness were within the range of the EVA foam stiffness constraints, at which time the process was terminated. The 
number of iterations to achieve VBM-2G specimen that were within these stiffness constraints was between one 
and three iterations. These second-generation mimics were named as VBM-2G and unit cell size ranged from 
32–256 unit cells per mimic.

Statistical analyses. The velar bone architectural indices (BV/TV, V.Th, V.Sp, V.N, and Conn.D) were 
compared to trabecular bone architectural indices from the distal femur and proximal tibia of  human59 and 
 sheep59–63. These anatomical locations were chosen because they experience impact loading during physical 
activities such as running and jumping. Analysis of variance (ANOVA, α = 0.05) was used to compare the porous 
bone architectures of each species. Stepwise regressions (α = 0.05) were used to determine the influence of velar 
architecture on mechanical performance of the VBMs during the compression and impact tests. For the step-
wise regressions, the candidate independent variables were V.Th, V.Sp, and Conn.D measured from the velar 
bone mimics. V.N and BV/TV were excluded from the regression models to avoid collinearity since they are 
both correlated with V.Th, V.Sp and Conn.D. For the quasi-static compression tests, the dependent variables 
were stiffness, energy stored, and specific energy stored. For the impact tests, the dependent variables were the 
maximum impact force, energy stored, and specific energy stored. ANOVAs (α = 0.05) were used to compare the 
VBMs and EVA data from the impact and compression tests. Since our goal was to make VBMs comparable to 
commercially available running shoe midsole material (EVA), we followed up ANOVAs with Bonferroni’s test to 
compare each EVA group (LD, MD, and HD) with each first and second generation VBM. The stepwise regres-
sions and ANOVA were performed in Minitab (version 18, State College, PA, USA). Linear regressions were 
performed on the impact force and stiffness for EVA foams, the first-, and second-generation VBMs. For the 
second-generation VBMs two linear regressions were performed for values lower than 60 N/mm or greater than 
80 N/mm due to the differences in slopes. Additionally, a quadratic regression was performed between impact 
force and stiffness for the first- and second-generation VBMs combined.

Results
Velar architecture quantification. Velar architectural index measurements from the horncore ROI are 
presented in Table 1. Velar bone volume fraction showed no difference from  human59 (27.56 ± 8.9%, p = 0.992) 
and  sheep59–64 (30.60 ± 8.04%, p = 0.851) trabecular bone volume fraction. Velar thickness was found to be 
larger than trabecular thickness in human (0.19 ± 0.05 mm, p < 0.001) and sheep (0.17 ± 0.03 mm, p < 0.001). 
Similarly, velar separation was larger in than trabecular separation in human (0.57 ± 0.13 mm, p < 0.0001) and 
sheep (0.47 ± 0.09  mm, p < 0.0001). Velar number was found to be lower than trabecular number in human 
(1.48 ± 0.33 mm−1, p < 0.001) and sheep (1.95 ± 0.39 mm−1, p < 0.001). Velar connectivity density was found to be 
lower than trabecular connectivity density in human (3.56 ± 0.25 mm−3, p < 0.001) and sheep (5.76 ± 2.19 mm−3, 
p < 0.001).

Finite element model evaluation. Simulated and experimentally measured stiffness showed excellent 
agreement, where the largest percent error was 0.64% (Fig. 7A). However, simulated energy storage was much 
lower than the experimentally measured energy storage with differences as large as ~ 60% (Fig. 7B). Energy stor-
age differences can be attributed to differences between the shape of the force–displacement curves (Fig. 7A).

Finite element modeling of velar bone mimics. Shown in Fig. 8 are comparisons of the stiffness and 
energy storage of the first- and second-generation velar bone mimic finite element models. The results show that 
after the iterative design process, the second-generation velar bone mimics satisfy the stiffness constraints of the 
EVA foams and stored more energy than the first-generation velar bone mimics.

Compression testing. Figure 9 shows stiffness, energy stored, and specific energy stored for EVA foams 
and velar bone mimics tested in quasi-static compression. Only one of the first generation mimics was within 
the range of stiffnesses for the EVA foams (Fig. 9A). The second generation mimics met the stiffness constraints 
in the FEMs; however, the 3D printed coupons were stiffer than the corresponding FEMs. Three of the second 

Table 1.  ROI velar architectural index measurements.

