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Reverse shoulder arthroplasty vs BIO-RSA:
clinical and radiographic outcomes at short
term follow-up
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Abstract

Background: Bony increased-offset reverse shoulder arthroplasty (BIO-RSA) may address issues such as inferior
scapular notching, prosthetic instability and limited postoperative shoulder rotation; all of which have been
reported with the standard RSA and attributed to the medialized design. We hypothesised that this lateralization
may increase the rate of scapular stress fractures.

Methods: A retrospective review of prospectively collected data was performed on patients who had undergone a
RSA between January 2013 and October 2016. A comparative cohort study was designed to compare patients with
a standard Grammont-style RSA to those with a BIO-RSA using the same implant. Functional outcome was
measured by the American Shoulder and Elbow Surgeons (ASES) Shoulder Score, the Subjective Shoulder Value
(SSV), the Western Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder (WOOS) index and pain scores. Radiographs were obtained
for all patients and examined for the presence of scapular fracture as well as scapular notching and graft incorporation.

Results: A total of forty patients (22 patients in the standard RSA cohort and 18 with BIO-RSA) were included in the
study. Patient characteristics (including age, gender, length of follow-up, dominant side and osteoporosis) were similar
in both groups (p > 0.05). The average postoperative follow-up was 20 months (range 12–48 months). There was bone
graft incorporation in all BIO-RSA patients at the final radiological follow-up, with no evidence of graft resorption. The
overall scapular stress fracture rate was 12.5% (9.1% in the standard RSA and 16.7% in the BIO-RSA). The rates were
similar in both cohorts (p = 0.64). All fractures were managed conservatively. To determine whether the presence of a
scapular stress fracture had an influence on outcomes, the cohort was divided into cases with and without fracture.
Patients with a stress fracture had worse ASES (p = 0.028) and WOOS (p = 0.048) scores. Additionally, osteoporosis was
present more commonly in the fracture group (80% vs 17%; p = 0.01). A statistically significant difference was
identified when comparing the rates of scapular notching between standard RSA and BIO-RSA cohorts (68%
vs 33%; p = 0.028). Furthermore, when notching was present, significantly worse outcome scores were present
in all outcome measures (p < 0.001).

Conclusion: The BIO-RSA technique was associated with an increase in scapular stress fracture rate when
compared to the standard RSA; however, this was not found to be significant. Furthermore, both techniques resulted
in similar improvements in the measured functional outcomes. BIO-RSA, however, was associated with a lower scapular
notching rate, justifying further evaluation of this technique.

Level of evidence: Retrospective cohort study, level III
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Background
Reverse shoulder arthroplasty (RSA) has been shown to
be a safe and effective procedure for the management of
difficult shoulder problems. Indications include massive
and irreparable rotator cuff tears with and without gle-
nohumeral arthritis [1–3], proximal humeral fractures
[4–6] and revision after failure of prior arthroplasty [7].
Postoperative complications however remain a concern.
Inferior scapular notching, prosthetic instability, limited
postoperative shoulder rotation and loss of shoulder
contour have all been reported in the literature and
largely attributed to the medialized design [2, 8, 9].
To address the problems of a medialized center of ro-

tation reverse design, several design modifications have
been introduced, including lateralized glenospheres, hu-
meral lateralization and use of a bone graft under the
baseplate, the so-called bony increased-offset reversed
shoulder arthroplasty (BIO-RSA) [10]. Whilst this has
shown good effect in decreasing the rates of scapular
notching [11] and improving Constant scores, range of
motion and pain scores [10, 12], the increased deltoid
tension produced by excessive lateralization and humeral
lengthening may also lead to complications. One pos-
sible complication may be of a scapular stress fracture,
with rates between 0.9% and 10% reported in the litera-
ture [3, 13, 14].
Crosby et al. [15] suggested a classification and treat-

