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Ectopic bone formation is a unique biologic entity—distinct from other areas of skeletal biology. Animal research
models of ectopic bone formation most often employ rodent models and have unique advantages over ortho-
topic (bone) environments, including a relative lack of bone cytokine stimulation and cell-to-cell interaction with
endogenous (host) bone-forming cells. This allows for relatively controlled in vivo experimental bone formation.
A wide variety of ectopic locations have been used for experimentation, including subcutaneous, intramuscular,
and kidney capsule transplantation. The method, benefits and detractions of each method are summarized in the
following review. Briefly, subcutaneous implantation is the simplest method. However, the most pertinent
concern is the relative paucity of bone formation in comparison to other models. Intramuscular implantation is
also widely used and relatively simple, however intramuscular implants are exposed to skeletal muscle satellite
progenitor cells. Thus, distinguishing host from donor osteogenesis becomes challenging without cell-tracking
studies. The kidney capsule (perirenal or renal capsule) method is less widely used and more technically
challenging. It allows for supraphysiologic blood and nutrient resource, promoting robust bone growth. In
summary, ectopic bone models are extremely useful in the evaluation of bone-forming stem cells, new os-
teoinductive biomaterials, and growth factors; an appropriate choice of model, however, will greatly increase
experimental success.

What Is Ectopic Bone Formation?

Ectopic bone, from the Greek word ektopos or ‘‘away
from a place,’’ refers to the ossification of tissues outside

their usual origins. Ectopic bone formation is most often ex-
perimentally induced, but does also have clinical relevance. For
example, ectopic bone has long been described as a congenital
or inherited malformation [1–4], or a complication of various
conditions such as paraplegia [5,6], posthip arthroplasty [7,8],
postburn, or traumatic injury [9–11]. Such pathologic forma-
tion of endochondral bone in soft tissues such as muscle, sub-
cutaneous tissue, and fibrous tissue adjacent to joints is called
heterotopic ossification (HO). Up to 10% of patients who have
invasive surgery will develop this debilitating complication,
which is thought to be caused by local inflammation followed
by recruitment of skeletal progenitor cells [12,13]. Though less
frequently observed, hereditary forms of ectopic bone forma-
tion also exist. One such disease entity is called fibrodysplasia
ossificans progressiva resulting from a mutation in the ACVR1
gene that causes upregulation of BMP1 [14]. Experimental in-
duction of bone tissue has been long-standing, first in muscle

pouch and subcutaneous models [15,16], and more recently in
the kidney capsule model. Each of these experimental entities
offers distinct advantages and drawbacks that will be dis-
cussed below.

Ectopic Versus Orthotopic Bone Formation

The distinction between ectopic and orthotopic bone for-
mation is an important one. Orthotopic bone formation is
derived from the greek word orthos meaning ‘‘straight, right’’
and refers to studies in which bone is formed in its correct
anatomical location. Such studies can either be nonsurgical
(eg, the injection of materials into the long bone periosteum)
or surgical (eg, a calvarial defect in which material is grafted
in the defect site). In these instances, the distinct biochemical
and mechanical environment of an orthotopic bone model
should not be overlooked. Bone injury has long been un-
derstood to elicit a cascade of signaling pathway activation,
including fibroblast growth factor [17], transforming growth
factor-beta (TGF-b) [18], Hedgehog [19], and Wingless Pro-
tein (Wnt) signaling [20] among others. This upregulation of
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pro-osteogenic signaling cascades has been shown to be
critical for successful MSC-mediated osseous repair of bone
injury [21]. The bone morphogenetic protein (BMP) signal-
ing pathway, for example, is acutely upregulated in a
mouse calvarial defect model. This upregulation enables
adipose-derived stem cells to successfully ossify a critical-
sized defect [21].

