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Belgian National Arthroplasty Registry

Hip Registry Knee Registry

SIS

v Started in April 2009

v Voluntarily registration

v Internet based with ID control

Orthopride

https://www.ehealth.fgov.be/nl
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Orthopride

Belgian National Arthroplasty Registry

Hip Registry Knee Registry

v’ Patient & Clinical : ID, age, indication, previous surgery

v Surgical . Surgeon/hospital, procedure, approach, implant fixation,
bone graft, navigation, patient specific instruments

v Implant . Type/brand, bearing surface, ID

Cement brand is missing...




The Orthopride project

In 2012 only 1/6 hip and knee arthroplasties registered
Since July 2014 mandatory registration
Since Sep. 2015 mandatory and linked to prosthesis reimbursement

Hip arthroplasties in Belgium
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Primary hip arthroplasties in Belgium
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Primary hip arthroplasties in Belgium

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Country
average

Incidence / 1000 inhabitants in 2016
3.0
25
20
15
1.0
0.5
0.0
Belgium Sweden Australia The Romania New Norway
!‘ Netherlands Zealand

Number of primary THA per year

per 1000 inhab.

The use of hip arthroplasties in Belgium

The Belgian population was
11 267 910 on January 1st, 2016

In 2016: 26 571 hip arthroplasties performed
24 260 primary hip arthroplasties performed

Per year:
2.36 hip arthroplasties / 1000 inhabitants
2.15 primary hip arthroplasties / 1000 inhabitants

Primary hip arthroplasties in Belgium
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Age distribution and indication in 2017 @

Age distribution primary hip
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Approach for primary hip arthroplasty
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Approach vs. revision

Revision rate / 100 components-years
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Age in 2016
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* Not taking into account hemi-arthroplasties for fractures

Approach for primary hip arthroplasty
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Approach vs. revision

Type of implant in 2017
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<70 Unipolar Monoblock
—— =70 Unipolar Modular
18% =70 Bipolar

<70 Total Conventional

Australian Hip register 2017
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Type of implant age related in 2017
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The use of resurfacings
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of all hip arthroplasties
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Bearing surface in primary THA @ Bearing surface in primary THA
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Fixation in primary THA

275 years
18% Cemented vs. Hybrid: entire period HR=0.93 (0.70, 1.23),p=0.613
16% Cementless vs. Hybrid: >3 months HR=1.43 (1.28, 1.59),p<0.001

Cementless vs. Cemented: entire period HR=1.73 (1.31, 2.29),p<0.001
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Fixation of bipolar hips in fracture cases
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In Belgium 73.9% of patients >80 have
(.E an uncemented stem...
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Reasons for revisions
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Revision burden per year

Revised implants
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I Newly implanted

In Belgium 9.5% per year

Revision burden in Belgium
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Revision burden in Belgium @

180 - Revision burden in 2016
16.0
£
£
s E 14.0
BE 12.0
35
23 1002
§
2 ¢ 80
> 9
& H 6.0
* 4.0
20
0.0
Belgium Romania New Zealand Australia Sweden The Norway
Netherlands

Conclusion

Sept. 2015 - Anterior approach 46%

Good data since ‘ ) Early adopters
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Conclusion

Valuable information
Quality control
Feedback for surgeons
Data for “pay for quality model”?
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Early data
Long-term results needed
Thank you for

your data... A omorrow FUTURE
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