ment strategy for scapular stress fractures on the basis of
a retrospective review of 400 patients treated with RSA
over 4.5 years. They identified three discrete patterns:
avulsion fractures of the anterior acromion (type I); frac-
tures of the acromion posterior to the acromioclavicular
joint (type II); and fractures of the scapular spine (type
III). Whilst the best treatment options remain uncertain,
acromial fractures can be treated conservatively without
major dysfunction of the shoulder, whereas scapular spine
fractures lead to painful dysfunction and may require open
reduction and internal fixation [16, 17].
To date, there have been no comparative studies to de-

termine whether BIO-RSA is more likely to cause scapu-
lar stress fractures than a standard RSA. The aim of this
study was to compare fracture rates, notching rates and
functional outcomes between patients who have under-
gone BIO-RSA and those who have had a standard RSA
at a minimum of 12 months follow-up. We hypothesised
that the BIO-RSA cohort would have a higher rate of
scapular stress fractures; however, lower notching rates
and improved functional outcome scores would still be
present.

Methods
Study design and outcome measures
A retrospective review of prospectively collected data
was performed of patients that had undergone RSA by
the senior author (A.M.) between January 2013 and
October 2016. A retrospective comparative cohort study
was designed to compared patients with a standard
Grammont-style RSA to those with a BIO-RSA, using
the same implant. The following inclusion criteria were
used: (1) all skeletally mature adults; (2) either a
standard RSA or BIO-RSA technique employed by a
single-orthopaedic surgeon; (3) at least 12 months
follow-up; (4) contactable and agreeable to inclusion in
the study. Patient’s with pre-operative acquired or con-
genital acromial abnormalities such as os acromiale or
stress fractures were excluded from the study. The insti-
tution’s human research ethics committee provided eth-
ical approval for the study.
Patient characteristics including age, gender, arm dom-

inance, osteoporosis, diagnosis of injury, operative charac-
teristics, postoperative complications and follow-up data
were retrieved. The senior surgeon (A.M.) maintains a
prospectively collected database for all patients undergo-
ing shoulder arthroplasty. Using this database, we identi-
fied all patients who had undergone a Grammont-style
reverse shoulder arthroplasty. The decision to perform a
standard versus BIO-RSA was predominantly made at the
senior surgeon’s discretion. Factors such as availability and
quality of the proximal humerus bone, size of the patient,
degree of pre-operative bone loss and the degree of soft
tissue tension all influenced this decision-making. These
factors are very difficult to quantify; however, we did en-
sure that the two cohorts were matched for patient demo-
graphics (including age, gender, hand dominance and
osteoporosis) as well as the length of follow up. Functional
outcomes were measured by the American Shoulder and
Elbow Surgeons (ASES) Shoulder Score [18], the Subject-
ive Shoulder Value (SSV) [19] and Western Ontario
Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder (WOOS) index [20]. The
ASES scores were expressed in a range from 0 (maximum
disability) to 100 (no disability) and are comprised of
pain and functional portions. The SSV is a validated
method for shoulder assessment in arthroplasty and is
expressed as a percentage of an entirely normal shoul-
der, which would score 100%. The WOOS index is a
patient-reported, disease-specific questionnaire for the
measurement of the quality-of-life in patients undergo-
ing arthroplasty. It is scored as a percentage with 100
signifying an extreme decrease in the shoulder-related
quality of life. Pain scores were also recorded with a
range from 0 to 100.
Radiological evaluation including initial preoperative

CT scans were reviewed to classify the glenoid morph-
ology according to the Walch classification [21]. Shoul-
der radiographs were obtained for all patients at final
follow-up and assessed for the presence of a scapular in-
sufficiency fracture and graded according to the Crosby
classification [15]. Scapular notching was rated on the
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anteroposterior scapular radiograph according to the
system of Sirveaux et al. [8]. For the BIO-RSA cohort,
graft incorporation assessed as either incorporated or re-
sorbed. Radiographs were evaluated by two independent
reviewers, and any differences were discussed until a
consensus was reached.