Sheep BV/TV (%) V.Th (mm) V.Sp (mm) V.N  (mm−1) Conn.D  (mm−3)

1 33.14 1.91 5.51 0.19 0.00041

2 21.11 1.40 11.12 0.18 0.00089

3 26.17 1.73 7.05 0.26 0.00068

4 29.72 1.71 6.01 0.29 0.00035

5 30.20 1.67 5.99 0.29 0.00022

Mean ± SD 28.07 ± 4.61 1.68 ± 0.18 7.13 ± 2.3 0.24 ± 0.05 0.00051 ± 0.00027



8

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2020) 10:18916  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-76021-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

generation mimics had stiffnesses that were not different (p > 0.798) from the EVA foams. Several of the first and 
second generation mimics had energy storage that was not different (p > 0.659) from the low density EVA foam 
(Fig. 9B). However, only two of the second generation mimics had values of specific energy storage that were not 
different (p > 0.9) from the medium density EVA foam (Fig. 9C).

Impact testing. Figure 10 shows impact force, energy stored, and specific energy stored for EVA foams 
and velar bone mimics tested under dynamic compression. Except one of the first generation mimics, all of 
the first and second generation mimics had impact forces that were not different (p > 0.702) from the EVA 
foams (Fig. 10A). However, only one of the second generation mimics had energy storage that was not differ-
ent (p = 0.110) from the EVA foams (Fig. 10B), and all of the first and second generation mimics had values of 
specific energy storage that were different (p < 0.001) from the EVA foams (Fig. 10C).

Figure 11 shows the relationship between impact force and stiffness. Impact force for the EVA foams 
 (R2 = 0.743, p < 0.001), first-generation  (R2 = 0.577, p < 0.001), and the second-generation  (R2 = 0.178, p = 0.057) 
VBMs showed negative correlation with stiffness for values of stiffness below 60 N/mm. However, for stiffness 
above 80 N/mm the second-generation VBMs showed positive correlation with stiffness  (R2 = 0.670, p < 0.001). 

Figure 7.  First-generation VBM finite element model evaluation. (A) Stiffness, (B) energy storage, and (C) 
stress–strain curve comparison between finite element model and mechanical compression tests. The black error 
bars indicate ± one standard deviation.

Figure 8.  First and second generation VBM finite element model comparison. (A) Stiffness and (B) energy 
stored. The dashed lines indicate the EVA foam stiffness constraints.
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Therefore, first- and second-generation VBMs were grouped for a quadratic regression, which showed a signifi-
cant (p < 0.001,  R2 = 0.502) quadratic relationship (Fig. 11).

Stepwise regressions. Strong correlations were found between the velar architectural indices of the VBMs 
and mechanical testing parameters (Table  2). Mechanical performance was positively correlated with velar 
thickness for both quasi-static compression and impact. Mechanical performance showed negative correlation 

Figure 9.  Quasi-static compression test results for the first and second generation velar bone mimics (VBM). 
(A) Stiffness, (B) energy stored, and (C) specific energy stored. The error bars indicate ± one standard deviation. 
The dashed lines indicate the ranges for the EVA foams. The red dashed lines in (A) indicate the imposed 
stiffness constraint. L—not significantly different from LD EVA foam, M—not significantly different from MD 
EVA foam, H—not significantly different from HD EVA foam.

Figure 10.  Impact testing results for the first and second generation velar bone mimics (VBM). (A) Impact 
force, (B) energy stored, and (C) specific energy stored. The error bars indicate ± one standard deviation. The 
dashed lines indicate the ranges for the EVA foams. L—not significantly different from LD EVA foam, M—not 
significantly different from MD EVA foam, H—not significantly different from HD EVA foam.



10

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2020) 10:18916  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-76021-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

during quasi-static compression and positive correlation during impact with both velar spacing and connectivity 
density.

Discussion
The mechanical performance of velar bone mimics was investigated to determine candidacy as a novel running 
midsole architecture. Previous studies of bighorn sheep have established that velar architecture stores energy 
during quasi-static5 and  impact6 loading. However, there have not been any previous attempts to mimic this 
structure as has been done for other natural impact resistant and energy-storing materials such as  nacre12–18, 
mantis shrimp dactyl  club19,20, woodpecker  skull21, conch  shell22, and beetle  shell23. Our results show that velar 
architecture exhibits similar bone volume fraction, larger velar thickness and spacing, and lower velar number 
and connectivity density compared to the analogous architectural indices in human and sheep trabecular bone. 
This knowledge was used to design a novel biomimetic architecture that was mechanically tested and compared 
to EVA running shoe midsole foams. Through an iterative design process, we developed two velar bone mim-
ics which had greater stiffness and higher energy storage and similar specific energy stored during quasi-static 
compression compared to EVA foams. Additionally, the velar bone mimics had comparable impact forces to the 
EVA foams during dynamic impact testing; however, the mimics underperformed in energy storage and specific 
energy storage relative to EVA foams. These results support the potential use of incorporating velar bone bioin-
spired architecture into additively manufactured footwear used for quasi-static activities.