The mechanical forces exerted on a graft site should be
considered as well. MSC transplantation into a long bone
defect is subject to significant stress/strain forces with
weight-bearing and locomotion [22]. In contrast, ectopic
models are largely void of mechanical force (perhaps slight
compression of the implant depending on its size can be
observed, especially in the kidney capsule model). Bio-
mechanical forces are well-studied, involving a cascade of
signaling events leading to bone formation, or ‘‘mechano-
transduction’’ [22–25]. It is important to realize that ectopic
bone models allow for near-complete removal of this po-
tential extraneous experimental variable. Thus, ectopic bone
formation models reduce the number of variables involved
in bone formation, eliminating (or reducing) the effects of
bone stimulating cytokines, bone forming cells, endogenous
stem cells, and potentially bone-stimulating mechan-
otransduction. Each of the commonly used models discussed
below has significant advantages and drawbacks.

Models of Ectopic Bone Formation

Subcutaneous implantation

Subcutaneous implantation is the most simplistic of all
experimental models of ectopic bone formation. Surgically, it
is the easiest of all models and a novice can perform this
procedure with success after learning basic suturing tech-
nique. Nearly any mammalian animal model can be chosen,
ranging from mouse and rat to rabbit, dog, and pig among
numerous others (see Table 1 for a review). Rodent models
are preferable and most widely used due to their low cost,
lax skin (which accommodates large-volume implants), and
availability of immunodeficient rodents for xenograft-based
experiments. Generally, incisions should be made on the
dorsum of the rodent so as to prevent the animals from re-
moving their own sutures. Alternatively, intradermal stitches
can be placed which avoids the possible need to dress the
wound. Classically, bone marrow derived mesenchymal
stem cells (BMSCs) are the most commonly studied cell type
(Table 1). The availability of immunodeficient rats and mice
makes possible and practical the transplantation of human-
derived cells for increased clinical relevance. Cells may be
transplanted immediately after derivation, after culture ex-
pansion, or after predifferentiation [26]. In such cases, pre-
differentiation may ensure adequate in vivo bone formation.
However, culture time and conditions may change the
overall composition of a cell population [27,28]. Further,
predifferentiation is less ideal for clinical translation as the
barrier for regulatory approval is higher if cells are taken
ex vivo before implantation. Mesenchymal cells have been
shown to have the ability to form bone when placed in an
osteogenic environment; however, subcutaneous implanta-
tion often requires cytokine supplementation or molecular
modifications [29,30]. Cell delivery methods are widely
variable, from stiff poly lactic glycolic acid, to composite gels
and other matrices. As an alternative to material scaffolds,

culture-expanded cell sheets can be rolled and implanted
without a carrier, showing new bone formation [31]. In ad-
dition, various growth factors and other stimuli have been
added such as BMP2 and vascular endothelial growth factor
to name a few (see again Table 1).

One of the more important considerations for subcutane-
ous bone models is a technical one. The physical identifica-
tion of the implant can be challenging, especially as newly-
formed bone can be similar in color to the surrounding
dermal tissues. Moreover, the lax skin of rodents allows for
potentially significant migration of an implant, a difficulty
that can be compounded by small implant sizes. The authors
suggest the use of colored scaffolds or the labeling of cells/
implants with a dye before implantation to facilitate identi-
fication upon removal. This becomes increasingly important
with longer-term studies with months separating implanta-
tion and harvest.

Another consideration for subcutaneous bone formation is
the theoretical lack of naturally bone-forming stem cells
within the intradermal environment. This is in direct contrast
to intramuscular bone formation (see below) in which stri-
ated muscle satellite progenitor cells are readily able to form
bone, given an appropriate osteogenic stimulus. This lack of
endogenous bone-forming cells may be a benefit or a dis-
advantage depending on the experimental design. For ex-
ample, it may be a benefit if an exogenous stem cell is
implanted, ensuring that in theory the predominant, newly-
formed bone is from exogenous origin. On the other hand, it
may be a detraction if the study is designed to expressly test
a biomaterial scaffold, in which case an endogenous bone-
forming stromal cell may be needed to ensure adequate bone
formation. A similar caveat should also be considered in
subcutaneous models: skin injury has been shown to result in
the honing of circulating progenitor cells to the defect site
[32], and one cannot definitively exclude these progenitor
cell types from participating in bone formation.