Surgical technique
All operations were performed by a fellowship-trained
shoulder surgeon (A.M.), using the Aequalis Reversed
prosthesis (Wright-Tornier, Memphis, TN, USA). The
procedure was performed through a standard deltopec-
troal approach, with detachment of any remaining sub-
scapularis and tenodesis of the long head of biceps. In
the BIO-RSA, a 10-mm-thick cylindrical autograft was
harvested from the humeral head [2]. A glenoid base-
plate with an extended 25-mm central post was used to
ensure host bone contact. All baseplates were placed in
the same position on the inferior margin of the glenoid
rim. To ensure that the deltoid was appropriately ten-
sioned and the implant was properly positioned, we (1)
looked for absence of pistoning of the prosthesis during
application of axial traction on the arm, (2) ensured sta-
bility throughout a full range of motion, (3) palpated for
tension in the conjoint tendon after trial reduction [2].
The humeral stem was cementless, with a neck-shaft
angle of 155 degrees.
The rehabilitation protocol was similar in both groups,

with the use of a sling for 4 weeks, allowing both passive-
and active-assisted range of motion. After 4 weeks, the
sling was discontinued and active range of motion com-
menced. Strengthening was commenced after 10 weeks.

Statistical analysis
Descriptive statistics, including means and standard devia-
tions, were reported for demographic data and outcome
variables. Differences between groups were made using
Student’s t test for normally distributed continuous
variables and Wilcoxon rank-sum test for continuous vari-
ables with skewed distributions. Comparisons of categor-
ical data between groups were made using chi-square test
for equal proportions or Fisher’s exact test where numbers
were small. The relationship between scapular notching
and functional outcomes was determined using Spearman
rank correlation. The level of statistical significance was
set at p < 0.05. Statistical analysis was performed with
SPSS 18.0 software (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA).

Results
A total of 40 patients who had undergone a reverse
shoulder arthroplasty met our inclusion criteria and
were enrolled in the study. Standard RSA was performed
in 22 patients (55%) with the BIO-RSA technique
employed in 18 patients (45%). There were 9 males and
31 females with a mean age of 74.7 years (range 59–91).
The average postoperative follow-up was 20 months
(12–48 months) with a minimum of 12 months follow-
up. Patient demographics, pre-operative diagnosis and
glenoid morphology (Walch classification) are presented
in Table 1. Baseline characteristics including age, gender,
length of follow-up, dominant side and osteoporosis
were similar in both groups.
The overall scapular stress fracture rate was 12.5%,

with 2 patients having Crosby type III scapular spine
fractures, 2 patients with type II and 1 patient with a
type 1 acromion avulsion fracture. Surgery was offered
to the 2 patients with a type III scapular spine fracture
but declined in both cases. The scapular notching rate
was 52.5%, with 13 of 40 patients showing grade 1
notching, 7 patients with grade 2 notching and 1 patient
with grade 3 notching. There was bone graft incorpor-
ation in all BIO-RSA patients at the final radiological
follow-up, with no evidence of resorption.
Patient outcomes, scapular stress fracture and notch-

ing rates, stratified by standard RSA or BIO-RSA are
presented in Table 2. No differences were identified at
the latest follow-up between cohorts when comparing
functional scores, including the ASES score (p = 0.53),
SSV score (p = 0.67), WOOS index (p = 0.59) and overall
pain scores (p = 0.19). The scapular stress fracture rates
were also similar (p = 0.64). A significant difference was
observed in the scapular notching rates, occurring in
68% of standard RSA patients compared with 33% in the
BIO-RSA cohort (p = 0.028). In the standard RSA group,
9 patients (41%) had grade 1 notching, 5 patients (23%)
had grade 2 notching and 1 patient (4%) had grade 3
notching. In the BIO-RSA group, 4 patients (22%) had
grade 1 notching, 2 patients (11%) had grade 2 notching
and no patients had grade 3 or 4 notching.
To determine whether the presence of a scapular