One limitation of this study is the difference in geometry between the EVA foams and the velar bone mimics. 
Velar bone mimics are an open-cell foam whereas the EVA foams are closed-cell. Trapped air has been shown 

Figure 11.  Impact force versus stiffness regressions. First- and second-generation VBM data were grouped 
together for the quadratic regression.

Table 2.  Stepwise regression results for compression and impact testing. The dependent variables were the 
stiffness (k), energy stored  (ES), the specific energy stored  (WS), and the impact force  (FImpact). The independent 
variables were velar thickness (V.Th), velar spacing (V.Sp), and connectivity density (Conn.D). The p-values for 
each regression coefficient are shown in italics.

Test Parameter V.Th V.Sp Conn.D Regression statistics

Quasi-static

k
76.49 − 11.79 − 1728

R2 = 0.8525, p < 0.001
< 0.001 < 0.001 0.012

EA
1.24 − 0.19 − 37.70

R2 = 0.8380, p < 0.001
< 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

WS
105.3 − 15.24 − 1915

R2 = 0.8652, p < 0.001
< 0.001 < 0.001 0.045

Impact

Fimpact
214.7 98.99 –

R2 = 0.9701, p < 0.001
< 0.001 < 0.001 –

ES = 
1.32 0.18 24.26

R2 = 0.9907, p < 0.001
< 0.001 < 0.001 0.004

WS
26.20 48.80 7644

R2 = 0.9643, p < 0.001
0.065 < 0.001 < 0.001
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to increase stiffness in closed-cell foams. Additionally, it is unclear that downscaling the horncore porous bone 
architecture to a size scale suitable for shoe soles will provide the same energy storing properties the bone 
structure has adapted for. However, our study is valuable because our results indicate that, despite the difference 
in geometry, velar bone mimics show comparable stiffness and energy storage to EVA foams in quasi-static 
compression. Another limitation of this study is visual isolation of the second-generation VBMs. This method 
was used since Abaqus does not provide utility to physically crop sections from the mesh for mimic preparation. 
Despite this limitation, the second-generation VBMs showed improved stiffness and energy storage over the 
first-generation VBMs. An additional limitation of this study is the small number of mature rams studied. Skulls 
of mature rams are difficult to obtain, but it is possible that this modeling approach could identify better bioin-
spired architectures if access to more large and mature rams becomes available. A final limitation of this study 
is the use of material and geometric linearity in the finite element models. Though there may be some material 
nonlinearity, particularly in the early and late loading zones of the force–displacement curve, much of the curve 
is linear. This assumption was chosen to reduce computational time for this first investigation developing velar 
bone inspired material architectures.

Velar bone architectural indices from the compressive region of the horncore were quantified and com-
pared to human and sheep trabecular bone. Though many male bovids such as ibex, sheep, bison, buffalo, and 
 antelope3,4,65,66 participate in intraspecific combat using their horns, the unique bone architectures present in their 
horns have not been studied. Velar architectural indices were compared to trabecular bone architectural indices 
from humans and sheep trabecular bone that experience primarily compressive loading. Our results show that 
the velar architecture bone volume fraction is similar to trabecular bone volume fraction in humans and sheep. 
However, in velar bone we found a 9-fold larger thickness, 14-fold larger spacing, 9000-fold smaller connectivity 
density, and 7-foldsmaller number as compared to the analogous trabecular indices in human and sheep. These 
differences raise the possibility that velar architecture evolved to be mechanically different from other porous 
bone architectures, while maintaining similar levels of bone material. However, until now, horncore biomimicks 
had not been investigated. Other impact-resistant biomaterials have inspired modeling and additive manufac-
turing of novel material architectures include ice-templating of  nacre13, Voronoi pattern generation inspired 
by  nacre15, and conch shell  mimics22. A recent study found that, during impact, the velar bone horncore stored 
3 × more strain energy than the keratin-based horn  sheath6. Here, we showed that velar bone mimics could be 
additively manufactured with EPU and provide comparable energy storage in quasi-static loading to EVA foams.