Finally, subcutaneous models may show inferior bone-
forming capacity in comparison to other experimental
models of ectopic bone formation. In general, relatively
greater ectopic bone formation is observed within the intra-
muscular compartment compared with intradermal com-
partment [33]. For example, in one study performed on dogs
and pigs, bone formation could be histologically observed
after 45 days after intramuscular transplantation in contrast
to 60 days after subcutaneous implantation [34]. However,
exceptions to this general observation do exist, where, for
example, a particular nano-crystalline hydroxyapatite scaf-
fold produced significantly more subcutaneous rather than
intramuscular bone in minipigs [35]. In general, the reduced
ectopic bone formation in subcutaneous models may be due
to reduced vascularization and blood flow—which is espe-
cially striking in comparison to the infrarenal capsule model
as discussed below. Therefore, a lack of robust subcutaneous
bone formation and the need for extended in vivo ‘‘incuba-
tion’’ times may limit the utility of subcutaneous models.

Muscle pouch implantation

Muscle Pouch (or intramuscular) implantation has a rich
history in bone formation. In fact, BMPs were first studied
for their ability to induce bone formation in a muscle pouch
model [36]. Like subcutaneous ectopic bone formation,

658 SCOTT ET AL.



T
a

b
l

e
2.

R
e

c
e

n
t

S
t

u
d

i
e

s
U

s
i
n

g
I
n

t
r

a
m

u
s
c

u
l

a
r

I
m

p
l

a
n

t
a

t
i
o

n

A
rt

ic
le

N
o.

P
M

ID
A

u
th

or
Y

ea
r

S
it

e
C

el
l(

s)
P

ro
te

in
(s

)
S

ca
ff

ol
d

(s
)

D
u

ra
ti

on
R

es
u

lt
s

A
n

im
al

1.
21

24
18

35
B

ar
b

ie
ri

7
5

20
11

D
o

rs
u

m
—

—
B

ip
h

as
ic

ca
lc

iu
m

p
h

o
sp

h
at

e
p

ar
ti

cl
es

co
m

b
in

ed
w

it
h

5
d

if
fe

re
n

t
p

o
ly

m
er

ic
g

el
s

12
W

ee
k

s
B

o
n

e
fo

rm
at

io
n

w
as

se
en

w
it

h
B

C
P

al
o

n
e

o
r

w
it

h
m

o
st

p
o

ly
m

er
ic

g
el

fo
rm

u
la

ti
o

n
ex

ce
p

ti
n

g
p

o
ly

v
in

y
l

al
co

h
o

l

S
h

ee
p

2.
20

96
77

73
Q

u
7
6

20
11

H
in

d
li

m
b

R
ab

b
it

n
eo

n
at

al
B

M
S

C
s

—
P

o
ly

v
in

y
l

al
co

h
o

l/
g

el
at

in
-n

an
o

-
h

y
d

ro
x

y
ap

at
it

e/
p

o
ly

am
id

e6
sc

af
fo

ld

12
W

ee
k

s
U

se
o

f
n

o
v

el
b

il
ay

er
im

p
la

n
t

an
d

B
M

S
C

s
p

ro
d

u
ce

d
a

n
eo

ca
rt

il
ag

e
w

it
h

su
b

ch
o

n
d

ra
l

b
o

n
e

li
k

e
st

ru
ct

u
re

R
ab

b
it

3.
21

47
81

02
G

ö
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intramuscular bone formation may also be used in nearly
any animal model (see Table 2). Although the mainstay re-
mains rodent models, intramuscular implantation is read-
ily translatable to larger animals (dog, pig, goat, and
sheep). Intramuscular implantation has also been used in the
human patient to successfully generate bone. For example, in
2004 Warnke et al. reported the intramuscular growth of a
replacement human mandible using autologous bone mar-
row and BMP7 [37]. As another example, Heliotis et al.
determined that even without added stem cells, BMP7 with
hydroxyapatite can lead to replacement mandible ossifica-
tion [38].

