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Abstract
Purpose Focal, patellar cartilage defects are a challenging problem as most cases have an underlying multifactorial patho-
genesis. This systematic review of current literature analysed clinical results after regenerative cartilage repair of the patella 
with a special focus on the assessment and treatment of existing patellofemoral malalignment.
Methods A systematic review was conducted to identify articles reporting clinical results after cartilage regenerative surger-
ies of the patella using the PubMed and Scopus database. The extracted data included patient-reported outcome measures 
(PROMS) and whether cartilage repair was performed alone or in combination with concomitant surgeries of underlying 
patellofemoral co-pathologies. In cases of isolated cartilage repair, specific exclusion criteria regarding underlying co-pathol-
ogies were screened. In cases of concomitant surgeries, the type of surgeries and their specific indications were extracted.
Results A total of 35 original articles were included out of which 27 (77%) were cohort studies with level IV evidence. 
The most frequently used technique for cartilage restoration of the patella was autologous chondrocyte implantation (ACI). 
Results after isolated cartilage repair alone were reported by 15 (43%) studies. Of those studies, 9 (60%) excluded patients 
with underlying patellofemoral malalignment a priori and 6 (40%) did not analyse underlying co-pathologies at all. Among 
the studies including combined surgeries, the most frequently reported concomitant procedures were release of the lateral 
retinaculum, reconstruction of the medial patellofemoral ligament (MPFL), and osteotomy of the tibial tubercle. In sum-
mary, these studies showed lower preoperative PROMS but similar final PROMS in comparison with the studies reporting on 
isolated cartilage repair. The most frequently used PROMS were the IKDC-, Lysholm- and the Modified Cincinnati Score.
Conclusion This comprehensive literature review demonstrated good clinical outcomes after patellar cartilage repair with 
no evidence of minor results even in complex cases with the need for additional patellofemoral realignment procedures. 
However, a meaningful statistical comparison between isolated patellar cartilage repair and combined co-procedures is not 
possible due to very heterogeneous patient cohorts and a lack of analysis of specific subgroups in recent literature.
Level of evidence Level IV.
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Introduction

Focal cartilage defects of the knee are a common problem, 
especially in young and active patients as they can lead to 
pain, swelling and altered joint function [30]. Additionally, 
there is evidence that these defects are associated with an 
increased risk of early osteoarthritis over time [12, 64].

Although the general benefit of cartilage regenerative 
surgeries in the knee has been proven, the patellofemoral 
joint has often been considered a problematic location by 
many previous studies [16, 49, 51, 55, 63]. A recent sys-
tematic review by Hinckel et al. including 59 articles, did 
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not confirm these concerns. This review showed that carti-
lage restoration of the patellofemoral joint led to improved 
clinical outcomes along with low complication rates [32]. 
However, the authors also reported that lesions at the patella 
may lead to worse results in direct comparison with those 
at the trochlea.

Focal cartilage defects of the patella are challenging as 
in most cases a multifactorial pathogenesis is underlying. It 
is known that patella dislocations lead to cartilage defects 
in up to 95% of cases and the risk of (osteo-)chondral flake 
fractures is reported in up to 58% of patients [41, 50, 58]. 
Since the risk for re-dislocation of the patella is almost 50% 
within the first 2 years, additional patella stabilisation is nec-
essary, if surgical therapy of the cartilage defect is planned 
[4]. Consequently, predisposing factors for patella instabil-
ity must be analysed and considered when appropriate [72]. 
Factors include trochlea dysplasia, patella alta, increased 
tibial tuberosity–trochlea groove (TTTG) distance, genu 
valgum and increased femoral torsion. [1, 4, 14, 33, 71]

However, even without history of patella dislocation, car-
tilage defects of the patellofemoral joint are highly associ-
ated with co-pathologies, whereas trochlea dysplasia, patella 
alta and increased lateral patella tilt seem to be particularly 
predisposing [3, 44]. Therefore, also in these cases, possible 
co-pathologies must be properly analysed and considered 
carefully if surgical treatment of patellar cartilage defects is 
planned. Additionally, for correct interpretation of clinical 
results after regenerative cartilage procedures at the patella, 
information regarding the presence and, if applicable, about 
the surgical treatment of these co-pathologies is necessary. 
To date, the influence of concomitant procedures addressing 
patellofemoral stability and alignment in combination with 
surgical cartilage restoration at the patella is still unclear.

The purpose of the present study was to perform a sys-
tematic literature review of clinical trials investigating the 
results after regenerative cartilage repair of the patella. 
Among these studies, a special focus was set on the analysis 
and treatment of preoperative co-pathologies.

It was hypothesised that in most of the included studies, 
patients with relevant co-pathologies were excluded a pri-
ori or a proper presentation of co-pathologies did not exist. 
Additionally, it was hypothesised that additional treatment of 
co-pathologies would lead to similar results in comparison 
with isolated regenerative cartilage therapy at the patella.

Materials and methods

Search details

A comprehensive literature search to identify articles 
reporting clinical results after cartilage regenerative surger-
ies at the patella was conducted according to the PRISMA 

statement (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 
and Meta-Analysis) [40]. The PubMed database and the Sco-
pus database were used for this literature research.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Inclusion criteria to qualify for this systematic review were:

1. Clinical trials reporting results after regenerative carti-
lage therapy for focal cartilage defects at the patella.

2. Results reported by means of patient-reported outcome 
measures (PROMs).

3. Level of evidence (LOE) 1–4.
4. English language.

Exclusion criteria were:

1. Publication dates earlier than the year 2000.
2. Follow-up less than 12 months.
3. Less than 5 patients with cartilage lesions located at the 

patella.
4. No outcomes reported separately for patients with car-

tilage lesions located at the patella.
5. Only children and adolescents included.
6. Other systematic reviews and meta-analyses.

Search strategy

Different combinations of the following keywords were used 
for the initial data base search: cartilage repair, cartilage 
restoration, cartilage transplantation, cartilage implanta-
tion, microfracture, microfracturing, osteochondral autolo-
gous transfer, OATS, mosaicplasty, osteochondral allograft 
transplantation, autologous chondrocyte implantation, ACI, 
MACI, patella, patellar, patellofemoral. The search was per-
formed in April 2020. All abstracts of the identified publi-
cations were judged for inclusion suitability primarily by 
authors DB and JM. If the abstract showed any inclusion 
criteria, the entire paper was read. All authors performed the 
analysis of the articles based on the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria and all authors had to agree to include or exclude 
an article.

If two separate studies had the same authors and interven-
tion but had different follow-up, then only the study with 
the longer follow-up was included for the outcome analysis.

Study quality

The quality of the included studies was analysed by means 
of the Methodological Index for Non-Randomised Studies 
(MINORS), which consists of eight items for non-compara-
tive studies and four additional items for comparative studies 
[62]. A maximum of 2 points can be assigned to each item, 
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resulting in a maximum score of 16 points for non-com-
parative studies and 24 points for comparative studies. The 
assessment was performed independently by two reviewers 
(DB, JM) and the final score was determined by consensus. 
Additionally, the level of evidence (LOE) of the included 
studies was registered.

Data extraction and analysis

For all included studies, the extraction of data included: the 
first author’s name, publication year, journal, study design, 
LOE, MINORS, number of cases with patellar cartilage 
defects, patients’ age, follow-up time, defect size, and sur-
gical technique. In the case of comparative studies, the defi-
nition of the study groups was documented. If subgroups of 
patients with patellar cartilage defects were defined and the 
demographic data and results were given separately, only 
this data was extracted. As already mentioned above, stud-
ies with no separate data for patellar defects were excluded 
from the analysis. This also applied for studies that com-
bined patellofemoral cartilage defects into one study group.

For all included studies, the used PROMS were noted and 
the corresponding results were analysed. If a comparison of 
preoperative PROMS with PROMS at final follow-up was 
performed, the p-value representing a possible significant 
difference was documented. If a comparison with preop-
erative PROMS was not performed or if a p value was not 
given, the main outcome of the studies was extracted as a 
short summary.

Furthermore, all included studies were analysed whether 
isolated cartilage repair alone was performed, or concomi-
tant surgeries of underlying co-pathologies were performed 
in combination with cartilage repair.