Velar bone mimics were shown to have similar stiffness and energy storage during quasi-static compression 
compared to the EVA foams. For VBM2-2G and VBM3-2G the high energy storage and high specific energy 
storage can be attributed to the geometry and size of the unit cell. These specimens were made from a larger 
number of small unit cells as compared to the VBM1-, VBM4-, and VBM5-2G mimics. These smaller unit cells 
were comprised of shorter thicker velae. These thicker velae increased the stiffness of the mimic, which in turn 
lead to increased energy storage (i.e. larger area under the force–displacement curve). Furthermore, the stiff-
ness of most velar bone mimics were within the range of previously measured midsole stiffnesses (30–429 N/
mm38,43–45). These values include previous studies that tested midsoles from different manufacturers, different test 
geometries (whole shoe or midsole section), different materials (PU, EVA, or EPS), and with different mechani-
cal testing procedures (displacement versus load-controlled compression). For energy storage, our results are in 
the range of previously published values for energy storage of midsole foams during quasi-static compression 
(960–1680 mJ) 38. However, for dynamic impact testing the energy storage and specific energy storage of the velar 
bone mimics is inferior to that of the EVA foams. These differences may possibly be attributed to a variety of 
factors such as the EPU 40 density and intrinsic energy storage, volume fraction of EPU 40, and open cell nature 
of the bioinspired architecture. It has been suggested that elastic compression of trapped air within a closed cell 
foams like EVA contributes to approximately 22% of the stiffness and 28% of the energy stored at 25% strain 
during  compression67. In summary, our findings suggest the bioinspired velar mimics produced in this study may 
be suitable for use in additively manufactured footwear for quasi-static activities, but not for dynamic activities 
like running. However, with additional bighorn sheep samples, further design iterations, and improvements 
in additive manufacturing technologies, the dynamic performance of velar bone mimics could be improved.

Peak impact force during running is intrinsically linked to midsole  stiffness44,68. Contradicting studies suggest 
 negative69,  no70, and  positive44,71 correlation between midsole stiffness and impact force. Our VBM data dem-
onstrated impact force was negatively correlated with stiffness below ~ 60 N/mm similar to the relationship for 
EVA foams, but for VBMs with stiffness above ~ 80 N/mm, impact force was positively correlated with stiffness 
(Fig. 11). . This implies that impact force can be minimized between 60 and 80 N/mm. However, even the stiffest 
second generation VBMs maintained impact forces within the range of the EVA foams (Fig. 10). The stepwise 
regression results have implications for possible future design modifications. For example, the specific energy 
absorbed during impact testing was positively correlated with connectivity density (Table 2). Future design 
approaches could consider velar bone mimics with more highly interconnected struts to improve specific energy 
absorption during impact. Furthermore, the length, width, and curvature of velae likely affect the mechanical 
behavior of the mimics, but have not yet been quantified. These parameters could also be incorporated into future 
design approaches for enhancing energy absorption in velar bone mimics.

In summary, we developed an iterative design process for generating novel bioinspired architectures by addi-
tive manufacturing for energy absorption applications. While some of the second-generation mimics compared 
similarly to EVA foam in quasi-static testing, they underperformed in dynamic testing. The bioinspired design 
process described here could be modified for enhanced dynamic performance in subsequent studies. In the 
future, similar methodology could be used to guide further development of bighorn sheep velar bone bioinspired 
energy storing material architectures for other applications such has helmets, packing, and vehicle panels.



12

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2020) 10:18916  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-76021-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

Data availability
All data generated or analyzed during this study are included in this published article.

Received: 24 April 2020; Accepted: 19 October 2020

References
 1. Buechner, H. K. Mountain sheep. A study in behavior and evolution. Valerius Geist. Q. Rev. Biol. [Internet]. 49(2), 168–169. https 

://www.journ als.uchic ago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/40806 1 (1974).
 2. Farke, A. A. Frontal sinuses and head-butting in goats: a finite element analysis. J. Exp. Biol. 211(19), 3085–3094 (2008).
 3. Kitchener, A. An analysis of the forces of fighting of the blackbuck (Antilope cervicapra) and the bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis) 

and the mechanical design of the horn of bovids. J. Zool. 214(1), 1–20 (1988).
 4. Kitchener, A. Fracture toughness of horns and a reinterpretation of the horning behaviour of bovids. J. Zool. 213(4), 621–639 

(1987).
 5. Maity, P. & Tekalur, S. A. Finite element analysis of ramming in Oviscanadensis. J. Biomech. Eng. 133(2), 021009 (2011).
 6. Drake, A. et al. Horn and horn core trabecular bone of bighorn sheep rams absorbs impact energy and reduces brain cavity accel-

erations during high impact ramming of the skull. Acta Biomater. 44, 41–50 (2016).
 7. Seek, T. W. Exploration of Unique Porous Bone Materials for Candidacy in Bioinspired Material Design [Internet] (Colorado State 

University, Fort Collins, 2018). https ://searc h.proqu est.com/pqdtg lobal /docvi ew/20564 90197 /previ ewPDF /203CE A9121 784C8 
BPQ/1?accou ntid=10223 .