stress fracture had an influence on outcomes, the entire
cohort was divided into cases with and without fracture
(Table 3). Comparing between the fracture cohort (5 pa-
tients) and the non-fracture cohort (35 patients), no sig-
nificant difference was seen in terms of age, gender and
length of follow-up. There was, however, a statistically
significant difference in the rate of osteoporosis, present
in 80% of patients with a fracture compared to just 17%
without a fracture (p = 0.01). There were also statistically
significant differences observed in both ASES (p = 0.028)
and WOOS (p = 0.048) scores, with the fracture patients
having worse outcomes.
Patients were also divided into two cohorts comprising

those with scapular notching and those without to deter-
mine how notching impacted outcome (Table 4). This
showed no significant difference in terms of patient char-
acteristics. Statistically significant differences could be
seen; however, when comparing ASES, SSV, WOOS and



Table 1 Pre-operative comparison of standard RSA and BIO-RSA

Variable* RSA (n = 22) BIO-RSA (n = 18) p value

Age, years 74.50 (60–91) 75.06 (59–89) 0.65

Gender

Male 3 (14) 6 (33) 0.25

Female 19 (86) 12 (66)

Follow-up, months 20 ± 8.9 (12–37) 19 ± 8.4 (12–36) 0.71

Dominant side 11 (50) 8 (44) 0.85

Osteoporosis 7 (32) 3 (17) 0.46

Diagnosis

Osteoarthritis 1 (4) 11 (61)

Rotator cuff arthropathy 5 (23) 5 (28)

Proximal humerus fracture 10 (45) 0

AVN, malunion, dislocation 6 (27) 2 (11)

Glenoid morphology (Walch classification)

A1 20 (90) 8 (44)

A2 0 (0) 5 (28)

B1 0 (0) 0 (0)

B2 1 (5) 4 (22)

C 1 (5) 1 (6)

BIO-RSA bony increased-offset reverse shoulder arthroplasty, RSA reverse shoulder arthroplasty
*Continuous data are presented as the mean ± standard deviation (range) or as indicated and categorical data as number (%) or number
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pain scores between the two groups with the notching
cohort showing worse outcomes. This was further
confirmed by performing a Spearman correlation
which demonstrated evidence of a moderate correl-
ation between WOOS score and scapular notching
(Spearman correlation coefficient 0.51; p < 0.001) and
mild correlations between all other outcome measures
and notching.

Discussion
In relation to our original hypothesis, our study found
that the BIO-RSA technique almost doubled the rate of
scapular stress fractures when compared to the standard
RSA, but the difference did not reach statistical signifi-
cance. Furthermore, both techniques resulted in similar
Table 2 Comparison of standard RSA versus BIO-RSA at mean 20 m

Variable* Standard RSA (n = 22)

ASES 67.5 ± 23.8 (23–100)

SSV 60.2 ± 1.8 (20–95)

WOOS 35.9 ± 30.3 (3–94)

Pain scores 25.7 ± 27.2 (0–75)

Scapular stress fracture 2 (9.1)

Scapular notching 15 (68.2)

BIO-RSA bony increased-offset reverse shoulder arthroplasty, RSA reverse shoulder a
ASES American Shoulder and Elbow Surgeons Shoulder Score, SSV Subjective Should
*Continuous data are presented as the mean ± standard deviation (range) or as ind
improvements in the measured functional outcomes, in-
cluding the ASES, SSV, WOOS and pain scores. We did,
however, find a significant association between BIO-RSA
and a lower scapular notching rate.
Postoperative scapular fracture is a common complica-

tion following RSA, affecting patient outcome [16] and
at times, requiring secondary surgery [15, 22]. Our study
showed a scapular stress fracture rate of 16.7% in the
BIO-RSA cohort compared to 9.1% in the standard RSA
cohort (p value = 0.64). This equated to an overall
fracture rate of 12.5%, slightly higher than that reported
in previous literature [1, 3, 13]. This may relate to
under-reporting of this complication, due to the diffi-
culty in diagnosis [14, 23] and failure of several key stud-
ies to report this complication [11, 24, 25].
onths’ follow-up