In small animal models, the hind limb is preferentially
used. Generally, the authors suggest implantation in the
thigh complex that affords space for a large-volume implant.
In the thigh muscles of a mouse, for example, a maximum
volume of up to *150 mL can be implanted. By contrast, the
lower leg can be used for smaller volume implants. Benefits
of using the lower leg are a readily palpable implant that can
be monitored for growth or imaged by surface ultrasound if
desired. Intramuscular implantation in a large animal is most
often in the dorsal musculature, including paraspinal mus-
cles or trapezius.

In recent years, BMP2 and other BMPs have been widely
studied in intramuscular ectopic bone models [39]. BMPs are
known to stimulate the osteogenic differentiation of native
skeletal muscle satellite cells. This reinforces an important
distinction between the intramuscular implantation model
and other ectopic bone models: the presence of a native
skeletal progenitor cells. If another osteoprogenitor cell
source is experimentally implanted in a muscle pouch envi-
ronment, it becomes critical to identify the cells on later
histological analysis. This can be achieved by transfection
with a reporter system, by gender mismatch of host and
donor, or by xenografting and detection of species-specific
antigens among other techniques. These techniques will al-
low for definitive identification of hosts from donor-derived
bone. This extra step in analysis is vital for valid interpre-
tation of intramuscular bone formation and could be a con-
sideration to opt for another ectopic bone formation assay.

Another critical distinction to make for intramuscular
implantation experiments is that of the pro-osteogenic cyto-
kine elaboration from sites of muscle injury. BMP signaling
has been shown to be naturally upregulated postmuscle in-
jury via Smad activation [40,41]. Normally this is important
for the regulation of proliferation and myogenic differentia-
tion of skeletal muscle satellite cells and their descendants.
However, this heightened BMP signaling postmuscle injury
theoretically represents a potentially confounding factor in
intramuscular ectopic bone models. Like BMP signaling,
other signaling pathways known to be important in osteo-
genesis are also upregulated by muscular injury. These in-
clude TGF-b1 and insulin-like growth factor 1 to name a few
[42,43]. In light of these findings, it is important to utilize
blunt dissection rather than traumatic sheering of muscle
fibers when creating the potential space for implant inser-
tion. A relatively atraumatic muscle pocket creation will
theoretically minimize this natural upregulation of BMP and
other pro-osteogenic cytokines. On that note, similar cyto-
kines are upregulated after cutaneous injury (most promi-
nently TGF-b1), and may also play a confounding role in
subcutaneous ectopic bone models.

Kidney capsule implantation

The kidney capsule model is a less frequently used
method of ectopic bone formation, primarily owing to its
relative technical difficulty in comparison to subcutaneous
or intramuscular transplantation. Material is placed be-
tween the thin, fibrous capsule of the kidney and the un-
derlying renal parenchyma. This material can be inserted
either directly by injection with a small gauge needle, or
surgically by creating a small incision in the capsule and
gently inserting the material underneath the capsule. For
the insertion method, a space should be created using
blunt dissection (eg, using a melted Pasteur pipette). Un-
like in primates, the kidney of rodents is an intraperitoneal
organ and so the peritoneum must be incised before vi-
sualization of the kidney. The surgical insertion method is
more technically challenging than the injection method, so
prior practice is advisable. Most importantly, the capsule
should remain intact to ensure that the implant stays in
place and that proper vascularization will ensue. Material
should not be injected into the parenchyma of the organ.
Both the peritoneum and skin should be sutured after
implantation.

A list of recent citations using the kidney capsule model
for bone formation can be found in Table 3. The majority of
studies utilize mice (either wild-type or immunocompro-
mised), while a few use rats. BMSCs are the most commonly
studied cell type, while cells derived from the tooth are often
studied as well. A wide array of materials can be used for
implantation including gels, bone matrices, and biodegrad-
able sponges. A cell suspension or cell pellet can be injected
as well, without any scaffold or carrier. The majority of im-
plants are thereafter analyzed from 1 to 4 weeks post-
implantation, but studies even up to 10 months in length
have been described [44].