In the case of isolated cartilage repair, the specific inclu-
sion and exclusion criteria were analysed to further charac-
terise the study cohort and to evaluate if patients with typical 
co-pathologies were excluded.

In the case of concomitant surgeries, the type of surger-
ies and, if given, the specific indications for these surgeries 
were extracted. For studies that directly compared patients 
with and without concomitant surgeries, the results were 
extracted for each group separately.

Statistical analysis

The extracted quantitative parameters (age, follow-up 
time, defect size and results of the PROMs) were given as 
mean ± standard deviation (SD), when provided in the arti-
cles. Otherwise, alternative values like median or range were 
extracted.

Due to the high statistical and methodological hetero-
geneity of the included studies, a meta-analysis comparing 
the results between patients with and without concomitant 

surgeries was not possible. Instead, a narrative description 
and comparison of the clinical results was performed.

Results

Search results and study design

After screening for eligible studies, a total of 35 original 
articles were identified and included in this systematic 
review (Fig. 1, Table 1). With 27 studies (80%), the vast 
majority were prospective or retrospective cohort studies 
with level IV evidence. The mean MINORS score was 13.3 
of 16 (range from 10 to 16) for non-comparative studies 
and 20.1 of 24 (range from 16 to 23) for comparative stud-
ies. The number of reported cases ranged from 6 to 110, 
the mean age of the included patients ranged from 15 to 
39.2 years, and the mean follow-up time ranged from 24 to 
153 months. The most frequently used techniques for carti-
lage restoration were autologous chondrocyte implantation 
(ACI) in 48.6% and autologous osteochondral transplanta-
tion (AOT) in 22.9% of cases. The range of retropatellar 
cartilage defect sizes in studies using the ACI technique 
was 2.8–6.4  cm2 and for AOT 1.16–1.6  cm2.

Isolated cartilage repair

In this systematic review, 15 studies (43%) reported on 
patellar cartilage repair without any concomitant surger-
ies. Detailed information about the inclusion/exclusion 
criteria and the main results of these 15 studies are pre-
sented in Table 2 (online addition). The analysis showed 
that underlying pathologies were not reported at all (6 
studies) or patients with appropriate co-pathologies were 
excluded a priori (9 studies). The most often reported 
exclusion criteria of co-pathologies were tibio-femoral 
varus/valgus malalignment (6x) and patellofemoral mala-
lignment, such as patella alta or baja (3x), increased 
patellar tilt (3x), increased patellar shift (1x), increased 
TTTG > 15 mm (1x) or trochlea dysplasia (1x). Eleven 
out of the 15 surveys with isolated patellar cartilage repair 
(73%) reported at least one significantly improved patient-
reported outcome measure (PROMs) of which as many 
as 16 different scores were assessed. The most often sig-
nificantly improved PROMs postoperatively reported were 
the Lysholm- (5x) and the Kujala-score (3x). On average, 
the mean values improved from 61.6 (range 42.7–73.8) 
to 90.9 (range 67.6–95) for the Lysholm score and from 
49.3 (range 44.9–54.8) to 76.8 (range 75.2–78.4) for the 
Kujala score.
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Concomitant surgeries

In 20 of the 35 studies (57%), patients with the need for 
additional procedures due to underlying patellofemoral co-
pathologies were included. Detailed information about the 
concomitant surgeries, their indications and the main results 
of these 20 studies are presented in Table 3 (online addition). 
Among these studies, eight (40%) reported on either soft-
tissue or bony realignment procedures, and six (30%) on 
both soft-tissue and bony realignment procedures. Another 
four studies (20%) included a mixture of patients with addi-
tional soft-tissue or bony realignment procedures or the 
combination of both. In one study, cartilage repair was com-
bined with soft-tissue procedures only, and in another study, 
it was combined with bony realignment procedures only. 
In 17 studies, the results of both isolated cartilage repair 
and cartilage repair combined with surgery of concomitant 

pathologies were merged. There were three studies that only 
reported on combined surgical approaches. [22–24]

The most frequently reported concomitant soft-tissue 
procedures were the release of the lateral retinaculum (14 
studies) and the reconstruction of the MPFL (7 studies). 
Concomitant bony procedures were osteotomies of the tibial 
tubercle (17 studies), trochleaplasties (4 studies) and high 
tibial osteotomies (4 studies).

Among all the studies that included patients after com-
bined surgery, 70% (14 out of 20) reported at least one 
significantly improved postoperative PROM, of which as 
many as 19 different scores were assessed. The most often 
significantly improved PROMs postoperatively reported 
were the IKDC- (11x), the Modified Cincinnati- (6x) and 
the Lysholm-scores (4x). On the average, the mean val-
ues improved from 41.9 (range 36.2–51) to 72.1 (range 
66.3–79.4) for the IKDC-Score, from 3.1 (range 2–3.6) 

Fig. 1  PRISMA flow chart of 
the study inclusion
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to 6.4 (range 5.1–8) for the Modified Cincinnati score and 
from 51.9 (range 40.2–69) to 83.1 (range 66–92.5) for the 
Lysholm-Score.

An isolated analysis of the 3 studies, which reported on 
combined surgical approaches only, demonstrated statisti-
cally significant improvements of all PROMs for 2 studies. 
[23, 24] The third study showed an improvement of the 
PROMs, however a statistical analysis was missing. [22]

While most of these 20 studies included heterogeneous 
patient groups with different combinations of surgical pro-
cedures, only one study reported on a homogeneous study 
group with the same treatment approach for all included 
patients [23]. Gigante et al. investigated the outcome of 
14 patients with MACI for retropatellar chondral lesions 
in combination with TTO because of patellofemoral mala-
lignment and TTTG > 20 mm. The results showed a signifi-
cant improvement of all scores after a mean follow-up of 
36 months. Additionally, there was only one retrospective 
comparative study, which directly compared the results of 
isolated retropatellar cartilage repair with a combination of 
cartilage repair and the correction of patellofemoral mala-
lignment [31].

The analysis of indications for concomitant surgeries 
gave a very heterogeneous picture. In 6 out of 20 studies, no 
specific indications for additional patellofemoral procedures 
were defined at all. Among the other 14 studies, the indica-
tion was based on clinical evaluations and/or radiological 
values. The most frequently reported indications for addi-
tional procedures were patellofemoral malalignment or mal-
tracking (7x), history of patella dislocation or patellofemo-
ral instability (6x), excessive patella tilt (3x) and trochlea 
dysplasia (3x). In 4 studies, an increased TTTG distance 
was defined as indication for additional realignment, with 
3 studies setting the cut-off value at 15 mm and one study 
at 20 mm.

Discussion

The most important finding of the present systematic review 
was that both isolated patellar cartilage repair alone and 
patellar cartilage repair combined with patellofemoral align-
ment correction led to good clinical results.

However, considering the fact that patellofemoral mala-
lignment has been discussed as a risk factor for negative 
outcomes after patellar cartilage surgery already for sev-
eral decades[10, 17, 23, 60], a rather surprising finding was 
that more than 40% of the included studies did not include 
patients with concomitant surgeries for underlying patel-
lofemoral co-pathologies.

On the other hand, more than half of the identified stud-
ies did include patients with the need for additional patel-
lofemoral stabilisation or realignment in combination with Ta

bl
e 

1 
 (c

on
tin

ue
d)

A
ut

ho
rs

 (y
ea

r)
/jo

ur
na

l
St

ud
y 

de
si

gn
/L

O
E/

M
IN

O
R

S
C

as
es

 (N
)

A
ge

 (y
ea

rs
) m

ea
n

FU
 (m

on
th

s)
 m

ea
n

St
ud

y 
gr

ou
ps

Pa
te

lla
r c

ar
til

ag
e 

de
fe

ct
 

si
ze

 m
ea

n 
 (c

m
2 )

Te
ch

ni
qu

e

V
is

on
a 

et
 a

l. 
[7

3]
 O

rth
op

 
Tr

au
m

at
ol

 S
ur

g 
Re

s
Re

tro
sp

ec
tiv

e 
co

ho
rt

LO
E 

4/
M

IN
O

R
S 

12
/1

6
6

20
.5

 (S
D

 9
.2

)
26

N
o

0.
88

M
os

ai
cp

la
sty

vo
n 

K
eu

de
ll 

et
 a

l. 
[7

4]
 

C
ar

til
ag

e
Pr

os
pe

ct
iv

e 
co

ho
rt

LO
E 

4/
M

IN
O

R
S 

14
/1

6
30

32
.0

 (S
D

 1
0.

