APPENDIX 1

Appendix Table Al. List of measurements with number of studies and categorization of each measurement

No. of No. of
Measurement Studies Category Measurement studies Category
Patell Patell
TT-TG mean 59 @ e.ar 3D flexion angle 1 2 e.ar
tracking tracking
. . R Patellar . Patellar
Insall-Salvati / modified Insall-Salvati ratio 26 R 3D hip-knee-ankle angle 1 .
height tracking
Patell Trochl
Caton-Deschamps ratio 26 @ .e ar Angle of Fulkerson 1 rochiear
height morphology
T Patellar Patellar
Patellar tilt / inclination angle 22 T Angle of Grelsamer 1 S
inclination inclination
Trochlear ) Trochlear
Femoral / trochlear sulcus angle 19 Anterior condylar angle 1
morphology morphology
Patellar Patellar
Congruence / Merchant angle 13 tracking Femoral sulcus depth 1 tracking
Trochl Patell
Dejour classification 12 rochiear Femur torsion 1 2 e.ar
morphology tracking
Trochlear . . . Soft tissue
Trochlear groove depth 10 Interepicondylar distance (axial and coronal) 1 L
morphology description
Lateral trochlear or facet inclination / tilt angle 9 Trochlear Lateral condyle index 1 Trochlear
morphology morphology
Patellar lateral displacement shift 9 Patel.lar Lateral facet size 1 Trochlear
tracking morphology
. . Patellar Patellar
TT-PCL distance/ratio 9 X Lateral patellar edge 1 .
tracking tracking
2D/3D knee rotation angle 6 Patel.lar Lateral stress shift ratio 1 Soft t.|ss.ue
tracking description
Lateral patellofemoral angle 6 . Pa.tellér Lateral tracking 1 Patel.lar
inclination tracking
Patell Patell
Tibial/Tibial tubercle torsion 6 @ e.ar Maldague stage 1 . a. € z?r
tracking inclination
. Patellar Patellar
Blackburne-Peel (BP) ratio 5 R Malleolar condylar angle 1 .
height tracking
. L Patellar . . . . Patellar
Femorotibial / femoral joint angle 5 X Maximal mediolateral axis ratio to TT-TG 1 )
tracking tracking
Medial condylar height/size 5 Trochlear Mechanical proximal medial tibial angle (mPMTA) 1 Patel.lar
morphology tracking
MPFL thickness 5 Soft t.lss.ue Medial facet size 1 Trochlear
description morphology
Patellar trochlear index (PTI) 5 Patfellar Medial stress shift ratio 1 Soft t.|ss.ue
height description
Patell Trochl
Q-angle 5 2 e.ar Medial trochlear slope 1 rochiear
tracking morphology
Trochlear . .
Trochlear facet asymmetry 5 morphology Morphology ratio 1 Patellar height
Bisect offset % 4 Patel.lar Overall torsion 1 Patel.lar
tracking tracking
Femoral anteversion 4 Patel.lar P-TE distance 1 Patellar height
tracking
Lateral condylar height / size 4 Trochlear Patella alta 1 Patellar height
morphology
Central trochlear / condylar height 3 Trochlear Patella edema 1 Soft t.lss.ue
morphology description
. Patellar Patellar
Distal lateral femoral angle 3 X Patella shape 1
tracking morphology
Patella articular overla 3 Patellar Patellar linear displacement 1 Patellar
P height P tracking
PT-TG distance 3 Patel.lar Patellar tendon length 1 Soft t.|ss.ue
tracking description
Trochl
Trochlear length 3 rochiear Patellofemoral contacting surface ratio 1 Patellar height
morphology
VMO morphology 3 Soft t.lss.ue PT-PCL distance 1 Patel.lar
description tracking
Trochlear Patellar
Condyle asymmetry 2 morphology PT-TG angle 1 tracking
Index of patellar height 2 Patellar PT-TT distance 1 Patellar
P J height tracking
. Patellar . Patellar
J-sign 2 tracking PTG distance 1 tracking