BIO-RSA (n = 18) p value

73 ± 18.7 (24–93) 0.53

63.5 ± 25.7 (5–100) 0.67

31.4 ± 24.3 (0–84) 0.59

15.3 ± 21.5 (0–70) 0.19

3 (16.7) 0.64

6 (33.3) 0.028

rthroplasty;
er Value, WOOS Western Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder index
icated and categorical data as number (%) or number



Table 3 Comparison of scapular stress fracture versus non-fracture cohort at mean of 20 months’ follow up

Variable* Scapular stress fracture (n = 5) Non-fracture (n = 35) p value

Age, years 74.7 (59–91) 75 (60–84) 0.79

Male 1 (20) 8 (23) 1.0

Osteoporosis 4 (80) 6 (17) 0.01

ASES 51.4 ± 23.0 (23–75) 72.8 ± 20.2 (24–100) 0.028

SSV 52 ± 23.9 (30–80) 63.1 ± 17.9 (5–100) 0.22

WOOS 54.8 ± 20.5 (35–84) 30.9 ± 27.3 (0–94) 0.048

Pain scores 19.4 ± 23.4 32 ± 35.6 0.30

ASES American Shoulder and Elbow Surgeons Shoulder Score, SSV Subjective Shoulder Value, WOOS Western Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder index
*Continuous data are presented as the mean ± standard deviation (range) or as indicated and categorical data as number (%) or number
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Furthermore, both patient and surgical factors have
been shown to increase the risk of postoperative scapu-
lar fractures following RSA (Fig. 1). Otto et al. in a
case-controlled study of 265 patients found osteoporosis
to be a significant risk factor, present in 30.8% of frac-
ture patients compared with 18.4% of control patients
[23]. Osteoporosis was prevalent in our cohort (present
in 25% of our patients), with 80.0% of the fracture pa-
tients having osteoporosis, compared to 17.1% of
non-fracture patients (p < 0.001).
Surgical factors include a deltopectoral approach [26],

suboptimal superior and posterior screw length and pos-
ition [10, 15] and excessive deltoid tension produced ei-
ther by excessive lateralization of the glenoid or humeral
lengthening [14, 26, 27]. In our series, we tried to min-
imise the risk of a stress fracture by placing our superior
screw into the base of the coracoid process [14, 15]and
judiciously balanced the shoulder, ensuring to avoid over
tensioning as previously described.
Our study showed similar improvements in pain and

functional outcomes with both standard and BIO-RSA.
This finding is comparable to studies by Athwal et al.
[11] and Greiner et al. [25]. There is, however, conflict-
ing information about the possible advantages of the
BIO-RSA technique. Collin et al. [24] reported signifi-
cantly higher Constant scores in the BIO-RSA group
(69.0 ± 9.4) versus RSA (61.4 ± 12.7). Other studies have
Table 4 Comparison of scapular notching cohort versus non-notchi

Variable* Scapular notching (n = 21)

Age, years 72.3 (59–88)

Male 6 (28.6)

Osteoporosis 6 (28.6)

ASES 58.7 ± 21.7 (23–97)

SSV 49.9 ± 19.9 (5–80)

WOOS 51.0 ± 25.7 (13–94)