Significant features of the renal capsule model include: (1)
increased blood flow to the implant, (2) theoretical lack of
endogenous bone-forming stem cells, (3) size limitations of
the implant, and (4) compressive force on the implant. Each
will be considered in turn below. First, implants placed in the
subrenal capsular assay are exposed to significant blood flow
and likewise blood-borne nutrients. This has led in reports to
supraphysiologic bone growth in comparison to native bone
samples [45]. However, this can be considered a benefit ra-
ther than a detraction as engrafted cells are likely to survive
and proliferate once in place. Moreover, the highly vascular
environment may allow for the development of complex
tissue types such as tooth-like structures in the field of dental
research [46–48] and calvarial suture-like structures [45].
Secondly, the subrenal capsule microenvironment is theo-
retically free of bone-forming endogenous stem cells. While
trafficking of endogenous stem cells is theoretical, it is almost
certain that the engrafted cells are responsible for any ob-
served bone formation. Third, limitations on the size of im-
plant can be of concern, as larger volumes can inadvertently
tear the capsule. While mice are most often used, rats can be
substituted for larger implants (Table 3). Fourth and finally,
the capsular tissue overlying the engrafted cells may be fairly
taut, especially if large-volume implants are used. This can
relay a compressive force onto the implant itself, which may
predispose to cartilage over bone formation depending on
the cell type [49–51].
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Summary

Experimentally induced ectopic bone formation is a well-
studied, well-described entity with subcutaneous, intra-
muscular, and kidney capsule transplantation being the
most common models. Briefly, the most pertinent concern
for subcutaneous implantation is the potential lack of ro-
bust bone growth, potentially attributable to poor blood
flow. Intramuscular implantation exposes the implant to
satellite progenitor cells, which theoretically makes distin-
guishing host from donor osteogenesis difficult. The kidney
capsule method allows for supraphysiologic blood and
nutrient resource, allowing for robust bone growth despite
being a technically challenging assay. All 3 models are valid
experimental entities; however, their distinct differences
should be taken into account when either constructing or
analyzing an experiment. Analyses of such models are
crucial to understand the osteogenic differentiation of cells
independent from an osseous environment. Thus, as skel-
etal tissue engineering progresses and the use of osteogenic
progenitor cells becomes more commonplace, such models
will hopefully allow for optimization of bone formation.
Conversely, understanding the biology of ectopic bone
formation might also allow for improved treatments of
debilitations such as HO.
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Åberg, R Tang, S Larsson and J Hilborn. (2011). Calcium
phosphates compounds in conjunction with hydrogel as
carrier for BMP-2: a study on ectopic bone formation in
rats. Acta Biomater 7:3042–3049.

79. Lee JH, KM Lee, HR Baek, SJ Jang, JH Lee and HS Ryu.
(2011). Combined effects of porous hydroxyapatite and
demineralized bone matrix on bone induction: in vitro and
in vivo study using a nude rat model. Biomed Mater
6:015008.

80. Luca L, AL Rougemont, BH Walpoth, L Boure, A Tami, JM
Anderson, O Jordan and R Gurny. (2010). Injectable
rhBMP-2-loaded chitosan hydrogel composite: os-
teoinduction at ectopic site and in segmental long bone
defect. J Biomed Mater Res A 96:66–74.

81. Barbieri D, AJ Renard, JD de Bruijn and H Yuan. (2010).
Heterotopic bone formation by nano-apatite containing
poly(D,L-lactide) composites. Eur Cell Mater 19:252–261.

82. Habibovic P, MV Juhl, S Clyens, R Martinetti, L Dolcini, N
Theilgaard and van CA Blitterswijk. (2010). Comparison of
two carbonated apatite ceramics in vivo. Acta Biomater
6:2219–2226.

83. Jeong BC, HJ Kim, IH Bae, KN Lee, KY Lee, WM Oh, SH
Kim, IC Kang, SE Lee, et al. (2010). COMP-Ang1, a chimeric
form of Angiopoietin 1, enhances BMP2-induced osteoblast
differentiation and bone formation. Bone 46:479–486.