 8. Viano, D. C., Casson, I. R., Pellman, E. J., Bir, C. A., Zhang, L., Sherman, D. C. et al. Concussion in professional football: compari-
son with boxing head impacts—part 10. Neurosurgery [Internet, cited 2017 Oct 31] 57(6), 1154–1172. https ://acade mic.oup.com/
neuro surge ry/artic le/57/6/1154/27446 33 (2005).

 9. Kulbe, J. R. & Hall, E. D. Chronic traumatic encephalopathy-integration of canonical traumatic brain injury secondary injury 
mechanisms with tau pathology. Prog. Neurobiol. [Internet]. https ://www.scien cedir ect.com/scien ce/artic le/pii/S0301 00821 73004 
73 (2017).

 10. McKee, A. C. et al. Chronic traumatic encephalopathy in athletes: progressive tauopathy after repetitive head injury. J. Neuropathol. 
Exp. Neurol. 68(7), 709–735 (2009).

 11. Tombolato, L., Novitskaya, E. E., Chen, P.-Y., Sheppard, F. A. & McKittrick, J. Microstructure, elastic properties and deformation 
mechanisms of horn keratin. Acta Biomater. 6(2), 319–330 (2010).

 12. Lee, S. et al. Impact testing of structural biological materials. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 31(4), 730–739 (2011).
 13. Bouville, F. et al. Strong, tough and stiff bioinspired ceramics from brittle constituents. Nat. Mater. 13(5), 508–514 (2014).
 14. Chen, P.-Y., McKittrick, J. & Meyers, M. A. Biological materials: functional adaptations and bioinspired designs. Prog. Mater. Sci. 

57(8), 1492–1704 (2012).
 15. Tran, P., Ngo, T. D., Ghazlan, A. & Hui, D. Bimaterial 3D printing and numerical analysis of bio-inspired composite structures 

under in-plane and transverse loadings. Compos. B Eng. 108, 210–223 (2017).
 16. Wang, Z., Sun, Y., Wu, H. & Zhang, C. Low velocity impact resistance of bio-inspired building ceramic composites with nacre-like 

structure. Constr. Build. Mater. 169, 851–858 (2018).
 17. Xin, Z., Zhang, X., Duan, Y. & Xu, W. Nacre-inspired design of CFRP composite for improved energy absorption properties. 

Compos. Struct. 184, 102–109 (2018).
 18. Yaraghi, N. A. & Kisailus, D. Biomimetic structural materials: inspiration from design and assembly. Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem. 69(1), 

23–57 (2018).
 19. Grunenfelder, L. K. et al. Bio-inspired impact-resistant composites. Acta Biomater. 10(9), 3997–4008 (2014).
 20. Yang, X., Ma, J., Shi, Y., Sun, Y. & Yang, J. Crashworthiness investigation of the bio-inspired bi-directionally corrugated core 

sandwich panel under quasi-static crushing load. Mater. Des. 135, 275–290 (2017).
 21. Abo Sabah, S. H., Kueh, A. B. H. & Al-Fasih, M. Y. Bio-inspired vs. conventional sandwich beams: a low-velocity repeated impact 

behavior exploration. Constr. Build. Mater. 169, 193–204 (2018).
 22. Gu, G. X., Takaffoli, M. & Buehler, M. J. Hierarchically enhanced impact resistance of bioinspired composites. Adv. Mater. 29(28), 

1700060 (2017).
 23. Yu, X., Pan, L., Chen, J., Zhang, X. & Wei, P. Experimental and numerical study on the energy absorption abilities of trabecular–

honeycomb biomimetic structures inspired by beetle elytra. J. Mater. Sci. 54(3), 2193–2204 (2019).
 24. Baltich, J., Maurer, C. & Nigg, B. M. Increased vertical impact forces and altered running mechanics with softer midsole shoes. 

PLoS One [Internet, cited 2017 Nov 6] 10(4), e0125196. https ://journ als.plos.org/ploso ne/artic le?id=10.1371/journ al.pone.01251 
96 (2015).

