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ABSTRACT PARTICIPANTS DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to compare the results of a maximal jump ¢ One male athlete from a Division 1 lacrosse team (n=1) * CMJ on difleren; tr'aining dﬁg thana-]foB Backflqtiat VBT so
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resistance training. The aim of the study was to evaluate an undulating « Defensive player, starter on the team « Sinusoidal results promote characteristics of the undulating

velocity-based training (VBT) program for the barbell back squat compound

Participant was not informed of participation until after data collection program
movement and how it would affect maximal counter-movement jump (CM])

height. VBT equipment was used to track variables such as mean velocity, M E TH O D s

mean power, and peak power for the barbell back squat movement for one

Mean power across training days peaked during Week 5, but
steadily picked up again at the end of the program

Overview .
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*Justjump mats used to measure
vertical jump height

set per week of the program. The main findings inferred that the results of the Results reflect target velocities for each respective week

* Ten-week training program
e (Table 1)

'VBT program had a positive affect on the lower extremity power production o T Ve s e i B e el oy e e e g

ca ities in the form of increased jump height measurements. Results vertical jump heights utilizing CM] height
pabilities in the f f i d jump height Resul jump heig] g CM] heig’

Some missing data due to missing training days for
competition

+Vitruve VBT equipment used to BB
back squat velocity

displayed that the undulating program was also viewed as suitable for * Goal: Assessing the effect of undulating VBT program on lower extremity

athletes training in-season. muscular power through CM] assessments

Emphasis on accelerative strength training zone for the VBT

- program (Figure 2)?
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regardless of training program.’:3 ‘Prescribed sets vs open sets T ) Lower extremity strgngth and.power I
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* VBT has grown with new research and technology, Training performance®1°

expanding in the last decade.* Zones
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Factors affecting 1RM include biological and technical
variance, fatigue, motivation, and test reliability.5¢
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VBT considers these factors and prescribes loads
based on sub-maximal working sets.!
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