84. van Gaalen SM, WJ Dhert, MC Kruyt, H Yuan, FC Oner,
CA van Blitterswijk, AJ Verbout and JD de Bruijn. (2010).
Goat bone tissue engineering: comparing an intramuscular
with a posterolateral lumbar spine location. Tissue Eng Part
A 16:685–693.

85. Nan K, S Sun, Y Li, H Chen, T Wu and F Lu. (2010). Ectopic
osteogenic ability of calcium phosphate scaffolds cultured
with osteoblasts. J Biomed Mater Res A 93:464–468.

86. Luca L, AL Rougemont, BH Walpoth, R Gurny and O
Jordan. (2010). The effects of carrier nature and pH on
rhBMP-2-induced ectopic bone formation. J Control Release
147:38–44.

87. Geuze RE, PA Everts, MC Kruyt, AJ Verbout, J Alblas and WJ
Dhert. (2009). Orthotopic location has limited benefit from
allogeneic or autologous multipotent stromal cells seeded on
ceramic scaffolds. Tissue Eng Part A 15:3231–3239.

88. Jeong BC, YS Lee, YY Park, IH Bae, DK Kim, SH Koo, HR
Choi, SH Kim, RT Franceschi, et al. (2009). The orphan
nuclear receptor estrogen receptor-related receptor gamma
negatively regulates BMP2-induced osteoblast differentia-
tion and bone formation. J Biol Chem 284:14211–14218.

89. Lounev VY, R Ramachandran, MN Wosczyna, M Yama-
moto, AD Maidment, EM Shore, DL Glaser, DJ Goldhamer
and FS Kaplan. (2009). Identification of progenitor cells that
contribute to heterotopic skeletogenesis. J Bone Joint Surg
Am 91:652–663.

666 SCOTT ET AL.



90. Deleted.
91. Watanuki M, KN Kishimoto, S Kotajima, S Iwabuchi and S

Kokubun. (2009). Effect of low-intensity pulsed ultrasound
on scaffold-free ectopic bone formation in skeletal muscle.
Ups J Med Sci 114:242–248.

92. Yao J, X Li, C Bao, C Zhang, Z Chen, H Fan and X Zhang.
(2009). Ectopic bone formation in adipose-derived stromal
cell-seeded osteoinductive calcium phosphate scaffolds. J
Biomater Appl 24:607–624.

93. Le Nihouannen D, A Saffarzadeh, O Gauthier, F Moreau, P
Pilet, R Spaethe, P Layrolle and G Daculsi. (2008). Bone
tissue formation in sheep muscles induced by a biphasic
calcium phosphate ceramic and fibrin glue composite. J
Mater Sci Mater Med 19:667–675.

94. Kruyt MC, WJ Dhert, FC Oner, CA van Blitterswijk, AJ
Verbout and JD de Bruijn. (2007). Analysis of ectopic and
orthotopic bone formation in cell-based tissue-engineered
constructs in goats. Biomaterials 28:1798–1805.

95. Corsi KA, JB Pollett, JA Phillippi, A Usas, G Li and J Huard.
(2007). Osteogenic potential of postnatal skeletal muscle-
derived stem cells is influenced by donor sex. J Bone Miner
Res 22:1592–1602.

96. Kotajima S, KN Kishimoto, M Watanuki, M Hatori and S
Kokubun. (2006). Gene expression analysis of ectopic bone
formation induced by electroporatic gene transfer of BMP4.
Ups J Med Sci 111:231–241.

97. Kakudo N, K Kusumoto, A Kuro and Y Ogawa. (2006).
Effect of recombinant human fibroblast growth factor-2 on
intramuscular ectopic osteoinduction by recombinant hu-
man bone morphogenetic protein-2 in rats. Wound Repair
Regen 14:336–342.

98. Trojani C, F Boukhechba, JC Scimeca, F Vandenbos, JF
Michiels, G Daculsi, P Boileau, P Weiss, GF Carle and Ro-
chet N. (2006). Ectopic bone formation using an injectable
biphasic calcium phosphate/Si-HPMC hydrogel composite
loaded with undifferentiated bone marrow stromal cells.
Biomaterials 27:3256–3264.