 25. Winter, S. L. & Challis, J. H. Classifying the variability in impact and active peak vertical ground reaction forces during running 
using DFA and ARFIMA models. Hum. Mov. Sci. 51, 153–160 (2017).

 26. D’Lima, D. D., Steklov, N., Patil, S. & Colwell, C. W. The Mark Coventry Award: in vivo knee forces during recreation and exercise 
after knee arthroplasty. Clin. Orthop. Relat. Res. 466(11), 2605–2611 (2008).

 27. Taylor, S. J. G. & Walker, P. S. Forces and moments telemetered from two distal femoral replacements during various activities. J. 
Biomech. 34(7), 839–848 (2001).

 28. Giarmatzis, G., Jonkers, I., Wesseling, M., Rossom, S. V. & Verschueren, S. Loading of hip measured by hip contact forces at dif-
ferent speeds of walking and running. J. Bone Miner. Res. 30(8), 1431–1440 (2015).

 29. Fong Yan, A., Smith, R. M., Hiller, C. E. & Sinclair, P. J. Impact attenuation properties of jazz shoes alter lower limb joint stiffness 
during jump landings. J. Sci. Med. Sport [Internet] 20(5), 464–468. https ://www.scien cedir ect.com/scien ce/artic le/pii/S1440 24401 
63021 10 (2017).

 30. Nevzat Özgüven, H. & Berme, N. An experimental and analytical study of impact forces during human jumping. J. Biomech. 
[Internet] 21(12), 1061–1066. https ://www.scien cedir ect.com/scien ce/artic le/pii/00219 29088 90252 7 (1988).

 31. Heller, M. F., Challis, J. H. & Sharkey, N. A. Changes in postural sway as a consequence of wearing a military backpack. Gait Posture 
[Internet] 30(1), 115–117. https ://www.scien cedir ect.com/scien ce/artic le/pii/S0966 63620 90005 75 (2009).

 32. Creaby, M. W. & Dixon, S. J. External frontal plane loads may be associated with tibial stress fracture. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 
[Internet, cited 2017 Nov 6] 40(9), 1669–1674. https ://insig hts.ovid.com/pubme d?pmid=18685 523 (2008).

 33. Hart, L. E. Exercise and soft tissue injury. Baillière’s Clin. Rheumatol. [Internet] 8(1), 137–148. https ://www.scien cedir ect.com/
scien ce/artic le/pii/S0950 35790 58022 86 (1994).

 34. Besselink, A. Running injuries: a multi-billion dollar problem with a simple solution [Internet, cited 2017 Nov 6]. https ://www.
allan besse link.com/blog/smart /1086-runni ng-injur ies-a-multi -billi on-dolla r-probl em-with-a-simpl e-solut ion (2012).

 35. Nigg, B. M. & Segesser, B. Biomechanical and orthopedic concepts in sport shoe construction. Med. Sci. Sports Exerc. 24(5), 
595–602 (1992).

 36. Verdejo, R. & Mills, N. J. Heel-shoe interactions and the durability of EVA foam running-shoe midsoles. J. Biomech. 37(9), 
1379–1386 (2004).

http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/408061
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/408061
https://search.proquest.com/pqdtglobal/docview/2056490197/previewPDF/203CEA9121784C8BPQ/1?accountid=10223
https://search.proquest.com/pqdtglobal/docview/2056490197/previewPDF/203CEA9121784C8BPQ/1?accountid=10223
https://academic.oup.com/neurosurgery/article/57/6/1154/2744633
https://academic.oup.com/neurosurgery/article/57/6/1154/2744633
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301008217300473
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301008217300473
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0125196
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0125196
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1440244016302110
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1440244016302110
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0021929088902527
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0966636209000575
https://insights.ovid.com/pubmed?pmid=18685523
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0950357905802286
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0950357905802286
http://www.allanbesselink.com/blog/smart/1086-running-injuries-a-multi-billion-dollar-problem-with-a-simple-solution
http://www.allanbesselink.com/blog/smart/1086-running-injuries-a-multi-billion-dollar-problem-with-a-simple-solution


13

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2020) 10:18916  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-76021-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 37. Gagliardi, M. & Paggi, M. Long-term EVA degradation simulation: climatic zones comparison and possible revision of accelerated 
tests. Sol. Energy 159, 882–897 (2018).

