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Strength of Recommendations

Strength Of
Recommendation

Overall Strength
Of Evidence

Description Of
Evidence Quality

Strong

Moderate

Limited

Consensus

Strong

Moderate or Strong

Limited, Moderate or Strong

No Reliable Evidence

Evidence from two or more “High” quality
studies with consistent findings for
recommending for or against the intervention.
Also requires no reasons to downgrade from the
EtD framework

Evidence from two or more “Moderate” quality
studies with consistent findings, or evidence
from a single “High” gquality study for_
recommending for or against the intervention.
Also requires no or only minor concerns
addressed in the EtD framework.

Evidence from one or more “Low” quality
studies with consistent findings or evidence
from a single “Moderate” ckuallt%/ study
recommending for or a%alnstt e intervention.
Also, higher strength evidence can be
downgraded to limited due to major concerns
addressed in the EtD Framework.

There is no supporting evidence, or higher
quality evidence was downgraded due to major
concerns addressed in the EtD framework. Inthe
absence of reliable evidence, the quideline work
group is making a recommendation based on
their clinical opinion.




Quality of Evidence

Randomized
Study Random Sequence Allocation Concealment Blinding Incomplete Outcome Selective Other Bias Strength
Generation _ - Data Reporting -

Blaine, T., 2008 () (¢ ] [ ] [ ] ® ® High Quality

Di Giacomo, G., 2015 o o O . . . Moderate Quality
Di Giacomo, G., 2017 (] [ ] O @ ® ® High Quality
Ding, D. Y., 2015 O (] 9 ® ® O High Quality
Edwards, T. B., 2007 (] O [ ] @ [ ] ® High Quality
Edwards, T. B., 2010 ® [ ] @ @ ® ® High Quality
Gartsman, G. M., 2000 High Quality
Gartsman, G. M., 2005 High Quality
Kwon, Y. W., 2013 High Quality
Lapner, P. L., 2012 High Quality
Lapner, P. L., 2013 High Quality
Lo, I. K., 2005 High Quality
Shanahan, E. M., 2004 High Quality
Levine, W., 2019 ® (] 9 ® ® ® High Quality




Prognostic

Study Prognostic Study Representative Reason for Prognostic Factor Outcome Confounders Appropriate Strength
Design Population Follow Up Measured Measurement Statistical
Loss Analysis
Bernstein, D. N., 2017 High Quality

BjAfA, rnholdt, K. T.,

Moderate Quality

2015
Chalmers, P. N., 2014 . . . . . . 0 High Quality
Cho, C. H., 2017 ) ® 9 ® ® (] ® Low Quality
Hartzler, R. U., 2017 O ® 9 ® ® () ® Low Quality
Herschel, R., 2017 [ ] ® [ ] ® ® (] ® High Quality
Iriberri, 1., 2015 Low Quality
Jiang, J. J., 2016 High Quality
Lapner, P. L., 2015 High Quality
Leschinger, T., 2017 Low Quality
Li, X., 2013 Low Quality
Mahony, G. T., 2018 Moderate Quality
Mann, T., 2014 Moderate Quality
Petri, M., 2016 ) ® 9 ® ® () ® Low Quality
Rispoli, D. M., 2006 O ® [ ] ® ® O ® Low Quality
Robinson, W. A., 2018 9 ® (] ® ® ) ® Moderate Quality
Somerson, J. S., 2017 O ® [ ] ® ® (] ® Low Quality
Wells, D. B., 2018 @ ® [ ] ® ® [ ] ® Low Quality
Werner, B. C., 2017 . . . . . . . High Quality




Observational

Study Participant Treatment Confounding Outcome Incomplete Adequate Strength
Recruitment Recording Variables Measurement Bias Outcome Data Reporting

Odaquist, M., 2018 [ [ ) O [ () [ ) Low Quality
Aibinder, W. R., 2019 9o [ ] 9] [ ] 9 [ ] Low Quality
Berth, A., 2013 @ @ [ ] ® @ @ Low Quality
Buckley, T., 2014 [ ] [ ) [ [ ) [ ] @ Low Quality
C. Glanzmann M, 2017 . . . . . . Low Quality
Clinton, J., 2007 @ [ ) [ O [ [ ) Low Quality
Edwards, T. B., 2003 ® @ [ ] O ® ® Low Quality
Fama, G., 2004 [ ] [ ] [ ® [ ] [ ] Low Quality
Fourman, M., 2019 [ ] @ [ ] ® [ ] @ Low Quality
Garcia, G. H., 2016 [ ] [ ] 9 [ ] [ ] [ ] Low Quality
Gowd, A. K., 2019 [ ] ¢ [ ] O [ ] @ Low Quality
Gulotta, L. V., 2015 [ ] [ ] 9 O 9 [ ] Low Quality
lannotti, J. P., 2003 . . . . . . Low Quality
Kooistra, B. W., 2017 . . . . . . Low Quality
Krukenberg, A., 2018 . . O . o . Low Quality
Lazarus, M. D., 2002 . . {j G . . Low Quality
Lebon, J., 2014 9o [ ] 9 O 9 [ ] Low Quality
Levy, O., 2004 [ ] [ ) @ O [ [ ) Low Quality
Mulieri, P. J., 2010 ® @ [ ] ® ® ® Low Quality
Orfaly, R. M., 2003 9 [ ] @) [ ] 9 O Low Quality
Rasmussen, J. V., 2018 [ ] ® [ ] ® @ @ Low Quality
Rasmussen, J. V., 2019 [ ] [ ] 9 [ ] [ ] [ ] Low Quality
Razmjou, H., 2014 o . o . . . Low Quality
Routman, H. D., 2017 [ ¢ (] [ ) [ [ ) Low Quality
Sassoon, A., 2013 [ ] @ [ ] O [ ] @ Low Quality
Schairer, W. W., 2014 [ ] [ ) () [ ) [ [ ) Low Quality
Steen, B. M., 2015 ® [ ] 9 O 9 9 Low Quality
Throckmorton, T. W., 2010 . . . @ . . Low Quality
Virk, M. S., 2018 ® ® ® ® ® ® Low Quality
Werthel, J. D., 2018 [ ] [ [ O @ [ ] Low Quality




PICO 3: Postop Physical Therapy Effect on Postop Outcomes

Shoulder Arthroplasty: Postop Formal vs. Home-Based Physical Therapy

Summary of Findings:

2
©
5}
3
o
=1
o
-
o
o~
o
1 BetterOutcomes =
J Worse Outcomes 2
=]
o Not Significant s
Composite
ASES - Total: pvalue only @
SF-36 - Physical Component Score: auth. rep. pvalue only th
Function
ROM: Forward Flexion (auth. rep. pvalue only) b
ROM: Abduction pvalue only b
SST - Simple Shoulder Test: pvalue only [ ]
Quality of life
SF-36 - Mental Component Score: auth. rep. pvalue only |.




Table 1: Postop Formal vs. Home-Based Ph

- Composite

Mulieri, P. J., Low SF-36 - Physical Component 45 PICO 3: Formal PT (Formal 43 % (:Jﬁgggg?jrggr-&ﬁegig;- 38 % Author pval g?ﬂ?;izietd(g:r
2010 Quality | Score: auth. rep. pvalue only | months | PT with a Physical Therapist) : directed I;.?.)y : Reported | 0.0372 ?/alue <.05)
Mulieri, P. 3., | Low ASES - Total: author 45 | PICO3: Formal PT (Formal | o (ﬁgﬁgégg‘;’g‘faﬁegg;ﬂ_ " ” Author | pval |  Not Significant (P-
2010 Quality reported pvalue only months | PT with a Physical Therapist) . directed I‘D'IQ)y - Reported | 0.2394 value>.05)
Table 2: Postop Formal vs. Home-Based Physical Therapy - Function

Mulieri, P. J., Low ROM: Forward Flexion 45 PICO 3: Formal PT (Formal 43 % (:gﬁgggggrggr-&ﬁegig;n- 38 o Author pval '2?":3}5;??(;)?—
2010 Quality (auth. rep. pvalue only) months | PT with a Physical Therapist) -7 directed P‘?’) Y -7 Reported | 0.0237 ?Ialue <.05)
Mulieri, P. J., Low ROM: Abduction (auth. rep. 45 PICO 3: Formal PT (Formal 43 o (:gﬁgg;;?g?mﬁegig;n_ 38 o Author pval Fg":ﬁ;izﬁd(g:r
2010 Quality pvalue only) months | PT with a Physical Therapist) - directed P'IE) Y -7 Reported | 0.0298 \g/alue <.05)
Mulieri, P. J., Low SST - Simple Shoulder Test: 45 PICO 3: Formal PT (Formal 43 % (:gggggggﬁimﬁegg;. 38 o Author pval Not Significant (P-
2010 Quality | author reported pvalue only | months | PT with a Physical Therapist) -7 directed I'D'?') Y - Reported | 0.5636 value>.05)

Mulieri, P. J.,

2010

Quality

Table 3: Postop Formal vs. Home-Based Ph

SF-36 - Mental Component

Score: auth. rep. pvalue only

months

sical Thera

PICO 3: Formal PT (Formal
PT with a Physical Therapist)

- Quality of Life

PICO 3: Home-Based PT (Home-
Based PT, physician-directed PT)

Author
Reported

0.5045

Not Significant (P-
value>.05)




PICO 4: Injectables

Injectables: Hyaluronic Acid vs. Control/Placebo

Summary of Findings:

Di Giacomo, G., 2017 [High Quality

o

3

3N

ol

N

1 Better Outcomes '1 >
J Worse Outcomes .g s
o Not Significant % E_

Composite

Constant - Total

High Response via OMERACT-OARSI Prop D:
Outcome Measures in Rheumatoid Clinical
Trials - OA Research Society International

Function

ROM: External Rotation
ROM: Forward Elevation
ROM: Active Elevation

Ipi Giacomo, G., 2015 |[Moderate Quality

>

> @

Pain

Reduction in Night Pain from Baseline
Difference in Mean Pain Reduction
Improvement in VAS: pvalue only

DD

10



Meta-Analysis: ROM — Forward Elevation

%
Study WMD (95% CI) Weight
Di Giacomo, G., 2017 ——0—;— 6.00 (-1.97, 13.97) 50.55
Di Giacomo, G., 2015 —;—o— 18.00 (9.66, 26.34) 49.45
Overall (I-squared = 75.9%, p = 0.041) 11.93 (0.18, 23.69) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis '
T - T
-26.3 0 26.3
Control/Placebo Hyaluronic Acid
%
Study WMD (95% ClI) Weight
!
|
i
Di Giacomo, G., 2017 : -1.30 (-4.63, 2.03) 51.05
!
1
i
i
Di Giacomo, G., 2015 : 2.30(-1.19, 5.79) 48.95
!
1
:
T
1
i
1

Overall (I-squared = 53.3%, p = 0.144) <> 0.46 (-3.07, 3.99) 100.00
‘

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T
-6.79 0 5.79

Control/Placebo Hyaluronic Acid



Table 4: Hyaluronic Acid vs. Control/Placebo - Composite

High Response via OMERACT- PICO 4: Placebo /
- OARSI Prop D: Outcome PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid ) Odds N
@WOS(‘)E QHu;glllrly Measures in Rheumatoid Clinical | 26 weeks | (SUPARTZ 1 injection per 133 . % Bu?f%?ézoggﬁi?lzs?;]gtg) 1 130 . % Ratio(Author | 1.62(-1.06,2.50) ’\(ISEV?E;TEZT
o’ Trials - OA Research Society week for 3 weeks) r week for 3 weeks) Reported) ’
International perweekto S
PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid
Di Moderate (Hyalgan 1 injection PICO 4: Placebo / Treatment 1
Giacomo, Quality Constant - Total 5 months 20mg/2ml 15 days for 5 31 91.6(6.50) Control (physical 30 79(14.50) MeanDif 12.6(6.93,18.27) | Significant (P-
G., 2015 injections + physical therapy therapy program) value<.05)
program)

Table 5: Hyaluronic Acid vs. Control/Placebo - Function

A = . . PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (3 IA HA injections + 1 PICO 4: Placebo / ) A )
D'GG”;%T;]O’ H'?ih RO:\Q/I .tEt)i<tt;rnaI 6 months | per 15 days ; physiotherapy program) (Hyalubrix, 39 25.1(7.10) | Control (physiotherapy 39 26.4(7.90) | MeanDif -4 61132 03) Not\?llgmil%%r;t *
" Quality WEUIY 30 mg/2 mL, molecular weight > 1,500 kDa) program) i el
. . . PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (3 IA HA injections + 1 PICO 4: Placebo / 6 R )
D'GG'%%?O’ Qﬂ:fl]r Roé\fé\/';?mard 6 months | per 15 days ; physiotherapy program) (Hyalubrix, 39 152.8(15.90) | Control (physiotherapy 39 146.8(19.80) | MeanDif (- NOt\?;ﬁT;E%%r;t *
N v 30 mg/2 mL, molecular weight > 1,500 kDa) program) 1.97,13.97) )
Di Giacomo. | Moderate ROM: Active PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (Hyalgan 1 injection PICO 4: Placebo / 18 Treatment 1
G. 2015 ! Quality Forward 5 months |  20mg/2ml 15 days for 5 injections + physical 31 168(10.50) | Control (physical therapy 30 150(20.90) | MeanDif (9.66,26.34) Significant (P-
o Elevation therapy program) program) T value<.05)
. . PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (Hyalgan 1 injection PICO 4: Placebo / N
Di Giacomo, | Moderate | ROM: External N2 - . . 2.3 Not Significant (P-
G. 2015 Quality Rotation 5 months | 20mg/2ml 15 days for 5 injections + physical 31 30.8(5.80) | Control (physical therapy 30 28.5(7.90) | MeanDif (-1.1955.79) value>.05)
therapy program) program)

Table 6: Hyaluronic Acid vs.

Control/Placebo - Pain

A PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (Sodiym PICO 4: Placebo /

" - Reduction in AP ; Treatment 1
Blaine, T, | High |\ pain from | 7 weeks | Hyaluronate: Linjection per weekfor | ), | o 55> 39y | Control (Sodiym HyalurS |53 | 179315 o5 MeanDif | 11.42(10.87,11.97)| Significant (P-
2008 Quality Baseline 5 weeks) 2-mL injections of sodium weeks phosphate buffered value<.05)

hyaluronate at adosage of 10 mg/mL saline placebo) )
Reduction in PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (Sodiym PICO 4: Placebo / Treatment 1
Blaine, T., | High | \iohe pain from | 9 weeks | Hyaluronate: Linjection per weekfor |y ,q | og 5405 49y | CONtrol (Sodiym Hyalurs | 55 116 955 36) | MeanDif 9.72(9.14,10.30) | Significant (P-
2008 Quality Baseline 5 weeks) 2-mL injections of sodium weeks phosphate buffered value<.05)
hyaluronate at adosage of 10 mg/mL saline placebo) '
e PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (Sodiym PICO 4: Placebo /
. n Reduction in . - Treatment 1
Blaine, T., High - " Hyaluronate: 1 injection per week for Control (Sodiym Hyalur5 q - )
2008 Quality ngg[ Pall?n from | 17 weeks 5 weeks) 2-mL injections of sodium 129 | 27.76(2.51) weeks phosphate buffered 133 17.8(2.51) MeanDif 9.96(9.35,10.57) Slsnllflczrg)ts()P
EREINS hyaluronate at adosage of 10 mg/mL saline placebo) il
Difference in PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (Sodiym PICO 4: Placebo /
Blaine, T., High Mean Pain 6 months Hyaluronate: 1 injection per week for 129 o Control (Sodiym Hyalur5 133 o MeanDiff(Author 78(.) HA Significant
2008 Quality Reducti 5 weeks) 2-mL injections of sodium - weeks phosphate buffered - Reported) A (P-value<.05)
eauction hyaluronate at adosage of 10 mg/mL saline placebo)

12




PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid 2 (Sodiym

PICO 4: Placebo /

. . Reduction in =0 o ; Treatment 1
Blaine, T., | High | \Gobs pain from | 17 weeks | fvaluronate: 1 injection perweek for | 3¢ | 56 45 37) | CONtrl (Sodiym HyalurS | 455 1974305 25y [ MeanDif 9.27(8.72,9.82) | Significant (P-
2008 Quality - 3 weeks + 2 weeks phosphate buffered weeks phosphate buffered
Baseline - - value<.05)
saline placebo) saline placebo)
Difference in PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid 2 (Sodiym PICO 4: Placebo /
Blaine, T., High Mean Pain 6 months Hyaluronate: 1 injection per week for 136 o Control (Sodiym Hyalur5 133 % MeanDiff(Author 75(.) HA Significant
2008 Quality Reduction 3 weeks + 2 weeks phosphate buffered - weeks phosphate buffered - Reported) B (P-value<.05)
saline placebo) saline placebo)
Reduction in PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid 2 (Sodiym PICO 4: Placebo / Treatment 1
Blaine, T., High - - Hyaluronate: 1 injection per week for Control (Sodiym Hyalurs . Lo )
2008 Quality ngII;tan’:; %me 2R 3 weeks + 2 weeks phosphate buffered 15 s weeks phosphate buffered L GEIET; A ET B A 00 Slgg;ﬂ:irgs()P
saline placebo) saline placebo) )
PICO 4: Placebo /
Kwon, Y. High Improvement in PICO 4: Hyaluronic Acid (SUPARTZ o Control (Phosphate o HA Significant
W., 2013 | Quality | VAS: pvalue only 26 weeks 1 injection per week for 3 weeks) 133 - % Buffered Saline (PBS) 1 130 - % Author Reported pval 0.038 (P-value<.05)

per week for 3 weeks)

13



PICO 5:
Shoulder Arthroplasty: Nerve Block — CT vs. Landmark Guided Approach

Summary of Findings:

1> BetterOutcomes
J Worse Outcomes
e Not Significant

Shanahan, E. M., 2004|High Quality

Composite
SPADI Total: Shoulder Pain and Disability Index

2000 |0 |0

Function
SPADI Disability Subscale: Shoulder Pain and Disability Index

Pain

Pain With Activity / Movement

Pain at Rest: VAS

Pain at Night: VAS

SPADI Pain Subscale: Shoulder Pain and Disability Index

14



Table 7: Non-Sur

ical Alternative Treatment: Nerve Block -

CT vs. Landmark Guided A

roach - Composite

. PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve -
Shanahan, E. High SPADI Total: Shoulder . . 5.1(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality | Pain and Disability Index 1 weeks Block (CES;I(()M Nerve 37 55(22.70) | Block (Landmg:lgcﬁ;)proach Nerve 40 | 49.9(19.90) | MeanDif 4.47,14.67) (P-value>.05)

. . PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve Lo
Shanahan, E. High SPADI Total: Shoulder - . 8.7(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality | Pain and Disability Index 4 weeks Block (C'I;IC;(L:Jll(()jed Nerve 37 55.5(21.00)| Block (Landmg;l;cﬁ)pproach Nerve 40 46.8(21.60) | MeanDif 0.82,18.22) (P-value>.05)

n . PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve A
Shanahan, E. High SPADI Total: Shoulder . . 6.1(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality | Pain and Disability Index 12 weeks |  Block (C'éligll(()jed Nerve 37 60.6(20.90)| Block (Landmg:l; (;t;aproach Nerve 40 | 54.5(19.80)| MeanDif 3.01.15.21) (P-value>.05)

Table 8: Non-Sur

ical Alternative Treatment:

Nerve Block -

CT vs. Landmark Guided A

roach - Function

. SPADI Disability Subscale: PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve . -
SIEHEL s ngh Shoulder Pain and Disability | 1 weeks | Block (CT Guided Nerve 37 | 58.1(23.90) | Block (Landmark Approach Nerve 40 | 52.9(21.20) | MeanDif e i STl
M., 2004 Quality Index Block) Block) 4.92,15.32) (P-value>.05)
Shanahan. E Hidh SPADI Disability Subscale: PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve 8.7(- Not Sianificant

L g Shoulder Pain and Disability | 4 weeks Block (CT Guided Nerve 37 58.7(21.30) | Block (Landmark Approach Nerve 40 50(22.90) | MeanDif ) g

M., 2004 Quality ndex Block) Block) 1.17,1857) | (P-value>.05)

8 SPADI Disability Subscale: PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve . AT
Shanahan, B. | High | g0\ et pain and Disability | 12 weeks | Block (CT Guided Nerve | 37 | 62.6(21.20) | Block (Landmark Approach Nerve | 40 | 56.9(21.20) | MeanDif | , /¢ i STl
M., 2004 Quality Index Block) Block) 3.78,15.18) (P-value>.05)

Table 9: Non-Surgical Alternative Treatment: Nerve Block - CT vs. Landmark Guided Approach - Pain

. SPADI Pain Subscale: PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve -
SR, (= ngh Shoulder Pain and Disability | 1 weeks Block (CT Guided Nerve 37 | 51.9(23.80) | Block (Landmark Approach Nerve 40 | 46.6(20.40) | MeanDif el NG S e
M., 2004 Quality 4.64,15.24) (P-value>.05)

Index Block) Block)

- PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve I
Shanahan, E. High . . . . 1.3(- Not Significant
M.. 2004 Quality Pain at Rest: VAS 1 weeks Block (C'Iégglic)ied Nerve 37 22.1(22.70) | Block (Landmg:lgcﬁk\gjproach Nerve 40 20.8(19.00) | MeanDif 8.09,10.69) (P-value>.05)

; PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve Lo
Shanahan, E. High . . p ) -1.4(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality Pain on Movement: VAS | 1 weeks | Block (C'Il; I%-(l:,lll((;ed Nerve 37 | 47.8(23.40)| Block (Landmg{lgcﬁ;)proach Nerve 40 | 49.2(23.70) | MeanDif 11.939.13) | (P-value>.05)

. PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve Lo
Shanahan, E. High . _— - . 4.3(- Not Significant
M.. 2004 Quality Pain at Night: VAS 1 weeks Block (ngét()md Nerve 37 33.3(26.00) | Block (Landmg;l;cﬁ)pproach Nerve 40 29(20.50) | MeanDif 6.21,14.81) (P-value>.05)

. PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve L
Shanahan, E. High . . . . 5.3(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality Pain at Rest: VAS 4 weeks Block (C-Iglggll()jed Nerve 37 23.3(17.00) | Block (Landmg:lgcﬁ;)proach Nerve 40 18(17.10) | MeanDif 2.3212.92) (P-value>.05)

. PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve S
Shanahan, E. ngh Pain on Movement: VAS | 4 weeks Block (CT Guided Nerve 37 48.4(24.50) | Block (Landmark Approach Nerve 40 42.6(24.10) | MeanDif 58 Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality Block) Block) 5.07,16.67) (P-value>.05)
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PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve

PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve

Shanahan, E. High . _— . . 3.3(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality Pain at Night: VAS 4 weeks Block (C'él(g;l():ied Nerve 37 29.5(21.70) | Block (Landms{lgc,ﬁ;)proach Nerve 40 26.2(18.30) | MeanDif 5.70,12.30) (P-value>.05)
Shanahan. E Hiah SPADI Pain Subscale: PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve 8.6(- Not Sianificant
v o Shoulder Pain and Disability | 4 weeks Block (CT Guided Nerve 37 52(24.60) | Block (Landmark Approach Nerve 40 43.4(22.80) | MeanDif ) g
M., 2004 Quality 2.02,19.22) (P-value>.05)
Index Block) Block)
- PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve S
Shanahan, E. High n . . n 8.7(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality Pain at Night: VAS 12 weeks | Block (C'II; Icc)agll(c)ied Nerve 37 | 44.5(27.90)| Block (Landmg:lgcﬁ?proach Nerve 40 35.8(24.00) | MeanDif 2.97.20.37) (P-value>.05)
. PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve .
Shanahan, E. High . . . . 3.9(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality Pain at Rest: VAS 12 weeks |  Block (C'Ig ICo;(l:Jll(c)ied Nerve 37 29.3(18.80) | Block (Landmg:lgcﬁ;)proach Nerve 40 25.4(18.00) | MeanDif 43312.13) (P-value>.05)
; PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve —
Shanahan, E. High n . ; n 2.4(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality Pain on Movement: VAS | 12 weeks | Block (C‘él(g;l():ied Nerve 37 57.1(23.00) | Block (Landms{lgcﬁ)pproach Nerve 40 54.7(27.10) | MeanDif 8.80,13.60) (P-value>.05)
Shanahan. E High SPADI Pain Subscale: PICO 5: CT Guided Nerve PICO 5: Landmark Approach Nerve 6.2(- Not Significant
M., 2004 Quality Shoulder Pain and Disability | 12 weeks | Block (CT Guided Nerve 37 58.2(22.50) | Block (Landmark Approach Nerve 40 52(23.00) | MeanDif 3.97.16.37) (P-value>.05)

Index

Block)

Block)

16



PICO 9: Prognostic Factors

Prognostic Factors: Age

Summary of Findings:

Z Z
S S
2 o Zz -y o Zz
g £ |z g I
g @ g g @ g
® 3 3 ® 3 2
£ s s z s s
~ a = L] < ~ Q B © <
§%S.v\ms,§§w 8§m §§§hm%§§2 gé‘m
2ZERRIELCIEERIFER 2 ERREE R E=FER
slefol [ lgls BERIRIEERE skl BEREEEIE
1> Better Outcomes S g EE?}E E‘é g:':u—z..ﬁ__gc::l 1 Better Outcomes ;“EJ g EE?.ZE §§§I A5 5|=
J Worse Outcomes g% 1 H gys.g;g'g“oig _g__c;i H J Worse Outcomes §%E 8 gs,_g-_g_%;g_g_iu H
o Not Significant 2ls]8]2 e §I,g SIS|IEI2]S B o Not Significant I2l518|2 | =SEHE =S -—glé sla
Composite Pain |
Constant - Adjusted: mean, pvalue only A Persistent Pain 1-2 Years After Arthroplasty L
Constant - Total (significance only) L | correlation with VAS Pain L
failure to achieve MCID of 16.1 points on ASES
questionnaire & Pain Scale: significance only @l
Increases in Constant and SST Scorespvalue only Pain Scoreauth rep significance only L
ASES - Totalpvalue only Ll Quality of life
correlation with WHOQOL-BREFWHOQOL-BREF is 26
Function questions, 4-20 points &
correlation with ASES- American Shoulder and Elbow
Score - Adverse events
correlation with subjective shoulder valueSSV- how
normal does your shoulder feel on a scale 1-100? . Revision Hazard Ratio Lﬁ:
Mobility Score: mean pvalue only L | unplanned readmission a priori model L]
Strength - Subscapularispvalue only L] Any Complicationpvalue only
ROM (abduction, external rotation, and internal
rotation)auth rep significance only L Major Complicationspvalue only
moderate-severe glenoid bone erosion o Surgical Complicationspvalue only
SSTpvalue only '.l Medical Complicationspvalue only
Glenoid Loosening @l
Glenoid Component Lucencypvalue only [ |
revision surgery 0
Glenoid Erosion (Moderate/Severe)sig. only L]
Any Humeral Head Subluxation @l
90 Day Readmission Hazard Ratio
Patient Satisfaction
Patient Satisfaction '.l




Table 10: Prognostic Factor: Age - Adverse Events

Iriberri, I., Any Humeral Head PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A 2 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B 2 Not Significant (P-
2015 Quality Subluxation YRR (80+ Age) e 0 (<70 Age) e I RR USILE 1) value>.05)

Iriberri, 1., Low . . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B Not Significant (P-
2018 Quality Glenoid Loosening 7 years (80+ Age) 32 18.75% (<70 Age) 32 18.75% RR 1.00(0.36,2.77) vaiue>.05)

n - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A . | +1year age has 6%
Odquist, M., Low Complications / Adverse Events " . . " 0.94 (95% ClI:
. S - . minutes | 1140 (HemiA (stemless or Continuous Age Cox Hazard Ratio LESS hazard of
2018 Quality (Revision Hazard Ratio) stemmed)) 0.93, 0.96) e
. : - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A - . I
Bernstein, D. ng_h Complications / Adve!'se' Events 30days | 3160 | (TSA; prog factors age, ASA, continuous logistic regression (age, ASA, | OR (95% Cl); p 1.03.(1.00, NS
N., 2017 Quality (unplanned readmission) BMI, smoke, DM) value 1.06); 0.068
BMI, smoke, DM)
i icati . - Age (unclear if L .
Chalmers, P. High Complications / Adverse Events PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A . Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted
N., 2014 Quality (Any Complication) Sudeys | 127 (prognostic factors) cate%g:]ltz ;d or for: BMI, CCI LG ey o oS
. A . . Age (unclear if - .
Chalmers, P. High Complications / Adverse Events PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A - Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted
N., 2014 Quality (Major Complications) 90days | 127 (prognostic factors) cate%g::tz ?d or for: BMI, CCI pvalue only 0.406 NS
Chalmers, P. High Complications / Adverse Events 90 davs | 127 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A ﬁgtz (l;?g:gro': Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted value onl 0548 NS
N., 2014 Quality (Surgical Complications) Y (prognostic factors) gont) for: BMI, CClI P y ’
Chalmers, P. High Complications / Adverse Events 90 davs | 127 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A ﬁa?tee (l;?iczlggrolrf Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted value onl 0.909 NS
N., 2014 Quality (Medical Complications) Y (prognostic factors) gcont) for: BMI, CClI P Y '
Gartsman, G. High Complications / Adverse Events PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A 8
M., 2005 Quality (Glenoid Component Lucency) BuzEs | a3 (prognostic factors) G IS Age NS el 2 0L oS
. Complications / Adverse Events . .
Herschel, R., ng_h (Glenoid Erosion 31 118 PICO 9: Progn_ostlc Factor A Continuous Age Spearman Rank Correlation | significance only | not significant NS
2017 Quality (Moderate/Severe)) months (prognostic factors)
Rispoli, D. Low Complications / Adverse Events . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A . . n 0.935 (95% CI: | Older by 1 yr favored
M., 2006 Quality (Revision Hazard Ratio) oIS | - 4 (prognostic factors) G IS Age SRR G IR (2 ) 0.893,0.979) | over younger by 1 yr
. A . - . hazard ratio higher age associated
Robinson, W. Mode_rate Compllcatlpqs / Adverse Events minutes | 44 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A continuous proportlopal hazards (95% CI); p- 0.93.(0.87, W/ lower revision
A., 2018 Quality (revision surgery) (humeral head replacement) regression (age) 0.99); 0.049
value surgery
. Complications / Adverse Events . . adjusted for sex, hospital .
Schairer, W. Low R PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A . 0.97 (95% ClI:
W., 2014 Quality (90 Day Readrmssmn Hazard 90 days | 26218 (prognostic factors) 55-74 vs. <55 (ref) procgdure volum_e,_a}nd Hazard Ratio 0.80-1.17) NS
Ratio) medical comorbidities
. Complications / Adverse Events . . adjusted for sex, hospital .
Schairer, W. Low o PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A | At Least 75 vs. <55 - 1.11 (95% ClI:
W., 2014 Quality (90 Day Readmlssmn Hazard 90 days | 26218 (prognostic factors) (ref.) procgdure volum'e,. a}nd Hazard Ratio 0.90-1.37) NS
Ratio) medical comorbidities
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Table 11: Prognostic Factor: Age - Composite

Iriberri, I., Constant - Total: mean, PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B we | —— ’
2018 Quality pvalue only 7 years (80+ Age) 32 65(.) (<70 Age) 32 67(.) MeanDif | -2(.,.) | Not Significant (P-value>.05)
Iriberri, 1., Low Constant - Adjusted: mean, PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B . older group Significant (P-
2015 Quality pvalue only 7 years (80+ Age) 32 110() (<70 Age) 32 97() MeanDif | 13(..) value<.05)

Mahony, G. T., | Moderate Composite Score (failure to achieve MCID of 2 vears | 459 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A low vs high logistic regression (age, OR (95% ClI); 1.00 (0.95, NS
2018 Quality 16.1 points on ASES questionnaire) y (TSA) 9 sex, BMI, race) p-value 1.04); 0.890
Steen, B. M., - - 45 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A Under 80 vs. .
2015 Low Quality Composite Score (ASES - Total) months 96 (Prognostic Factors) Over 80 Kruskal-Wallis test NS

Table 12: Prognostic Factor: Age - Function

Iriberri, I., Mobility Score: mean PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B Not Significant (P-

2015 Quality pvalue only 7 years (80+ Age) 32 30() (<70 Age) 32 82() | MeanDif | -2(...) value>.05)
. . . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A - 0.186 (-
Cho, C. H., Low ;g'écstloxn%ﬁg:témmg:r 12 46 (TSA; primary prog factors age, continuous linear regression (age, unclear additional (gg;:fgf_ nt_ 0.384, NS
2017 Quality and Elbow Score) months sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop adjustment) valu e’ P 0.756);
HADS-A) 0.513
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A coefficient 0.127 (-
Cho, C. H,, Low Function (correlation with 12 46 (TSA; primary prog factors age, continuous linear regression (age, unclear additional (95% Cl); p- 0.222, NS
2017 Quality subjective shoulder value) | months sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop adjustment) valu e, P 0.477);
HADS-A) 0.465
Mult Reg: controlled for sex, dominant arm,
Lapner, P. High Function (Strength - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A baseline strength, baseline external rotation,
L., 2015 Quality Subscapularis) 2 e | & (prognostic factors) o subscapularis management technique, baseline prEll iz aily ey e
subscap fatty infiltration
Lo Function (ROM (abduction, . .
Rispoli, D. Low - - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
M., 2006 Quality ex_ternal rotation, and . minutes | 49 (prognostic factors) unclear ref log rank test NS
internal rotation))
. . . hazard ratio higher age
Robinson, Moderate | Function (moderate-severe . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A . . . = .| 1.06(1.01, -
W. A, 2018 | Quality glenoid bone erosion) oINS | 6% (humeral head replacement) continuous RGN FEPENES GETEsstan (1) E= \f’aﬁg’ P 1.12); 0.03 aSrS:\filsaiger?s\ﬁ/r sgger
Steen, B. M., Low . 45 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A Under 80 vs. .
2015 Quality Function (SST) months % (Prognostic Factors) Over 80 Kruskal-Wallis test NS
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Table 13: Prognostic Factor: Age - Pain

Iriberri, I., Low Pain Score: Mean, pvalue PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B Not Significant (P-

2015 Quality only 1 EEER (80+ Age) =2 L) (<70 Age) =2 25 Dol ) T value>.05)
L Pain (Persistent Pain 1-2 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A . multivariate logistic regression ( adjusted for sex, o
B]A.i.mgglld;’ oS “g%d;;?;e Years After 1years |222 (prognostic factors- age, sex, bmi, Coan:ous bmi, pain in first week, pain elseware, suppl cuff | OR (95% CI) C(I)'.%49(9(? g;;) NS
o Avrthroplasty) procedure type) g reconstruction, prosthesis type) T
Cho,C. H., Low Pain (correlation with 12 PI@:O 9 Prognfostlc Factor A (T.Scﬁ; . linear regression (age, unclear additional co;e ﬁ'C'e_m '%%2997 ¢
2017 Quality VAS Pain) months 46 primary prog factors age, sex, side, continuous adjustment) (95% ClI); p- 097, NS
preop HADS-D, preop HADS-A) value 0.039); 0.398
Rispoli, D. M., Low . . . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
2006 Quality Pain (Pain Score) . minutes | 49 (prognostic factors) unclear ref log rank test NS

Table 14: Prognostic Factor: Age - Patient Satisfaction

Not Significant (P-
value>.05)

Iriberri, 1., Low Pt Satisfaction
2015 Quality (VerySat/Sat)

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A 32 87.50% PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B

(80+ Age) (<70 Age) 32 | 96.88% | RR |090(0.78,1.04)

7 years

Table 15: Quality of Life

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog
46| factors age, sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop HADS- | continuous
A)

linear regression (age, unclear | coefficient (95% | 0.161 (-0.129,
additional adjustment) Cl); p-value 0.452); 0.268

Cho, C. H., Low Quality of LlIfe (correlation 12

2017 Quality with WHOQOL-BREF) months B
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Prognostic Factor: BMI

Summary of Findings:

‘1~ Better Outcomes
J+ Worse Outcomes
# Not Significant

Bernstein, D. N., 2017 |High Quality

Chalmers, P. N., 2014
Tiang, 1.1, 2016

BjA rnholdt, K. T., 2015 [Moderate Quality

Mahony, G.T., 2018

Composite
failure to achieve MCID of 16.1 points on
ASES questionnaire

Other

Discharge to Home

Pain
Persistent Pain 1-2 Years After Arthroplasty

Adverse events

unplanned readmission a priori model
Any Complicationpvalue only

Major Complicationspvalue only
Surgical Complicationspvalue only
Medical Complicationspvalue only
Any Complication

Return to Operating Room

Blood Transfusions

z
=
-
(=}
E
S |
(gl
1 Better Outcomes E
+l- Worse Outcomes B
# Not Significant -t
Composite
ASES - Total L]
Function
SF-36 - Physical Component &
Quality of life .|

SF-36 - Mental Component

Obese Vs, Overweight

=
E
=]
E
=1
1+ Better Qutcomes =
J- Worse Qutcomes o
o Not Significant =1
Composite
ASES - Total b |
Function
$F-36- Physical Component W
Quality of life

5F-36- Mental Component

BMI compared on Continuous Scale

Ohbese Vs, Normal

£
g
=]
8
[t |
1+ Better Qutcomes §
J- Worse Qutcomes =
® Not Significant =
Composite
ASES - Total L
Function
SF-36- Physical Component "
Quality of life

5F-36- Mental Component

Overweight Vs, Normal
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Table 16: BMI -Adverse events

in. D Hiah Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic Factor OR (95% 0.99 (0.95,
Zuli el '%. Events (unplanned 30days | 3160| A (TSA; prog factors age, continuous logistic regression (age, ASA, BMI, smoke, DM) CI); p-value 1.03); NS
Gl Y readmission) ASA, BMI, smoke, DM) ’ 0.61
. Complications / Adverse .
Chalmers, P. High PICO 9: Prognostic Factor BMI (3 . . .
’ - Events (Any 90 days | 127 . : Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted for: age, CCI pvalue only 0.904 NS
S [ categories
N., 2014 Quality Complication) A (prognostic factors) gories)
" Complications / Adverse .
Chalmers, P. High . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor BMI (3 - . . NS
- Events (Major 90 days | 127 . - Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted for: age, CCI pvalue only 0.819
S
N., 2014 Quality Complications) A (prognostic factors) categories)
. Complications / Adverse . .
Chalmers, P. High . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor BMI (3 . . . NS
’ - Events (Surgical 90 days | 127 icf - Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted for: age, CCI pvalue only 0.714
N t t S
N., 2014 Quality Complications) A (prognostic factors) categories)
. Complications / Adverse . .
Chalmers, P. High . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor BMI (3 . . .
’ . Events (Medical 90 days | 127 . - Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted for: age, CCI pvalue only |  0.243 NS
es
N., 2014 Quality Complications) A (prognostic factors) categories)
. . Complications / Adverse . . . multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, | adjusted 057 (0.30
Jiang, J. J., ng_h Events (Any 1 months | 2201 Plio % ProgposftlctFactor O,\\l/ erwellgr:;:/ > preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class | RR (95% | 1 é6) ' NS
2016 Quality Complication) (prognostic factors) ormal (ref.) preop, comorbidities Cl) '
. . Complications / Adverse . . multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, | adjusted 202
IR, & ng_h Events (Any 1 months | 1864 Plio - Progposftlt(::tl::stor Otﬁ;fn::;fzfe# ;’ > preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class | RR (95% 0'51 O(g ') 6. NS
2016 (QUELTE7 Complication) (blogiostis ) ' preop, comorbidities Cl) '
. . Complications / Adverse . . multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, | adjusted
Jiang, J. J., ng_h Events (Any 1 months | 1678 Plio % Prog?_osftlctFactor Obﬁlse C|&:SSr§;- preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class | RR (95% 0'5141(3')25’ NS
2016 Quality Complication) (prognostic factors) vs. Normal (ref.) preop, comorbidities Cl) '
) . Complications / Adverse ) . . multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, | adjusted 0.29 (0.07
Jiang, J. 3, H'Q:h Events (Return to 1 months | 2201 PIiO % P;og;gsftl(éth:;:)tor O,\\l/g:\rlr\]lz:g(?:; )S " | preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,aloumin, ASAclass | RR (95% | 1 ég) ' NS
2016 Quality Operating Room) (progno acto ' preop, comorbidities Cl) ’
. . Complications / Adverse . . multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, | adjusted 0.56 (0.14
Jiang, J. J., ngh Events (Return to 1 months | 1864 PIS\O % Prog:osftlctFactor Ot;\?;frgfife# ;’ s preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class | RR (95% | ) 2(3) ' NS
2016 Quality Operating Room) (prognostic factors) ' preop, comorbidities Cl) '
) ) Complications / Adverse ) . multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, | adjusted 058 (0.12
Jiang, J. 3, ng_h Events (Return to 1 months | 1678 PIiO % Progpos;‘tlctFactor c;bﬁlsc?rﬁﬁs?r:; ) preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class | RR (95% ' D) ég) ' NS
AU Qe Operating Room) (EEESIE G ) vs. ' preop, comorbidities Cl) ’
. . Complications / Adverse . . . multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, | adjusted 0.68 (0.33
Jiang, J.J, ngh Events (Blood 1 months | 2201 PIS\O 9 Prog:osftlctFactor O’\\Ilsmzllg?;fv )S " | preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class | RR (95% ' 1 il) ' NS
2016 Quality Transfusions) (prognostic factors) (ref. preop, comorbidities Cl) '
) ) Complications / Adverse ) . multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, | adjusted 082 (0.39
Jiang, J. 3, ng_h Events (Blood 1 months | 1864 Plio % Progpos;‘tlctFactor O?\lezfmc,a:???e% ;’ s preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class | RR (95% ' 1 7( 1') ' NS
2016 (QUELTE7 Transfusions) (bleglioaigecel) ' preop, comorbidities Cl) '
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Jiang, J. J.,

2016

High

Quality

Complications / Adverse
Events (Blood
Transfusions)

1 months | 1678

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor
A (prognostic factors)

Obese Class 2+
vs. Normal (ref.

preop, comorbidities

multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function,
) preop labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class

adjusted
RR (95%
Cl)

0.41 (0.16,

1.05)

NS

Table 17: BMI -Composite

Mahony, G. T,
2018

Moderate

Quality

Composite Score (failure to achieve MCID of 16.1

points on ASES questionnaire)

2 years | 459

PICO 9: Prognostic
Factor A (TSA)

logistic regression (age, sex,

continuous
BMI, race)

OR (95% ClI);
p-value

1.01 (0.93,
1.08); 0.887

NS

Table 18: BMI -Other

Jiana. 3. Hiah Other PICO 9: Prognostic Overweidht vs multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, preop adiusted RR 1.07
e g (Discharge to | 1 months | 738 | Factor A (prognostic ght vs. labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class preop, ) (0.82, NS
2016 Quality Normal (ref.) S (95% ClI)
Home) factors) comorbidities 1.40)
. . Other PICO 9: Prognostic multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, preop . 1.34
Jiang, J. 3. ng.h (Discharge to | 1 months | 1864 | Factor A (prognostic Obese Class 1 vs. labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class preop, adjusted RR (0.95, NS
2016 Quality Normal (ref.) e (95% CI)
Home) factors) comorbidities 1.84)
. . Other PICO 9: Prognostic multivariate analysis controlled for: age, sex, race, preop function, preop . 1.06
UEIE s ng_h (Discharge to | 1 months | 1678 | Factor A (prognostic Ol Eles 2 059 labs/comorb (WBC,creatine,hematocrit,albumin, ASA class preop, el (R (0.78, NS
2016 Quality Normal (ref.) L (95% ClI)
Home) factors) comorbidities 1.46)

Table 19: BMI -Pain

BjA,rnholdt, K.
T., 2015

Moderate
Quality

Pain (Persistent Pain 1-2
Years After Arthroplasty)

1years | 222

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
(prognostic factors- age, sex, bmi,
procedure type)

Continuous

BMI pain in first week, pain elseware, suppl cuff

reconstruction, prosthesis type)

multivariate logistic regression ( adjusted for age, sex,

OR (95%

o))

0.94 (95%
Cl: 0.87,
1.01)

NS

Li, X.,
2013

Low

Quality

ASES -
Total

2 years

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (Obese

- BMI 30+)

Table 20: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Obese vs. Normal)- Composite

25 | 80(20.60)

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C (Normal
- BMI <25)

26 | 80.2(19.40) | MeanDif

-0.2(-

11.19,10.79)

Not Significant (P-
value>.05)




Table 21: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Obese vs. Normal)- Function

Li, X., Low SF-36 - Physical
2013 Quality Component

Table 22: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Obese vs. Normal

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
(Obese - BMI 30+)

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
(Normal - BMI <25)

-13(-19.52,- | Treatment 2 Significant

2 years 6.48) (P-value<.05)

25 | 40.7(12.40) 26 | 53.7(11.30) | MeanDif

- Quality of life

Li, X., Low SF-36 - Mental PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A

2 years PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
2013 | Quality Component 4 (Obese - BMI 30+)

(Normal - BMI <25)

0.1(- Not Significant (P-

25 |52.9(11.60) 5.85,6.05) value>.05)

26 | 52.8(10.00) | MeanDif

Table 23: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Obese vs. Overweight)- Composite

Li, X., Low ASES - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A

2 vears PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (Overweight -
2013 Quality Total Y (Obese - BMI 30+)

BMI 25 to <30)

4.8(- Not Significant (P-

25 80(20.60) 7.87,17.47) value>.05)

25 75.2(24.90) | MeanDif

Table 24: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Obese vs. Overweight)- Function

0.9(- Not Significant (P-
5.92,7.72) value>.05)

Li, X., Low SF-36 - Physical
2013 Quality Component

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
(Obese - BMI 30+)

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B

2 years (Overweight - BMI 25 to <30)

25 | 40.7(12.40) 25 |39.8(12.20) | MeanDif

Table 25: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Obese vs. Overweight)- Quality of life

Li, X., Low SF-36 - Mental PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A

2 years PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B
2013 Quality Component ’ (Obese - BMI 30+)

(Overweight - BMI 25 to <30)

1.2(- Not Significant (P-

45 | SEEELEY 5.20,7.60) value>05)

25 | 51.7(11.50) | MeanDif

Table 26: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Overweight vs. Normal)- Composite

Li, X., Low ASES - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (Overweight

2 years PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
2013 Quality Total y - BMI 25 to <30)

(Normal - BMI <25)

-5(- Not Significant (P-
17.28,7.28) value>.05)

25 | 75.2(24.90) 26 | 80.2(19.40)| MeanDif
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Table 27: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Overweight vs. Normal)- Function

Li, X., Low SF-36 - Physical
2013 Quality Component

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B
(Overweight - BMI 25 to <30)

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
(Normal - BMI <25)

-13.9(- Treatment 2 Significant

ZE 20.36,-7.44) (P-value<.05)

25 | 39.8(12.20) 26 | 53.7(11.30)| MeanDif

Table 28: PICO 9- Prognostic Factor: BMI (Overweight vs. Normal)- Quality of life

Li, X., Low SF-36 - Mental PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
(Normal - BMI <25)

-1.1(- Not Significant (P-

2 years 7.02,4.82) value>.05)

25 | 51.7(11.50) 26 | 52.8(10.00) MeanDif

2013 Quality Component (Overweight - BMI 25 to <30)
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Prognostic Factor: Female vs. Male

Summary of Findings:

1 Better Outcomes
J, Worse Outcomes
# Not Significant
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Composite

ASES - Total

failure to achieve MCID of 16.1 points on
ASES questionnaire

SANE: Single Assessment Numeric Evaluation
SF-12 - Physical Component

" Better Outcomes
J, Worse Outcomes
® Not Significant

Gartsman, G. M., 2005 [High Quality

Pain
Persistent Pain 1-2 Years After Arthroplasty

correlation with VAS Pain
Pain Scoreauth rep significance only
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Function

correlation with ASES- American Shoulder
and Elbow Score

correlation with subjective shoulder
valueSSV- how normal does your shoulder
feel on a scale 1-100?

Strength - Subscapularispvalue only
gDASH

ROM (abduction, external rotation, and
intemal rotation)auth re p significance only
moderate-severe glenoid bone erosion

Quality of life
correlation with WHOQOL-BREFWHOQOL-
BREF is 26 questions, 4-20 points

Adverse events

Revision Hazard Ratio

Glenoid Component Lucencypvalue only
revision surgery

Glenoid Erosion (Moderate /Severe)sig. only
Any Complication
90 Day Readmission Hazard Ratio

Patient Satisfaction
Satisfaction: significance only
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Table 29: Prognostic Factor: Female vs. Male- Adverse Events

. L PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
Oquist, M., Low Complications / Adverse Events . . auth rep.
2018 Quality (Revision Hazard Ratio) . minutes | 1140 (HemiA (stemless or Male vs. Female Cox significance only NS
stemmed))
Gartsman, G. High Complications / Adverse Events PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A | Male vs. Female
M., 2005 Quality (Glenoid Component Lucency) 6weeks | 43 (prognostic factors) (unclear ref) ANOVA pval>0.05 NS
Herschel, R., High Compllcatlons_l Adve_rse S 31 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A | Female vs. Male | logistic regression controlled for | adjusted OR (95% | 3.6 (1.3, Male favored
2017 Quality (eltmalt Erestim months L (prognostic factors) (ref.) preop glenoid cysts Cl) 10.0) over Female
(Moderate/Severe)) 3 b
Leschinger, T., Low Complications / Adverse Events 43 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A | Female vs Male - - 0 1.16 (0.47,
2017 Quality (Any Complication) months 275 (prognostic factors) (ref) Odds Ratio Unadjusted OR (35% CI) 2.66) NS
Robinson, W. | Moderate Complications / Adverse Events . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A proportional hazards regression | hazard ratio (95% | 1.17 (0.30,
A., 2018 Quality (revision surgery) e e (humeral head replacement) UBELE S TEl: (sex) Cl); p-value 4.11); 0.81 B
- —_— . - adjusted for age, hospital 1.14 (95%
Schairer, W. Lov_v Compllcat|0n§ / Adverse Eventg (90 90 days | 26218 PICO 9: Progqostlc Factor A | Male vs. Female procedure volume, and medical Hazard Ratio Cl: 1.03- Female favored
W., 2014 Quality Day Readmission Hazard Ratio) (prognostic factors) (ref) comorbidities 1.26) over male

Table 30: Prognostic Factor: Female vs. Male - Composite

Petri, M., Low . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor . -3.2(- Not Significant (P-
2016 Quality SF-12 - Physical Component | 2 years (Female pts) 25 | 46.9(11.00) B (Male pts) 51 50.1(9.70) | MeanDif 8.27,1.87) value>.05)

Petri, M., Low ) PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor . 0.8(- Not Significant (P-
2016 Quality ASES - Total 2 years (Female pts) 24 89(13.40) B (Male pts) 50 | 88.2(18.20) | MeanDif 6.56,8.16) value>.05)

Petri, M., Low SANE: single assessment PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor . -7.1(- Not Significant (P-
2016 Quality numeric evaluation 2R (Female pts) 2 B B (Male pts) Sl s e 16.72,2.52) value>.05)

Mahony, G. T.,
2018

Moderate
Quality

2 years | 459

PICO 9: Prognostic
Factor A (TSA)

female vs
male

logistic regression (age, sex,
BMI, race)

OR (95% CI);
p-value

Composite Score (failure to achieve MCID of 16.1
points on ASES questionnaire)

1.42 (0.