Pain scores 34.1 ± 28.1

ASES American Shoulder and Elbow Surgeons Shoulder Score, SSV Subjective Shoul
*Continuous data are presented as the mean ± standard deviation (range) or as ind
shown an improved range of motion [10, 12], reduced
prosthetic instability [11, 28] and better shoulder con-
tour [10]with BIO-RSA technique.
A proposed disadvantage of glenoid lateralization is it

places the deltoid lever arm at a mechanical disadvantage
when compared with a more medialized implant [29].
This was hypothesised to result in reduced deltoid
strength. To date, no significant difference has been found
in deltoid strength when comparing the two designs [11].
The technique can also be used to address angled multi-
planar glenoid deformity [30].
Scapular notching is the erosion of the scapula neck as

well as polyethylene wear, secondary to inferomedial im-
pingement of the humeral implant against the scapula
[31](Fig. 2). Sirveaux et al. [8] classified this into four
grades: grade 1 describes a defect contained within the in-
ferior pillar of the scapular neck, a grade 2 is considered
when erosion of the scapular neck extends to the level of
the inferior fixation screw, grade 3 when it was over the
lower screw and grade 4 when it extended under the base-
plate. A recent systematic review reported an overall
notching rate of 35%, with an increased rate of 50% in the
Grammont-style RSA [17]. Similar to findings by Athwal
[11], we found an increase in the rate of notching (68% in
the standard RSA group versus to 33% in the BIO-RSA
group, p = 0.028). Whilst early studies reported no effect
of scapular notching on pain and functional outcomes,
ng cohort at mean 20 months’ follow-up

Non-notching (n = 19) p value

77.4 (60–91) 0.056

3 (15.8) 0.46

4 (21.1) 0.72

85.2 ± 13.3 (51–100) < 0.001

74.7 ± 20.1 (25–100) < 0.001

14.8 ± 13.3 (0–44) < 0.001

6.6 ± 7.8 0.001

der Value, WOOS Western Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder index
icated and categorical data as number (%) or number



Fig. 1 Postoperative fracture of the scapular spine after BIO-RSA
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recent studies with longer follow-up have demonstrated
notching is associated with reduced shoulder ROM,
strength, decreased SSV and Constant-Murley scores, and
the potential for implant loosening [8, 32]. Our study
similarly showed that patients with scapular notching had
significantly worse functional outcome measures and pain
scores.
The strength of our study is that all patients were op-

erated on by a single surgeon, with regular follow-up
using radiographs and validated outcome measures. The
main limitations of the study are its relatively small sam-
ple size, retrospective nature, as well as lack of physical
examination to document shoulder range of motion and
strength.
Fig. 2 Anteroposterior radiographs of BIO-RSA with Sirveaux grade 2
scapular notching
Conclusions
In conclusion, lateralization of a Grammont-style pros-
thesis with bony increased-offset techniques is associated
with a reduction in scapular notching. Of concern is the
possible increase in the rate of scapular insufficiency
fractures. Both notching and scapular insufficiency frac-
tures seem to compromise the outcome of reverse
arthroplasty. Although with the numbers available, the
difference in fracture rate did not reach statistical signifi-
cance, further research into this area may be of benefit.

Abbreviations
ASES: American Shoulder and Elbow Surgeons Shoulder Score;
BIO-RSA: Bony increased-offset reverse shoulder arthroplasty; RSA: Reverse
shoulder arthroplasty; SSV: Subjective Shoulder Value (SSV); WOOS: Western
Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder index

Acknowledgements
The authors thank Kelly Story and Madeleine Scicchitano for their assistance.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available from
the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Authors’ contributions
NK performed a literature search, participated in the design of the study, carried
out the data collection, analysis and interpretation, helped to draft the
manuscript and perform critical revisions. EP helped carry out data analysis and
perform data interpretation. AM conceived of the study, participated in its
design and coordination and helped to draft the manuscript. All authors read
and approved the final manuscript.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The Alfred ethics committee has approved this project (project number
171/17). All patients involved in the study provided the necessary
informed consent to participate in the study.

Consent for publication
Not applicable

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published
maps and institutional affiliations.

Author details
1Orthopaedic Registrar, Alfred Hospital, 55 Commercial Rd, Prahran,
Melbourne, VIC 3004, Australia. 2Department of Epidemiology and Preventive
Medicine, Monash University, Victoria, Australia. 3Orthopaedic Consultant,
Alfred Hospital, 55 Commercial Rd, Prahran, Melbourne, Victoria 3004,
Australia.