0)
88

N
o

4.
7

A
C

I-
P,

 A
C

I-
C

Yo
ne

ta
ni

 e
t a

l. 
[7

6]
 J 

O
rth

op
 C

as
e 

Re
p

Re
tro

sp
ec

tiv
e 

co
ho

rt
LO

E 
4/

M
IN

O
R

S 
14

/1
6

6
38

.0
 (S

D
 8

.0
)

51
N

o
1.

24
A

O
T

LO
E 

Le
ve

l o
f e

vi
de

nc
e,

 F
U

 F
ol

lo
w

-u
p,

 S
D

 S
ta

nd
ar

d 
de

vi
at

io
n,

 n
.i 

no
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n,
 A

O
T 

A
ut

ol
og

ou
s 

os
te

oc
ho

nd
ra

l t
ra

ns
pl

an
ta

tio
n,

 A
C

I-
C

 A
C

I u
si

ng
 c

ol
la

ge
n 

sc
aff

ol
d,

 A
C

I-
P 

A
C

I u
si

ng
 p

er
io

-
st

al
 fl

ap
, T

x 
Tr

an
sp

la
nt

at
io

n,
 M

AC
I M

at
rix

 a
ss

oc
ia

te
d 

A
C

I, 
O

CA
 O

ste
oc

ho
nd

ra
l a

llo
gr

af
t, 

AM
IC

 A
ut

ol
og

ou
s 

m
at

rix
-in

du
ce

d 
ch

on
dr

og
en

es
is

, B
M

SC
 B

on
e 

m
ar

ro
w

-d
er

iv
ed

 m
es

en
ch

ym
al

 s
te

m
 

ce
ll



1759Knee Surgery, Sports Traumatology, Arthroscopy (2022) 30:1752–1768 

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
2 

 (o
nl

in
e 

ad
di

tio
n)

: S
tu

di
es

 w
ith

ou
t s

ur
gi

ca
l t

re
at

m
en

t o
f c

on
co

m
ita

nt
 p

at
ho

lo
gi

es

A
ut

ho
rs

 (y
ea

r)
/jo

ur
na

l
In

cl
us

io
n 

cr
ite

ria
Ex

cl
us

io
n 

cr
ite

ria
PR

O
M

S
p 

va
lu

e

Sc
or

e
pr

eo
p 

(m
ea

n)
po

sto
p 

(m
ea

n)

A
kg

ün
, A

kp
ol

at
 [2

] J
 O

rth
op

 S
ur

g
A

ge
 1

8–
55

 y
ea

rs
, d

ef
ec

t s
iz

e >
 0.

8 
 cm

2 , o
ste

oc
ho

nd
ra

l l
es

io
n 

pa
te

lla
, 

sy
m

pt
om

s >
 6 

m
on

th
s

A
lig

nm
en

t p
ro

bl
em

s (
pa

te
lla

r h
ei

gh
t, 

va
ru

s-
va

lg
us

), 
ch

on
dr

al
 le

si
on

 <
 0.

8 
 cm

2

V
PS

75
.5

17
.5

7
p <

 0.
01

Ly
sh

ol
m

44
.5

7
80

p <
 0.

01
K

uj
al

a
48

.2
1

78
.4

2
p <

 0.
01

A
stu

r e
t a

l. 
[5

] J
 B

on
e 

Jo
in

t S
ur

g 
A

m
A

ge
 <

 60
 y

ea
rs

, a
nt

er
io

r k
ne

e 
pa

in
, 

pa
te

lla
r c

ho
nd

ra
l l

es
io

n,
 g

ra
de

 3
 o

r 
4,

 d
ia

m
et

er
 1

–2
.5

 c
m

D
ia

m
et

er
 <

 1 
an

d >
 2.

5 
cm

, 
pa

te
lla

 ti
lt,

 p
at

el
la

 a
lta

 o
r b

aj
a,

 
TT

TG
 >

 15
 m

m
, A

C
L 

in
ju

ry
, 

m
en

is
ca

l t
ea

r, 
in

fe
ct

io
n,

 sy
ste

m
ic

 
in

fla
m

m
at

or
y 

di
se

as
e

Ly
sh

ol
m

57
.2

7
80

.7
6

p <
 0.

05
Fu

lk
er

so
n

54
.2

4
80

.4
2

p <
 0.

05
K

uj
al

a
54

.7
6

75
.1

8
p <

 0.
05

SF
-3

6
se

e 
stu

dy
 d

et
ai

ls

A
stu

r e
t a

l. 
[6

] K
ne

e 
Su

rg
 S

po
rts

 
Tr

au
m

at
ol

 A
rth

ro
sc

A
ge

 <
 45

 y
ea

rs
, t

ra
um

at
ic

 in
ju

ry
, 

pa
te

lla
r c

ho
nd

ra
l l

es
io

n,
 g

ra
de

 3
 o

r 
4,

 d
ia

m
et

er
 1

–2
.5

 c
m

D
ia

m
et

er
 <

 1 
an

d >
 2.

5 
cm

, 
pa

te
lla

 ti
lt,

 p
at

el
la

 a
lta

 o
r b

aj
a,

 
TT

TG
 >

 15
 m

m
, A

C
L 

in
ju

ry
, 

m
en

is
ca

l t
ea

r

VA
S

7.
1

2.
4

p <
 0.

05
Te

gn
er

n.
i

K
uj

al
a

44
.9

76
.9

p <
 0.

00
1

B
ia

nt
 e

t a
l. 

[8
] A

m
 J 

Sp
or

ts
 M

ed
Sy

m
pt

om
at

ic
 is

ol
at

ed
 c

ar
til

ag
e 

de
fe

ct
Li

m
b 

m
al

al
ig

nm
en

t, 
lig

am
en

t d
efi

-
ci

en
cy

, o
ste

oa
rth

rit
is

, i
nfl

am
m

at
or

y 
ar

th
rit

is
, d

ef
ec

t d
ep

th
 >

 5 
m

m

M
od

. C
in

ci
nn

at
i k

ne
e 

sc
or

e
40

79
n.

i
St

an
m

or
e/

B
en

tle
y 

sc
or

e
3

1.
3

VA
S

6.
4

2
B

ou
w

m
es

te
r e

t a
l. 

[9
] J

 O
rth

op
 R

es
A

ge
 <

 40
 y

ea
rs

, n
o 

pr
ev

io
us

 d
ril

lin
g,

 
is

ol
at

ed
 d

ef
ec

t
O

ste
oa

rth
rit

is
 >

 gr
ad

e 
2

H
SS

S
80

.8
92

.2
n.

i
VA

S 
w

al
k

1.
8

VA
S 

re
st

0.
9

C
ha

dl
i e

t a
l. 

[1
1]

 In
t O

rth
op

C
lin

ic
al

 sy
m

pt
om

s:
 p

ai
n,

 c
re

pi
tu

s, 
hy

da
rth

ro
si

s, 
lo

ck
in

g,
 M

R
I: 

O
C

D
 

gr
ad

e 
3 

or
 4

n.
i

IK
D

C
49

.9
86

.1
p <

 0.
00

1
Ly

sh
ol

m
53

.8
88

.5
p <

 0.
00

1
Te

gn
er

4.
5

6.
2

p =
 0.

02
Fi

gu
er

oa
 e

t a
l. 

