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Abstract Final Design and Testing

The goal for this semester was to design an auricular prosthesis attachment mechanism. The
design will enable the user to attach and remove the prosthesis with ease while preserving a
secure attachment to the surgically implanted cranial abutments. The simplicity and everyday
functionality of the mechanism will be critical to the success of any design. We employed the use
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*Spring-Sheath and Sheath designs absorbed more force before being removed from

DeSign Criteria FUture Work base than the control in all three tests

Design Aspects Each of the three tests was chosen for its ability to mimic common situations in
which an ear prosthesis could be dislodged in everyday life

The amount of force needed to remove the prosthesis straight off of the abutments
was not measured because our goal was to remove restrictions on intentional
removal

*Prosthesis must resist unintentional dislodgement Final design would incorporate a flat spring, making attachment

*Must remain low-profile and aesthetically pleasing less bulky with decreased possibility for silicone leakage

*Able to withstand 5 Ib of force in any direction -Design would be made to fit on actual 4.4mm medical-grade
o Approximately the force allowed by the current three magnet and o-ring design, as abutments

determined by testing

oIncreases consistency and accuracy of testing results
Adaptable/scalable to current 4.4 mm abutments

*All components would be made of standard biocompatible
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