99. Yuan H, CA van Blitterswijk, K de Groot and JD de Bruijn.
(2006). Cross-species comparison of ectopic bone formation
in biphasic calcium phosphate (BCP) and hydroxyapatite
(HA) scaffolds. Tissue Eng 12:1607–1615.

100. Kakudo N, K Kusumoto, YB Wang, Y Iguchi and Y Ogawa.
(2006). Immunolocalization of vascular endothelial growth
factor on intramuscular ectopic osteoinduction by bone
morphogenetic protein-2. Life Sci 79:1847–1855.

101. Deleted.
102. Deleted.
103. Deleted.

104. Deleted.
105. Chan CK, CC Chen, CA Luppen, JB Kim, AT DeBoer, K

Wei, JA Helms, CJ Kuo, DL Kraft and IL Weissman. (2009).
Endochondral ossification is required for haematopoietic
stem-cell niche formation. Nature 457:490–494.

106. Deleted.
107. Prigozhina TB, S Khitrin, G Elkin, O Eizik, S Morecki and S

Slavin. (2008). Mesenchymal stromal cells lose their im-
munosuppressive potential after allotransplantation. Exp
Hematol 36:1370–1376.

108. Deleted.
109. Kim JY, SW Cho, HJ Hwang, MJ Lee, JM Lee, J Cai, SH

Choi, CK Kim and HS Jung. (2007). Evidence for expan-
sion-based temporal BMP4/NOGGIN interactions in
specifying periodontium morphogenesis. Cell Tissue Res
330:123–132.

110. Deleted.
111. Braut A, EJ Kollar and M Mina. (2003). Analysis of the

odontogenic and osteogenic potentials of dental pulp in
vivo using a Col1a1-2.3-GFP transgene. Int J Dev Biol
47:281–292.

112. Gurevich O, A Vexler, G Marx, T Prigozhina, L Levdansky,
S Slavin, I Shimeliovich and R Gorodetsky. (2002). Fibrin
microbeads for isolating and growing bone marrow-de-
rived progenitor cells capable of forming bone tissue. Tis-
sue Eng 8:661–672.

113. Berger E, I Bleiberg, Y Weisman, B Lifschitz-Mercer, L
Leider-Trejo, A Harel, AM Kaye and D Somjen. (2001). The
hormonal milieu in early stages of bone cell differentiation
modifies the subsequent sex-specific responsiveness of the
developing bone to gonadal steroids. J Bone Miner Res
16:823–831.

Address correspondence to:
Dr. Aaron W. James

Dental and Craniofacial Research Institute
and Section of Orthodontics

School of Dentistry
University of California

MRL 2641A, 675 Charles E. Young Drive South
Los Angeles, CA 90095

E-mail: aaronwjames1@gmail.com

Received for publication September 13, 2011
Accepted after revision November 14, 2011

Prepublished on Liebert Instant Online November 15, 2011

ECTOPIC BONE FORMATION 667



This article has been cited by:

1. Marina Trouillas, Marie Prat, Christelle Doucet, Isabelle Ernou, Corinne Laplace-Builhé, Patrick Blancard, Xavier Holy, Jean-
Jacques Lataillade. 2013. A new platelet cryoprecipitate glue promoting bone formation after ectopic mesenchymal stromal cell-
loaded biomaterial implantation in nude mice. Stem Cell Research & Therapy 4:1, 1. [CrossRef]

2. Mandi J. Lopez, Patrick R. Daigle. 2013. Adult Multipotent Stromal Cell Technology for Bone Regeneration: A Review.
Veterinary Surgery 42:1, 1-11. [CrossRef]

3. Nasser Sadr, Benjamin E. Pippenger, Arnaud Scherberich, David Wendt, Sara Mantero, Ivan Martin, Adam Papadimitropoulos.
2012. Enhancing the biological performance of synthetic polymeric materials by  decoration with engineered, decellularized
extracellular matrix. Biomaterials 33:20, 5085-5093. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/scrt149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-950X.2012.01077.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2012.03.082