[1
9]

 K
ne

e
A

ge
 <

 45
 y

ea
rs

, p
at

el
la

r c
ho

nd
ra

l 
le

si
on

 g
ra

de
 4

, d
ef

ec
t s

iz
e <

 2.
5 

 cm
2

M
ul

til
ig

am
en

to
us

 le
si

on
s, 

co
n-

co
m

ita
nt

 A
C

L-
re

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n,

 o
th

er
 

ca
rti

la
ge

 le
si

on
s t

ha
n 

pa
te

lla
, d

ef
ec

t 
si

ze
 >

 2.
5 

 cm
2

Ly
sh

ol
m

73
.8

95
p <

 0.
05

IK
D

C
na

95

Jo
sh

i e
t a

l. 
[3

5]
 A

m
 J 

Sp
or

ts
 M

ed
Pa

te
llo

fe
m

or
al

 p
ai

n,
 fu

ll-
th

ic
kn

es
s 

pa
te

lla
r c

ar
til

ag
e 

de
fe

ct
A

ge
 <

 15
 y

ea
rs

 a
nd

 >
 50

 y
ea

rs
, p

at
el

-
lo

fe
m

or
al

 m
al

al
ig

nm
en

t (
>

 10
° t

ilt
), 

tib
io

fe
m

or
al

 m
al

al
ig

nm
en

t (
>

 10
°)

, 
ch

on
dr

al
 le

si
on

s o
th

er
 lo

ca
tio

n 
th

an
 

pa
te

lla

K
O

O
S

64
.7

69
.9

n.
i

VA
S

7.
9

6.
9

SF
-3

6
n.

i
61

.3

K
re

uz
 e

t a
l. 

[3
8]

 O
ste

oa
rth

rit
is

 
C

ar
til

ag
e

A
C

I-
P 

fo
r o

ut
er

br
id

ge
 g

ra
de

 3
 o

r 4
 

de
fe

ct
s

A
cu

te
 tr

au
m

a,
 v

ar
us

 o
r v

al
gu

s m
al

a-
lig

nm
en

t >
 5°

, l
im

its
 in

 k
ne

e 
ex

te
n-

si
on

, l
im

its
 in

 k
ne

e 
fle

xi
on

 <
 13

0°
, 

pa
te

llo
fe

m
or

al
 m

al
al

ig
nm

en
t w

ith
 

m
ed

. o
r l

at
.l 

sh
ift

 >
 5 

m
m

, A
C

L-
 o

r 
M

C
L 

in
st

ab
ili

ty
, M

en
is

ca
l p

at
ho

lo
-

gi
es

, I
.a

. c
or

tic
os

te
or

id
 in

je
c-

tio
ns

 <
 1 

m
on

th

C
in

ci
nn

at
i s

co
re

 p
at

el
la

3.
67

2.
22

p <
 0.

05
IC

R
S 

sc
or

e 
pa

te
lla

3.
72

2.
5

p <
 0.

05



1760 Knee Surgery, Sports Traumatology, Arthroscopy (2022) 30:1752–1768

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
2 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut

ho
rs

 (y
ea

r)
/jo

ur
na

l
In

cl
us

io
n 

cr
ite

ria
Ex

cl
us

io
n 

cr
ite

ria
PR

O
M

S
p 

va
lu

e

Sc
or

e
pr

eo
p 

(m
ea

n)
po

sto
p 

(m
ea

n)

M
ac

m
ul

l e
t a

l.[
42

] I
nt

 O
rth

op
C

ho
nd

ra
l o

r o
ste

oc
ho

nd
ra

l d
ef

ec
t s

ec
-

on
da

ry
 to

 c
ho

nd
ro

-m
al

ac
ia

 p
at

el
la

e
n.

i
VA

S 
al

l
6.

42
4.

5
p <

 0.
00

1

VA
S 

G
ro

up
 1

6.
32

5
p =

 0.
01

7

VA
S 

G
ro

up
 2

6.
52

3.
96

p <
 0.

00
1

M
od

. C
in

c.
 sc

or
e 

al
l

45
.1

3
54

.8
1

p =
 0.

01

M
od

. C
in

c.
 sc

or
e 

G
ro

up
 1

42
.1

2
48

.7
6

n.
s

M
od

. C
in

c.
 sc

or
e 

G
ro

up
 2

48
.3

9
61

.3
9

p <
 0.

00
1

B
en

tle
y 

al
l

2.
92

2.
27

p <
 0.

00
1

B
en

tle
y 

G
ro

up
 1

3.
04

2.
44

p =
 0.

01
3

B
en

tle
y 

G
ro

up
 2

2.
78

2.
09

p <
 0.

00
1

N
ie

m
ey

er
 e

t a
l. 

[4
9]

 A
rc

h 
O

rth
op

 
Tr

au
m

a 
Su

rg
Re

tro
pa

te
lla

r c
ar

til
ag

in
ou

s d
am

ag
e

Tr
oc

hl
ea

 d
ys

pl
as

ia
, v

ar
us

 o
r v

al
gu

s 
de

fo
rm

ity
 >

 5°
C

in
ci

nn
at

i s
po

rts
 a

ct
iv

ity
34

.4
4

61
.5

p <
 0.

00
1

Ly
sh

ol
m

n.
i

73
IK

D
C

n.
i

62
N

ie
m

ey
er

 e
t a

l. 
[4

8]
 A

rc
h 

O
rth

op
 

Tr
au

m
a 

Su
rg

A
ge

 1
8–

50
 y

ea
rs

, i
so

la
te

d,
 c

ho
nd

ra
l 

or
 o

ste
o-

ch
on

dr
al

 d
ef

ec
ts

 IC
R

S 
3 

or
 4

, d
ef

ec
ts

 si
ze

 4
–1

0 
 cm

2  a
fte

r 
de

br
id

em
en

t, 
O

C
D

 w
ith

 m
ax

 d
ep

th
 

6 
m

m

R
ad

io
lo

gi
ca

l s
ig

ns
 o

f o
ste

oa
rth

rit
is

, 
va

lg
us

 o
r v

ar
us

 m
al

al
ig

nm
en

t >
 5°

, 
pr

ev
io

us
 tr

ea
tm

en
t w

ith
 A

C
I, 

an
d 

m
an

y 
m

or
e

K
O

O
S 

ov
er

al
l p

at
el

la
54

.6
82

.6
p =

 0.
00

99
K

O
O

S 
Pa

in
 P

at
el

la
61

.2
88

.3
p <

 0.
00

1
K

O
O

S 
Sy

m
pt

om
s p

at
el

la
69

.9
87

.6
p <

 0.
00

1
K

O
O

S 
A

D
L 

pa
te

lla
71

.4
91

.4
p <

 0.
00

1
K

O
O

S 
Sp

or
t p

at
el

la
43

.1
76

p <
 0.

00
1

K
O

O
S 

Q
O

L 
pa

te
lla

28
.1

70
.6

p <
 0.

00
1

Pe
te

rs
on

 e
t a

l. 
[5

3]
 A

m
 J 

Sp
or

ts
 M

ed
C

ho
nd

ra
l l

es
io

n 
ou

te
rb

rid
ge

gr
ad

e 
3 

or
 4

, s
ev

er
e 

sy
m

pt
om

s, 
po

or
 

re
su

lts
 a

cc
or

di
ng

 to
 c

lin
ic

al
 g

ra
di

ng
 

sy
ste

m
 o

f B
rit

tb
er

g 
et

 a
l

n.
i

C
in

ci
nn

at
i p

at
el

la
1.

6
6.

6
p <

 0.
00

1
B

rit
tb

er
g 

VA
S 

pa
te

lla
68

.1
27

.8
p <

 0.
00

1
Te

gn
er

–W
al

lg
re

n 
pa

te
lla

5.
5

8.
8

p <
 0.

00
1

Sp
ah

n,
 K

irs
ch

ba
um

 [6
5]

 K
ne

e 
Su

rg
 

Sp
or

ts
 T

ra
um

at
ol

 A
rth

ro
sc

C
ar

til
ag

e 
de

fe
ct

 p
at

el
la

 O
ut

er
-b

rid
ge

 
gr

ad
e 

3 
or

 4
Pa

te
lla

r m
al

al
ig

nm
en

t, 
re

si
du

al
 

co
m

pl
ai

nt
s a

fte
r p

at
el

la
 fr

ac
tu

re
 o

r 
pa

te
lla

 d
is

lo
ca

tio
n

Ly
sh

ol
m

 G
ro

up
 A

36
.1

42
.5

p <
 0.

05
Ly

sh
ol

m
 G

ro
up

 B
42

.7
67

.6
p <

 0.
05

Te
gn

er
 G

ro
up

 A
5.

5
2.

7
p <

 0.
05

Te
gn

er
 G

ro
up

 B
5.

5
4.