Received: 30 June 2018 Accepted: 24 September 2018

References
1. Boileau P, Watkinson D, Hatzidakis AM, Hovorka I. Neer Award 2005: The

Grammont reverse shoulder prosthesis: results in cuff tear arthritis, fracture
sequelae, and revision arthroplasty. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2005;15(5):527–40.

2. Boileau P, Watkinson DJ, Hatzidakis AM, Balg F. Grammont reverse
prosthesis: design, rationale, and biomechanics. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2005;
14(1 Suppl S):147S–61S.

3. Frankle M, Siegal S, Pupello D, Saleem A, Mighell M, Vasey M. The reverse
shoulder prosthesis for glenohumeral arthritis associated with severe rotator
cuff deficiency. A minimum two-year follow-up study of sixty patients.
J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2005;87(8):1697–705.



Kirzner et al. Journal of Orthopaedic Surgery and Research  (2018) 13:256 Page 7 of 7
4. Boyle MJ, Youn SM, Frampton CM, Ball CM. Functional outcomes of reverse
shoulder arthroplasty compared with hemiarthroplasty for acute proximal
humeral fractures. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2013;22(1):32–7.

5. Bufquin T, Hersan A, Hubert L, Massin P. Reverse shoulder arthroplasty for
the treatment of three- and four-part fractures of the proximal humerus in
the elderly: a prospective review of 43 cases with a short-term follow-up.
J Bone Joint Surg Br. 2007;89(4):516–20.

6. Garofalo R, Brody F, Castagna A, Ceccarelli E, Krishnan SG. Reverse shoulder
arthroplasty with glenoid bone grafting for anterior glenoid rim fracture
associated with glenohumeral dislocation and proximal humerus fracture.
Orthop Traumatol Surg Res. 2016;102(8):989–94.

7. Ortmaier R, Resch H, Matis N, Blocher M, Auffarth A, Mayer M, et al. Reverse
shoulder arthroplasty in revision of failed shoulder arthroplasty-outcome
and follow-up. Int Orthop. 2013;37(1):67–75.

8. Sirveaux F, Favard L, Oudet D, Huquet D, Walch G, Mole D. Grammont
inverted total shoulder arthroplasty in the treatment of glenohumeral
osteoarthritis with massive rupture of the cuff. Results of a multicentre
study of 80 shoulders. J Bone Joint Surg Br. 2004;86(3):388–95.

9. Gerber C, Pennington SD, Nyffeler RW. Reverse total shoulder arthroplasty.
J Am Acad Orthop Surg. 2009;17(5):284–95.

10. Boileau P, Moineau G, Roussanne Y, O'Shea K. Bony increased-offset
reversed shoulder arthroplasty: minimizing scapular impingement while
maximizing glenoid fixation. Clin Orthop Relat Res. 2011;469(9):2558–67.

11. Athwal GS, Faber KJ. Outcomes of reverse shoulder arthroplasty using a
mini 25-mm glenoid baseplate. Int Orthop. 2016;40(1):109–13.

12. Neyton L, Boileau P, Nove-Josserand L, Edwards TB, Walch G. Glenoid bone
grafting with a reverse design prosthesis. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2007;16(3
Suppl):S71–8.

13. Matsen FA 3rd, Boileau P, Walch G, Gerber C, Bicknell RT. The reverse total
shoulder arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2007;89(3):660–7.

14. Mayne IP, Bell SN, Wright W, Coghlan JA. Acromial and scapular spine
fractures after reverse total shoulder arthroplasty. Shoulder Elbow. 2016;8(2):
90–100.

15. Crosby LA, Hamilton A, Twiss T. Scapula fractures after reverse total shoulder
arthroplasty: classification and treatment. Clin Orthop Relat Res. 2011;469(9):
2544–9.

