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Objectives

Recurrent instability measures
* Recurrent dislocation
» Subijective instability
» Revision surgery

Range of Motion
« External rotation (side/abduction)
» Forward Flexion

Functional Outcomes
« American Shoulder and Elbow Surgeons (ASES) Score
« Single Assessment Numeric Evaluation (SANE) Score

Return to Sport
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Bankart Bankart + Remplissage Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bastard etal. 2019 3 39 0 28 36% 547[0.27,110.186) >
Cho etal. 2016 5 35 0 37 38% 1352[0.72,254.36) >
Domos etal. 2019 6 20 1 20 6.6% 8.14[0.88, 75.48) >
Franceschietal. 2012 3 25 0 25 36% 7.93(0.39,162.07) g
Garcia etal. 2015 3 14 1 10 55% 2.45(0.22, 27 .84)
Horinek et al. 2022 7 75 1 48 7.2% 4.84 [0.58, 40.63)
Hughes et al. 2018 8 20 2 21 11.2% 6.33[1.15,35.01)
Koetal. 2016 5 24 0 24  37% 1382[0.72,265.52) g
Linetal 2023 14 127 1 56 7.7% 6.81[0.87,53.15) >
MacDonald et al. 2021 9 50 . 52 13.0% 5.49(1.12, 26.83) -
Miyamoto et al. 2017 0 18 0 18 Not estimable
Nourissat et al. 2011 1 17 1 15 4.0% 0.88 [0.05,15.33)
i Rec u rre nt Pandeyetal. 2020 13 77 2 59 13.9% 5.79[1.25, 26.76)
- - Paul etal. 2022 3 3 4 31 13.0% 0.72(0.15, 3.54)
D IS I Ocatl O n Yu etal. 2023 1 28 0 25 31%  278[0.11,71.43) »
Total (95% CI) 600 469 100.0% 4.22[2.38,7.48) ’
- - Total events 81 15
Heterogeneity. Tau*= 0,00, Chi*=8.70,df=13 (P=0.79), F= 0% k t t i
i S u bj eCtlve Testfor overall effect Z = 4.94 (P < 0.00001) 0.02 0.1 10 50

Favours Isolated Bankart Favours Remplissage

Instability

Bankart Bankart + Remplissage Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
.. Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
P R Bastard etal. 2019 11 39 0 28 61% 23.00[1.29,40017) +
eVI S I O n Cho etal. 2016 9 35 2 37 11.4% 6.06 [1.21, 30.43)
Domos et al. 2019 7 20 1 20 84%  10.23[1.12,93.34) >
S u rg e ry Franceschi et al. 2012 5 25 0 25 59% 13.68[0.71,262.17) »
Frantz et al. 2020 3 104 0 38 58% 2.66(0.13, 52.61) »
Garcia etal, 2015 8 14 2 10 10.0% 5.33[0.82, 34.83) -
® OR=336 (8% VS. Ko etal. 2016 5 24 0 24 59% 13.82[0.72, 265.52) >
2 1 0/ Nourissat et al. 2011 1 17 1 15 6.1% 0.88 [0.05, 15.33)
. o) Pandey et al. 2020 13 77 2 59 11.8% 5.79[1.25, 26.76)
Paul etal. 2022 8 3 14 M 148% 0.42[0.14,1.23) —_—
. p=0003 Yu etal. 2023 20 28 8 25 140%  5.31(1.64,17.19) —_—
. | 2— 4% Total (95% CI) 414 312 100.0% 4.18[1.77, 9.89] .
Total events 90 30
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.02; Chi*= 21.61, df= 10 (P = 0.02); F= 54% 0 5 0=1 1 1=0 50=

Test for overall effect. Z= 3.25 (P = 0.001)
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Results

* ER at side

Bankart Remplissage Mean Difference Mean Difference
* SU bg rou p on pOSt' Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1 Cho etal 2016 62 14 35 58 19 37 6.5% 4.00[-3.68,11.68] =
Operatlve Values Franceschietal 2012 58 158 25 56 176 25 52% 200[7.27,11.27] S—
also not significant | Franzetal 2020 -8 11 104 10 14 38 95%  2.00[-2.93,6.93 —T—
Horinek et al. 2022 61 15 75 62 12 43 9.7% -1.00 [-5.80, 3.80) —
. Ko etal. 2016 -14.4 7 24 113 5 24 11.5% -3.10[-6.54, 0.34) |
® E R I n Linetal 2023 606 122 127 623 109 56 11.3% -1.70 [-5.26, 1.86) ~—r
. MacDonald et al. 2021 556 28 50 538 27 52 13.9% 1.80[0.73, 2.87) R
a bd U Ct| on Miyamoto et al. 2017 65 97 18 445 117 18 71% 20.50(13.48,27.52)
Pandeyetal. 2020 -153 7.2 77 -18.7 101 59 12.0% 3.40[0.36, 6.44) =
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* No S|gn|f|cance Yu etal. 2023 148 129 28 18 152 25 65% 3.20[-4.44,1084) —t
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o FO rwa rd Testfor overall effect: Z=1.38 (P=0.17) Favours Remplissage Favours Bankart

Flexion
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External rotation (ER)



Results

o Ret u rn to Bankart Bankart + Remplissage Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CIl M-H, Random, 95% CI
= = Domos etal. 2019 18 20 20 20 21% 0.18[0.01,4.01]) ¢
p re -I nj u ry Franceschietal 2012 14 19 16 20 89% 0.70(0.16,3.13)
Garciaetal 2015 7 14 7 10 6.8% 0.43[0.08, 2.37]
Ieve I Of S po rt Horinek et al. 2022 54 75 39 48 257% 0.59(0.25,1.43] —_——r—
Hughes et al. 2018 8 17 9 15 101% 059([015,242) ¢
Linetal 2023 101 127 51 56 195% 0.38[0.14,1.05) =
Paul et al. 2022 10 19 8 14 104% 0.83[0.21,3.39) b
¢ AS E S SCO re Yuetal. 2023 14 28 16 25 16.5% 0.56[0.19,1.69] .
e MD=-2.43 Total (95% Cl) 319 208 100.0% 0.54 [0.35, 0.85) i
) Total events 226 166
° p=004 Heterogeneity: Tau’f 0.00; Chi*=157,df=7 (P=0.98); F=0% 50_05 sz ; é 203
Testfor overall effect Z=2.69 (P = 0.007) Favours Remplissage Favours Bankart
¢ 12=0%
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Limitations

* Heterogeneity in glenoid bone loss and Hill-Sachs lesion size

* Differences in methods to quantify bone loss; differences in
reporting of Hill-Sachs lesion size

 Level lll studies (retrospective in nature) susceptible to bias
* No reporting of clinical significance outcomes (CSO)




Conclusion

* Lower rates of recurrent instability measures
» Recurrent dislocation, subjective instability, and revision surgery

* No significant difference in post-operative range of motion
between procedures

 Higher rates of return to pre-injury level of sport
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