3.32); 0.418

61, NS

Table 31: Prognostic Factor: Female vs. Male - Function

Petri, M.,
2016

Low

Quality

qDASH | 2 years

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (Female
pts)

20 | 18(17.30)

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (Male
pts)

52

12.3(17.00) | MeanDif

5.7(-
3.18,14.58)

Not Significant (P-

value>.05)
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. . . - - -8.410 (-
Function (correlation with PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; . . . coefficient
Chg’O%H" th;livty ASES- American Shoulder m01r12ths 46 | primary prog factors age, sex, side, | male vs female ez regreSS|c;|;_ﬁs:t>r<],1eurr]1t§Iear eitilfonel (95% Cl); p- gllg% NS
and Elbow Score) preop HADS-D, preop HADS-A) ! value 0 217’
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; coefficient -2.038 (-
Cho, C. H., Low Function (correlation with 12 - ’ o linear regression (sex, unclear additional . 10.328,
2017 Quality subjective shoulder value) months 46/ primary prog factors age, sex, side, | male vs female adjustment) (95% ClI); p- 6.252); NS
preop HADS-D, preop HADS-A) value O 622’
Mult Reg: controlled for age, dominant arm,
Lapner, P. L., High Function (Strength - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A Male vs. baseline strength, baseline external rotation,
2015 Quality Subscapularis) 2O | &8 (prognostic factors) Female; ref ukn subscapularis management technique, baseline el e B
subscap fatty infiltration
Lo Function (ROM (abduction, . .
Rispoli, D. Low - - . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
M. 2006 Quality external rotation, and internal | . minutes | 49 (prognostic factors) unclear ref log rank test NS
rotation))
Robinson, W. | Moderate | Function (moderate-severe minutes | 44 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A female vs male roportional hazards regression (sex) (g%zozrcélr; tio_ 1.79 (0.76, NS
A., 2018 Quality glenoid bone erosion) ' (humeral head replacement) prop 9 valu e’ P 4.38); 0.18

Table 32: Prognostic Factor: Female vs. Male- Pain

. Pain (Persistent Pain 1-2 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A multivariate logistic regression ( adjusted for age, DA (BT
BJA_i_rnlgglldst, = Néch:"r?;e Years After 1years |222 (prognostic factors- age, sex, bmi, iﬁg:lfrgfs)' bmi, pain in first week, pain elseware, suppl cuff | OR (95% ClI) 2'20(;)55A’5;: L NS
v Arthroplasty) procedure type) reconstruction, prosthesis type) e
. . . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA, - - . coefficient 0.612 (-
Chg‘o%H" th;'iv Pain (\(;(X;e:f:iz;‘ with m c>1r12th s 46 primary prog factors age, sex, side, | male vs female linear regressu;r(;_(usse?r(ﬁ::tt);lear additional (95% ClI); p- 1.010, NS
v preop HADS-D, preop HADS-A) ! value 2.234); 0.450
Rispoli, D. M., Low . . . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
2006 Quality Pain (Pain Score) . minutes | 49 (prognostic factors) unclear ref log rank test NS

Table 33: Prognostic Factor: Female vs. Male - Patient Satisfaction

Author
Reported

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B
(Male pts)

Not Significant (P-
value>.05)

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
(Female pts)

Petri, M., Low Satisfaction: pvalue

0
2016 Quality only 51 . %

2 years 25 . % NA
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Table 34: Prognostic Factor: Female vs. Male- Quality of Life

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog
46 | factors age, sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop HADS-

A)

Cho, C. H., Low Quality of Life (correlation 12
2017 Quality with WHOQOL-BREF) months

male vs linear regression (sex, unclear | coefficient (95% | 0.590 (-6.308,

female additional adjustment) Cl); p-value 7.487); 0.864 B
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Prognostic Factor: Comorbidities

Summary of Findings:

1 Better Outcomes
J, Worse Outcomes
o Not Significant

JLow Quality

Bernstein, D. N., 2017 [High Quality

Chalmers, P. N., 2014

|Mahony, G.T., 2018 [Moderate Quality

Cho, C. H., 2017

Leschinger, T., 2017

Schairer, W. W., 2014

Composite
failure to achieve MCID of 16.1 points on
ASES questionnaire

&

Function
ASES- American Shoulder and Elbow Score
SSV

Pain
correlation with VAS Pain

® 06

Quality of life
correlation with WHOQOL-BREFWHOQOL-
BREF is 26 questions, 4-20 points

Adverse events

unplanned readmission a priori model
unplanned readmission *low quality data*
statistically determined variables

Any Complicationpvalue only

Major Complicationspvalue only

Surgical Complicationspvalue only
Medical Complicationspvalue only

Any Complication

90 Day Readmission Hazard Ratio

&
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Table 35: Comorbidities -Adverse events

Bernstein, D High ComiEToTs / ADIEEE IfalcgggA ?‘I[ggAnos::)Z logistic regression (age, ASA, BMI R @i (3357;
N., 2017 | Quality E"fg;f;‘iggi'gﬂ;‘ed 30days | 3160 | f:ctors age, ASA, BMI, RSB A smoke, DM) Chib- | asy; L
smoke, DM) 0.14
_— PICO 9: Prognostic 1.18
. . Complications / Adverse . L - OR (95%
Bernstein, D. High Factor A (TSA; prog logistic regression (age, ASA, BMI, g (0.60,
N. 2017 | Quality |  EVents(unplanned 1 30days | 3160 | ¢ i a0e ASA, BMI, DM vs none smoke, DM) c); p 2.34). NS
readmission) value
smoke, DM) 0.63
- PICO 9: Prognostic logistic regression (operating time, ® 1.95 . .
Bernstein, D. High Corgs;‘c;tl(ms I/aﬁg(\e/grse 30days | 3160 Factor A (TSA; prog hypertension requiring meds | hypertension requiring meds, age, men, O(I;el)(_QS_Aa (1.01, s?yr?i?‘::[:irrﬁllon arses%ucligtr:e % n‘:;(tjs
N., 2017 Quality readmisgion) Y factors age, ASA, BMI, VS none ASA, high blood urea nitrogen, high valyuz 3.76); hig i O I)a/mned -
smoke, DM) creatine, low platelets) 0.046 g P
A PICO 9: Prognostic . . logistic regression (operating time, o 213
Bernstein, D. High Cog\;l)(l;r::ta;tl(z?];llaﬁg;/grse 30 days | 3160 Factor A (TSA, prog (j:;g;gllzog \L;;ﬁ?)w;:ot?lzg d hypertension requiring meds, age, men, Ogl)(,gs_/" (0.78, NS
N., 2017 Quality readmission) factors age, ASA, BMI, urea nitrogen (=<30mg/dL) ASA, high blood urea nitrogen, high vaI,ue 5.77);
smoke, DM) gen (= 9 creatine, low platelets) 0.14
A PICO 9: Prognostic logistic regression (operating time, o 1.30
Bernstein, D. High COE\%&?'&?‘S {aﬁg(\e/grse 30days | 3160 Factor A (TSA,; prog high creatinine (>1.3mg/dL) | hypertension requiring meds, age, men, Ogl)(_%_/o (0.54, NS
N., 2017 Quality readmisgion) Y factors age, ASA, BMI, vs low (=<1.3mg/dL) ASA, high blood urea nitrogen, high val’uz 3.16);
smoke, DM) creatine, low platelets) 0.56
A PICO 9: Prognostic logistic regression (operating time, o 2.14
Bernstein, D. | High Complications / Adverse Factor A (TSA, prog low platelets (<150,000/uL) | hypertension requiring meds, age, men, OR (_95/" (0.98,
- Events (unplanned 30days | 3160 - . - - CI); p- NS
N., 2017 Quality readmission) factors age, ASA, BMI, vs high (>=150,000/uL) ASA, high blood urea nitrogen, high val’ue 4.65);
smoke, DM) creatine, low platelets) 0.056
; Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic - ; .
Gl 7 ng_h Events (Any 90 days | 127 Factor A (prognostic CCI Cont. T (LR (e ARl et i e, A 0.005 Lower CCl is better
N., 2014 Quality e BMI only
Complication) factors)
. Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic - - .
Chalmers, P. ng_h Events (Major 90 days | 127 Factor A (prognostic CCI Cont. Mult. Logistic Reg Adjusted for: age, pvalue 0.62 NS
N., 2014 Quality N BMI only
Complications) factors)
q Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic - . .
Cr;\?"g‘gi’lp' QTJ;:SP Events (Surgical 90 days | 127 Factor A (prognostic CCI Cont. M Legene RE?\AAI\dJusted O AR pgﬁ:ue 0.015 Lower CCI is better
N v Complications) factors) y
. Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic - - .
Cr;j"g%’fap' QHUL?H Events (Medical 90 days | 127 Factor A (prognostic CCI Cont. Mult. Logistic Rg?\AAIdJUStEd for: age, p(\)/;l:ue 0.098 NS
" Y Complications) factors) y
. Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic o 0.83
L(_arscgl(r;f? o th;livty Events (Any m(;lrihs 235 Factor A (prognostic ASA Class 2 vs. 1 (ref) Odds Ratio Unadjusted ORC(IS;S % (0.30, NS
’ Complication) factors) 2.26)
. Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic 0 3.81
Lfcglglg; r LOV.V Events (Any 43 127 Factor A (prognostic ASA Class 3 vs. 1 (ref) Odds Ratio Unadjusted OR (95% (1.33- ASA Class 1 favored over 3
" Quality LN months CI)
Complication) factors) 10.92)
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. Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic o
Lgl_scglgf;e " th:/iv Events (Any m:r?ths 188 Factor A (prognostic ASA Class 3 vs. 2 (ref) Odds Ratio Unadjusted ORC(;‘;S 5 4'52((1)57)6‘ ASA Class 2 favored over 3
’ Y Complication) factors) :
- Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic o 428
L?I_scglglg;e " th:/iv Events (Any m:r?ths 275 Factor A (prognostic ASA Class 3 vs 1/2 (ref) Odds Ratio Unadjusted ORC(85 % (1.79, | ASA Class 1/2 favored over 3
" Y Complication) factors) 10.20)
Complications / Adverse . . .
. PICO 9: Prognostic adjusted for age, sex, hospital 1.19 (95% L
Sl L LOV.V Ever!ts .(90 ey 90 days | 26218 | Factor A (prognostic Each additional comorbidity procedure volume, and medical Hazz;rd Cl: 1.15- ey CRTa e (s
W., 2014 Quality Readmission Hazard factors) comorbidities Ratio 1.22) over more
Ratio) .

Table 36: Comorbidities -Composite

Mahony, G. T.,| Moderate Composite Score (failure to achieve MCID 2 vears | 459 PICO 9: Prognostic diabetes vs | logistic regression (age, sex, BMI, | OR (95% Cl); |  4.15 (1.00, diabetes associated w/
2018 Quality of 16.1 points on ASES questionnaire) y Factor A (TSA) none race, diabetes vs none) p-value 15.06); 0.036 worse outcome
Mahony, G. T.,| Moderate Composite Score (failure to achieve MCID 2 vears | 459 PICO 9: Prognostic back pain vs | logistic regression (age, sex, BMI, | OR (95% Cl); 1.97 (0.90, NS
2018 Quality of 16.1 points on ASES questionnaire) y Factor A (TSA) none race, back pain vs none) p-value 4.34); 0.089
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Table 37: Comorbidities -Function

. . . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog . . -
Cho, C. H., Low Function (correlation with ASES- 12 , ] . . linear regression coefficient (95% | 0.140 (-2.030,
2017 Quality | American Shoulder and Elbow Score) | months 4 ST, S S preig RIADREAP), [TEep (RIADES | G IEs (preop HADS-D) Cl); p-value 2.309); 0.897 B
. . . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog . . -
Cho, C. H., Low Function (correlation with ASES- 12 - ! . . linear regression coefficient (95% | 0.787 (-1.318,
2017 Quality | American Shoulder and Elbow Score) | months 46| factors age, sex, side, pregg HADS-D, preop HADS- | continuous (preop HADS-A) Cl); p-value 2.893); 0.454 NS
. . . L PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog . . -
Cho, C. H., Low Function (correlation with subjective 12 : ] 3 . linear regression coefficient (95% | 0.528 (-0.800,
2017 Quality shoulder value) months | 48| factors age, sex, side, pre:g HADS-D, preop HADS- | continuous (preop HADS-D) Cl); p-value 1.857); 0.426 B
. . . N PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog . . -
Cho, C. H., Low Function (correlation with subjective 12 - ! : - linear regression coefficient (95% | -0.014 (-1.303,
2017 Quality shoulder value) months 46| factors age, sex, side, pre'oA;; HADS-D, preop HADS- | continuous (preop HADS-A) Cl); p-value 1.275); 0.982 NS
Table 38: Comorbidities -Pain
Cho, C. H., Low Pain (correlation with 12 46 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog factors age, continuous linear regression (preop coefficient (95% -0.016 (-0.276, NS
2017 Quality VAS Pain) months sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop HADS-A) HADS-D) Cl); p-value 0.244); 0.899
Cho, C. H,, Low Pain (correlation with 12 46 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog factors age, continuous linear regression (preop coefficient (95% -0.010 (-0.363, NS
2017 Quality VAS Pain) months sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop HADS-A) HADS-A) ClI); p-value 0.142); 0.382

Table 39: Comorbidities -Quality of life

Cho, C. H., Low Quality of LlIfe (correlation 12 46 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA,; primary prog factors continuous linear regression (preop | coefficient (95% -0.815 (-1.920, NS
2017 Quality with WHOQOL-BREF) months age, sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop HADS-A) HADS-D) Cl); p-value 0.291); 0.144

Cho, C. H., Low Quality of LIfe (correlation 12 6 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA, primary prog factors continuous linear regression (preop | coefficient (95% -0.172 (-1.244, NS
2017 Quality with WHOQOL-BREF) months age, sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop HADS-A) HADS-A) Cl); p-value 0.901); 0.748
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Prognostic Factor: Smoking

Summary of Findings:

1> Better OQutcomes
J- Worse Dutcomes
» Not Significant

Low Quality

Bernstein, D. N., 2017 |High GQuality
Leschinger, T., 2017

1 Better Outcomes
J- Worse Outcomes
« Not Significant

Other
Length of Stay (significance only)

Adverse events
unplanned readmission a priori model

Any Complication

| @
€

Pain
Pain Scale: significance only
Morphine Consumption: significance only

Adverse events
Any Complication

@ [€& |@ [welsD.B, 2018 [Low Quality

Smoker vs. Non-Smoker

1- Better Outcomes
- Worse Outcomes
« Not Significant

Pain

Pain Scale: significance only

Morphine Consum ption: significance anly
Change in Pain: significance only

Adverse events
Any Complication

TIEEED Wells, D. B., 2018 [Low Quality

Former vs. Never Smokers

Current vs. Former Smokers

1 Better Outcomes
-} Worse Outcomes
« Mot Significant

Pain

Pain Scale: significance only

Morphine Consumption: significance only
Change in Pain: significance only

Adverse events
Any Complication

|! & & & |wells, D. B, 2018]Low Quality

Current vs. Never Smolkers
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Table 40: Prognostic Factor: Smoking (Current vs. Former) - Adverse Events

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (current PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former smokers
smokers as identified by pts on health hx as identified by pts who reported tobacco
intake forms and clinical interview; all cessation longer than 3 months before initial
groups received postop rehab (sling, surgical eval; all groups received postop rehab

passive ROM, PT, isometric (sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric
strengthening)) strengthening))

Not
Significant
(P-value>.05)

Wells, D.
B., 2018

17.86% 10.64% 1.68(0.53,5.29)

Quality | Complication

. . Complications / Adverse PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; - .
Bernstein, D. High logistic regression (age, OR (95% 1.72 (0.75,
N., 2017 Quality Events (u.np_lanned 30 days | 3160 | prog factors age, ASA, BMI, smoke, | present smoker vs no ASA, BMI, smoke, DM) | CI): p-value | 3.96); 0.20 NS
readmission) DM)
Leschinger, T., Low Complications / Adverse 43 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A Yes Nicotine Use vs. No - - 0 5.08 (1.96, | No Nicotine Use favored
2017 Quality Events (Any Complication) minutes 275 (prognostic factors) Nicotine Use (ref) Odds Ratio Unadjusted | OR (95% CI) 13.11) over Yes Nicotine Use

Table 41: Prognostic Factor: Smoking (Current vs. Former)- Other

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (current PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former smokers as

Wells. D Low length of stay smokers as identified by pts on health hx identified by pts who reported tobacco cessation ) ~ Not
B 2(318. Quality (days): mean, | Post-Op intake forms and clinical interview; all 28 1.21(.) | longer than 3 months before initial surgical eval; 47 0.95(.) | MeanDif| 0.26(.,.)| Significant
o significance only groups received postop rehab (sling, passive all groups received postop rehab (sling, passive (P-value>.05)
ROM, PT, isometric strengthening)) ROM, PT, isometric strengthening))

Table 42: Prognostic Factor: Smoking (Current vs. Former) - Pain

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former <0.001; current
(current smokers as identified by smokers as identified by pts who smokers have
Wells. D Low pts qn_hea[th hx .intake forms and reported tobacco ge§s_ation Io_nger than Author significantly higher
B 2618. Quality VAS: pvalue only 12 weeks clinical interview; all groups 28 . % 3 months before initial surgical eval; 47 . % Reported NA | VAS scores than no-use
o received postop rehab (sling, all groups received postop rehab and former-use cohorts
passive ROM, PT, isometric (sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric Significant (P-
strengthening)) strengthening)) value<.05)
Cumulative oral PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former <0.003; current
morphine equivalents (current smokers as identified by smokers as identified by pts who smokers have
Wells. D Low | (mg): mean, pvalue only: pts qn_heal_th hx _intake forms and reported tobacco (_:e_ss_ation Io_nger than ) significantly higher
B 2618' Quality dete.rmined‘via query of, 12 weeks clinical interview; all groups 28 2348() 3 months before initial surgical eval; 47 1623(.) | MeanDif | 725(.,)| OME than nonusers
v statewide narcotic received postop rehab (sling, all groups received postop rehab and former users
A passive ROM, PT, isometric (sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric Significant (P-
prescriptions database strengthening)) strengthening)) value<.05)
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Table 43: Prognostic Factor: Smoking (Current vs. Never Smokers) - Adverse Events

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (current PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C (nonsmokers

Wells. D Low Any smokers as identifie(_i l_)y pts on h_ealth hx as identified_by pts on h«_ealth hx intake ) th
B 2618. Quality | Complication Post-Op intake forms and clinical interview; all 28 17.86% forms and clinical interview; all groups 88 7.95% RR 2.24(0.77,6.52) |  Significant
o groups received postop rehab (sling, passive received postop rehab (sling, passive ROM, (P-value>.05)
ROM, PT, isometric strengthening)) PT, isometric strengthening))

Table 44: Prognostic Factor: Smoking (Current vs. Never Smokers

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former .
(current smokers as identified by smokers as identified by pts who <l?é(\)/§’s(i::r:irf?2;§g1yollz es;s
Wells, D. | Low | mean improvementin pts on health hx _|nta}ke forms and reported tobacco cessation longer : - mean improvement in
- . 12 weeks clinical interview; all groups 28 2.8(.) than 3 months before initial surgical 47 4.3() MeanDif
B., 2018 | Quality | VAS: mean, pvalue only - p . - 15(.,.)| VAS than no-use and
received postop rehab (sling, eval; all groups received postop rehab former use ¢ Significant
passive ROM, PT, isometric (sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric (P-value <%5)
strengthening)) strengthening)) '

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
(current smokers as identified by
pts on health hx intake forms and
12 weeks clinical interview; all groups 28 2348(.)

received postop rehab (sling,

passive ROM, PT, isometric
strengthening))

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A
(current smokers as identified by
pts on health hx intake forms and
VAS: pvalue only 12 weeks clinical interview; all groups 28 . %

Cumulative oral
morphine equivalents
Wells, D. Low | (mg): mean, pvalue only;

B.,2018 | Quality | determined via query of
statewide narcotic
prescriptions database

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
(nonsmokers as identified by pts on
health hx intake forms and clinical

interview; all groups received postop
rehab (sling, passive ROM, PT,
isometric strengthening))

<0.003; current smokers
have significantly higher
88 1637(.) | MeanDif | 711(.,.)| OME than nonusers and
former users Significant
(P-value<.05)

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
(nonsmokers as identified by pts on
health hx intake forms and clinical

<0.001; current smokers
Author have significantly higher

Wells, D. Low 88 % NA | VAS scores than no-use

£ Al ey received postop rehab (sling, 'mzxfg‘%ﬁu gro;gssi\;zc;lc\)/:/cli %q?top Rejpoiizs and former-use cohorts
passive ROM, PT, isometric - 9.p A Significant (P-value<.05)
strengthening)) isometric strengthening))

PICO9: Prognostl_c Fac_tc_>r A PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C <0.02; current smokers

(current smokers as identified by (nonsmokers as identified by pts on have significantly less

Wells, D. Low mean improvement in 12 weeks ptiﬁﬂir;:?m::\(/ii:\};k;lfo:?us ?d 28 2.8() health hx intake forms and clinical 88 40) MeanDif - mean improvement in

B., 2018 | Quality | VAS: mean, pvalue only received posto réhabg(slinp v interview; all groups received postop ’ 1.2(.,.) | VAS than no-use and
assive RpOM pPT isometrigc’ rehab (sling, passive ROM, PT, former use c Significant

P L isometric strengthening)) (P-value<.05)

strengthening))
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Table 45: Prognostic Factor: Smoking (Former Smokers vs. Never Smokers) - Adverse Events

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former smokers
as identified by pts who reported tobacco
cessation longer than 3 months before initial
surgical eval; all groups received postop rehab

(sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
(nonsmokers as identified by pts on
health hx intake forms and clinical

interview; all groups received postop
rehab (sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric

Not
Significant
(P-value>.05)

Wells, D.
B., 2018

Low Any

0,
Quality | Complication 88 7.95% RR

Post-Op 47 10.64% 1.34(0.45,3.98)

strengthening))

strengthening))

Table 46: Prognostic Factor: Smoking (Former Smokers vs. Never Smokers

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
smokers as identified by pts who (nonsmokers as identified by pts <0.001; current smokers
Wells. D Low reported tobacco cessation longer than on health hx intake forms and Author have significantly higher
B 2(318. Quality VAS: pvalue only 12 weeks | 3 months before initial surgical eval; 47 . % clinical interview; all groups 88 . % Reported NA | VAS scores than no-use
’ all groups received postop rehab received postop rehab (sling, P and former-use cohorts
(sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric passive ROM, PT, isometric Significant (P-value<.05)
strengthening)) strengthening))
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C .
smokers as identified by pts who (nonsmokers as identified by pts <0.02; (_:ur_r(?nt smokers
. : have significantly less
. . reported tobacco cessation longer than on health hx intake forms and - -
Wells, D. Low mean Improvement in 12 weeks | 3 months before initial surgical eval; 47 4.3(.) clinical interview; all groups 88 4() MeanDif | 0.3(.,.) mean Improvement in
B.,2018 | Quality | VAS: mean, pvalue only Inftial surgt val, B inical 1 1ew; all group ’ e VAS than no-use and
all groups received postop rehab received postop rehab (sling, P
- . ; . - ] : former use ¢ Significant
(sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric passive ROM, PT, isometric P_value<.05
strengthening)) strengthening)) (P-value<.05)
Cumulative oral PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B (former PICO 9: Prognostic Factor C
g Y smokers as identified by pts who (nonsmokers as identified by pts <0.003; current smokers
Wells. D Low | (mg): ?nean qvalue only: reported tobacco cessation longer than on health hx intake forms and } have significantly higher
o - g): mean, p Y| 12 weeks | 3 months before initial surgical eval; 47 1623(.) clinical interview; all groups 88 1637(.) MeanDif OME than nonusers and
B., 2018 | Quality | determined via query of . - - 14(.,.) P ianifi
g a!l groups_recelved posto_p rehab_ recel_ved postop reh.ab (sllng, ormer users Significant
intions datab (sling, passive ROM, PT, isometric passive ROM, PT, isometric (P-value<.05)
[PLUCEIET[PUISIS L EERE strengthening)) strengthening))
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Prognostic Factor: Preop Function