9
n.

s
VA

S 
G

ro
up

 A
80

.4
84

.4
n.

s
VA

S 
G

ro
up

 B
73

.4
25

.9
p <

 0.
05

Yo
ne

ta
ni

 e
t a

l. 
[7

6]
 J 

O
rth

op
 C

as
e 

Re
p

Fo
ca

l p
at

el
la

r c
ar

til
ag

e 
de

fe
ct

, n
or

m
al

 
pa

te
llo

fe
m

or
al

 a
lig

nm
en

t, 
fa

ilu
re

 o
f 

co
ns

er
va

tiv
e 

tre
at

m
en

t >
 6 

m
on

th
s

n.
i

Ly
sh

ol
m

67
90

n.
i

VP
S 

V
is

ua
l p

ai
n 

sc
al

e,
 V

AS
 V

is
ua

l a
na

lo
gu

e 
sc

al
e,

 n
.i 

no
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n,
 H

SS
S 

H
os

pi
ta

l f
or

 S
pe

ci
al

 S
ur

ge
ry

 K
ne

e 
Sc

or
e,

 O
C

D
 O

ste
oc

ho
nd

rit
is

 d
is

se
ca

ns
, I

K
D

C
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l K

ne
e 

D
oc

um
en

ta
tio

n 
C

om
m

itt
ee

, K
O

O
S 

K
ne

e 
O

ste
oa

rth
rit

is
 O

ut
co

m
e 

Sc
or

e,
 A

D
L 

A
ct

iv
iti

es
 o

f d
ai

ly
 li

vi
ng

, Q
O

 Q
ua

lit
y 

of
 L

ife
, I

C
RS

 In
te

rn
at

io
na

l C
ar

til
ag

e 
Re

ge
ne

ra
tio

n 
an

d 
Jo

in
t P

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

So
ci

et
y,

 n
.s 

no
t s

ig
-

ni
fic

an
t, 

TT
TG

  ti
bi

a 
tu

be
ro

si
ty

-tr
oc

hl
ea

 g
ro

ov
e 

di
st

an
ce

, A
C

L 
A

nt
er

io
r c

ru
ci

at
e 

lig
am

en
t, 

M
C

L 
M

ed
ia

l c
ol

la
te

ra
l l

ig
am

en
t, 

AC
I-

P 
A

C
I u

si
ng

 p
er

io
st

al
 fl

ap



1761Knee Surgery, Sports Traumatology, Arthroscopy (2022) 30:1752–1768 

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 (o
nl

in
e 

ad
di

tio
n)

: S
tu

di
es

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
su

rg
ic

al
 tr

ea
tm

en
t o

f c
on

co
m

ita
nt

 p
at

ho
lo

gi
es

A
ut

ho
rs

 (y
ea

r)
/jo

ur
na

l
C

on
co

m
ita

nt
 su

rg
er

ie
s

In
di

ca
tio

ns
 fo

r c
on

co
m

ita
nt

 
su

rg
er

y
PR

O
M

S
p 

va
lu

e

Sc
or

e
pr

eo
p 

(m
ea

n)
po

sto
p 

(m
ea

n)

C
oh

en
 e

t a
l. 

[1
3]

 R
ev

 B
ra

s 
O

rto
p

M
PF

L 
re

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

(1
x)

, 
La

t. 
re

le
as

e 
(6

x)
Tr

au
m

at
ic

 p
at

el
la

r d
is

lo
ca

-
tio

n,
 e

xc
es

si
ve

 la
t. 

pa
te

lla
r 

til
t

Ly
sh

ol
m

54
.5

9
75

.7
6

p <
 0.

05
Fu

lk
er

so
n

52
.5

3
78

.4
1

p <
 0.

05
K

uj
al

a
49

.8
2

73
.4

7
p <

 0.
05

SF
-3

6
se

e 
stu

dy
 d

et
ai

ls
se

e 
stu

dy
 d

et
ai

ls
Fi

la
rd

o 
et

 a
l. 

[2
0]

 A
m

 J 
Sp

or
ts

 M
ed

La
t. 

re
le

as
e 

(1
3x

) 
H

TO
 (6

x)
n.

i
IK

D
C

36
.2

69
.7

IK
D

C
 w

ith
 si

g.
 im

pr
ov

em
en

t
K

uj
al

a
na

81
.5

EQ
-V

A
S

na
81

.9
Te

gn
er

Im
pr

ov
em

en
t: 

3.
9

G
aw

ed
a 

et
 a

l. 
[2

2]
 In

t O
rth

op
C

om
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 p
ro

xi
m

al
 

(la
t r

el
ea

se
, V

M
O

 tr
an

sf
er

) 
an

d 
di

st
al

 (T
TO

) e
xt

en
so

r 
re

al
ig

nm
en

t

Re
cu

rr
en

t p
at

el
la

r d
is

lo
ca

tio
n 

or
 su

bl
ux

at
io

n
M

ar
ch

al
l s

co
re

36
.3

46
.2

M
ea

n 
sc

or
e 

im
pr

ov
ed

 fa
ste

r 
th

an
 in

 th
e 

co
nt

ro
l g

ro
up

G
ig

an
te

 e
t a

l. 
[2

3]
 K

ne
e 

Su
rg

 
Sp

or
ts

 T
ra

um
at

ol
 A

rth
ro

sc
TT

O
Ty

pe
 2

 p
at

el
lo

fe
m

or
al

 
m

al
al

ig
nm

en
t a

cc
or

di
ng

 to
 

Fu
lk

er
so

n,
 T

TT
G

 >
 20

 m
m

K
uj

al
a

52
88

.5
p =

 0.
00

1
Ly

sh
ol

m
55

92
.5

p =
 0.

00
1

Te
gn

er
1

4
p =

 0.
00

1
M

od
. C

in
ci

nn
at

i r
at

in
g 

sc
al

e
2

8
p =

 0.
00

1
G

ill
og

ly
 e

t a
l. 

[2
4]

 A
m

 J 
Sp

or
ts

 M
ed

TT
O

 (2
5x

), 
tro

ch
le

op
la

sty
 

(4
x)

, L
at

. r
el

ea
se

 (2
5x

), 
M

ed
. i

m
br

ic
at

io
n 

or
 re

efi
ng

Fa
ilu

re
 to

 c
en

tra
lis

e 
pa

te
lla

 
in

 th
e 

tro
ch

le
a 

by
 >

 45
°, 

in
cr

ea
se

d 
Q

-a
ng

le
, a

rth
ro

-
sc

op
. l

at
. p

at
el

la
r m

al
tra

ck
-

in
g,

 R
ec

ur
r. 

di
sl

oc
at

io
ns

, 
fla

t o
r c

on
ve

x 
tro

ch
le

ar
 

en
tra

nc
e,

 in
cr

ea
se

d 
pa

te
lla

r 
til

t, 
pa

tie
nt

s w
ith

 e
xc

es
si

ve
 

la
xi

ty

M
od

. C
in

ci
nn

at
i r

at
in

g 
sc

al
e

3
7

p <
 0.

00
01

Ly
sh

ol
m

40
.2

79
.3

p <
 0.

00
01

IK
D

C
42

.5
75

.7
p <

 0.
00

01
SF

-1
2 

PC
S

41
.2

47
.6

p =
 0.

00
2

SF
-1

2 
M

C
S

48
.1

60
.7

p =
 0.

00
01

G
ob

bi
 e

t a
l. 

[2
5]

 A
m

 J 
Sp

or
ts

 
M

ed
Pa

te
llo

fe
m

or
al

 re
al

ig
nm

en
t 

(2
x)

, L
at

. r
el

ea
se

 (3
x)

, 
m

en
is

ce
ct

om
y 

(3
x)

,

n.
i

IK
D

C
43

.2
73

.6
p <

 0.
00

01

G
om

ol
l e

t a
l. 

[2
7]

 A
m

 J 
Sp

or
ts

 M
ed

TT
O

 (7
5x

), 
La

t. 
re

le
as

e 
(4

5x
), 

tro
ch

le
ap

la
sty

 (5
x)

, 
Va

stu
s m

ed
. a

dv
an

ce
m

en
t 

(2
2x

), 
M

PF
L-

re
co

ns
tru

c-
tio

n 
(1

x)

H
ist

or
y 

of
 p

at
el

la
r i

ns
ta

bi
l-

ity
, P

at
el

la
r m

al
tra

ck
in

g,
 

TT
TG

 >
 15

 m
m

, l
ar

ge
, 

un
co

nt
ai

ne
d 

or
 b

ip
ol

ar
 

de
fe

ct
s, 

de
cr

ea
se

d 
pa

te
lla

r 
m

ob
ili

ty
, t

ro
ch

le
ad

ys
pl

as
ia

SF
-1

2 
PC

S
38

.6
44

.1
p =

 0.
00

1
SF

-1
2 

M
C

S
49

.7
53

.5
n.

s
IK

D
C

40
.2

69
.4

p <
 0.