16. Walch G, Mottier F, Wall B, Boileau P, Mole D, Favard L. Acromial
insufficiency in reverse shoulder arthroplasties. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2009;
18(3):495–502.

17. Zumstein MA, Pinedo M, Old J, Boileau P. Problems, complications,
reoperations, and revisions in reverse total shoulder arthroplasty: a
systematic review. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2011;20(1):146–57.

18. Michener LA, McClure PW, Sennett BJ. American Shoulder and Elbow
Surgeons Standardized Shoulder Assessment Form, patient self-report
section: reliability, validity, and responsiveness. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2002;
11(6):587–94.

19. Gilbart MK, Gerber C. Comparison of the subjective shoulder value and the
Constant score. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2007;16(6):717–21.

20. Lo IK, Griffin S, Kirkley A. The development of a disease-specific quality of
life measurement tool for osteoarthritis of the shoulder: the Western
Ontario Osteoarthritis of the Shoulder (WOOS) index. Osteoarthr Cartil. 2001;
9(8):771–8.

21. Walch G, Badet R, Boulahia A, Khoury A. Morphologic study of the glenoid
in primary glenohumeral osteoarthritis. J Arthroplast. 1999;14(6):756–60.

22. Werner CM, Steinmann PA, Gilbart M, Gerber C. Treatment of painful
pseudoparesis due to irreparable rotator cuff dysfunction with the Delta III
reverse-ball-and-socket total shoulder prosthesis. J Bone Joint Surg Am.
2005;87(7):1476–86.

23. Otto RJ, Virani NA, Levy JC, Nigro PT, Cuff DJ, Frankle MA. Scapular fractures
after reverse shoulder arthroplasty: evaluation of risk factors and the reliability
of a proposed classification. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2013;22(11):1514–21.

24. Collin P, Liu X, Denard PJ, Gain S, Nowak A, Ladermann A. Standard versus
bony increased-offset reverse shoulder arthroplasty: a retrospective
comparative cohort study. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2018;27(1):59–64.

25. Greiner S, Schmidt C, Herrmann S, Pauly S, Perka C. Clinical performance of
lateralized versus non-lateralized reverse shoulder arthroplasty: a prospective
randomized study. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2015;24(9):1397–404.

26. Farshad M, Gerber C. Reverse total shoulder arthroplasty-from the most to
the least common complication. Int Orthop. 2010;34(8):1075–82.

27. Scarlat MM. Complications with reverse total shoulder arthroplasty and
recent evolutions. Int Orthop. 2013;37(5):843–51.
28. Jones RB, Wright TW, Zuckerman JD. Reverse total shoulder arthroplasty
with structural bone grafting of large glenoid defects. J Shoulder Elb Surg.
2016;25(9):1425–32.

29. Henninger HB, Barg A, Anderson AE, Bachus KN, Burks RT, Tashjian RZ. Effect
of lateral offset center of rotation in reverse total shoulder arthroplasty: a
biomechanical study. J Shoulder Elb Surg. 2012;21(9):1128–35.

30. Boileau P, Morin-Salvo N, Gauci MO, Seeto BL, Chalmers PN, Holzer N, et al.
Angled BIO-RSA (bony-increased offset-reverse shoulder arthroplasty): a
solution for the management of glenoid bone loss and erosion. J Shoulder
Elb Surg. 2017;26(12):2133–42.

31. Nicholson GP, Strauss EJ, Sherman SL. Scapular notching: recognition and
strategies to minimize clinical impact. Clin Orthop Relat Res. 2011;469(9):
2521–30.

32. Simovitch RW, Zumstein MA, Lohri E, Helmy N, Gerber C. Predictors of
scapular notching in patients managed with the Delta III reverse total
shoulder replacement. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2007;89(3):588–600.


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion
	Level of evidence

	Background
	Methods
	Study design and outcome measures
	Surgical technique
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