Summary of Findings:

> BetterOutcomes
J Worse Outcomes
o Not Significant

|High Quality

[Mahony, G. T.,2018 |Moderate Quality

Lapner, P. L., 2015
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Composite
failure to achieve MCID of 16.1 points on
ASES questionnaire

&

Function

correlation with ASES- American Shoulder
and Elbow Score

Subjective shoulder value (SSV)

Strength - Subscapularispvalue only
moderate-severe glenoid bone erosion
SST (Simple Shoulder Test) Change

SST % maximum possible improvement

Pain
correlation with VAS Pain

Quality of life
correlation with WHOQOL-BREFWHOQOL-
BREF is 26 questions, 4-20 points

Adverse events
revision surgery
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Table 47: Preop function -Adverse events

Hartzler, R. Low Complications / Adverse minutes | 43 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A continuous logistic regression (preop ASES | OR (95% Cl); 0.9 (0.8, sih:ﬁ?ﬁ:ra\ﬁ:fogs?osclizast:;c\)/\:ih
u., 2017 Quality Events (revision surgery) | - (TSA) score, surgical center) p-value 1.0); 0.003 9 | owgr P
Robinson, W. Model_'ate Complicatipr!s / Adverse minutes | 44 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A | preop glenoh'umeral propo(lr‘)tlrgggl;iﬁ%rﬁjr;i%;?ssIon (gasﬁzrg; t'g_ 2.78 (0.47, NS
A., 2018 Quality Events (revision surgery) | ° (humeral head replacement) subluxation subluxation) value‘ 52.55); 0.29
. L . . . . hazard ratio
Robinson, W. | Moderate Complications / Adverse minutes | 44 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A laborer vs other proportional hazards regression (95% CI): p- 1.23 (0.17, NS
A., 2018 Quality Events (revision surgery) | - (humeral head replacement) (laborer vs other) value’ P 6.32); 0.81

Table 48: Preop function -Composite

Moderate
Quality

Mahony, G.
T., 2018

Composite Score (failure to achieve MCID
of 16.1 points on ASES questionnaire)

PICO 9: Prognostic
Factor A (TSA)

logistic regression (age, sex,
BMI, race, preop ASES score)

OR (95% ClI);
p-value

1.05 (1.03,
1.08); <0.001

higher preop ASES score

continuous .
associated w/ worse outcome

2 years | 459

Table 49: Preop function -Function

. . . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A o 0.015 (-
Cho, C. H., Low ;g%‘g{oxr%ﬁ:g:témmg:r 12 6 (TSA,; primary prog factors age, continuous linear regression (preop duration of (gg;ffg: I')e_nt_ 0.033, NS
2017 Quality months sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop symptoms, unclear additional adjustment) oLl p 0.063);
and Elbow Score) value
HADS-A) 0.531
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A coefficient -0.001 (-
Cho, C. H., Low Function (correlation with 12 46 (TSA,; primary prog factors age, continuous linear regression (preop duration of (95% CI); p- 0.031, NS
2017 Quality | subjective shoulder value) | months sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop symptoms, unclear additional adjustment) o) P 0.028);
value
HADS-A) 0.931
Mult Reg: controlled for age, sex, dominant
Lapner, P. High Function (Strength - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A | Baseline Strength | arm, baseline external rotation, subscapularis
L., 2015 Quality Subscapularis) 2D | 68 (prognostic factors) Cont. management technique, baseline subscap el e S B
fatty infiltration
Mult Reg: controlled for age, sex, dominant
Lapner, P. High Function (Strength - PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A Baseline external arm, baseline strength, subscapularis
L., 2015 Quality Subscapularis) 2 months | 64 (prognostic factors) rotation management technique, baseline subscap pvalue only 0.302 NS
fatty infiltration
Robinson, Moderate | Function (moderate-severe minutes | 44 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A Ien%r;}l?ﬁweral proportional hazards regression (preop (g%z;r(élr; t'O_ 0.52 (0.18, NS
W. A, 2018 | Quality glenoid bone erosion) ’ (humeral head replacement) 9 " glenohumeral subluxation) oL P 1.54); 0.23
subluxation value
Robinson, Moderate | Function (moderate-severe minutes | 44 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A laborer vs other proportional hazards regression (laborer vs (gasizr‘élr;tio_ 0.69 (0.15, NS
W. A, 2018 | Quality glenoid bone erosion) ' (humeral head replacement) other) valu e‘ P 2.25); 0.55

39



Somerson, J. Low Function (change in Simple . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A . linear regression (preop simple shoulder test, coeffICIe-nt o (-0:9, ; hlgh_er [pEe]y SST
S., 2017 Quality Shoulder Test) o[TINES | 310 (ream and run procedure) continuous per 1 point, unclear additional adjustment) (BB TR - sy EEEH Al il (55
& ’ value <0.00 change in postop SST
Function (% maximum . . . . . coefficient 10 .
Somerson, J. Lovy possible improvementin | . minutes | 50 PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A continuous linear regression (preop s_|mple shqulder test, (95% CI); p- 1(-4,2); NS
S., 2017 Quality . (ream and run procedure) per 1 point, unclear additional adjustment) 0.6
simple shoulder test) value

Table 50: Preop function -Pain

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog
46 | factors age, sex, side, preop HADS-D, preop HADS- | continuous
A)

Cho, C. H., Low Pain (correlation 12
2017 Quality with VAS Pain) months

linear regression (preop duration of coefficient (95% | -0.002 (-0.007,

symptoms, unclear additional adjustment) Cl); p-value 0.004); 0.588 M

Table 51: Preop function -Quality of life

. . PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (TSA; primary prog linear regression (preop duration of -
Cho, C. H., Low Quality of LlIfe (correlation 12 ; ) . - coefficient (95% | 0.015 (-0.009,
2017 Quality with WHOQOL-BREF) months 46| factors age, sex, s;cfbpsriexs) HADS-D, preop continuous Symptomas(’jjlilr;(t:r?:; deltlonal Cl): p-value 0.040); 0.211 NS
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Prognostic Factor: Depression

Summary of Findings:

/™ Better Outcomes
J Worse Outcomes
o Not Significant

Composite
ASES - Total: American Shoulder and Elbow Sugeons
ASES - Total: Change from Baseline

Function

SF-12 mental component: change from baseline

SF-12 physical score: change from baseline

Marx shoulder activity (change from baseline): significance only;
SF-12 physical score: significance only

Marx shoulder activity scores: significance only

SF-12 mental score

Patient Satisfaction

patient satisfaction with activities: p-value only; for difference b/w groups
patient satisfaction with work: p-value only; for difference b/w groups
overall patient satisfaction; satisfied vs neither/dissatisfied: n (%)
patient satisfaction with work; satisfied vs neither/dissatisfied: n (%)
patient satisfaction with QOL: p-value only; for difference b/w groups
patient satisfaction with activities; satisfied vs neither/dissatisfied: n (%)
patient satisfaction with pain: p-value only; for difference b/w groups
overall patient satisfaction: p-value only; for difference b/w groups
patient satisfaction with pain; satisfied vs neither/dissatisfied: n (%)
patient satisfaction with QOL; satisfied vs neither/dissatisfied: n (%)

[AIATEI Y T X3 (-._._. &= |& & [Werner, B.C., 2017 [High Quality
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Table 52: Prognostic Factor:

Depression - Composite

. PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts undergoing TSA; PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B
ASES - Total -9.2(- Treatment 2
Werner, B. High : preop diagnosis of depression from PCP or (matched cohort of pts . = Lo )
C., 2017 Quality Ch;;g; ifnr:m AIEER psychiatrist; screened for active depression at time e2 Sl undergoing TSA w/o 57| Eehieat)| kenen; 13? 213) Slsg;ﬂgirgs()P
of entry into study) depression) ) )
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts undergoing TSA, PICO 9: Prognostic Factor B 5.9(- Treatment 2
Werner, B. | High | \qpq_ Toral | 2years preop diagnosis of depression from PCP or 82 |849(17.30)|  (matched cohort of pts 167 | 90.8(11.30) | MeanDif| 10.02- | Significant (P-
C., 2017 Quality psychiatrist; screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o 178 alue<.05
of entry into study) depression) 78) value<.05)

Table 53: Prognostic Factor:

Depression - Function

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts undergoing PICO 9: Prognostic Factor
. SF-12 mental . : . - Treatment 1
V\gm;(;‘l? ' ng_h component: change 2 years Uy preop _dlfa\gnosw o depres_smn L ECP 82 5.1(8.80) e (matche_d SUllRlL el 167 2.1(8.20) | MeanDif | 3(0.73,5.27) | Significant (P-
. Quality from baseline or psychiatrist; screened for active depression undergoing TSA w/o value<.05)
at time of entry into study) depression) :
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts undergoing PICO 9: Prognostic Factor Treatment 2
Werner, B. High SF-12 physical score: TSA,; preop diagnosis of depression from PCP B (matched cohort of pts . -3.7(-6.44,- R
C., 2017 Quality | change from baseline 2 years or psychiatrist; screened for active depression 82 7(1060) undergoing TSA w/o 167 | 10.7(3.90) | MeanDif 0.96) Slgg;{:girg)ts(P-
at time of entry into study) depression) 05)
Marx shoulder activity: PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts undergoing PICO 9: Prognostic Factor
Werner, B. High sianificance onlv: : 2 vears TSA; preop diagnosis of depression from PCP 82 o B (matched cohort of pts 167 o Author NA Not Significant
C., 2017 Quality 9 Yy y or psychiatrist; screened for active depression - undergoing TSA w/o -7 Reported (P-value>.05)
change from baseline : . .
at time of entry into study) depression)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts undergoing PICO 9: Prognostic Factor
Werner, B. High SF-12 physical score: 2 vears TSA,; preop diagnosis of depression from PCP 82 % B (matched cohort of pts 167 % Author NA Not Significant
C., 2017 Quality significance only y or psychiatrist; screened for active depression ' undergoing TSA w/o ' Reported (P-value>.05)
at time of entry into study) depression)
) Marx shoulder activity PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts undergoing PICO 9: Prognostic Factor o
Werner, B. High e ey 2 vears TSA,; preop diagnosis of depression from PCP 82 % B (matched cohort of pts 167 % Author NA Not Significant
C., 2017 Quality : or?l y or psychiatrist; screened for active depression : undergoing TSA w/o : Reported (P-value>.05)
y at time of entry into study) depression)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts undergoing PICO 9: Prognostic Factor Treatment 2
Wwerner, B. | High | op 15 nontalscore | 2years | | oAy Preop diagnosis of depression fromPCP | g, | 4g g1 o | B (matched cohortofpts |67 | 55 606 00y | Meanpif | 88527 | significant (p-
C., 2017 Quality or psychiatrist; screened for active depression undergoing TSA w/o 3.48) value<.05)
at time of entry into study) depression) '
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Table 54: Prognostic Factor: De

ression - Patient Satisfaction

PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic depression associated
Werner. B High pgti_e_nt satisfaction with undergqing TSA; preop diagnqsis_of Factor B (matched Author W_ith onver p_t
c 20’17 ' Quality activities: p-value only; for | 2 years | depression from PCP or ps_ychlatr_lst; 82 . % cohqrt of pts 167 . % Reported NA _SE_lt_ISfaC_tIOI_'l _W|th
o difference b/w groups screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o activities Significant (P-
of entry into study) depression) value<.05)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic depression is associated
Wermner. B High patient satisfaction with undergc_)ing TSA; preop diagnqsis_ of Factor B (matched Author ) With_ Iowe_r pt
c 20’17 ' Quality w_ork: p-value only; for 2 years | depression from PCP or psychiatrist; 82 . % cohort of pts 167 . % Reported NA satisfaction with work
v difference b/w groups screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o Significant (P-
of entry into study) depression) value<.05)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic
. overall patient satisfaction; undergoing TSA,; preop diagnosis of Factor B (matched S
V\éemz%'i?' Q':;?ﬂy satisfied vs 2years | depression from PCP or psychiatrist; | 82 | 95.12% cohort of pts 167 | 9880% | RR | 096(091,101) O f;?&gi‘%asn)t {e
"’ neither/dissatisfied: n (%) screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o '
of entry into study) depression)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic
. patient satisfaction with undergoing TSA, preop diagnosis of Factor B (matched S
V\c/:ernzeor,l;B ' Qﬂ;glny ) work_; sat!sf!ed Vs 2 years | depression from PCP or psychiatr_ist; 82 89.02% coh(_th of pts 167 96.41% RR 0.92(0.85,1.00) Nm\?;ﬁ:gi' coz?)t (P-
" neither/dissatisfied: n (%) screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o '
of entry into study) depression)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic . .
Werner. B High patient satisfaction with undergqing TSA,; preop diagnqsis_ of Factor B (matched Author veﬁf]rf;‘:\;:p szstfgf‘zgfﬁf:]
C 20’17 ' Quality Q_OL: p-value only; for 2 years | depression from_ PCP or psychlatr_lst; 82 . % coh(_)rt of pts 82 . % Reported NA w/ QOL Significant (P-
"’ difference b/w groups screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o
of entry into study) depression) value<.05)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic
- patient satisfaction with undergoing TSA; preop diagnosis of Factor B (matched -
V\éernzeor,ls ' Qﬂ;glny gctiviti_es; sgti_sfied Vs 2 years | depression from PCP or psychiatrist; 82 84.15% cohort of pts 167 91.62% RR 0.92(0.83,1.02) Nm\?ﬁ'\ﬂ?{;g%&g (P-
" neither/dissatisfied: n (%) screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o '
of entry into study) depression)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic
" patient satisfaction with undergoing TSA; preop diagnosis of Factor B (matched Lo
V\éernzeor,l? ' Qﬂﬁny pgin: p-value only; for 2 years | depression from PCP or psychiatr_ist; 82 . % cohc_)rt of pts 167 . % R/:;Lhr?g d NA Not\?;lgﬁéiltaasr;t (P-
" difference b/w groups screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o ’
of entry into study) depression)
) ) ) PICO 9 Prognostic Fact_or A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic depression associated
Werner. B High overall patient satl_sfactlon: undergc_nng TSA,; preop dlagn95|s_of Factor B (matched Author with lower overall pt
c 2017' Quality p-value only; for difference | 2 years | depression from PCP or psychlatr_lst; 82 . % cohc_>rt of pts 167 . % Reported NA satisfaction Sianificant
" b/w groups screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o P gnitican
group e dep going | (P-value<.05)
of entry into study) depression)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic
8 patient satisfaction with undergoing TSA,; preop diagnosis of Factor B (matched A
w5 Qﬂ;‘-}’ﬂy pain; satisfied vs 2years | depression from PCP or psychiatrist; | 82 | 95.12% cohort of pts 167 | 99.40% | RR | 096(091,101) O f;fdgi'%gt (-
. neither/dissatisfied: n (%) screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o '
of entry into study) depression)
PICO 9: Prognostic Factor A (pts PICO 9: Prognostic
. patient satisfaction with undergoing TSA; preop diagnosis of Factor B (matched .
wermer B Qﬂ!flny QOL; satisfied vs 2years | depression from PCP o psychiatrist | 82 | 84.15% cohort of pts 167 | 9521% | RR |0.88(0.80,0.98) Treat(rgfc‘;lﬁi%g')f icant
" neither/dissatisfied: n (%) screened for active depression at time undergoing TSA w/o '
of entry into study) depression)
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PICO 10:

Total Shoulder Arthroplasty vs. Hemiarthroplasty

Summary of Findings:
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* Not Significant HEHEHEEES BIEIEIE|2|E|EEE 4 Worse Outcomes
Composite ® Not Signifiant

Moderate Quality
Low Quality

1. V., 2018

Gartsman, G. M., 2000 [High Guality
Lo, I. K., 2005

owd, A. K, 2019

erthel, ). D., 2018

Mann, T., 2014
Krukenberg, A., 2018

lannotti, J. P., 2003
\irk, M. S.,2018
Schairer, W. W., 2014
Clintcn, J., 2007

F{azmjou, H., 2014

G

Grfaly, k. M., 2003

Garcia, G. H., 2016
[Edwards, T.B., 2003
Levy, C., 2004

ASES - Total: American Shoulderand Hbow Sugeons
ASES - Total: Change from Baseline

Pain
Pain Scale (pvalue only)
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ASES - Total: pvalue only Pain Scale
Constant - Total @ Change in VAS: Pvalue Only
Constant- Total: pvalue only L Quality of life
Neer Rating: % Excellent or Satisfactory @ % Satisfaction with Surgery: Good/Excellent
RCIMS - Total: Relative Constant Murley (accounts for age, sex) L % Very Satisfied
WOOS - Physical Subscale Ll = :
= = = Pt Satisfaction (% better/much better vs preop)
WOOS - Physical Subscale: Western Ontario Osteoarthritis Shoulder L

Quality of Life

UCLA - Total: University of California at Los Angeles Shoulder Score  |A4p Satisfaction with Sports: Good/Excellent

WOOS - Total: Western Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder

Function

ROM: Abduction pvalue only

ROM: External Rotation

ROM: Active Elevation

Constant- ROM Subscale

ROM: Internal Rotation (pvalue only)

ROM: Abduction

ROM: External Rotation pvalue only

SF-36 - Physical Component

55T:Simple Shoulder Test

ASES - Activities of Daily Living: pvalue, mean only
UCLA - Function: pvalue, mean only

strength: pvalue, mean only

Motion: pvalue, mean only

Constant- Strength Subscale: mean, auth pvalue only
Constant- ROM Subscale: mean, auth pvalue only
Constant- Activities Subscale: mean, auth pvalue only
SF-12 Physical Component Score

ROM: Flexion

strength: Tensiometer with shoulderat 90 deg elevation
WOOS - Sports/Recreation/Work Subscale

>

WOOS - Emotions Subscale

5F-12 Mental Component Score

SF-36 Mental Component

WOOS - Lifestyle Subscale

S8V - Subjective Shoulder Value: mean pvalue only
UCLA - Pt Satisfaction: pvalue, mean anly

23D

550

Adverse events

Any Complication / Adverse Event

10 Year Hazard Ratio for Revision: TSA is Reference
10-Year Survival Rate (%)

Blood Loss (ml): pvalue, mean only

Radiolucent Lines (%): Humeral component

ASES - Instability: modified(?)

Radiolucent Lines (%): Any

50 Day Readmission Hazard Ratio: TSA vs. HemiA (ref)
Overall Survival Hazard Ratio

Evidence of Subluxation (%)

>

Other
Aneslhesia Time (min): mean, pvalue unly
Operation Time (min): mean, pvalue only

Patient Satisfaction
Pt Satisfaction Subjective Score (Excellent/Good)
Good ar Excellent Satisfaction

Patient Satisfaction

€€

>

EX ]




Meta-Analysis: ASES Total

Study

SMD (95% Cl)

Gartsman, G. M., 2000

lannotti, J. P., 2003 —_—
Lo, I. K., 2005

Razmjou, H., 2014 —_—
Virk, M. S., 2018

Overall (I-squared = 0.9%, p = 0.401) <>

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

0.55(-0.01, 1.11)

0.04 (-0.35, 0.44)

0.38 (-0.24, 0.99)

0.48 (0.05, 0.91)

0.00 (-0.59, 0.59)

0.27 (0.05, 0.50)

Weiight

15.64

31.16

12.89

26.23

14.08

100.00

T

-1.11 0 111
Hemiarthroplasty TSA
%
Study SMD (95% Cl) Weiight
!
i i
' i
Clinton, J., 2007 T 0.06 (-0.49, 0.62) 28.03
| i
I |
' i
Gowd, A. K., 2019 - -0.18 (-0.82, 0.46) 21.87
| i
i i
! i
Lo, I. K., 2005 -0.06 (-0.68, 0.55) 23.74
' i
Virk, M. S., 2018 n 0.00 (-0.59, 0.59) 29.46
| )
| '
i i
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.954) ' -0.04 (-0.33, 0.26) 100.00
|
' |
i |
' i
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis ! !
H
T T
-816 816
Hemiarthroplasty TSA

Meta-Analysis: Range of Motion — External Rotation

Study

Virk, M. S., 2018

Razmjou, H., 2014

Overall (I-squared = 54.9%, p = 0.136)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

WMD (95% CI)

11.00 (8.90, 13.10)

5.00 (-2.61, 12.61)

<> 9.16 (3.74, 14.58)

%

Weight

69.34

30.66

100.00

T
-14.6

14.6
Hemiarthroplasty TSA
%

Study SMD (95% CI) Weight
Garcia, G. H., 2016 —_— -0.73 (-1.18, -0.28) 26.76
lannotti, J. P., 2003 — -0.03 (-0.43, 0.36) 27.97
Lo, I. K., 2005 —_— -0.35(-0.97, 0.27) 23.16
Virk, M. S., 2018 —_— -1.40 (-2.06, -0.73) 22.11
Overall (I-squared = 77.8%, p = 0.004) O -0.60 (-1.15, -0.04) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T

2.06 0 2.06
TSA Hemiarthroplasty



Meta-Analysis: Satisfaction

Edwards, T. B, 2003

Garcia, G. H., 2018

Gowd, A K, 2018

Werthel, J. D., 2018

Overall (l-squared = 54.68%, p = 0.085)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

I

RR (95% CI)

1.08 (0.8, 1.17)

4% 1.42 {1.18, 1.75)

<>

1.06 (0.91,1.23)

1.08 (0.94, 1.25)

112 (1.01, 1.25)

Weight

2380

24.10

100,00

T
573

Hemiarthraplasty

1.75
TSA

Meta-Analysis: Any Complication

Study

Garcia, G. H., 2016

Mann, T., 2014

Werthel, J. D., 2018

Overall (I-squared = 84.2%, p = 0.002) <:

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !

%

RR (95% Cl) Weight

0.21 (0.10, 0.46) 35.56

0.97 (0.56, 1.69) 38.05

2.14 (0.51, 8.97) 26.39

0.70 (0.20, 2.38) 100.00

.0997 1

TSA

Hemiarthroplasty

10
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Table 55: Total Shoulder Arthroplasty vs. Hemiarthroplast

- Adverse Events

Gartsman, G.
M., 2000

High

UCLA - Total:
University of California
Quality | at Los Angeles Shoulder
Score

35

months

PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA)

27

37.4(4.90)

PICO 10: HemiA 1
(Hemiarthroplasty)

24

23.2(5.90)

. . HemiA
Gartsman, G. High Blood Loss (ml): pvalue, ) . PICO 10: HemiA 1 . Lo i
M., 2000 Quality mean only Intra-Op | PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 27 300(.) (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 150(.) MeanDif 150(.,.) Slsg;:‘:gzlgts()P
Mann, T, Moderate - . . . . Not Significant (P-
2014 Quality Any Complication Post-Op | PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) | 592 8.11% PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 179 8.38% RR 0.97(0.56,1.69) va|gue>.05) (
. . . . Treatment 1
Edwards, T. Low Radiolucent Lines (%): 44 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; o PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA,; ® . _
B., 2003 Quality Humeral component months postop rehab) el LSS postop rehab) 89 26.97% RR 0.48(0.32,0.72) Slgg;ﬂgirz)ts gP
Garcia, G.H., | Low ASES - Instability: 62 | PICO10: TSAL(TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; Treatment 1
0 = ; ok v : |40 | 0.2(0.90) ; ' 40 | 1.6(1.60) MeanDif -1.4(-1.97,-0.83) |  Significant (P-
2016 Quality modified(?) months deltopectoral) deltopectoral) value<.05)
. . . Treatment 1
Garcia, G. H., Low o 62 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; o PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA, o Lo i
2016 Quality Any Complication months deltopectoral) 40 15.00% deltopectoral) 40 70.00% RR 0.21(0.10,0.46) Slsgllﬂgz%tsgP
. . . PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Copeland Treatment 2
0,
Leglg(,)‘?., th:/iv Radloluc?::] Lines (%): Post-Op (Copeland stemless 34 29.41% stemless resurfacing 33 6.06% RR 4.85(1.15,20.50) | Significant (P-
vy y resurfacing TSA) hemiarthroplasty) value<.05)
10 Year Hazard Ratio . R
Rasmussen, J. Low S 5 PICO 10: TSA 1 2 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Stemmed 2 TSA Significant
V., 2018 Quality for R;\g:é?:ﬁ;SA is 10 years (Stemmed TSA) 2360 . % HemiA) 1587 . % Author Reported TSA Ref (P-value<.05)
Rasmussen, J. Low 10-Year Survival Rate | ;0\ .o PICO 10: TSA1 2360 | 96.0206 | PICO10:HemiAl(Stemmed | o0 | g3 (10 RR 1 03(L02.105) S-irrr?i?g;?]rt]t(é ]
V., 2018 Quality (%) Y (Stemmed TSA) vesh HemiA) oL 0o(08 L \g/a|ue< )
10 Year Hazard Ratio . A
Rasmussen, J. Low S . PICO 10: TSA1 ® PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Stemless ® TSA Significant
V., 2018 Quality E R%‘g?é?gh;SA IS CREE (Stemmed TSA) 2N o ) HemiA (aka resurfacing HA)) Loy o ) Althor Reported Vs R (P-value<.05)
Rasmussen J. | Low | 10-YearSurvivalRate | o | PICOI0:TSAL | oo | oo | PICO10: HemiA 2 (Stemless | 1ooo | oc oo AR L13(L11115) Si“ﬁﬁ}(’j;f{t‘t(é_
V., 2018 Quality (%) y (Stemmed TSA) U271 HemiA (aka resurfacing HA)) Ve Ao(dAh L ki 05)

. 90 Day Readmission Hazard A
S‘\’,'\‘,a";(;'lx"' th}’i"ty Hazard Ratio: TSA vs. | 90days | PICO10: TSA1(TSA) | 14602 | . % | PICO10: HemiA1(HemiA) | 8832 | . % Ratio(Author | 0.8(0.71,0.89) T(Sp’fvi'lﬂzg'gg)m
i HemiA (ref) Reported) )
We”gg'l'gj' D., th}’i"ty Any Complication | 5Syears | PICO10: TSA1(TSA) | 329 | 578% | PICO 10: HemiA 1l (HemiA) | 74 2.70% RR 2.14(0.51,8.97) Nmf;?ﬁe'i'%%”)t (P-
Werthel, J. D., Low Overall Survival Hazard . ; . . . . Not Significant (P-

2018 Quality Ratio 5years | PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 329 . % PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 74 . % Author Reported NA value>.05)
. . Treatment 1
Werthel, J. D., | Low | Evidence of Subluxation | g ars | pico 10: TSA1(TSA) | 196 | 31.63% | PICO10:HemiAl(HemiA) | 31 | 5161% RR 0.61(041,0.91) | Significant (P-
2018 Quality (%) Value<.05)
Table 56: Total Shoulder Arthroplasty vs. Hemiarthroplasty - Composite

MeanDif | 14.2(11.20,17.20)

Treatment 1
Significant (P-
value<.05)
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. . Treatment 1
Gartsman, G. High 35 . PICO 10: HemiA 1 . Lo
M. 2000 Quality ASES - Total months PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 27 77.3(18.20) (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 65.2(24.90) | MeanDif | 12.1(0.00,24.20) Slgg;ﬂgir(\)tsgP-
Lo, I. K, High WOOS - Total: PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; ; Not Significant
2005 Quality converted to 0-100 2y standardized postop care) = 90.6(13.20) standardized postop care) e 81.5(24.10) | MeanDif | 9.1(-2.72.20.92) (P-value>.05)
Lo, I. K., High PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA,; . Not Significant
2005 Quality Constant - Total 2 years standardized postop care) 20 70.8(17.20) standardized postop care) 2 67.1(19.60) | MeanDif | 3.7(-7.57,14.97) (P-value>.05)
. ASES - Total: American - " I
Lo, I. K., High PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; - 3 Not Significant
2005 Quality ShOUké(:‘JI’gzl;?]sElbOW ZE standardized postop care) 2| SR standardized postop care) 2| GEIEREY) | WEmIDF ) BEeanin) (P-value>.05)
Edwards, T. Low Constant - Total: mean, 44 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA,; . TSA Significant
B., 2003 Quality auth pvalue only months postop rehab) 601 703() postop rehab) 89 64.1() MeanDif 6.2(..) (P-value<.05)
. PICO 10: HemiA 1 A
Gowd, A. K., Low . 68 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA with . - . y Not Significant
2019 Quality Change in ASES Score months standard rehabilitation) 20 41.5(22.70) (Hemlarthropla;m;/vnh Ream and 18 35.9(19.30) | MeanDif | 5.6(-7.76,18.96) (P-value>.05)
. PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA with .
lannotti, J. P., Low 46 . . . . . g Not Significant
2003 Quality ASES - Total months glenoid celr(r;ir:;,d;))egged OR 95 86(165.70) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 33 79(186.65) | MeanDif | 7(-64.87,78.87) (P-value>.05)
PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemlless PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Stemlless
Krukenberg, Low ASES - Total: mean, TSA with Sidus Stem-Free HemiA with Sidus Stem-Free . TSA Significant
A., 2018 Quality pvalue only YRR Shoulder System 2- i Hia) Shoulder System 2-component = ey b Pl 16(..) (P-value<.05)
component system) system)
PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemlless PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Stemlless
Krukenberg, Low | Constant - Total: mean, TSA with Sidus Stem-Free HemiA with Sidus Stem-Free . TSA Significant
A., 2018 Quality pvalue only 2 years Shoulder System 2- & 74.7() Shoulder System 2-component 32 59() MeanDif 15.7(.) (P-value<.05)
component system) system)
WOOS - Physical .
- PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Lo
Razmjou, H., Low Subscale: Western PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA, ; o Not Significant
2014 Quality | Ontario Osteoarthritis 6 months standardized rehab) 108 | 128(116.65) Replagen;ﬁnt d(Her:n:)A), 26 175(119.67) | MeanDif | -47(-97.99,3.99) (P-value>.05)
Shoulder standardized rehab)
. RCMS - Total: Relative . PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Treatment 1
Razmjou, H., | Low Constant Murley | 6months | TGO 10: TSAL (TSA, 108 | 72(21.21) Replacement (HemiA), 26 | 60(23.41) | MeanDif| 12(2.1521.85) | Significant (P-
2014 Quality (accounts for age, sex) standardized rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)
n ASES - Total: American . PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Treatment 1
Razmjou, H., | LOW | g ) lderand Elbow | 6 months | <O 10: TSAL(TSA, 108 | 73(21.21) Replacement (HemiA), 26 | 63(18.21) | MeanDif | 10(1.9418.06) | Significant (P-
AU el Surgeon Score SETR AT =) GEEle) standardized rehab) value<.05)
. RCMS - Total: Relative . PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Treatment 1
Razmjou, H., | Low Constant Murley 12 PICO 10: TSA (TSA, 108 | 82(26.51) Replacement (HemiA), 26 | 64(2081) |MeanDif | 18(857,27.43) | Significant (P-
2014 Quality months standardized rehab) :
(accounts for age, sex) standardized rehab) value<.05)
WOOS - Physical .
. PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Treatment 1
Razmjou, H., Low Subscale: Western 12 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA, . q -80(-130.99,- L
; . - . 108 |100(116.65) Replacement (HemiA), 26 180(119.67) | MeanDif Significant (P-
2014 Quality Ontarlg r%i[ﬁjo(:'nhmls months standardized rehab) standardized rehab) 29.01) value<.05)
. ASES - Total: American . PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Treatment 1
Razmjou, H., | LOW | "o o 1der and Elbow 12 PICO 10: TSA (TSA, 108 | 80(15.91 Replacement (HemiA), 26 | 62(18.21) | MeanDif | 18(10.38,25.62) | Significant (P-
2014 Quality months standardized rehab) :
Surgeon Score standardized rehab) value<.05)
WOOS - Physical . -
. PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Treatment 1
Razmjou, H., Low Subscale: Western 24 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA, - n -155(-212.77,- AT
- : . . 108 98(121.95) Replacement (HemiA), 26 253(137.88) | MeanDif Significant (P-
2014 Quality Ontarlg r%sutlij(:;rthmls months standardized rehab) standardized rehab) 97.23) value<.05)
. ASES - Total: American . PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Treatment 1
Reoas | oulty | Shoulderand Etbow |2 FICH AR o rlergg)A 108 | 80(21.21) Replacement (HemiA), 26 | 63(18.21) | MeanDif | 17(8.94,25.06) | Significant (P-
vy Surgeon Score standardized rehab) value<.05)
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. RCMS - Total: Relative . PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Head Treatment 1
ReEE | e Constant Murley e FICEIL0E TR L (T 108 | 86(21.21) Replacement (HemiA), 26 | 63(26.02) | MeanDif | 23(12.23,33.77) | Significant (P-
Quality months standardized rehab) :
(accounts for age, sex) standardized rehab) value<.05)

Virk, M. S, Low . PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA w/ - Not Significant
2018 Quality ASES - Total Post-Op PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 85(3.00) Ream and Run) 21 85(4.00) | MeanDif | 0(-2.10,2.10) (P-value>.05)
Werthel, J. D., Low Neer Rating: % . . . . Not Significant
2018 Quality | Excellent or Satisfactory 5 years PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 245 75.92% PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 44 72.73% RR 1.04(0.86,1.27) (P-value>.05)

Table 57: Total Shoulder Arthroplasty vs. Hemiarthro

last

- Function

Gartsman, ASES - Activities of Daily Living: 35 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 - TSA Significant
G. M., 2000 pvalue, mean only months (TSA) 21 36.1() (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 84.9() MeanDif 12 (P-value<.05)
Gartsman, High - 35 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 . TSA Significant
G. M., 2000 | Quality UCLA - Function: pvalue, mean only months (TSA) 27 7.3(.) (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 6.2(.) MeanDif 1.1(.,.) (P-value<.05)
Gartsman, High . 85 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 c TSA Significant
G. M., 2000 | Quality Strength=|pvalue, mean only months (TSA) = 3.90) (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 3.7() HIETIRI D2 (P-value<.05)
Gartsman, High . 35 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 . TSA Significant
G. M., 2000 | Quality Motion: pvalue, mean only months (TSA) 21 4.2() (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 41() | MeanDif 0.1(..) (P-value<.05)
. . PICO 10: TSA 1 . . S
Lo, I. K, High WOOS - Sports/Recreation/Work . ) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; ; 10.9(- Not Significant
2005 Quality Subscale: converted to 0-100 YRR (ng‘c; Siga;)ngg:g)lzed e BB e standardized postop care) e TEAEEE)| EAmf 4.46,26.26) (P-value>.05)
Lo, I. K., High WOOS - Physical Subscale: converted 2 vears ('Fsligs%gr;dzfcﬁzid 20 91.9(12.80) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA,; 21 82.7(23.50)| MeanDif | 9.2(-2.31,20.71) Not Significant
2005 Quality to 0-100 Y p(;stop care) ' ' standardized postop care) ' ' e (P-value>.05)
. PICO 10: TSA 1 . . S
Lo, I. K, High } . ) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; ; 3 Not Significant
2005 Quality Constant - ROM Subscale 2 years (TSpA(;siga;Jng::g)lzed 20 29.2(8.30) standardized postop care) 21 26.8(9.30) | MeanDif | 2.4(-2.99,7.79) (P-value>.05)
. PICO 10: TSA1 . . N
Lo, I. K, High g : . : PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; P Not Significant
2005 Quality SF-36 Physical Component 2 years (ngsig?gg:g)lzed 20 42.1(13.20) standardized postop care) 21 42.9(10.90) | MeanDif | -0.8(-8.23,6.63) (P-value>.05)
. . n Treatment 1
Clinton, J., Low > & 12 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA w/ ; Lo
2007 Quality SST: Simple Shoulder Test months (TSA) 25 9.64(1.63) Ream and Run) 22 7.77(3.12) | MeanDif | 1.87(0.42,3.32) SI%QIII:gsrgs()P-
Clinton, J., Low . 30 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA w/ . . Not Significant
2007 Quality SST: Simple Shoulder Test months (TSA) 26 9.58(2.80) Ream and Run) 24 9.42(2.19) | MeanDif |0.16(-1.23,1.55) (P-value>.05)
Edwards, T. Low Constant - Strength Subscale: mean, 44 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; c ) Not Significant
B., 2003 | Quality auth pvalue only months | (TSA; postop rehab) | 501 SEE) postop rehab) - %) . ) (P-value>.05)
Edwards, T. Low Constant - ROM Subscale: mean, auth 44 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA,; . TSA Significant
B., 2003 Quality pvalue only months | (TSA,; postop rehab) 601 3L.3() postop rehab) 89 21.3() MeanDif 40 (P-value<.05)
Edwards, T. Low Constant - Activities Subscale: mean, 44 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; - TSA Significant
B., 2003 | Quality auth pvalue only months | (TSA; postop rehab) | 60 17530 postop rehab) & 15550) S 2. (P-value<.05)
Gowd. A Low 68 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 Not Sianificant
e - SF-12 Physical Component Score (TSA with standard 20 47(10.00) | (Hemiarthroplasty with Ream 18 48.8(9.80) | MeanDif | -1.8(-8.10,4.50) g
K., 2019 Quality months e (P-value>.05)
rehabilitation) and Run)
. Strength: Tensiometer with shoulder at PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral S
Fi'azrznéii' Low 90 deg o elevation in plane with | 6 months | (TSA, standardized | 108 | 67(371) | Head Replacement (HemiA), =~ 26 | 54(390) | MeanDif | 13(-035295) o' S'Ig”f'gaS”t
" Quality scapula; clinician pulled down rehab) standardized rehab) (P-value>.05)
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PICO 10: TSA1

PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral

Treatment 1

Fi'azg’gi‘i' th;’i"ty ROM: Abduction 6months | (TSA, standardized | 108 | 101(31.81) | Head Replacement (HemiA), 83(36.42) | MeanDif | 18(2.77,33.23) | Significant (P-
"’ rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)
Razmiou LT PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Treatment 1
H 2(1)1 4’ Quality ROM: Flexion 6 months | (TSA, standardized 108 | 116(37.12) | Head Replacement (HemiA), 26 98(33.82) | MeanDif | 18(3.23,32.77) | Significant (P-
B rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)

. PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral PR
T_'azr;étili, th:’i" ROM: External Rotation 6 months | (TSA, standardized 108 | 42(15.91) | Head Replacement (HemiA), 26 40(15.61) | MeanDif | 2(-4.71,8.71) ’\('gfvz%f::lgi;r)lt

B v rehab) standardized rehab) )
Razmijou, L Strength: Tensiometer _Wlth shoul_der at 12 PICO 10: TSA_ 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Hum_eral } Treatment 1
H. 2014 Quality 90 deg o elevation in plane with TaTiiE (TSA, standardized 108 8.5(3.71) Head Replacement (HemiA), 26 6.4(3.64) MeanDif | 2.1(0.54,3.66) | Significant (P-

B scapula; clinician pulled down rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)
Razmiou Low 12 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Treatment 1
H 2(1)1 4’ Quality ROM: Abduction months (TSA, standardized 108 115(37.12) | Head Replacement (HemiA), 26 93(36.42) | MeanDif | 22(6.35,37.65) | Significant (P-

"’ rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)
Remmifion Loww 12 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Treatment 1

jou, - ROM: External Rotation TSA, standardized 108 47(15.91) | Head Replacement (HemiA), 26 40(15.61) | MeanDif | 7(0.29,13.71) | Significant (P-
H., 2014 Quality months

B rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)
Razmiou Low 12 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Treatment 1

jou, - ROM: Flexion TSA, standardized 108 130(31.81) | Head Replacement (HemiA), 26 104(33.82 MeanDif | 26(11.68,40.32) | Significant (P-
H., 2014 Quality months

" rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)
Razmiou Low 24 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Treatment 1
H 2(1)1 4’ Quality ROM: Flexion B (TSA, standardized 108 131(31.81) | Head Replacement (HemiA), 26 107(36.42) | MeanDif | 24(8.77,39.23) | Significant (P-

B rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)

. PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral -
Razmjou, | Low ROM: External Rotation 24 TSA, standardized | 108 | 47(1591) | Head Replacement (HemiA), | 26 | 42(18.21) | MeanDif | 5(-2.62,12.62) | '\ot Significant
H., 2014 Quality months rehab) standardized rehab) (P-value>.05)
Razmiou Low o4 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Treatment 1
H 2(1)1 4’ Quality ROM: Abduction B (TSA, standardized 108 119(31.81) | Head Replacement (HemiA), 26 84(36.42) | MeanDif | 35(19.77,50.23) | Significant (P-

B rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)

. . . . PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Humeral Treatment 1
Raznou, th:’i"ty Strength: L%”j;onlegg\‘/’;'ttig:hou'der ) 2% | (TSA standardized | 108 | 9.6(3.71) | Head Replacement (HemiA), | 26 | 68(442) | MeanDif | 2.8(0964.64) | Significant (P-
" Y rehab) standardized rehab) value<.05)

. . . . . Treatment 1
Virk M-S th}’i"ty ROM: Active Forward Elevation | Post-Op P'CO(%g'AT)SA Pl 23 | 1seoo) | PG00 HemA ;ﬁ”n;*m'A W 91 | 139(6.00) | MeanDif | 15(11.72,18.28) | Significant (P-
value<.05)
i . . Treatment 1
Virk, M. S, Low . . PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA w/ . L
2018 Quality ROM: External Rotation Post-Op (TSA) 23 58(3.00) Ream and Run) 21 47(4.00) MeanDif | 11(8.90,13.10) S|32;lfj|gir(1)tsgp-
Vi th}’i"ty SST: Simple Shoulder Test Post-Op P'CO(%giAT)SA ! 23 | 9g(0s0) | FICO1Y HemiA }?Emfm'A W 91 | 99(3.00) | MeanDif | 0(-1.30,1.30) ’}'Sfﬂﬂg‘:‘g@gt
werel J. th;’i"ty ROM: External Rotation pvalue only | 5 years P'Co(%g:AT)SA 11 309 . % | PICO10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) | 74 % R’i‘;g‘é’;d pval = 0.378 '\('vaz%'::'g%';t
el th}’i"ty ROM: Internal Rotation pvalue only | 5 years P'CO(%giAT)SA Ll a9 % | PICO10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) | 74 % RAe;g‘r‘t’erd pval = 0.799 "gﬂﬂg‘:‘g@gt
Werthel, J. Low . . PICO 10: TSA1 . . . Author _ Not Significant
D. 2018 Quality ROM: Abduction pvalue only 5 years (TSA) 329 . % PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 74 . % Reported pval =0.223 (P-value>.05)
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Table 58: Total Shoulder Arthroplasty vs. Hemiarthroplasty- Other

Gartsman, G. M., High Operation Time (min): pvalue, ) PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 1 . HemiA Significant (P-
2000 Quality mean only TfE-eT) (TSA) (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 20 MRl @) value<.05)

Werthel, J. D., Low Anesthesia Time (min): mean, PICO 10: TSA1 . . . ; HemiA Significant (P-
2018 Quality pvalue only Intra-Op (TSA) 329 270(.) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 74 253() MeanDif | 17(.,.) value<.05)

Werthel, J. D., Low Operation Time (min): mean, ) PICO 10: TSA 1 . n n - HemiA Significant (P-
2018 Quality pvalue only Intra-Op (TSA) 329 217(.) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 74 197(.) MeanDif | 20(.,.) value<.05)

Table 59: Total Shoulder Arthroplasty vs. Hemiarthroplast

Gartsman, G. ASES - Pain: pvalue, 35 . PICO 10: HemiA 1 ) TSA Significant
M., 2000 Quality mean only months PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 41.10) (Hemiarthroplasty) 302() LGP 10.8(..) (P-value<.05)
Gartsman, G. High UCLA - Pain: pvalue, 35 . PICO 10: HemiA 1 - TSA Significant
M., 2000 Quality mean only months PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 21 8.2() (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 6() MeanDif 2.2(..) (P-value<.05)

Lo, I. K., High n n PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; n -7.8(- Not Significant (P-
2005 Quality McGill Pain VAS 2 years standardized postop care) 20 6.1(13.50) standardized postop care) 21 13.9(27.40) | MeanDif 20.93,5.33) value>.05)
Lo, I. K, High McGill Pain PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA, . -1.8(- Not Significant (P-
2005 Quality Questionnaire 2 years standardized postop care) 20 0.9(1.40) standardized postop care) 2 2.7(6.80) | MeanDif 4.77,1.17) value>.05)
Constant - Pain . ; Lo
Edwards, T. Low . 44 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA,; postop PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; postop . TSA Significant
B., 2003 Quality Subscale: mean, auth months rehab) 601 12.9() rehab) 89 12.5(.) MeanDif 0.4(.,.) (P-value<.05)
pvalue only
. . . Treatment 1
Garcia, G. H., Low 62 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA, - -1.6(-2.55,- L )
2016 Quality VAS months deltopectoral) 40 0.6(1.00) deltopectoral) 40 2.2(2:90) | MeanDif 0.65) S|\g/2||ﬂg:r6t5gP
. PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA with A
lannotti, J. P., Low 46 . . . . . -6(- Not Significant (P-
2003 Quality VAS months glenoid celr(rézr;;,d ;))egged OR 95 | 14(194.94) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 33 20(137.87) | MeanDif 67.23,55.23) value>.05)
. . PICO 10: TSA 1 (beach chair PICO 10: HemiA 1 (beach chair -
Orfaly, R. LOV_V Change in VAS: 2 years position, general anesthesia, 37 . % position, general anesthesia, 28 . % Author pval < 0.05 TSA Significant
M., 2003 Quality Pvalue Only Reported (P-value<.05)
deltopectoral approach) deltopectoral approach)
Virk, M.S., |  Low PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA w/ 05(-071, | reatmentl
2018 Quality VAS Post-Op PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 23 0.9(0.30) Ream and Run) 21 1.4(0.40) | MeanDif 0.29) S|?/2I|ng\%t5 gP-
Werthel, J. Low . . - Author Not Significant (P-
D., 2018 Quality Pain: pvalue only 5 years PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 329 . % PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 74 ) Reported pval = 0.282 valgue>.05) (

Table 60: Total Shoulder Arthro ) i - Patient Satisfaction

Edwards, T. Pt Satisfaction Subjective PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; postop 0 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA,; ® Not Significant
B., 2003 Quality Score (Excellent/Good) months rehab) S SRR postop rehab) & e R | HEESET) (P-value>.05)

. PICO 10: HemiA 1 -
Gowd, A. K, Low Good or Excellent 68 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA with o - - o 0.06(- Not Significant
2019 Quality Satisfaction months standard rehabilitation) 2 100.00% (Hemlarth;%rzilz;sa)r/];/v ith Ream 18 94.44% RD 0.05,0.16) (P-value>.05)
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PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA with

lannotti, J. P., Low . . . . . . . . -3(- Not Significant
2003 Quality Patient Satisfaction months glenoid celr(r:i?;,d [))egged OR 95 15(214.43)| PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 33 18(137.87) | MeanDif 66.81,60.81) (P-value>.05)
Table 61: Total Shoulder Arthroplasty vs. Hemiarthroplasty - Quality of Life
Gartsman, G High A 35 PICO 10: HemiA 1 TSA Significant
M., 2000 Quality Satls;:gzr? r;:npl);/alue, minutes FUSDRBUEARUEA) 21 380) (Hemiarthroplasty) 24 3.2() MeanDif 06(.) (P-value<.05)
. WOOS - Emotions . . -
High . PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA,; . 9.9(- Not Significant
Lo, I. K., 2005 Quality Subscaled_i%%verted to | 2years standardized postop care) 20 97(4.60) standardized postop care) 21 87.1(23.70) | MeanDif 0.44,20.24) (P-value>.05)
. WOQOS - Lifestyle . . -
High . PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA,; . 7.2(- Not Significant
Lol Quality Subscaled_i%rg)verted Lo et standardized postop care) ey EeiED) standardized postop care) ee E2SEA) | (el 5.23,19.63) (P-value>.05)
High SF-36 Mental PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA, . . Not Significant
Lo, I. K., 2005 Quality Component 2 years standardized postop care) 20 58.4(9.10) standardized postop care) 21 |57.4(10.90) | MeanDif | 1(-5.14,7.14) (P-value>.05)
. % Satisfaction with . . Treatment 1
Garcia, G. H. Low 62 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA; PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; Lo
' ! ; Surgery: 40 100.00% ’ 40 70.00% RD 0.30(0.16,0.44) | Significant (P-
2016 Quality Good/Excellent months deltopectoral) deltopectoral) value<.05)
Garcia, G. H., | Low Satisfaction with 62 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA: w0 | o500 PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA; o | stsow | RR | Lesz52.18) Si“ﬁﬁfg‘;rt‘t(é_
2016 Quality | Sports: Good/Excellent | months deltopectoral) Rkl deltopectoral) Rt ' e 3alue <.05)
. PICO 10: HemiA 1 -
Gowd, A. K., Low SF-12 Mental 68 PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA with n h n -1.9(- Not Significant
2019 Quality Component Score months standard rehabilitation) e BB (Hemlanhropl??s%;/v B (2T T = SEATEY) | WIS 7.05,3.25) (P-value>.05)
. PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA with .
lannotti, J. P., Low . . 46 . . . . . -5(- Not Significant
2003 Quality Quality of Life months glenoid celr(r:ir:;,d;))egged OR 95 12(185.19) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 33 17(155.10) | MeanDif 69.71,59.71) (P-value>.05)
SSV - Subjective PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemlless PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Stemlless
Krukenberg, Low . TSA with Sidus Stem-Free HemiA with Sidus Stem-Free : TSA Significant
A., 2018 Quality ShOUId\f;I:I/eaLL:ﬁ' TET || A Shoulder System 2-component e WETL) Shoulder System 2-component e TR | [z=mbhs DAL ) (P-value<.05)
p y system) system)
PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemlless PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Stemlless Treatment 1
Krukenberg, Low e TSA with Sidus Stem-Free HemiA with Sidus Stem-Free S
A., 2018 Quality % Very Satisfied 2 years Shoulder System 2-component & 90.41% Shoulder System 2-component 52 53.13% RR L1001.22238) s|32;lf;§3rgs()P-
system) system) '
Pt Satisfaction (% A
Werthel, J. D., Low . ® . . . ? Not Significant
2018 Quality better/rBLrlggpl;etter vs | b5years PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA) 245 88.57% PICO 10: HemiA 1 (HemiA) 44 81.82% RR 1.08(0.94,1.25) (P-value>.05)
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TSA: Glenoid Component — Pegged vs. Keeled