00
01

M
od

. C
in

ci
nn

at
i k

ne
e 

sc
or

e
3.

2
6.

2
p <

 0.
00

01
W

O
M

A
C

50
.4

29
.6

p <
 0.

00
01

K
SS

 K
ne

e
61

.8
85

.2
p <

 0.
00

01
K

SS
 F

un
ct

io
n

58
.5

72
.7

p <
 0.

00
01

G
ra

ci
te

lli
 e

t a
l. 

[2
8]

 A
m

 J 
Sp

or
ts

 M
ed

La
t. 

re
le

as
e 

(7
x)

, V
as

tu
s 

m
ed

. i
m

br
ic

at
io

n 
(1

x)
, 

TT
O

 +
 M

PF
L-

re
co

ns
tru

c-
tio

n 
(3

x)
, T

TO
 o

nl
y 

(3
x)

Si
gn

. m
al

al
ig

nm
en

t o
r i

ns
ta

-
bi

lit
y 

of
 P

FJ
 in

 p
hy

si
ca

l 
ex

am
in

at
io

n

M
er

le
 d

’A
ub

ig
ne

-P
os

te
l 

sc
or

e
12

15
.2

p =
 0.

00
3

IK
D

C
36

.5
66

.5
p =

 0.
00

3
K

S-
F

64
.6

80
.5

p =
 0.

00
3



1762 Knee Surgery, Sports Traumatology, Arthroscopy (2022) 30:1752–1768

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut

ho
rs

 (y
ea

r)
/jo

ur
na

l
C

on
co

m
ita

nt
 su

rg
er

ie
s

In
di

ca
tio

ns
 fo

r c
on

co
m

ita
nt

 
su

rg
er

y
PR

O
M

S
p 

va
lu

e

Sc
or

e
pr

eo
p 

(m
ea

n)
po

sto
p 

(m
ea

n)

H
an

go
dy

 e
t a

l. 
[2

9]
 A

m
 J 

Sp
or

ts
 M

ed
La

t. 
re

le
as

e 
(1

1x
), 

TT
O

 (3
x)

, 
m

en
is

cu
s r

es
ec

tio
n 

(2
x)

n.
i

H
SS

S
57

71
n.

s

H
en

de
rs

on
 e

t a
l. 

[3
1]

 K
ne

e
G

ro
up

 A
: L

at
. 

re
le

as
e +

 T
TO

 +
 M

PF
L 

te
ns

io
ni

ng
 (2

2x
)

La
te

ra
lis

at
io

n 
of

 th
e 

pa
te

lla
 

du
rin

g 
fir

st 
45

° o
f fl

ex
io

n
IK

D
C

 a
ll

42
.3

68
.1

p <
 0.

00
6

M
od

 C
in

ci
nn

at
i s

co
re

 a
ll

3.
4

6.
5

p <
 0.

05
C

in
ci

nn
at

i G
ro

up
 A

Im
pr

ov
em

en
t.:

 4
.4

6
G

ro
up

 A
 b

et
te

r (
p <

 0.
00

1)
G

ro
up

 B
: A

C
I-

P 
on

ly
C

in
ci

nn
at

i G
ro

up
 B

Im
pr

ov
em

en
t.:

 1
.7

3
IK

D
C

 G
ro

up
 A

Im
pr

ov
em

en
t.:

 3
6.

2
G

ro
up

 A
 b

et
te

r (
p <

 0.
05

)
IK

D
C

 G
ro

up
 B

Im
pr

ov
em

en
t.:

 2
2.

3
K

re
uz

 e
t a

l. 
[3

7]
 A

m
 J 

Sp
or

ts
 

M
ed

Pa
te

lla
 b

al
an

ci
ng

 (2
x)

, H
TO

 
(1

0x
), 

m
ic

ro
fr

ac
tu

rin
g 

of
 

se
co

nd
ar

y 
le

si
on

s (
5x

), 
su

b-
ch

on
dr

al
 b

on
e 

gr
af

tin
g 

(2
x)

, 
A

C
L-

re
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
(6

x)

M
ed

. o
r l

at
. s

hi
ft 

>
 5 

m
m

, 
va

ru
s/

va
lg

us
 m

al
al

ig
n-

m
en

t >
 5°

IC
R

S 
pa

te
lla

4
2.

1
n.

i
IK

D
C

 p
at

el
la

44
.1

68
.2

K
O

O
S 

pa
in

 p
at

el
la

62
.4

75
.2

K
O

O
S 

sy
m

pt
om

s p
at

el
la

70
.8

73
.3

K
O

O
S 

A
D

L 
pa

te
lla

67
.8

81
.5

K
O

O
S 

sp
or

t p
at

el
la

11
.2

52
.7

K
O

O
S 

Q
O

L 
pa

te
lla

29
.5

54
.4

Ly
sh

ol
m

51
.2

78
.2

K
us

an
o 

et
 a

l. 
[3

9]
 K

ne
e 

Su
rg

 
Sp

or
ts

 T
ra

um
at

ol
 A

rth
ro

sc
TT

O
 +

 la
t. 

re
le

as
e 

(1
8x

)
Pa

te
lla

r m
al

tra
ck

in
g

IK
D

C
 p

at
el

la
51

74
p =

 0.
00

25
Ly

sh
ol

m
 p

at
el

la
58

85
p <

 0.
00

01
Te

gn
er

 p
at

el
la

3
4

n.
s

VA
S 

pa
te

lla
6

2
p =

 0.
00

04
M

in
as

 e
t a

l. 
[4

5]
 C

lin
 O

rth
op

 
Re

la
t R

es
TT

O
 +

 la
t. 

re
le

as
e 

(5
x)

Pa
te

llo
fe

m
or

al
 m

al
al

ig
nm

en
t 

(p
at

el
la

r s
ub

lu
xa

tio
n 

or
 ti

lt)
SF

-3
6 

PC
S 

pa
te

lla
32

.8
4

40
.0

6
p =

 0.
02

SF
-3

6 
M

C
S 

pa
te

lla
45

.1
43

.9
9

n.
s

K
SS

 p
at

el
la

47
.1

3
71

.8
8

p =
 0.

01
K

SS
 fu

nc
tio

n 
pa

te
lla

49
.3

8
70

.6
3

p =
 0.

01
W

O
M

A
C

 p
at

el
la

56
.7

5
34

.8
8

p =
 0.

02
M

od
. C

in
ci

nn
at

i s
co

re
 p

at
el

la
3.

63
5.

13
p =

 0.
03

N
ho

 e
t a

l. 
[4

7]
 A

m
 J 

Sp
or

ts
 

M
ed

La
t. 

re
le

as
e 

(1
3x

), 
TT

O
 (9

x)
, 

pr
ox

im
al

 re
al

ig
nm

en
t (

3x
)

Pa
te

llo
fe

m
or

al
 m

al
al

ig
nm

en
t, 

su
rg

eo
ns

 p
re

fe
re

nc
e

IK
D

C
 a

ll
47

.2
74

.4
p =

 0.
02

8
A

D
L 

al
l

60
.1

84
.7

p =
 0.