 38. Brückner, K., Odenwald, S., Schwanitz, S., Heidenfelder, J. & Milani, T. Polyurethane-foam midsoles in running shoes—impact 
energy and damping. Procedia Eng. 2(2), 2789–2793 (2010).

 39. Yao, Z., Wu, D., Chen, C. & Zhang, M. Creep behavior of polyurethane nanocomposites with carbon nanotubes. Compos. A Appl. 
Sci. Manuf. 50, 65–72 (2013).

 40. Mills, N. Polymer Foams Handbook: Engineering and Biomechanics Applications and Design Guide (Elsevier, Amsterdam, 2007).
 41. Notario, B., Pinto, J. & Rodríguez-Pérez, M. A. Towards a new generation of polymeric foams: PMMA nanocellular foams with 

enhanced physical properties. Polymer 63, 116–126 (2015).
 42. ASTM F1976. Standard test method for impact attenuation of athletic shoe cushioning systems and materials (2013).
 43. Schwanitz, S., Möser, S. & Odenwald, S. Comparison of test methods to quantify shock attenuating properties of athletic footwear. 

Procedia Eng. 2(2), 2805–2810 (2010).
 44. Shorten, M. R. & Mientjes, M. I. V. The ‘heel impact’ force peak during running is neither ‘heel’ nor ‘impact’ and does not quantify 

shoe cushioning effects. Footwear Sci. 3(1), 41–58 (2011).
 45. Ly, Q. H., Alaoui, A., Erlicher, S. & Baly, L. Towards a footwear design tool: influence of shoe midsole properties and ground stiff-

ness on the impact force during running. J. Biomech. 43(2), 310–317 (2010).
 46. Walker A. A Guide to Understanding Sheep Ageing. British Columbia, Canada.
 47. Ryder T, Hurley K, McWhirter D. Chapter 6: Bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis). In Handbook of Biological Techniques [Internet] 

3rd edn. Cheyenne, 6–5. https ://wgfd.wyo.gov/Wildl ife-in-Wyomi ng/More-Wildl ife/Handb ook-Bio-Techn iques .
 48. Bouxsein, M. L. et al. Guidelines for assessment of bone microstructure in rodents using micro-computed tomography. J. Bone 

Miner. Res. 25(7), 1468–1486 (2010).
 49. Doube, M. et al. BoneJ: free and extensible bone image analysis in ImageJ. Bone 47(6), 1076–1079 (2010).
 50. Martin, R. B., Burr, D. B. & Sharkey, N. A. Skeletal Tissue Mechanics [Internet] (Springer Science and Business Media, 1998). https 

://link.sprin ger.com/conte nt/pdf/10.1007%2F978 -1-4757-2968-9.pdf.
 51. Papagiannis, P., Azariadis, P. & Papanikos, P. Evaluation and optimization of footwear comfort parameters using finite element 

analysis and a discrete optimization algorithm. IOP Conf. Ser. Mater. Sci. Eng. 254, 162010 (2017).
 52. D20 Committee. Test Method for Compressive Properties of Rigid Cellular Plastics. ASTM International F1621-16 [Internet, cited 

2020 Apr 17]. https ://www.astm.org/cgi-bin/resol ver.cgi?D1621 -16.
 53. Dickson, M. J. & Fuss, F. K. Effect of acceleration on optimization of Adidas Bounce shoes. Procedia Eng. 13, 107–112 (2011).
 54. Ingrole, A., Hao, A. & Liang, R. Design and modeling of auxetic and hybrid honeycomb structures for in-plane property enhance-

ment. Mater. Des. 117, 72–83 (2017).
 55. El-Abbasi, N. & Meguid, S. A. A new shell element accounting for through-thickness deformation. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. 

Eng. 189(3), 841–862 (2000).
 56. Tobias, P. A. & Trindade, D. C. Applied Reliability 3rd edn. (CRC Press, Boca Raton, 2011).
 57. Niebur, G. L., Yuen, J. C., Hsia, A. C. & Keaveny, T. M. Convergence behavior of high-resolution finite element models of trabecular 

bone. J. Biomech. Eng. 121(6), 629 (1999).
 58. Wheatley, B. B., Fischenich, K. M., Button, K. D., Haut, R. C. & Haut Donahue, T. L. An optimized transversely isotropic, 

hyper-poro-viscoelastic finite element model of the meniscus to evaluate mechanical degradation following traumatic loading. J. 
Biomech. 48(8), 1454–1460 (2015).

 59. Barak, M. M., Lieberman, D. E. & Hublin, J.-J. Of mice, rats and men: Trabecular bone architecture in mammals scales to body 
mass with negative allometry. J. Struct. Biol. 183(2), 123–131 (2013).