Summary of Findings:

> Better Outcomes
J WorseOutcomes
e Not Significant
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Function

ROM: Internal Rotation (pvalue only)
ROM: Forward Elevation pvalue only
ROM: External Rotation pvalue only

Pain
Pain Scale (pvalue only)

Adverse events

Any Complication / Adverse Event
Radiolucent Lines (%): Glenoid Component
Radiolucent Line Score (RLS)

Radiolucent Lines (%): At least Grade 2
Failure %

"Worse Seating" For Glenoid Component

L
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Meta-Analysis: Radiolucent Lines

Study
Edwards, T. B., 2010 _—
Gartsman, G. M., 2005 _—

Throckmorton, T. W., 2010 i -

Overall (I-squared = 87.9%, p = 0.000) <>>

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

%

RR (95% Cl) Weight

0.31(0.10, 0.96) 34.00

0.08 (0.01, 0.57) 26.29

0.95 (0.76, 1.18) 39.71

0.34 (0.06, 1.86) 100.00

T
.0118 1
Pegged

Keeled

84.6
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Table 62: TSA: Glenoid Component - Pegged vs. Keeled - Adverse Events

. . . Treatment 1
Edwards, T. B., High Radiolucent Lines (%): At least ) PICO 10: TSA 1 (pegged o PICO 10: TSA 2 (keeled o -0.15(-0.29,- Lo )
2010 Quality Grade 2 PO glenoid component) 2 DELs glenoid component) 2 LHES R 0.02) Slsg;ﬂgirgs()P
Edwards, T. B., High . 26 PICO 10: TSA 1 (pegged PICO 10: TSA 2 (keeled -0.08(- Not Significant (P-
2010 Quality Failure % months glenoid component) 21 0.00% glenoid component) 26 7.69% RD 0.18,0.03) value>.05)
. . . Treatment 1
Edwards, T. B., High Radiolucent Lines (%): At least 26 PICO 10: TSA 1 (pegged PICO 10: TSA 2 (keeled o . )
2010 Quality Grade 2 months glenoid component) 2 IR glenoid component) 2 A LFE BN 0-31(0-10,0-96) Slgg;{:ggrgs()P
. . . PICO 10: TSA 1 . Treatment 1
Gartsman, G. M., | High Radiolucent Line Score 20r | & oo | (Pegged Glenoid 20 | 5009 |T'COL0:TSA2(Keeled| o5 | ghe700 | RR | 0.08(0.01,057) | Significant (P-
2005 Quality Higher Component) Glenoid Component) value<.05)
PN, 1Y 2, e Radiolucency Score Post-Op PIICIO) L0k Tzt L (e 289 1.3(0.90) PED) DS Tz 2 el 39 1.8(0.90) | MeanDif DB 0BT S-irgrrfiaf?cg:':t(:’-
2002 Quality glenoid component) B glenoid component) B 0.20) value<.05)
"Worse Seating" For Glenoid . . R
Lazarus, M.D., | LOW | o onent: 4 or 5 on a 0-5 point | Post-Op | F1CO 10: TSAL(pegged | ogq | 5g 4104 | PICO10: TSA2 (keeled | 59 | 55500 | pR | 0.76(0.49,1.18) | '\t Significant (P-
2002 Quality scale glenoid component) glenoid component) value>.05)
PICO 10: TSA 1 L
Throckmorton, T. Low S ) . o PICO 10: TSA 2 (Keeled Not Significant (P-
W., 2010 Quality Any Complications Post-Op (Pf(e:%gne:(; ;I::t()“d 50 6.00% Glenoid Component) 50 6.00% RR 1.00(0.21,4.72) value>.05)
Throckmorton, T Low Radiolucent Lines (%): Glenoid PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Keeled Not Significant (P-
Y - ’ Post-Op (Pegged Glenoid 50 32.00% N 50 22.00% RR 1.45(0.75,2.81)
W., 2010 Quality component Component) Glenoid Component) value>.05)
Throckmorton, T. Low Radiolucent Lines (%): Glenoid 48 (PplgoeldO:G-:-;ﬁ‘i(lj 50 74.00% PICO 10: TSA 2 (Keeled 50 78.00% RR 0.95(0.76,1.18) Not Significant (P-
W., 2010 Quality component months C%gmponent) Rl Glenoid Component) Rt DA value>.05)

Table 63: TSA: Glenoid Component - Pegged vs. Keeled - Function

Throckmorton, T. Low ROM: Forward Elevation POSt-O PICO 10: TSA 1 (Pegged 50 o PICO 10: TSA 2 (Keeled 50 o Author author Not Significant (P-
W., 2010 Quality (significance only) P Glenoid Component) -7 Glenoid Component) -7 Reported | reported NS value>.05)
Throckmorton, T. Low ROM: Internal Rotation Post-Op PICO 10: TSA 1 (Pegged 50 % PICO 10: TSA 2 (Keeled 50 % Author author Not Significant (P-
W., 2010 Quality (significance only) Glenoid Component) ' Glenoid Component) ' Reported | reported NS value>.05)
Throckmorton, T. Low ROM: External Rotation Post-Op PICO 10: TSA 1 (Pegged 50 % PICO 10: TSA 2 (Keeled 50 % Author author Not Significant (P-
W., 2010 Quality (significance only) Glenoid Component) : Glenoid Component) : Reported | reported NS value>.05)

Table 64: TSA: Glenoid Component - Pegged vs. Keeled - Pain

Author
Reported

author
reported NS

Low
Quality

Throckmorton, T.
W., 2010

Pain Scale (1-5):
significance only

PICO 10: TSA 1 (Pegged
Glenoid Component)

PICO 10: TSA 2 (Keeled
Glenoid Component)

Not Significant (P-

Post-Op value>.05)

50 . % 50 . %
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Arthroplasty: Stemmed vs. Resurfacing

Summary of Findings:

Hemiarthroplasty

TSA — Humeral Component
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o Not Significant SlElele
Composite
Constant - Total L
gDASH: Quick Disability Arm Shoulder and
Hand Score "
WOOS - Total: pvalue only 1@
ASES |
Function

ROM: External Rotation
ROM: Anterior Elevation

Pain
Pain Scale
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 Better Outcomes < 5 9 §
{ WorseOutcomes <|= 2lg
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® Not Significant SlolSle
Composite
Constant - Total e
Constant - Total: pvalue only
DASH: Disabilities of the Arm Shoulder and Hand L

DASH: pvalue only

Oxford Shoulder Score: pvalue only

qDASH: Quick Disability Arm Shoulder and Hand Score
SPADI Total: Shoulder Pain and Disability Index

Quality of life
EuroQol 5 dimension 3L: pvalue only
SSV - Subjective Shoulder Value

Function

ROM: Abduction pvalue only

SST - Simple Shoulder Test: pvalue only
ROM: External Rotation

Constant - ROM Subscale

Constant - Strength Subscale

Constant - Activities Subscale

ROM: Abduction

ROM: Forward Elevation pvalue only
ROM: Anteversion

(AR TY X

Adverse events

Revision Hazard Ratio

10 Year Hazard Ratio for Revision: TSA is
Reference

10-Year Survival Rate (%)

Other
Operation Time (min)

Pain
Pain Scale

Patient Satisfaction
Satisfied/Neutral

Adverse events

Radiolucent Line Score: pvalue only
Operation Time (min)

Post-op Hospital Stay (Days)
Estimated Blood Loss (ml)

Revision

Y 2
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Meta-Analysis: Constant Score - Total Meta-Analysis: Operation Time

% %
Study WMD (95% Cl) Weiight Study SMD (95% Cl) Weight
Berth, A., 2013 —_— -5.80 (-8.98, -2.62) 59.54 Berth, A, 2013 —_— 0.75 (0.30, 1.20) 50.93
C. Glanzmann M, 2017 1.60 (-5.49, 8.69) 40.46 Kooistra, B. W., 2017 _— -0.66 (-1.24,-0.07) 49.07

— | L
Overall (I-squared = 71.3%, p = 0.062) > -2.81 (-9.92, 4.31) 100.00 Overall (I-squared = 92.8%, p = 0.000) 0.06 (-1.32, 1.44) 100.00

/ —
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T T T
-9.92 0 9.92 -1.44 0 1.44
Stemmed Stemless Stemless Stemmed
%

Study SMD (95% CI) Weight
Berth, A., 2013 -0.01 (-0.44, 0.42) 53.29
C. Glanzmann M, 2017 0.08 (-0.38, 0.54) 46.71

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.786) < > 0.03 (-0.28, 0.35) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T
-.542 0 .542
Stemmed Stemless



Table 65: Hemiarthro

lasty: Stemmed vs. Resurfacin

- Adverse Events

. . . Hazard Lo
Odquist, M., Low g - ) PICO 10: HemiA 1 PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Stemless ® c Not Significant (P-
2018 Quality e kel e PO (Stemmed HemiA) o o ) HemiA (aka resurfacing HA)) 2El o 0 R;tégg?ttgg;) ' D) value>.05)
10 Year Hazard Ratio for . . . . Hazard L
Ra\s/muzs(s)ig, J th:livty Revision: TSA is 10 years I(DSIE;%rlmﬁe dHI-?gr]rI\ﬁAi 1587 . % EL(;“? Al(()alz errgslﬁ\rééisntens:zzi 1923 . % Ratio(Author 1.4(1.00,2.00) TSAVSE;FUZIIIE%T (-
B Reference 9 Reported) )
Rasmussen, J. | LOW |14 voar survival Rate (%) | 10 years | FICO 10: HEMIAL |y gar | gq 5194 | PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Stemless |55 | g5 90y RR 1.09(1.07,1.12) S-irrr?ii?cg?ct(é-
V., 2018 Quality y (Stemmed HemiA) : HemiA (aka resurfacing HA)) ’ ’ o salue <.05)
Table 66: Hemiarthroplasty: Stemmed vs. Resurfacing - Composite

Odquist, M., Low WOOS - Total: pvalue PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Stemmed 2 PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Stemless 2 Author Not Significant
2018 Quality only D HemiA) =0 - % HemiA (aka resurfacing HA)) A - % Reported el B (P-value>.05)
gDASH: Quick PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Anatomic PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral o S
Lebon, J., LOV.V Disability Arm Shoulder | Post-Op | Stemmed Hemiarthroplasty; standard 37 13(16.00) Head Replacement Stemless; 41 17(15.00) | MeanDif 4( Not Significant
2014 Quality 10.90,2.90) | (P-value>.05)
and Hand Score postop rehab) standard postop rehab)
PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Anatomic PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral e S
Legg?a.]., th\llivty Constant - Total Post-Op | Stemmed Hemiarthroplasty; standard 37 71(17.00) Head Replacement Stemless; 41 77(13.00) | MeanDif 12 7? (0 77) '\(ISEVS;I%ZIII(C)aSr;t
postop rehab) standard postop rehab) T )
Fourman, Low . - 45.1 PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral 52.2 . -7.1(-14.5, | Not Significant
M. 2019 | Quality ASES Total Post-Op PICO 10: HemiA (Stemmed) 41 (14.8) Head Replacement Stemless) 106 | (p37) | MeanDif 0.30) (P-value>.05)
gqDASH: Quick . . -
Fourman, Low L ) . . 46.0 PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral 455 . -0.5(-3.1, Not Significant
M., 2019 Quality Dlsa:rzlc:tﬁgrdmsir;?:lder PO 20 18 7 Gl (S s a7 (10.6) Head Replacement Stemless) L (10.5) GEIE; 4.1) (P-value>.05)

Table 67: Hemiarthroplasty: Stemmed vs. Resurfacin

- Function

. . PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral Head Lo
Lebon, J., Low ROM: External ) PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Anatomic Stemmed . " -6(- Not Significant
2014 Quality Rotation FEs O] Hemiarthroplasty; standard postop rehab) o 89(19.00) Replacem;cr)1stt§;errgll1(aasbs), standard a1 A5y | Likalel 14.24,2.24) (P-value>.05)
. . . PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral Head S
Lebon, J., Low ROM: Anterior PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Anatomic Stemmed . - -12(- Not Significant
2014 Quality Elevation Post-Op Hemiarthroplasty; standard postop rehab) 87 141(32.00) Replacem;:stt:;ern;rl](;%s), standard al 153(23.00) | MeanDif 24.49,0.49) (P-value>.05)
Fourman, M., Low ROM: External ) . . PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral Head .| -0.1(-0.44, | Not Significant
2019 Quality | Rotation Scale PO 2IE0 18 - Gl (S s 47 S (1) Replacement Stemless) — SO | eIl 2.5) (P-value>.05)
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Table 68: Hemiarthroplasty: Stemmed vs. Resurfacing - Pain

. . PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral Head -0.7(- Treatment 1
Lebon, J. Low PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Anatomic Stemmed q o
1 . VAS Post-Op - ) 37 0.6(1.00) | Replacement Stemless; standard postop 41 1.3(2.00) | MeanDif | 1.39,- Significant (P-
2014 Quality Hemiarthroplasty; standard postop rehab) rehab) 0.01) value<.05)
Fourman, M., | Low | ASES | o . PICO 10: HemiA (Stemmed) “ 25.2 PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral Head | 385 |\ | 133(20, S?ﬁﬁg‘i{;‘(ﬁ_
2019 Quality Pain P ' (29.5) Replacement Stemless) (29.5) -6.6) \g/alue <.05)

Table 69: Hemiarthroplasty: Stemmed vs. Resurfacing - Patient Satisfaction

Not Significant (P-
value>.05)

Satisfied/Neutral | 5 years gtce%#%d“,j;}']% 544 | 7408% | F'CO10: Hef’:g'frfic(isrfgﬂ;;; HemiA(@ka | 550 | 7400% | RR | 1.00(0.91,.1.10)

Odquist, M., Low
2018 Quality

Table 70: Hemiarthroplasty: Stemmed vs. Resurfacing - Quality of Life

. EuroQol 5 . . L

Odquist, M., Low " 2 . . . " 2 PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Stemless HemiA ® Author Not Significant

2018 Quality dlpn\q/gruselzoc?n?;/_- 5years | PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Stemmed HemiA) 513 . % (aka resurfacing HA)) 209 . % Reported pval 0.4 (P-value>.05)
A PICO 10: HemiA 1 (Anatomic Stemmed PICO 10: HemiA 2 (Humeral Head I

Lebon, J., Low SSV - Subjective g - ) . - 0(- Not Significant

2014 Quality Shoulder Value Post-Op Hemlarthroplarztr)]/é ;;[andard postop 37 80(14.00) Replacem;:;tc?;egr!i‘%s), standard 41 80(13.00) | MeanDif 6.02,6.02) | (P-value>.05)
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Table 71: TSA: Humeral Component - Stemmed vs. Stemless - Adverse Events

Rasmussen Low PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Not Significant (P-
IV 2019’ Quality Revision Post-Op (Stemmed Humeral 4398 . % Humeral Component during 761 . % Odds Ratio| 1.00 (0.63, 1.61) valgue> 05)
U Component during TSA) TSA) )
Berth. A LT PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Treatment 2
201’3 v Quality Operation Time (min) | Intra-Op (Stemmed Humeral 41 106.2(23.30) | Humeral Component during 41 91.5(14.50) MeanDif | 14.7(6.30,23.10) Significant (P-
Component during TSA) TSA) value<.05)
. PICO10: TSA1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless S
Berth, A., | Low | Post-op Hospital Stay | At (Stemmed Humeral 41 | 69082 | Humeral Componentduring | 41 | 67(0.72) | MeanDif | 0.2(-0.13,053) | Vot Significant (-
2013 Quality (Days) Discharge Component during TSA) TSA) value>.05)
Berth. A Low | Estimated Blood Loss PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Treatment 2
201‘3 v Quality (ml) Intra-Op (Stemmed Humeral 41 593.4(147.00) | Humeral Component during 41 496.3(116.30)| MeanDif | 97.1(39.72,154.48)|  Significant (P-
Component during TSA) TSA) value<.05)
. Radiolucent Line PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless S
Kooistra, B. Low N PICO 10: TSA 1 Author _ Not Significant (P-
W. 2017 Quality Score (Glenoid): Post-Op (Stemmed TSA (normal)) 29 . % TSA (Humeral Head 20 . % Reported pval =0.71 value>.05)
pvalue only Replacement))

Table 72: TSA: Humeral Component - Stemmed vs. Stemless - Composite

. PICO 10: TSA 1 Lo
Berth, A,, Low DASH: Disabilities of the 31 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral - -0.1(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality | Arm Shoulder and Hand | months cﬁ&?@ﬁdﬁge% " 41| 47.3(12.40) Component during TSA) 41 | 47.4(12.00) | MeanDif | )05 o5 value>.05)
PICO 10: TSA1 . Treatment 2
Beg‘l'é“" Lo Constant - Total 3lth (Stemmed Humeral a | 4940y | PICOL% TSA Zt(gtem'efsi“mera' 41 | 547(730) | MeanDif '5'2(;382'98" Significant (P-
Quality months Component during TSA) omponent during ) .62) value<.05)
. . PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral 3 A )
C. &'323'1"73”" '-2;"’ S:QDD':QEF’I‘.""GILES'" 6months | (Stemmed Humeral 36 | 79.7(18.00) Component during TSA (aka humeral | 36 | 76.4(19.60) MeanDif | 3g'ﬁ % Not S;?"e'i'%‘g“ ®
' Qi isability Index Component during TSA) head resurfacing)) £ VIR L)
C. Glanzmann Low PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral 29(- Not Significant (P-
' M. 2017 Quali Constant - Total 6 months (Stemmed Humeral 37 66.9(11.80) | Component during TSA (aka humeral 34 64(15.40) | MeanDif 3 52‘ 9.32) v a?u ¢>.05)
' v Component during TSA) head resurfacing)) T '
C. Glanzmann Low gDASH: Quick PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral 18(- Not Significant (P-
. N Quality Disabilities of the Arm, | 6 months (Stemmed Humeral 36 30.2(18.90) | Component during TSA (aka humeral 36 28.4(18.70) | MeanDif 6.80 '10 49) " algu e>.05)
' Shoulder and Hand Component during TSA) head resurfacing)) T '
. . PICO10: TSA1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral I
C. Glanzmann LOV.V SPADI: Shpylder pain 12 (Stemmed Humeral 35 83.7(16.30) | Component during TSA (aka humeral 34 79.3(20.10) | MeanDif 44 Not Significant (P-
M, 2017 Quality and Disability Index months - . 4.25,13.05) value>.05)
Component during TSA) head resurfacing))
gDASH: Quick PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral . S——— )
C f‘ﬂ'a;‘érl"f”" th}’i"ty Disabilities of the Am, | Olnzths (Stemmed Humeral 34| 27.2(22.20) | Component during TSA (aka humeral | 34 | 26(17.50) | MeanDif | 33% a Nm\f;?u";i'%‘g;t 7
' Shoulder and Hand Component during TSA) head resurfacing)) T '
PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral P
C.Glanzmann | Low Constant - Total 12 (Stemmed Humeral 35 | 73.8(9.90) | Component during TSA (aka humeral | 33 | 69.9(15.40)| Meannif | ., 3¢ | Not Significant (-
M, 2017 Quality months - . 2.29,10.09) value>.05)
Component during TSA) head resurfacing))
. . PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral .
“ fﬂlagéT?ann thrivty S:QD[;;E?I?S ?Lgfx'" mcf:ths (Stemmed Humeral 37 | 82.5(17.30) | Component during TSA (aka humeral | 33 | 79.7(21.00)| MeanDif | zgﬁ-sa) Nm\f;?u";i'%‘g;t (P-
' Component during TSA) head resurfacing)) T '
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C. Glanzmann Low gDASH: Quick 24 PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral 16(- Not Significant (P-
. N Quali Disabilities of the Arm, months (Stemmed Humeral 37 25.7(22.00) | Component during TSA (aka humeral 35 24.1(17.40) | MeanDif 754 '10 74) v algu e>.05)
' Y Shoulder and Hand Component during TSA) head resurfacing)) T )
PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral Lo
©. Claraizn LOV.V Constant - Total e (Stemmed Humeral 37 72.2(13.50) | Component during TSA (aka humeral 31 70.6(15.90) | MeanDif L6C D Sl (-
M, 2017 Quality months " ) 5.49,8.69) value>.05)
Component during TSA) head resurfacing))
Kooistra, B. Low Oxford Shoulder Score: PICO 10: TSA1 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless TSA Author _ Not Significant (P-
W. 2017 - Post-Op 29 . % 20 . % pval =0.76
" Quality pvalue only (Stemmed TSA (normal)) (Humeral Head Replacement)) Reported value>.05)
Kooistra, B. Low Constant - Total: pvalue 2 vears PICO 10: TSA 1 2 % PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless TSA 20 % Author val = 0.83 Not Significant (P-
W., 2017 Quality only y (Stemmed TSA (normal)) -7 (Humeral Head Replacement)) - 7 Reported | PV&! =% value>.05)
Table 73: TSA: Humeral Component - Stemmed vs. Stemless - Function
PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Treatment 2
Berth, A. Low Constant - ROM 31 . . . -3(-5.11,- S
o - . Humeral Component during 41 22(4.30) Humeral Component during 41 25(5.40) MeanDif ! Significant (P-
2013 Quality Subscale minutes SA) SA) 0.89) value<.05)
- PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Lo
Berth, A,, Low Constant - Activities 31 - . . -1.2(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality Subscale minutes Humeral Cgrngg‘c;nent during 41 11(3.50) Humeral Cgrngg\c;nent during 41 12.2(2.00) | MeanDif 2.43.0.03) value>.05)
Berth. A Low 31 PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless -8.1(-13.76 - Treatment 2
201‘3 " Quali ROM: Abduction months Humeral Component during 41 96.9(14.00) Humeral Component during 41 105(12.10) | MeanDif ’ 24 4') ! Significant (P-
v TSA) TSA) : value<.05)
PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Lo
Berth, A, Low Constant - Strength 31 - - . -1.4(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality Subscale months Humeral Cgl_rg%nent during 41 6.3(3.70) Humeral Cc_>rns12c;nent during 41 7.7(2.70) MeanDif 2.80,0.00) value>.05)
. PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless R : Treatment 2
Bezrghl,SA., th:/iv ROE/I c;tst)i(ct)imal m c?nlth s Humeral Component during 41 48.6(11.00) Humeral Component during 41 54.4(10.70)| MeanDif 5'8£ 18')50‘ Significant (P-
v TSA) TSA) : value<.05)
Berth. A Low 31 PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless 12.6(- Treatment 2
201’3 " Quali ROM: Anteversion months Humeral Component during 41 103.3(14.10)| Humeral Component during 41 115.9(9.80)| MeanDif 17.86 '_7 34) Significant (P-
v TSA) TSA) 86,7, value<.05)
. SST - Simple Lo
Kooistra, B. Low . ) PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed ® PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless TSA ® Author _ Not Significant (P-
W., 2017 Quality Shoulderopla;t. prallie | BOELCH TSA (normal)) E s 2 (Humeral Head Replacement)) 2 % Reported pval =055 value>.05)
Kooistra, B. Low . 5 PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed o PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless TSA 0 Author _ Not Significant (P-
W., 2017 Quality DASH: pvalue only | Post-Op TSA (normal)) 2 - % (Humeral Head Replacement)) 20 % Reported pval =0.28 value>.05)
K\(l)\;)lsérgl,?. Low RO.M: Forward Post-Op PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed 29 o PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless TSA 20 0 Author pval = 0.10 Not Significant (P-
y Quality | Elevation pvalue only TSA (normal)) (Humeral Head Replacement)) Reported value>.05)
Kooistra, B. Lov_v ROM: Abduction Post-Op PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed 29 i PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless TSA 20 o Author pval = 0.68 Not Significant (P-
W., 2017 Quality pvalue only TSA (normal)) (Humeral Head Replacement)) Reported value>.05)




Table 74: TSA: Humeral Component - Stemmed vs. Stemless- Other

C. Glanzmann Low Overation PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral Author Stemless Humeral Head
' M. 2017 Quality Tir?1e (min) Intra-Op | Humeral Component during 37 . % Component during TSA (aka humeral 37 . % Reported NA during TSA Significant (P-
’ TSA) head resurfacing)) P value<.05)
. . -12(- L
Kooistra, B. Low Operation PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless TSA . _ | Treatment 1 Significant (P-
W., 2017 Quality | Time (min) Intra-Op TSA (normal)) 2 104(18.00) (Humeral Head Replacement)) 20 116(18.00) | - MeanDif 212 7255) value<.05)

Table 75: TSA: Humeral Component - Stemmed vs. Stemless - Pain

. -0.2(- Not Significant (P-
MeanDif | 4 451 00) value>.05)

PICO 10: TSA 2 (Stemless Humeral a1 9.7(2.50)

Berth, A, Constant - Pain 31 PICO 10: TSA 1 (Stemmed Humeral
41 9.5(3.00) Component during TSA)

2013 Quality Subscale months Component during TSA)
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TSA: Anatomic TSA vs. Reverse TSA