02
2

SF
-3

6 
al

l
64

79
.4

n.
s

IK
D

C
 (A

O
T 

+
 T

TO
)

54
.3

64
.9

n.
s

A
D

L 
(A

O
T 

+
 T

TO
)

66
81

.6
n.

s
SF

-3
6 

(A
O

T 
+

 T
TO

)
64

.7
70

.7
n.

s



1763Knee Surgery, Sports Traumatology, Arthroscopy (2022) 30:1752–1768 

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
ut

ho
rs

 (y
ea

r)
/jo

ur
na

l
C

on
co

m
ita

nt
 su

rg
er

ie
s

In
di

ca
tio

ns
 fo

r c
on

co
m

ita
nt

 
su

rg
er

y
PR

O
M

S
p 

va
lu

e

Sc
or

e
pr

eo
p 

(m
ea

n)
po

sto
p 

(m
ea

n)

Pe
rd

is
a 

et
 a

l. 
[5

2]
 A

m
 J 

Sp
or

ts
 M

ed
TT

O
 (9

x)
, L

at
. r

el
ea

se
 (1

x)
, 

M
PF

L-
re

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

(1
x)

, 
re

m
ov

al
 o

f c
al

ci
fic

at
io

ns
 

(3
x)

, M
A

T 
(1

x)
, p

at
el

la
r 

te
nd

on
 re

pa
ir 

(1
x)

n.
i

IK
D

C
39

.5
67

.6
p <

 0.
00

1

Te
gn

er
1.

8
3.

3
p <

 0.
00

1

Pe
te

rs
on

 e
t a

l. 
[5

5]
 A

m
 J 

Sp
or

ts
 M

ed
 

TT
O

, m
ed

. s
of

t-t
is

su
e 

pl
ic

a-
tio

n,
 la

t r
el

ea
se

 +
 tr

oc
hl

ea
-

pl
as

ty
 (2

1x
), 

TO
, m

ed
. s

of
t-

tis
su

e 
pl

ic
at

io
n,

 la
t. 

re
le

as
e 

(7
x)

 M
ed

. s
of

t-t
is

su
e 

pl
ic

a-
tio

n +
  tr

oc
hl

ea
pl

as
ty

 (1
x)

 
La

t. 
re

le
as

e +
 tr

oc
hl

ea
pl

as
ty

 
(1

x)
 H

TO
 (2

x)

Pa
te

llo
fe

m
or

al
 m

al
al

ig
nm

en
t

Ly
sh

ol
m

 p
at

el
la

69
66

n.
s

Te
gn

er
–W

al
lg

re
n 

pa
te

lla
7.

4
8.

1
n.

s
K

O
O

S 
pa

in
 p

at
el

la
n.

i
69

.7
K

O
O

S 
sy

m
pt

om
s p

at
el

la
n.

i
67

.5
K

O
O

S 
A

D
L 

pa
te

lla
n.

i
81

.3
K

O
O

S 
sp

or
ts

 p
at

el
la

n.
i

41
.1

K
O

SS
 Q

O
L 

pa
te

lla
n.

i
48

.2
M

od
. C

in
ci

nn
at

i p
at

el
la

n.
i

5.
1

B
rit

tb
er

g–
Pe

te
rs

on
 p

at
el

la
50

.1
49

.2
n.

s
Sa

dl
ik

 e
t a

l. 
[5

7]
 J 

K
ne

e 
Su

rg
TT

O
 (2

x)
, M

PF
L 

(2
x)

, H
TO

 
(1

x)
n.

i
K

O
O

S
50

.3
90

.1
p <

 0.
01

IK
D

C
37

.4
79

.4
p <

 0.
01

VA
S

7.
8

2.
3

p <
 0.

01
Te

o 
et

 a
l. 

[6
9]

 C
lin

 O
rth

op
 

Re
la

t R
es

TT
O

 (E
lm

sl
ie

–T
ril

la
t) 

(4
x)

, 
Ro

ux
–G

ol
dt

hw
ai

te
 (2

x)
In

cr
ea

se
d 

TT
TG

 >
 15

 m
m

 
an

d/
or

 in
cr

ea
se

d 
pa

te
lla

r 
til

t >
 20

°

IK
D

C
45

75
p <

 0.
00

1
Ly

sh
ol

m
50

70
p <

 0.
00

1
Te

gn
er

2.
5

4
p <

 0.
00

1
V

is
on

a 
et

 a
l. 

[7
3]

 O
rth

op
 

Tr
au

m
at

ol
 S

ur
g 

Re
s

Se
ct

io
ni

ng
 o

f t
he

 p
at

el
-

la
r r

et
in

ac
ul

um
 (2

x)
, 

TT
O

 +
 M

PF
L-

re
co

ns
tru

c-
tio

n 
(1

x)

n.
i

IK
D

C
37

.2
66

.3
n.

i
Ly

sh
ol

m
58

.3
85

Te
gn

er
3.

5
5.

7

vo
n 

K
eu

de
ll 

et
 a

l. 
[7

4]
 

C
ar

til
ag

e
TT

O
 +

 so
ft-

tis
su

e 
ba

la
nc

-
in

g 
(1

9x
), 

La
t. 

su
b-

va
stu

s r
el

ea
se

 (2
8x

), 
V

M
O

 a
dv

an
ce

m
en

t 
(2

3x
), 

TT
O

 +
 tr

oc
hl

ea
-

pl
as

ty
 +

 pr
ox

im
al

 so
ft-

tis
su

e 
ba

la
nc

in
g 

(5
x)

La
t. 

m
al

tra
ck

in
g,

 p
at

el
la

r 
in

st
ab

ili
ty

, T
TT

G
 >

 15
 m

m
, 

hy
po

pl
as

tic
 tr

oc
hl

ea

SF
-3

6 
PC

S
40

47
p =

 0.
01

SF
-3

6 
M

C
S

47
53

p =
 0.

02
K

SS
 fu

nc
tio

n
55

.7
73

p <
 0.

01
K

SS
 p

ai
n

63
.9

81
.8

p <
 0.

01
W

O
M

A
C

52
.2

27
.9

p <
 0.

01
M

od
. C

in
ci

nn
at

i r
at

in
g 

sc
al

e
3.

1
5.

7
p <

 0.
01

VA
S 

V
is

ua
l a

na
lo

gu
e 

sc
al

e,
 S

F-
36

 3
6-

ite
m

 S
ho

rt 
fo

rm
 H

ea
lth

 S
ur

ve
y,

 S
F-

12
 1

2-
ite

m
 S

ho
rt 

Fo
rm

 H
ea

lth
 S

ur
ve

y,
 P

C
S 

ph
ys

ic
al

 c
om

po
ne

nt
 s

co
re

, M
C

S 
m

en
ta

l c
om

po
ne

nt
 s

co
re

, H
SS

S 
H

os
pi

ta
l 

fo
r 

Sp
ec

ia
l S

ur
ge

ry
 K

ne
e 

Sc
or

e,
 W

O
M

AC
 W

es
te

rn
 O

nt
ar

io
 a

nd
 M

cM
as

te
r 

U
ni

ve
rs

iti
es

 O
ste

oa
rth

rit
is

 I
nd

ex
, I

K
D

C
 I

nt
er

na
tio

na
l K

ne
e 

D
oc

um
en

ta
tio

n 
C

om
m

itt
ee

, K
SS

 K
ne

e 
So

ci
et

y 
Sc

or
e,

 
KO

O
S 

K
ne

e 
O

ste
oa

rth
rit

is
 O

ut
co

m
e 

Sc
or

e,
 A

D
L 

A
ct

iv
iti

es
 o

f d
ai

ly
 li

vi
ng

, Q
O

L 
Q

ua
lit

y 
of

 L
ife

, K
S-

F 
K

ne
e 

So
ci

et
y 

fu
nc

tio
n 

sc
al

e,
 IC

RS
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l C

ar
til

ag
e 

Re
ge

ne
ra

tio
n 

an
d 

Jo
in

t P
re

se
r-

va
tio

n 
So

ci
et

y,
 T

TT
G

  ti
bi

a 
tu

be
ro

si
ty

-tr
oc

hl
ea

 g
ro

ov
e 

di
st

an
ce

, M
PF

L 
M

ed
ia

l p
at

el
lo

fe
m

or
al

 li
ga

m
en

t, 
H

TO
 H

ig
h 

tib
ia

l o
ste

ot
om

y,
 V

M
O

 V
as

tu
s 

m
ed

ia
lis

 o
bl

iq
uu

s, 
TT

O
 T

ib
ia

l t
ub

er
os

ity
 o

ste
-

ot
om

y,
 A

C
I-

P 
A

C
I u

si
ng

 p
er

io
st

al
 fl

ap
, A

C
L 

A
nt

er
io

r c
ru

ci
at

e 
lig

am
en

t, 
M

AT
 M

en
is

ca
l a

llo
gr

af
t t

ra
ns

pl
an

ta
tio

n,
 P

FJ
 P

at
el

lo
fe

m
or

al
 Jo

in
t, 

n.
i n

o 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n,
 n

.s 
no

t s
ig

ni
fic

an
t



1764 Knee Surgery, Sports Traumatology, Arthroscopy (2022) 30:1752–1768

1 3

cartilage repair at the patella. Most of these studies reported 
on different combinations of concomitant surgeries and sum-
marised the clinical outcome scores without analysing spe-
cific subgroups regarding the surgical approach.