 60. Augat, P. et al. Glucocorticoid-treated sheep as a model for osteopenic trabecular bone in biomaterials research. J. Biomed. Mater. 
Res. Part A 66A(3), 457–462 (2003).

 61. Doube, M., Klosowski, M. M., Wiktorowicz-Conroy, A. M., Hutchinson, J. R. & Shefelbine, S. J. Trabecular bone scales allometri-
cally in mammals and birds. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 278(1721), 3067–3073 (2011).

 62. Nafei, A., Kabel, J., Odgaard, A., Linde, F. & Hvid, I. Properties of growing trabecular ovine bone: PART II: architectural and 
mechanical properties. J. Bone Joint Surg. Br. 82-B(6), 921–927 (2000).

 63. Rubin, C. et al. Quantity and quality of trabecular bone in the femur are enhanced by a strongly anabolic, noninvasive mechanical 
intervention. J. Bone Miner. Res. 17(2), 349–357 (2002).

 64. Mittra, E., Rubin, C. & Qin, Y.-X. Interrelationship of trabecular mechanical and microstructural properties in sheep trabecular 
bone. J. Biomech. 38(6), 1229–1237 (2005).

 65. Alvarez, F. Horns and fighting in male Spanish ibex, Caprapyrenaica. J. Mammal. 71(4), 608–616 (1990).
 66. Trim, M. W. et al. The effects of water and microstructure on the mechanical properties of bighorn sheep (Oviscanadensis) horn 

keratin. Acta Biomater. 7(3), 1228–1240 (2011).
 67. Castiglioni, A., Castellani, L., Cuder, G. & Comba, S. Relevant materials parameters in cushioning for EPS foams. Colloids Surf. A 

534, 71–77 (2017).
 68. Shorten, M. R. Running Shoe Design: Protection and Performance 156–169 (Royal Society of Medicine, London, 2000).
 69. Milani, T. L., Henning, E. M. & Lafortune, M. A. Perceptual and biomechanical variables for running in identical shoe construc-

tions with varying midsole hardness. Clin. Biomech. 12(5), 2945–3300 (1997).
 70. Nigg, B. M., Bahlsen, H. A., Luethi, S. M. & Stokes, S. The influence of running velocity and midsole hardness on external impact 

forces in heel-toe running. J. Biomech. 20(10), 951–959 (1987).
 71. Shorten MR, Mientjes MIV. The effects of shoe cushioning on impact force during running. In Proceedings of the 6th ISB Symposium 

Footwear Biomechanics (University of Otago, New Zealand, 2003).

Acknowledgements
This research was funded by the Colorado Office of Economic Development and International Trade. The authors 
thank the State of Colorado Department of Natural Resources for providing the scientific collection license 
for the bighorn sheep material. The authors thank Dr. Karen Fox from Colorado Parks and Wildlife and Drs. 
Susan Kraft and Angela J. Marolf at the Colorado State University Veterinary Teaching Hospital for providing 
access to the CT scanner to image the bighorn sheep used in this study. The authors also thank Dr. Christopher 
Weinberger in the Colorado State University Mechanical Engineering Department for his input on modeling 
techniques utilized in this study.

Author contributions
T.G.A., L.F., A.I., S.W.D. wrote the manuscript text, A.I., B.D.S., B.B.W., and T.L.H.D. assisted with the methods, 
T.W.S. assisted with data procurement. All authors reviewed the manuscript text.

https://wgfd.wyo.gov/Wildlife-in-Wyoming/More-Wildlife/Handbook-Bio-Techniques
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-1-4757-2968-9.pdf
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-1-4757-2968-9.pdf
http://www.astm.org/cgi-bin/resolver.cgi?D1621-16


14

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2020) 10:18916  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-76021-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to T.G.A.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creat iveco mmons .org/licen ses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2020

www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Bioinspired material architectures from bighorn sheep horncore velar bone for impact loading applications
	Materials and methods
	Material samples. 
	Velar bone architecture. 
	Bighorn sheep velar bone mimic generation. 
	Manufacture and mechanical testing. 
	Finite element model generation. 
	Velar bone mimic iterative design process. 
	Statistical analyses. 

	Results
	Velar architecture quantification. 
	Finite element model evaluation. 
	Finite element modeling of velar bone mimics. 
	Compression testing. 
	Impact testing. 
	Stepwise regressions. 

	Discussion
	References
	Acknowledgements