Summary of Findings:

1 BetterOutcomes
<4 Worse Outcomes
e Not Significant

Steen, B. M., 2015|Low Quality

Composite
ASES - Total: American Shoulder and Elbow
Sugeons

Function

ROM: External Rotation
ROM: Forward Flexion
ROM: Abduction

ROM: Internal Rotation
SST: Simple Shoulder Test

Adverse events
Prosthetic Lossening
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Table 76: TSA: Anatomic vs. Reverse Total Shoulder Arthroplasty - Adverse Events

Steen, B. M., Low Prosthetic PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA;
2015 Quality Lossening months deltopectoral approach)

PICO 10: TSA 2 (TSA;
deltopectoral approach)

Treatment 2 Significant

9
96 5.21% (P-value<.05)

24 0.00% RD | 0.05(0.01,0.10)

Table 77: TSA: Anatomic vs. Reverse Total Shoulder Arthroplasty - Composite

Steen, B. M., Low PICO 10: TSA 1 (TSA;
2015 Quality Total months deltopectoral approach)

PICO 10: TSA 2 (TSA;
deltopectoral approach)

0.5(- Not Significant (P-

96 | 80.4(22.40) MeanDif 8.74,9.74) value>.05)

24 | 79.9(20.20)

Table 78: TSA: Anatomic vs. Reverse Total Shoulder Arthroplasty - Function

e e S L T i P e P
e | ot | e |8, DOBTACS | ke | SOSIACE | e | et ooy GHP
e | ot | ar | | WSETAICA | | rawn | SSRSAITHT | o | raum ] 0, | miet®
e | ot | OUSEW |8, | DOBTACN |k ey SORIAIEN | w oscum weor A, SGHE
e | o, | o | i | BSSLTALT | s s SMIAITS | a0 wouerso] | goiZn | "ISH®
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TSA: Glenoid Component — Hybrid vs. Pegged

Summary of Findings:

/" Better Outcomes
J, Worse Outcomes
o Not Significant

Gulotta, L. V., 2015 [Low Quality

Composite
ASES - Total: American Shoulder and Elbow
Sugeons

Re-operation (%)

Pain

Pain Scale A
Adverse events

Any Complication / Adverse Event

Radiolucent Line Score (RLS) A
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Table 79: TSA: Glenoid Component - Hybrid vs. Pegged - Adverse Events

PICO 10: TSA 1 ("hybrid glenoid implant . " .
S PICO 10: TSA 2 ("conventional Lo
Gulotta, L. Low Any that uses a central peg consisting of porous L Not Significant (P-
- o 2 years —— - 43 2.33% glenoid implant composed of 40 7.50% RR 0.31(0.03,2.86)
V., 2015 Quality | Complications titanium dezlr?greoczl\ftohelr)omote bone allpolyethylene cemented pegs") value>.05)
PICO 10: TSA 1 ("hybrid glenoid implant . " :
. ! PICO 10: TSA 2 (“conventional Treatment 1
G\l;loétgié" th;,ivty T_?ﬂ;oéiﬁgt 2 years that tl;f:r?iﬁrfmegérs?ér?gg tcoog?:)srggtgeobfo?]%rous 43 1(0.40) glenoid implant composed of 40 1.6(0.30) | MeanDif 0%(f5; 5 Significant (P-
N ongrowth,”) allpolyethylene cemented pegs") ' value<.05)
PICO 10: TSA 1 ("hybrid glenoid implant . " .
Gulotta, L. Low Re-operation 2 years that uses a central peg consisting of porous 23 2.33% P;;(I:g ollg iL%ﬁﬁt(cgr?wnp\gesgzogfal 40 5.00% RR 0.47(0.04,4.93) Not Significant (P-
V., 2015 Quality (%) titanium dezlr?g%%ohglr)omote bone allpolyethylene cemented pegs") value>.05)

Table 80: TSA: Glenoid Component - Hybrid vs. Pegged - Composite

ASES - Total: PICO 10: TSA 1 ("hybrid glenoid implant

PICO 10: TSA 2 (“conventional

Gulotta, L. Low American Shoulder that uses a central peg consisting of porous L . 3.4(- Not Significant
V., 2015 Quality | and Elbow Surgeons YRR titanium designed to promote bone "9 BB L) I?Ier;outjhmlwplant com;t)o(;sed Of.. “d B0 1) ) [Wz=mehs 1.61,8.41) | (P-value>.05)
Score ongrowth,”) allpolyethylene cemented pegs™)

Table 81: TSA: Glenoid Component - Hybrid vs. Pegged - Pain

PICO 10: TSA 1 ("hybrid glenoid implant that PICO 10: TSA 2 (“conventional glenoid -0.3(- Treatment 1
VAS 2 years | usesa central peg consisting of porous titanium 43 1.2(0.20) | implant composed of allpolyethylene 40 1.5(0.30) | MeanDif | 0.41,- Significant (P-
designed to promote bone ongrowth,") cemented pegs") 0.19) value<.05)

Gulotta, L. Low
V., 2015 | Quality
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TSA: Humeral Component — Eccentric vs. Offset Head

Summary of Findings:

1> BetterOutcomes
J Worse Outcomes
o Not Significant

Sassoon, A., 2013|Low Quality

Composite
Neer Rating: % Excellent or Satisfactory

Function

ROM (Change from Baseline): Change in
Elevation

ROM (Change from Baseline): Change in
External Rotation

Pain
Pain Scale

Adverse events

Glenoid lucent lines (grade 4 or 5)
Postoperative subluxation (moderate or
severe)

Shift in glenoid position

Glenoid erosion (moderate or severe)
Walch classification (A2 or B2)

Glenoid at risk

Patient Satisfaction
Satisfaction: Dichotomous: % Yes

o e000> @ @ @ @
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Table 82: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Offset Humeral Head - Adverse Events

Sassé%c;rg A, th:/ivty Glenoid Iuczn:tSI;nes (grade 4 o osr?ths PIC?—I :2(:1 Eﬁfl\n; gI_EScX(;ntric 60 8.33% PI%(.; al(?d ;,Il-rSII%Z'l' (S?Af)fset 48 10.42% RR 0.80(0.25,2.60) Not \?;?JEE%%T (P-
SR oy | e e | v | 0| 130w | P IAZON | g | zaime | RR | oaspation Tl Senan
Sassz%olr; As th;’ivty Shift in glenoid position mc?r?ths PIC%:?&ES&;SF;S”"“ 60 5.00% PI?_'%:;) dIﬁ%%-g%f)fset 48 8.33% RR | 0.60(0.14,2.55) NOtf;ﬁ?;E%aSn)t (-
S| | oty (oo | % PICOL0 TALERI | g0 | ayome | POIOTSAZONS | 4p | x| mR ossosiay| NS
Sy A | o | ek chsitcton (2or | 6| POQIVTSALERSS | | spome | PQITSAIONA | iy | suime | mm |osspsoam) Mo
Sassz%"lrg A th}’i"ty Glenoid at risk s P'C?_ligégﬁﬁ‘n; (TESC;‘;””C 60 | 11.67% P'CH(z;C?aIrsiﬁ‘ng(S%‘;fset 48 | 1042% | RR |112038331) ot 5;?&:2%%’;‘ (P-

Table 83: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Offset Humeral Head - Composite

Neer Rating System: Excellent/Satisfactory: 56 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2
Dichotomous: Excellent/Satisfactory or month (Eccentric Head during 60 81.67% (Offset Head during 48 89.58% RR 0.91(0.78,1.06)
Unsatisfactory onths TSA) TSA)

Sassoon, A., Low
2013 Quality

Not Significant
(P-value>.05)

Table 84: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Offset Humeral Head - Function

Sassoon, A., Low ROM (Change from Baseline): 56 PICO 10: TSA 1 (Eccentric PICO 10: TSA 2 (Offset " 9.1(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality Change in Elevation months Head during TSA) e Head during TSA) 48 | 505(41.10)| MeanDif | 7 37 55 57) value>.05)
Sassoon, A., Low ROM (Change from Baseline): 56 PICO 10: TSA 1 (Eccentric PICO 10: TSA 2 (Offset . 0(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality Change in External Rotation months Head during TSA) 60 | 336(28.40) Head during TSA) 8 33.6(28.80) | MeanDif 10.86,10.86) value>.05)

Table 85: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Offset Humeral Head - Pain

5 Point Pain Scale: no pain, 1 point; slight pain, 2 PICO 10: TSA 1 PICO 10: TSA 2

56
months

Sassoon, A., Low
2013 Quality

0.2(- Not Significant

points; pain after unusual activity, 3 points; 020060) | (P-value>.05)

moderate pain, 4 poi

(Eccentric Head during 60 1.9(1.10) (Offset Head during 48 1.7(1.00) | MeanDif
TSA) TSA)
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Table 86: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Offset Humeral Head - Patient Satisfaction

Sassoon, A., Satisfaction: PICO 10: TSA 1 (Eccentric
2013 Quality Dichotomous: % Yes months Head during TSA)

PICO 10: TSA 2 (Offset Head
during TSA)

Not Significant (P-

60 86.67% value>.05)

48 | 8750% | RR |0.99(0.86,1.15)
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TSA: Humeral Component — Eccentric vs. Standard Head

Summary of Findings:

1> Better Outcomes
J Worse Outcomes
® Not Significant

Sassoon, A., 2013 [Low Quality

Composite
Neer Rating: % Excellent or Satisfactory

Function

ROM (Change from Baseline): Change in
Elevation |
ROM (Change from Baseline): Change in
External Rotation |

Pain
Pain Scale |

Adverse events
Glenoid lucent lines (grade 4 or 5) |

Postoperative subluxation (moderate or
severe)

Shift in glenoid position

Glenoid erosion (moderate or severe)
Walch classification (A2 or B2)

Glenoid at risk

Patient Satisfaction
Satisfaction: Dichotomous: % Yes

® o0000 © @ @ @




Table 87: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Standard Humeral Head - Adverse Events

Sassé%c;rg A, Qll]g:livty Glenoid Iuczn:tSI;nes (grade 4 o osr?ths PIC?—I :2(:1 Eﬁfl\n; gI_EScZ(;ntric 60 8.33% PICC|)_| ele?c; ;‘jﬁg _(I_Ssiz:\n)dard 52 9.62% RR 0.87(0.27,2.83) Not 5;?&22%?; (P-
S |y | o | | s torg e | c0 | areme | ML IS | ;| o | R osostasy| MASEen®
Sassz%olr; A, th:livty Walch classgizc)ation (A2 or mc?r?ths PIC?—I :2(:1 Eﬁﬁn; gI_EScze)ntric 60 46.67% PIC|O_| ::c; ;’Sﬁ; _(I_szigdard 52 48.08% RR | 0.97(0.66.1.44) Not\?;lﬂii%egt(P-
S | e | o e | o e e | g0 | soqge | PEOIIANCENE | 3 | 1023 | mm  ossosnasy St
e oulity | Shiftin glenoid position e P'C%:gagﬁﬁng(TEgzgnt”c 60 | so% | T'CQI% Jusrﬁg (ngaA';dard 52 | 1346% | RR | 0.37(0.10,1.36) N°‘§;?J:f%ﬁ‘5r;t (>
A | o | clmieank | e, POUTALESNE | g | g | TOOITASCENG | g i | osmomesy "SeENC

Sassoon, A.,
2013

Low

Quality

Neer Rating System: Excellent/Satisfactory:

Dichotomous: Excellent/Satisfactory or

Unsatisfactory

PICO 10: TSA 1

56

months TSA)

(Eccentric Head during

Table 88: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Standard Humeral Head - Composite

60

81.67%

PICO 10: TSA 3
(Standard Head during

TSA)

82.69%

RR

0.99(0.83,1.17)

Not Significant
(P-value>.05)

Table 89: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Standard Humeral Head - Function

Sassoon, A., Low ROM (Change from Baseline): 56 PICO 10: TSA 1 (Eccentric PICO 10: TSA 3 (Standard . -4.8(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality Change in External Rotation months Head during TSA) 0| el Head during TSA) 2 | SEAGE) | e 15.13,5.53) value>.05)
Sassoon, A., Low ROM (Change from Baseline): 56 PICO 10: TSA 1 (Eccentric PICO 10: TSA 3 (Standard . -3.9(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality Change in Elevation months Head during TSA) 60 59.6(46.10) Head during TSA) 52 |63.5(42.30) | MeanDif 20.28,12.48) value>.05)

Table 90: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Standard Humeral Head - Pain

Sassoon, A.,
2013

Low

Quality

5 Point Pain Scale: no pain, 1 point; slight pain, 2
points; pain after unusual activity, 3 points;
moderate pain, 4 poi

56
months

PICO 10: TSA 1
(Eccentric Head during
TSA)

60

1.9(1.10)

PICO 10: TSA 3
(Standard Head during

TSA)

52

1.9(1.10) | MeanDif

0(-
0.41,0.41)

Not Significant
(P-value>.05)
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Table 91: TSA: Humeral Component - Eccentric vs. Standard Humeral Head - Patient Satisfaction

Sassoon, A., Satisfaction: PICO 10: TSA 1 (Eccentric
2013 Quality Dichotomous: % Yes months Head during TSA)

PICO 10: TSA 3 (Standard
Head during TSA)

Not Significant (P-

60 86.67% value>.05)

52 | 90.38% | RR |0.96(0.84,1.10)
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TSA: Humeral Component — Offset vs. Standard Head

Summary of Findings:

1 Better Outcomes
J Worse Outcomes
e Not Significant

Sassoon, A., 2013 |Low Quality

Composite
Neer Rating: % Excellent or Satisfactory

Function

ROM (Change from Baseline): Change in
Elevation

ROM (Change from Baseline): Change in
External Rotation

Pain
Pain Scale

Adverse events

Glenoid lucent lines (grade 4 or 5)
Postoperative subluxation (moderate or
severe)

Shift in glenoid position

Glenoid erosion (moderate or severe)
Walch classification (A2 or B2)

Glenoid at risk

Patient Satisfaction
Satisfaction: Dichotomous: % Yes

B
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Table 92: TSA: Humeral Component - Offset vs. Standard Humeral Head - Adverse Events

Sassoon A th‘l’i"ty Shiftin glenoid position | 20, P'CH%;doaIﬁ% ZT(S%fset 48 | sams | OOI0ISA g (Tssf%dard 52 | 1346% | RR | 0.62(0.19,198) O \f’;ﬁ?e'i'%zn)‘ (P-
oA | cmonark | o T | e | waw | POQUIAICHM o | | e omomam Vs e
33552%01'3 A th‘l’i"ty Walch classification (A2 or B2) | 20 Pchc;;doaIrsi% ZT(S%EEI 48 | 5417% P'C?_':;)C; Ifﬁg (Tssf%dard 52 | 4808% | RR |1130.77,165)| o f;?d‘e'i'%zn)t b
s A | Lo | Porpaatve bluaton | S5 | POOIISAZON | up | soame | POQEISASCENT | g | mm | asoorsacy S
Sassz%olr; A, Qll_JgYivty Glenoid IucentSI;nes (grade 4 or - osr?ths PICHOe aldoéj IrS"% 2T (S(:)Af)fset 8 10.42% PICOH e16(1)d: ‘(;’E;IO;] S _(I_Sst%dard 52 9.62% RR 1.08(0.33,3.51) Not zﬁﬁg%asr;t (P-
Sasz%olr; A, th\llivty Glenoid ercgzi\(/):rgnoderate or o osr?ths PICHC()E aldoéj Ir?r% %F(S(?Af)fsm 48 13.75% PIC(|)_| elz?c; 15:;1 g Srsstigdard 59 48.08% RR | 0.91(0.59,1.40) Not \?alilgunelil%i'st (P-

Table 93: TSA: Humeral Component - Offset vs. Standard Humeral Head - Composite

Neer Rating System: Excellent/Satisfactory: PICO 10: TSA 2 PICO 10: TSA 3 Lo
SEEEROI A, ot Dichotomous: Excellent/Satisfactory or L (Offset Head during 48 89.58% | (Standard Head during 52 82.69% RR 1.08(0.93,1.27) Mt Sl
2013 Quality Unsatisfactory months TSA) TSA) (P-value>.05)

Table 94: TSA: Humeral Component - Offset vs. Standard Humeral Head - Function

Sassoon, A., Low ROM (Change from Baseline): 56 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Offset PICO 10: TSA 3 (Standard . -13(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality Change in Elevation months Head during TSA) A | e ) Head during TSA) 52 | 635(42.30)) MeanDif| 5q 35 3 35) value>.05)
Sassoon, A., Low ROM (Change from Baseline): 56 PICO 10: TSA 2 (Offset PICO 10: TSA 3 (Standard " -4.8(- Not Significant (P-
2013 Quality Change in External Rotation months Head during TSA) 48 | 336(28.80) Head during TSA) 52 | 38.4(27.30)| MeanDif | 157 6.92) value>.05)

Table 95: TSA: Humeral Component - Offset vs. Standard Humeral Head - Pain

5 Point Pain Scale: no pain, 1 point; slight pain, 2 PICO 10: TSA 2 PICO 10: TSA 3

56
months

-0.2(- Not Significant
0.61,0.21) (P-value>.05)

Sassoon, A., Low

2013 Qliality points; pain after unusual activity, 3 points;

moderate pain, 4 poi

(Offset Head during 48 1.7(1.00) | (Standard Head during 52 1.9(1.10) | MeanDif
TSA) TSA)
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Table 96: TSA: Humeral Component - Offset vs. Standard Humeral Head - Patient Satisfaction

Sassoon, A., Satisfaction: PICO 10: TSA 2 (Offset Head
2013 Quality Dichotomous: % Yes months during TSA)

PICO 10: TSA 3 (Standard
Head during TSA)

Not Significant (P-

0,
48 87.50% value>.05)

52 | 90.38% | RR | 0.97(0.84,1.11)
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PICO 11:

TSA: Subscapularis Peel vs. Lesser Tuberosity Osteotomy

Summary of Findings:

£ |z
s |s
S |5
=
) H
T |3 |
o
S22
ololo|x
0 1ST S
S1415%2
ol =
/" Better Outcomes =l =155
[
J Worse Outcomes glg= -CE,
I alals|a
® Not Significant LS HE
Composite
ASES - Total: American Shoulder and Elbow Sugeons L] &
Constant - Total |
DASH: Disabilities of the Arm Should and Hand
WOOS - Physical Subscale: Western Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder Index
WOQOS - Total: Western Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder Ah
Function
ROM: External Rotation

ROM: Forward Elevation

ROM: Abduction

WOOS - Sports/Recreation/Work Subscale
Strength: Belly Press Resistance (lbs)
Strength: Subscapularis Strength (kg) via dynamometer strength test [ |
Strength: Bear Hug Reistance (Ibs)

e 8200 (¢80
[ X ]

Shoulder Instability Score @
Quality of Life

WOOS - Emotions Subscale [
WOOS - Lifestyle Subscale dh
Adverse events

Fatty Infiltration Grade: Described by Goutallier et al. |.|
Healing Complications: Assessed via computed tomography (CT) imaging &
Abnormal Ultrasound "
Pain

VAS Pain @

*Lapner, P.L., 2012 and Lapner, P.L., 2013 were studies utilizing the same cohort



Meta-Analysis: WOOS - Total

Study

i
Buckley, T., 2014 n
i

Lapner, P. L., 2012 —_—

Overall (I-squared = 63.7%, p = 0.097)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

%

WMD (95% Cl) Weight

-9.40 (-16.96, -1.84) 46.55

-1.10 (-7.34, 5.14) 53.45

-4.96 (-13.08, 3.15) 100.00

T
=17
Lesser Tuberosity Osteotomy

Tenotomy via Subscapularis Peel

T
17
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Table 97: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Peel vs. Lesser Tuberosity Osteotomy - Adverse Events

PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel PICO 11: Osteotomy ("A fragment of
" Fatty Infiltration Grade: 0 i the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to 10 Lo
Lapner, P. High ; ; 12 ("subscapularis tendon was peeled off S " n 0.05(- Not Significant
: Described by Goutallier " i 41 0.95(0.85) | mm in thickness and 3 cm in length) 41 0.9(0.89) | MeanDif y
L., 2013 | Quality etal. months | the Iesiﬁtr;rtigg;c;zmrbeggcg)g at the was elevated with an osteotome along 0.33,0.43) (P-value>.05)
9 with the subscapularis insertion™)
Healing Complications: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel PICO 11: Osteotpmy (A fr?gmem of
. . " ; the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to 10 S
Lapner, P. High | Assessed via computed 12 ("subscapularis tendon was peeled off A - 0.05(- Not Significant
. . F 41 4.88% mm in thickness and 3 cm in length) 41 0.00% RD
L.,2013 | Quality tomography (CT) months | the lesser tuberosity, beginning at the was elevated with an osteotome along 0.02,0.11) (P-value>.05)
Imaging intertubercular groove") with the subscapularis insertion™)
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel ("After
Buckle Low biceps tenodesis is performed, the PICO 11: Osteotomy ("After the Treatment 2
T 2013:1’ Quality Abnormal Ultrasound | Post-Op | subscapularis tendon is released from 32 12.50% | biceps tenodesis is performed, the LTO 28 0.00% RD 0.13(0.01,0.24) | Significant (P-
v the lesser tuberosity at the margin of is performed using an osteotome™) value<.05)
the bicipital groove.")
Table 98: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Peel vs. Lesser Tuberosity Osteotomy - Composite

PICO 11: Osteotomy (A fragment of
WOOS - Total: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to
Lapner, P. High Western Ontario 24 ("subscapularis tendon was peeled 10 mm in thickness and 3 cm in . ] Not Significant
L.,2012 | Quality | Osteoarthritis of the | months | off the lesser tuberosity, beginning at e SHAlasy) length) was elevated with an e oty | Memmnly| - AiEE3) (P-value>.05)
Shoulder the intertubercular groove") osteotome along with the
subscapularis insertion")
biceps tenodests s performed, e PICO 11: Ostentomy ("Afer the
Buckley, Low ) g - . H biceps tenodesis is performed, the - ra Not Significant
T,2014 | Quality Constant - Total Post-Op | subscapularis tenqon is released from 32 80.8(9.90) LTO is performed using an 28 81.8(9.40) | MeanDif 1(-5.89,3.89) (P-value>.05)
the lesser tuberosity at the margin of osteotome”
the bicipital groove.") )
PICO 11: Osteotomy (A fragment of
WOOS - Total: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to
Lapner, P. High Western Ontario ("subscapularis tendon was peeled 10 mm in thickness and 3 cm in - 3 Not Significant
L.,2012 | Quality | Osteoarthritis of the £ il off the lesser tuberosity, beginning at 5 L) length) was elevated with an 0 ELHEZZL)) AEaDT | HZRE R LB (P-value>.05)
Shoulder the intertubercular groove™) osteotome along with the
subscapularis insertion")
PICO 11: Osteotomy ("A fragment of
ASES - Total: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to
Lapner, P. High American Shoulder ("subscapularis tendon was peeled 10 mm in thickness and 3 cmin - -1.1(- Not Significant
L.,2012 | Quality | and Elbow Surgeons 8 months off the lesser tuberosity, beginning at 87 56.5(24.80) length) was elevated with an 36 57.6(25.60) | MeanDif 12.67,10.47) (P-value>.05)
score the intertubercular groove™) osteotome along with the
subscapularis insertion™)
PICO 11: Osteotomy (A fragment of
ASES - Total: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to
Lapner, P. High American Shoulder ("subscapularis tendon was peeled 10 mm in thickness and 3 cm in - Not Significant
L.,2012 | Quality | and Elbow Surgeons BT off the lesser tuberosity, beginning at e EaAEAD) length) was elevated with an e TAZENED; | MERDly) SOt Caier S 0m) (P-value>.05)
score the intertubercular groove") osteotome along with the
subscapularis insertion")
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PICO 11: Osteotomy ("A fragment of
WOOS - Total: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to
Lapner, P. High Western Ontario ("subscapularis tendon was peeled 10 mm in thickness and 3 cm in e Not Significant
L.,2012 | Quality | Osteoarthritis of the 6 months off the lesser tuberosity, beginning at 37 74.8(24.20) length) was elevated with an 36 81.3(19.20) | MeanDif | -6.5(-16.51,3.51) (P-value>.05)
Shoulder the intertubercular groove™) osteotome along with the
subscapularis insertion™)
PICO 11: Osteotomy (A fragment of
WOOS - Total: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to Treatment 1
Lapner, P. High Western Ontario 12 ("subscapularis tendon was peeled 10 mm in thickness and 3 cm in q - )
L.,2012 | Quality | Osteoarthritis of the | months | off the lesser tuberosity, beginning at = LR length) was elevated with an & Be{d22l0) | EEWIDNT | e ) S'gg;{:girgsgp
Shoulder the intertubercular groove") osteotome along with the '
subscapularis insertion™)
PICO 11: Osteotomy ("A fragment of
ASES - Total: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to
Lapner, P. High American Shoulder 12 ("subscapularis tendon was peeled 10 mm in thickness and 3 cm in . Not Significant
L.,2012 | Quality | and Elbow Surgeons | months | off the lesser tuberosity, beginning at 37 81.3(18.70) length) was elevated with an 36 77.1(23.70) | MeanDif | 4.2(-5.61,14.01) (P-value>.05)
score the intertubercular groove™) osteotome along with the
subscapularis insertion™)
PICO 11: Osteotomy (A fragment of
ASES - Total: PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel the lesser tuberosity (measuring 5 to
Lapner, P. High American Shoulder 24 ("subscapularis tendon was peeled 10 mm in thickness and 3 cm in 8 g Not Significant
L.,2012 | Quality | and Elbow Surgeons | months | off the lesser tuberosity, beginning at = SRa) length) was elevated with an o PRI | e | iele A0 1400) (P-value>.05)
score the intertubercular groove") osteotome along with the
subscapularis insertion")
WOOS - Total: PL(i:(gplslt:eiggzg?sp?sl?)gffgfrfwlegérj?r PICO 11: Osteotomy ("After the Treatment 2
Buckley, Low Western Ontario ] - . ; biceps tenodesis is performed, the | aar ) L :
T.2014 | Quality | Osteoarthritis of the Post-Op s;t;]bslcapulairlztend_on |ftrﬁleased _fronf1 32 82.1(18.90) LTO is performed using an 28 91.5(10.20) | MeanDif | -9.4(-16.96,-1.84) Slgg;ﬂgirg)ts()P
Shoulder Index € lesser u_e_r0_5|ty atthe rlr?argln 0 osteotome™) '
the bicipital groove.")
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel ("After . "
S - T PICO 11: Osteotomy ("After the
DASH: Disabilities biceps tenodesis is performed, the - A Lo
?“";‘(')el{," th}’i"ty of the Arm Should | Post-Op | subscapularis tendon is released from | 32 | 14(13.90) b'cf_stc‘)e:;"dgff'gr';sgrlfgirr’l“e;’ﬁ"‘e 28 | 10.8(8.90) | MeanDif | 3.2(-2.64,9.04) ":gt \2&2‘:‘8%3“
"’ and Hand the lesser tuberosity at the margin of gste otome") 4 '
the bicipital groove.")
Aibinder, Low | ASES - Total (mean . . . . Not Significant
W.,2019 | Quality only) 6 months PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel 65 78 PICO 11: Osteotomy 55 82 MeanDif | Author Reported (P-value>.05)
Aibinder, Low | ASES - Total (mean . . . . Not Significant
W.,2019 | Quality only) 1 year PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel 65 87 PICO 11: Osteotomy 55) 88 MeanDif | Author Reported (P-value>.05)
Aibinder, Low ASES - Total (mean . . i . Not Significant
W.,2019 | Quality only) 2 year PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel 65 90 PICO 11: Osteotomy 55 89 MeanDif | Author Reported (P-value>.05)
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Table 99: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Peel vs. Lesser Tuberosit