The studies including combined surgical procedures 
reported good clinical outcomes with a significant improve-
ment of at least one PROM in 14 of 20 studies (70%), while 
the remaining 6 studies demonstrated an improvement in 
at least one PROM, but without any statistical significance 
[29, 47, 55] or a statistical analysis was not available [22, 37, 
73]. These results were similar to the studies reporting on 
isolated cartilage repair at the patella with 11 of 15 studies 
(73%) observing significant improvements of at least one 
PROM in the postoperative course. This may support the 
hypothesis that the need for additional patella stabilisation or 
realignment is not correlated with worse clinical outcomes. 
However, due to the very heterogeneous patient cohorts and 
missing analysis of specific subgroups, comparison between 
isolated patellar cartilage repair and combined procedures 
is limited.

Among the 35 included studies, there was only one which 
directly compared the outcome of isolated chondral repair 
with chondral repair and simultaneously addressing underly-
ing patellofemoral malalignment[31]. Henderson et al. inves-
tigated 22 patients after ACI-P only and 22 patients after 
ACI-P in combination with lateral release, TTO and MPFL 
tensioning. Both groups showed improved final follow-up 
scores with significantly worse results for the ACI-P only 
group.

The efficacy of cartilage repair surgeries in the patel-
lofemoral joint has been proven by several studies investi-
gating different surgical techniques [15, 18, 32, 67, 68, 75]. 
However, a recent systematic review concluded that lesions 
at the patella might lead to worse results in comparison with 
the trochlea. One reason for this finding may be the fact that 
anatomic patellofemoral risk factors are more often asso-
ciated with cartilage defects at the patella in comparison 
with the trochlea [3]. Because of these etiological and clini-
cal differences between the patellar and trochlear location, 
only studies reporting outcomes after cartilage repair at the 
patella were included in the present literature review.

The high prevalence of anatomic risk factors in associa-
tion with cartilage defects at the patella has been shown by 
several studies [3, 21, 44]. Therefore, the main focus of the 
present review was set on how underlying co-pathologies 
were taken into account when reporting the results after 
cartilage repair at the patella. Almost half of the included 
studies reported on isolated cartilage repair surgery at the 
patella without any additional procedures. In several of these 
studies, inclusion and exclusion criteria were not adequately 
reported and it is not clear if patellofemoral risk factors were 
present among the treated patients. Therefore, the value of 
these studies has to be considered as very limited. However, 

most of the included studies reporting on isolated cartilage 
repair at the patella stated sufficient information regarding 
inclusion and exclusion criteria. In most of these studies, 
patients with significant patellofemoral malalignment were 
excluded based on clinical evaluation or radiological meas-
urements. On the one hand, these strict selection criteria 
enable a homogeneous study collective and subsequently a 
good evaluation of the efficacy of the cartilage repair tech-
nique itself. On the other hand, however, the study collec-
tives do not represent the majority of patients affected by 
patellar cartilage defects, considering the high association 
with anatomic risk factors of up to 88% [44]. The exclusion 
of patients with patellofemoral malalignment may lead to a 
distortion of the results because more complex cases were 
not investigated. This statement can be supported by the 
fact that the preoperative scores demonstrated higher values 
among the studies with cartilage repair alone in comparison 
with the studies including patients with the need for addi-
tional procedures (Lysholm score 61.6 vs. 51.9).

Several studies consistently concluded that the avoid-
ance of correcting underlying co-pathologies of retropatel-
lar chondral lesions leads to poorer outcomes [10, 53, 54]. 
Anatomic abnormalities which have been proven to correlate 
with cartilage lesions in the patellofemoral joint are troch-
lea dysplasia, increased TTTG distance, genu valgum and 
increased femoral antetorsion, while in most cases a combi-
nation of these factors is present [3, 21, 43, 44].

Among the 20 studies, including patients who underwent 
concomitant surgeries, the most frequently performed addi-
tional soft-tissue procedures were lateral retinaculum release 
and MPFL reconstruction, while the most frequently per-
formed bony procedures were osteotomies of the tibial tuber-
cle. All of these techniques have been demonstrated to be 
successful options to improve patellofemoral alignment[36, 
56, 59, 61]. Although trochlea dysplasia has been shown 
to be one of the most frequent co-pathologies in patients 
with patellar cartilage defects, trochleoplasty has been per-
formed only in very few cases. A recent study investigated 
the influence of trochlea dysplasia on the outcome after 
patellofemoral ACI by means of a comparative matched-pair 
analysis between 23 patients with high-grade trochlea dys-
plasia (Déjour types B-D) and 23 patients without trochlea 
dysplasia [7]. There were no significant group differences 
regarding clinical outcomes and failure rates after a mean 
follow-up of 3.7 years. Considering these findings and the 
rather high invasiveness of the procedure, it can be con-
cluded that the indication for trochleoplasty in combination 
with cartilage repair at the patella should be set carefully and 
only in cases with severe patellofemoral instability.

Further identified risk factors for patellofemoral cartilage 
defects are valgus malalignment and increased femoral ante-
torsion [21]. However, among all 35 included studies there 
were no reports on varization or torsional osteotomies in 



1765Knee Surgery, Sports Traumatology, Arthroscopy (2022) 30:1752–1768 

1 3

combination with cartilage repair at the patella. Previous 
studies have demonstrated the efficiency of varization and 
torsional osteotomies to improve patellofemoral alignment 
in the field of patellofemoral instability and patellofemoral 
pain [34, 46, 66]. The clinical evidence of these procedures 
in combination with cartilage repair is yet to be investigated.

Studies which investigated representative study cohorts 
also including complex cases with the need for additional 
procedures showed good results after cartilage therapy at the 
patella. In comparison with the studies investigating isolated 
cartilage repair alone, results were similar at the final follow-
up. Considering the fact that the mean preoperative scores 
were lower in the studies including combined procedures, 
the postoperative benefit may be even larger in this group.

A previous systematic review by Trinh et al. investigated 
the postoperative outcomes after ACI with or without addi-
tional patellofemoral osteotomy [70]. Based on 11 included 
studies, the authors found greater improvements in clinical 
scores after combined procedures, which supports the find-
ings of the present systematic review.

This study, as all systematic reviews, has several limita-
tions. First, there was a large heterogeneity of study designs, 
study qualities, patient population, outcome measurement 
instruments and data reporting across the included stud-
ies. Accordingly, a significant comparison of the individual 
results of studies with or without respecting co-pathologies 
such as patellofemoral and femoro-tibial malalignment is 
limited. Furthermore, due to a probably existing selection 
bias of included studies of patients treated with patellar 
chondral repair only, a careful interpretation of the results 
is required, not allowing for a deductive conclusion. Second, 
although the included studies reported an adequate overall 
mean follow-up of at least 50.2 months, the wide range of 
24–153-month follow-up of the individual surveys may addi-
tionally limit the interpretation of the PROMs. Finally, as a 
cause of inconsistent documentation, long-term complica-
tions reported in some of the studies of this review could be 
considered.

Despite these limitations, the findings of this systematic 
review provide clinically relevant information. The results of 
the included studies demonstrate that the need for simultane-
ous correction of patellofemoral risk factors leads to simi-
lar clinical outcomes in comparison with isolated cartilage 
repair at the patella. An even larger benefit may be expected 
for patients with the need for additional procedures.

Conclusion

This study demonstrated good clinical outcomes after patel-
lar cartilage repair with no evidence of worse results in 
complex cases with the need for additional patellofemoral 
realignment procedures. However, a meaningful statistical 

comparison between isolated patellar cartilage repair and 
combined co-procedures was not possible due to heteroge-
neous patient cohorts and a lack of analysis of specific sub-
groups in recent literature.
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