- Function

PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel
("After biceps tenodesis is PICO 11: Osteotomy (“After the Not
Buckley, Low Strength: Belly Press performed, the subscapularis biceps tenodesis is performed, . S
T.,2014 | Quality Resistance (Ibs) POSEOP | tendon is released from the = 2L1(760) | the LTO'Gs performed using an 2 ZAENY, | ERE | 2 e T LA S'gnllf'c:%ts(P'
lesser tuberosity at the margin osteotome™) V)
of the bicipital groove.")
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel
("After biceps tenodesis is PICO 11: Osteotomy (“After the
Buckley, Low ROM: E d Elevati PoSt-O performed, the subscapularis 32 151.3(16.80 biceps tenodesis is performed, 28 145.5(14.00) | MeanDif | 5.8(-2.00.13.60) | Si .fNOt p
T.,2014 | Quality - Forward Elevation OSt-OP | “tendon is released from the 3(16.80) | et o is performed using an 5(14.00) | MeanDif | 5.8(-2.00,13.60) |gnI| |c:r(1)t5( )
lesser tuberosity at the margin osteotome™) value>.05)
of the bicipital groove.")
PICO 11: Osteotomy (A
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel fragment of the lesser tuberosity
Lapner, P High Strength: Subscapularis ("subscapularis tendon was (measuring 5 to 10 mm in ) Not
L 20’12' Quality Strength (kg) via dynamometer | 3 months | peeled off the lesser tuberosity, 37 3.3(2.20) thickness and 3 cm in length) 36 2.7(1.60) | MeanDif | 0.6(-0.28,1.48) | Significant (P-
v strength test beginning at the intertubercular was elevated with an osteotome value>.05)
groove") along with the subscapularis
insertion")
PICO 11: Osteotomy (A
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel fragment of the lesser tuberosity
Lapner, P High Strength: Subscapularis ("subscapularis tendon was (measuring 5 to 10 mm in Not
L 20‘12' Quality Strength (kg) via dynamometer | 6 months | peeled off the lesser tuberosity, 37 3.8(2.40) thickness and 3 cm in length) 36 3.7(2.20) | MeanDif | 0.1(-0.96,1.16) | Significant (P-
" strength test beginning at the intertubercular was elevated with an osteotome value>.05)
groove") along with the subscapularis
insertion")
PICO 11: Osteotomy ("A
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel fragment of the lesser tuberosity
Lapner, P High Strength: Sybscapularis 12 ("subscapularis tendon was (_measuring 5to 1(_) mm in ) ) _l\_lot
L 20’12' Quality Strength (kg) via dynamometer months peeled off the lesser tuberosity, 37 4.6(2.60) thickness and 3 cm in length) 36 3.8(1.80) | MeanDif | 0.8(-0.22,1.82) | Significant (P-
v strength test beginning at the intertubercular was elevated with an osteotome value>.05)
groove") along with the subscapularis
insertion")
PICO 11: Osteotomy (A
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel fragment of the lesser tuberosity
Lapner, P High Strength: SL_JbscapuIaris 24 ("subscapularis tendon was (measuring 5 to 10 mm in ) ~ Not
L 20’12' Quality Strength (kg) via dynamometer months peeled off the lesser tuberosity, 37 5.5(2.60) thickness and 3 cm in length) 36 4.4(2.90) | MeanDif | 1.1(-0.16,2.36) | Significant (P-
v strength test beginning at the intertubercular was elevated with an osteotome value>.05)
groove") along with the subscapularis
insertion")
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel
("After biceps tenodesis is PICO 11: Osteotomy ("After the Treatment 1
ETB‘.J’%‘(')% th}’ivty ROM: External Rotation | Post-Op ptzrrfgg:‘fgr g?:azggsfﬁzwggs 32 | 68.7(1150) t%':?_";g?fg:f}!; r';ggf‘s’[r%egn 28 | 50.5(11.30) | MeanDif | 9.2(3.42,14.98) | Significant
; ; 0 (P-value<.05)
lesser tuberosity at the margin osteotome")
of the bicipital groove.")
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel
("After biceps tenodesis is PICO 11: Osteotomy ("After the Not
Buckley, Low Strength: Bear Hug Reistance performed, the subscapularis biceps tenodesis is performed, . -
T.,2014 | Quality (Ibs) POSEOP | “tandon is released from the 32 235(8:60) | the LTO'Gs performed using an 28 26.9(7.80) | MeanDif | -3.4(-7.55,0.75) S'gnllf'c:%ts('l
lesser tuberosity at the margin osteotome™) value>.05)
of the bicipital groove.")
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WOOS - PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel
ey, | Lo | SPOTSReraonor Dt ottt e L g | e
T., 2014 | Quality Oitjet;)s::m-it\ilgzsftflz: gl?ct)irlld%r PR tendon is released from the o2 113.5(116.80) the LTO is performed using an 28 553(63.30) | MeanDif 486.47,-392.93) (g_l\g,]:ﬂ:ecj '8t5)
lesser tuberosity at the margin osteotome™) ’
Index P .
of the bicipital groove.")
PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel
("After biceps tenodesis is PICO 11: Osteotomy (“After the N
Buckley, Low ROM: Abducti Post-O performed, the subscapularis 32 132(21.30 biceps tenodesis is performed, 28 127.5(22.90) | MeanDif | 4.5(-6.74.15.74) | Sianifi ot t (P
T.,2014 | Quality - Abduction OSEOP 1 “tendon is released from the @130) | e LTOIs performed using an 5(22.90) | MeanDif | 4.5(-6.74,15.74) '32|'u:f: %5() )
lesser tuberosity at the margin osteotome™) '
of the bicipital groove.")

L Not
PSS, ety ROM Forward Elevation 6 months | PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel 65 . % PICO 11: Osteotomy 55) . % MeanDif AT Significant (P-
W., 2019 | Quality Reported value>.05)
Aibinder Low Author Not

! - ROM External Rotation 6 months | PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel 65 . % PICO 11: Osteotomy 55 . % MeanDif Significant (P-
W., 2019 | Quality Reported value>.05)

L Not
Cllbiss Lol Shoulder Instability Score 6 months | PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel 65 . % PICO 11: Osteotomy 55 . % MeanDif Alior Significant (P-
W., 2019 | Quality Reported value>.05)

Table 100: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Peel vs. Lesser Tuberosity Osteotom

- Quality of Life

WOOS - Physical PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel ("After PICO 11: Osteotomy ("After
Buckle L Subscale: W?elstern biceps tenodesis is performed, the the biceps tenodesis is Treatment 2
Y, . . - L Post-Op | subscapularis tendon is released from the 32 81(85.60) performed, the LTO is 28 41.7(58.60) | MeanDif | 39.3(2.55,76.05) | Significant (P-
T., 2014 | Quality | Ontario Osteoarthritis of | berosi h in of th f o usi | 05
the Shoulder Index esser tuberosity at the ma‘\|rg|n of the performe u5||r]g an value<.05)
bicipital groove.") osteotome")
i PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel ("After PICO 11: Osteotomy ("After
Buckle Low \s/\é(b)s(zgl e'I;NIf::g:s biceps tenodesis is performed, the the biceps tenodesis is Treatment 2
Y - - . . Post-Op | subscapularis tendon is released from the 32 84(94.10) performed, the LTO is 28 40.7(58.70) | MeanDif | 43.3(4.11,82.49) | Significant (P-
T.,2014 | Quality | Ontario Osteoarthritis of | berosi h inof th P 4 Usi 1Ue<.0
the Shoulder Index esser tuberosity at the margin of the performed using an value<.05)
bicipital groove.") osteotome™)
) . PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel ("After PICO 11: Osteotomy (“After
Buckle Low \gﬁ?)socile_Evn\;g;gp: biceps tenodesis is performed, the the biceps tenodesis is Treatment 2
Y . - ) L Post-Op | subscapularis tendon is released from the 32 60.5(87.50) performed, the LTO is 28 23.3(28.90) | MeanDif | 37.2(5.05,69.35) | Significant (P-
T., 2014 | Quality | Ontario Osteoarthritis of | berosi h in of th f o usi | 0
the Shoulder Index esser tuberosity at the margin of the performed using an value<.05)
bicipital groove.") osteotome")

Aibinder, W., 2019 | Low Quality | VAS Pain (mean only) | 6 months | PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel

65

Table 101: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Peel vs. Lesser Tuberosity Osteotomy - Pain

15

PICO 11: Osteotomy 55

1.2

MeanDif | Author Reported | Not Significant (P-value>.05)
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Aibinder, W., 2019

Low Quality

VAS Pain (mean only)

1 year

PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel

65

0.8

PICO 11: Osteotomy

55

0.9

MeanDif

Author Reported

Not Significant (P-value>.05)

Aibinder, W., 2019

Low Quality

VAS Pain (mean only)

2 year

PICO 11: Subscapularis Peel

65

0.7

PICO 11: Osteotomy

55

1.0

MeanDif

Author Reported

Not Significant (P-value>.05)
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TSA: Subscapularis Tenotomy vs. Lesser Tuberosity Osteotomy

Summary of Findings:

£|z
[ ]
3|6
2
15
Ql:
NS
1 BetterOutcomes ;_ 5
J Worse Outcomes ,E 'E
e Not Significant E ;%
Composite
ASES - Total @@
Function
ROM: Internal Rotation .
Strength: Internal Rotation .
Strength: External Rotation @
Strength: Forward Elevation @
ROM: External Rotation (pvalue only)
ROM: Forward Elevation (pvalue only)
Shoulder Instability Score (pvalue only)
ROM: Forward Elevation @
ROM: External Rotation "
Simple Shoulder Test tlh
Pain
VAS Pain @@
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Table 102: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Tenotomy vs. Lesser Tuberosity Osteotom

- Function

PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity
PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy R T (“Iaterleil D e
; ; . m ’ A an oscillating L i
e | g, | R | e | (SMMWESSI ORI | g | g | swndcompesiwinan 20 | % | wemDit| ger | Mt
lesser tuberosity insertion...”) osteotome, aiming parallel to the :
" subscapularis
for a 10-mm-thick osteotomy™)

Levine, W., High ROM: Forward PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity o . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Elevation 3 months (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High ROM: Forward PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 2 PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 2 n Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Elevation B (“tendon was sharply...”) s i Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) ) i T Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High ROM: Forward PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity .| 3.0(-0.40, | Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Elevation 1year (“tendon was sharply..."™) 30 150(6) Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...™) 29 153 (7) | MeanDif 6.40) value>.05)
Levine, W., High ROM: External PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity o q Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation OTES (“tendon was sharply...”) e % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 2 % bEEIBj Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High ROM: External PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation 3 months (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High ROM: External PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 2 PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 2 n Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation B (“tendon was sharply...”) s i Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) ) i T Reported value>.05)

- - - - Treatment 2

Levine, W., High ROM: External PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity .| 2.0 (0.6750, - :
2019 Quality Rotation 1year (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 502 Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 52(3) | MeanDif 3.33) 8'32;323?5(;
Levine, W., High ROM: Internal PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 2 PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 2 n Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation BEELS (“tendon was sharply...”) i 0 Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) %) 0 bilElbl; Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High ROM: Internal PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity o . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation 3 months (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High ROM: Internal PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity q Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation e (“tendon was sharply...”) e % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 2 % IR Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High ROM: Internal 1 vear PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 30 o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 29 o MeanDif Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation Y (“tendon was sharply...”) 70 Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 70 Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: Internal PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 2 PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 2 n Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation BEELS (“tendon was sharply...”) i 0 Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) %) 0 bilElbl; Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: Internal PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity o . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation 3 months (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: Internal PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity q Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation e (“tendon was sharply...”) e % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 2 % IR Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: Internal 1 vear PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 30 o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 29 o MeanDif Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation Y (“tendon was sharply...”) 70 Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 70 Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: Forward PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 2 PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 2 n Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Elevation BEELS (“tendon was sharply...”) i 0 Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) %) 0 bilElbl; Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: Forward PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity o . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Elevation 3 months (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: Forward PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity o q Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Elevation e (“tendon was sharply...”) e % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 2 % IR Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: Forward 1 vear PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 30 o PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 29 o MeanDif Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Elevation Y (“tendon was sharply...”) 70 Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 70 Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: External PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 2 PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 2 n Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation BEELS (“tendon was sharply...”) i 0 Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) %) 0 bilElbl; Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: External PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation 3 months (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 - % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % | MeanDif | ponorted value>.05)
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Levine, W., High Strength: External PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 2 PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity ® . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Rotation BT (“tendon was sharply...”) - - % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 2 - % GEIET; Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Strength: External 1 PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-

. - year “ ,, 30 . % w o e 29 . % MeanDif
2019 Quality Rotation (“tendon was sharply...”) Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Simple Shoulder PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity n Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Test 6 weeks (“tendon was sharply...”) @ - Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) = B MeanDif Reported value>.05)
. . . . . . . Treatment 2
Levine, W., ngh Simple Shoulder 3 months PICO“11. Subscapularis Tenstomy 30 % PICO 11.“Lesser Tuberqsny ) 29 % MeanDif Author Significant (P-
2019 Quality Test (“tendon was sharply...”) Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) Reported
value<.05)
Levine, W., High Simple Shoulder PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Test 6 months (“tendon was sharply...”) @ - Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) = B MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High Simple Shoulder PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality Test 1year (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 - % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 - % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Aibinder, W., Low Shoulder Instability . . PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality | Score (pvalue only) 2 years PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 68 . % Osteotomy 55 . % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Aibinder, W., Low External Rotation . - PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality (pvalue only) 2 years PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 68 . % Osteotomy 55 . % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Aibinder, W., Low Forward Elevation . . PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality (pvalue only) 2 years PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 68 . % Osteotomy 55 . % MeanDif Reported value>.05)

Table 103: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Tenotomy vs. Lesser Tuberosit

Osteotomy - Composite

omes | oy | sty | 27 | " bty | 0 | % | o onsay | 2 | % || gt [NCen®
Lot | | ety | omowns| POOIL S oy | gy || POl ety ) m | % wemor| e | NSt
e | | s Smonns | PIOCIE bl entomy [ g0 |y | eicotitema by 1 2 | o0 | weoi] ot TN St
ot | g, | ey |y | PSSy g | w | geeotiimmlbessty  a o wesor G0 | NS
Aibiggig R QIL_JZ\IIiny (si?rﬁﬁga;;()ct)?llly) 2 year | PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 68 . % PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 55 . % MeanDif R'tgz)hrg d NOt\f;?J‘;E%aST (P-

Table 104: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Tenotomy vs. Lesser Tuberosit

Osteotomy - Pain

Levine, W., VAS Pain 6 K PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity MeanDif Author Not Significant (P-
2019 (significance only) | © WEEKS (“tendon was sharply...”) Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) €anbit | Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High VAS Pain PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality (significance only) 3 months (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 - % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High VAS Pain PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality | (significance only) 6 months (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 - % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
Levine, W., High VAS Pain PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 0 PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity o .| 3.0(-0.40, | Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality | (significance only) 1year (“tendon was sharply...”) 30 - % Osteotomy (“lateral to medial...”) 29 % MeanDif 6.40) value>.05)
Aibinder, W., Low VAS Pain . . ® . . ® . Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality | (significance only) 2 year PICO 11: Subscapularis Tenotomy 68 . % PICO 11: Lesser Tuberosity 55 . % MeanDif Reported value>.05)
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TSA: Subscapularis Peel vs. Subscapularis Tenotomy

Summary of Findings:

1> BetterOutcomes
J Worse Outcomes
e Not Significant

Aibinder, W. , 2019 [Low Quality

Composite

ASES - Total |
Function

ROM: External Rotation (pvalue only) R
ROM: Forward Elevation (pvalue only) b

Shoulder Instability Score (pvalue only)

Pain
VAS Pain




Table 105: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Peel vs. Subscapularis Tenotomy - Function

Aibinder, W., Low Shoulder Instability Score PICO 11: 2 PICO 11: Subscapularis 2 . Author A i
2019 Quality (pvalue only) 2 years Subscapularis Peel 68 . % Tenotomy 55) . % MeanDif Reported Not Significant (P-value>.05)
Aibinder, W., Low External Rotation (pvalue PICO 11: PICO 11: Subscapularis - Author Treatment 1 Significant (P-
2019 Quality only) 2 years Subscapularis Peel 68 - % Tenotomy 95 - % MeanDif Reported value<.05)
Aibinder, W., Low Forward Elevation (pvalue PICO 11: ® PICO 11: Subscapularis ® . Author Treatment 2 Significant (P-
2019 Quality only) AR Subscapularis Peel 3 - % Tenotomy e - % Jaieh Reported value<.05)

Table 106: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Tenotomy - Composite

Aibinder, W., Low ASES - Total (significance PICO 11: Subscapularis PICO 11: Subscapularis 8 Author Not Significant (P-
2019 Quality only) IR Peel & ) Tenotomy . ol Jeaiel Reported value>.05)
Table 107: PICO 11- TSA: Subscapularis Tenotomy - Pain

Aibinder, W., VAS Pain (significance
2019 Quality only)

PICO 11: Subscapularis

Su PICO 11: Subscapularis 55 o MeanDif Author Not Significant (P-

0
68 . % Tenotomy Reported value>.05)

2 year
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TSA: Concomitant Biceps Tenodesis vs. Control

Summary of Findings:

1> BetterOutcomes
J Worse Outcomes
e Not Significant

Fama, G., 2004|Low Quality

Adverse events

Radiolucent Lines - Glenoid Component
Radiolucent Lines - Humeral Component
Patient Satisfaction

Subjective Patient Satisfaction: Excellent or
Good

2D




Table 108: PICO 11- TSA: Concomitant Biceps Tenodesis vs. Control - Adverse Events

Treatment 1 Significant

Fama, G., Radiolucent Lines - ) PICO 11: Tenodesis o | PICO 11: Placebo / Control (No 2
2004 Quality Glenoid Component PO (Biceps Tenodesis) - RGO Biceps Tenodesis) ) SN0 RR DIEEE1 1) (P-value<.05)
Fama, G., Low Radiolucent Lines - PICO 11: Tenodesis PICO 11: Placebo / Control (No Treatment 1 Significant
2004 Quality Humeral Component Post-Op (Biceps Tenodesis) 108 7.41% Biceps Tenodesis) 418 | 15.06% RR ] 0.49(0.24,0.99) (P-value<.05)

Table 109: PICO 11- TSA: Concomitant Biceps Tenodesis vs. Control - Patient Satisfaction

Fama, G.,

2004

Low

Quality

Subjective Patient Satisfaction:
Excellent or Good

Post-Op

PICO 11: Tenodesis
(Biceps Tenodesis)

97.22%

Biceps Tenodesis)

PICO 11: Placebo / Control (No

478

93.93%

RR

1.04(1.00,1.08)

Not Significant (P-
value>.05)
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PICO 12:
TSA: Glenoid Preparation — Thrombin-Soaked Gel Foam vs. Compressed CO; Lavage

Summary of Findings:

1 BetterOutcomes
J Worse Outcomes
o Not Significant

|Edwards, T. B., 2007 [High Quality

Adverse events
Radiolucent Line Score (RLS)

Table 110: PICO 12- TSA: Glenoid Prep: Thombin Soaked Gel Foam vs. Compressed CO2 Lavage - Adverse Events

PICO 12: Glenoid Preparation B (Compressed
CO02 gas jet lavage to remove fluid and debris n -0.1(- Not Significant
from glenoid after keel slot creation during B DALY | Bzl 0.69,0.49) | (P-value>.05)

Radiolucent PICO 12: Glenoid Preparation A (gel
Line Score 1 weeks | foam soaked in thrombin placed into 21 0.6(0.80)
(RLS) prepared keel slot during TSA)

Edwards, T. High
B., 2007 Quality
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PICO 15:
Shoulder Arthroplasty:

Summary of Findings:

Multimodal Pain Management vs. Control

/1 BetterOutcomes
J Worse Outcomes
o Not Significant

JRoutman, H. D., 2017 JLow Quality

Other
Length of Stay (d): pvalue only

Pain
Pain Scale (pvalue only)
Morphine Equivalents (mg): pvalue only

2= |D
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Table 111: PICO 15- Postop Multimodal Pain Management vs. Control- Other

Intra-Op Corticosteroid + Local
NA Anesthetic Significant (P-
value<.05)

PICO 12: Intra-Op Adjuncts (Intra-op PICO 12: Control
Dexamethasone + Bupivacaine + 31 . % (Multimodal Pain 24 . %
Multimodal Pain Mgmt) Mgmt)

Author
Reported

Routman, H. Low Length of Stay At
D., 2017 Quality | (d): pvalue only | Discharge

Table 112: PICO 15- Postop Multimodal Pain Management vs. Control - Pain

PICO 12: Intra-Op Adjuncts (Intra-op PICO 12: Control Intra-Op Corticosteroid +
R%JUT;%%H' th;livty VAS: pvalue only Disgltar e Dexamethasone + Bupivacaine + 31 . % (Multimodal Pain 24 . % R'Z‘ug:g d <8V(?(;1 Local Anesthetic Significant
v 9 Multimodal Pain Mgmt) Mgmt) P ) (P-value<.05)
Morphine PICO 12: Intra-Op Adjuncts (Intra-op PICO 12: Control
R%Jtn;%T7H' th;,ivty Equivalents (mg): Disé?]tar o Dexamethasone + Bupivacaine + 31 . % (Multimodal Pain 24 . % RAe\u:)h:er d 0.13 Not Significant (P-value>.05)
" pvalue only 9 Multimodal Pain Mgmt) Mgmt) P
Morphine PICO 12: Intra-Op Adjuncts (Intra-op PICO 12: Control Intra-Op Corticosteroid +
R%mg?l’ﬁ' th;/ivty Equivalents (mg): Post-Op Dexamethasone + Bupivacaine + 31 . % (Multimodal Pain 24 . % R’Z‘ULTJ d <8\§(;1 Local Anesthetic Significant
v pvalue only Multimodal Pain Mgmt) Mgmt) P ) (P-value<.05)
Routman. H Low PICO 12: Intra-Op Adjuncts (Intra-op PICO 12: Control Author val Intra-Op Corticosteroid +
D 201’7 ' Quality VAS: pvalue only 1 days Dexamethasone + Bupivacaine + 31 . % (Multimodal Pain 24 . % Renorted <g 001 Local Anesthetic Significant
" Multimodal Pain Mgmt) Mgmt) P ) (P-value<.05)
Morphine PICO 12: Intra-Op Adjuncts (Intra-op PICO 12: Control Intra-Op Corticosteroid +
R%Jtn;%rbH. LO}'iV Equivalents (mg): 1 days Dexamethasone + Bupivacaine + 31 . % (Multimodal Pain 24 . % RAutr:;)r d <8\§1(|)1 Local Anesthetic Significant
N Quality pvalue only Multimodal Pain Mgmt) Mgmt) el ’ (P-value<.05)
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