Lateral-to-medial trochlear ratio / ETIT Trochlear Relative central trochlear height Trochlear
morphology morphology
Patellar . . Trochlear
Lateral trochlear slope X Relative lateral trochlear height
tracking morphology
) Patellar . . . Trochlear
Laurin angle R Relative medial trochlear height
tracking morphology
. . _— Patellar . . Trochlear
Mechanical axis deviation A Relative transverse trochlear shift
tracking morphology
Medial trochlear / lateral trochlear height ratio Trochlear Roman arch Soft t.lss.ue
morphology description
Soft tissue Patellar
MPFL length description Slope asymmetry tracking
Outerbridge score Soft t.lss.ue TC-TB distance Patel.lar
description tracking
Patellar length Patellar Tibial plateau angle Patel.lar
morphology tracking
Patellar width / patellar width ratio (PWR) Patellar Trochlear angle Trochlear
morphology morphology
Patellofemoral axial engagement index Patel.lar Trochlear bump Trochlear
tracking morphology
. Trochlear . Trochlear
Posterior condylar angle Trochlear dysplasia index
morphology morphology
. Patellar Trochlear
Sagittal patellar engagement height Trochlear groove area morphology
Patell Trochl
Tibial slope @ e.ar Trochlear groove medialization rochiear
tracking morphology
Tibial tubercle lateralization (TTL) Patel.lar Trochlear groove thickness Trochlear
tracking morphology
Trochl Trochl
Trochlear bossing rochiear Trochlear shape rochiear
morphology morphology
. Trochlear Trochlear
Trochlear prominence Trochlear volume
morphology morphology
. P Patellar . Trochlear
Wiberg classification Trochlear width
morphology morphology
% of epicondylar height CCH Trochlear TT-PT distance Patel.lar
morphology tracking
Trochl Patell
% of epicondylar width LCH rochiear TT-TG index 2 e.ar
morphology tracking
% of epicondylar width MCH Trochlear
morphology
Trochlear

% of epicondylar width TGT

morphology




Study TE seTE 95%—Cl Weight

W2 = conlrol :
Netto et al. 170.00 1000 & 170.00 [150.40; 18960] 17.6%
Kuroda et al. 163.00 900 BB 163.00 [145.36; 18064] 21.7%

Randiorm effecls model & 16643 [153.02; 179.24] 39.3%
Heterogeneity: I~ = 0%, © =0, B =0.60 :

W2 = PFI

Roessler et al. 173.00 1100 8- 17300 [151.44;19456] 14.5%
Roessler et al. 173.00 1200 8- 173.00 [149.48; 19652] 12.2%
Kuroda et al. 16100 900 i 161.00 [143.36;17864] 21.7%
Edwards et al. 169.15 1199 8- 169.15 [14565; 19265] 122%

Randkoerm efiecis model & 167.93 [157.38; 178.48] 60.7%
Heterogeneity: I~ = 0%, © =0, B =080 :

Random effecis model ¢ 16722 [159.00; 175.44] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1> = 0%, 7* =0, p = 0.93

Test for subgroup differences” 2 = 004, df= 1 {p = 0.83) 100 0 100

Appendix Figure Al. Patient Height, PFl vs. Control
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Lietal. 35.00
Brady et al 30.90
Clark et al. 26.00
Balcarek et al. 23.90
Xue etal. 19.50
Chassaing et al. 46.00
Hevesietal. 23.00
Hingelbaum et al. 27.90
Kuroda et al. 23.40
Mohammadinejad etal 30.40
Pozzietal. 39.00
Cao etal 28.20
Caplan et al. 25.50
Dong et al. 21.00
Orlugetal. 35.37
Skelley et al. 2270
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Tensho et al. 23.60
[Fmmclorm effesis model
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Lietal. 38.00
Kang et al. 28.30
Kang et al. 29.40
Tscholl et al 22.60
Brady et al. 23.80
Clark et al. 25.00
Balcarek et al. 19.40
Balcarek et al. 21.30
Dragoo et al. 36.20
Franciozi et al. 25.20
Nerigtal. 25.00
Sabzmann et al. 2330
Tanaka et al. 23.10
Hinckel et al. 26.50
Heidenreich et al. 22.00
Xue etal. 21.65
Chassaing et al. 28.60
Dejouret al 24 50
Du etal 19.30
Hevesietal. 16.50
Hingelbaum et al. 22.00
Kuroda et al. 23.60
Mohammadinejad etal 28.60
Pozzi etal. 32.00
Caoetal 28.00
Balcarek et al. 22.60
Balcarek et al. 24.90
Balcarek et al. 2050
Balcarek et al. 18.00
Caplan et al. 25.50
Dong et al. 21.30
Tensho et al. 2510
Kukamiet al. 36.54
2020
23.40
16.40
21.70
2370
[Ramdion & s Irndies]
ety 4 — (9%, W [y
Random effects model

seTE

11.10
8.30
16.00
10,00
16.00
8.00
12.00
5.10
5.50
5.20
14.00
10.30
7.80
9.00
10.80
19.00
12.70
8.70
220
9.82
8.80
4.30
10.20

gk

8.50
7.20
7.86
3.00
2.70
3.10
4.20
4.00
8.80
4.90
9.60
6.90
12.00
9.00
4.80
5.60
10.90
1030
6.90
4.10
4.90
8.79
6.60
8.00
7.90
7.30
9.60
8.20
5.20
10.70
9.00
6.50
7.00
11.00
12.40
1230
13.00
1040
7.10
9.70
5.30
6.70
8.70
3.10
10,40
1075
8.30
8.57
4.70
9.00
9.90

0.949

Helerogeneity: 1= 0%, =0, p = 0.99

Tﬂmmmmﬁ: 166, &F=1({p=-020)

[
N
P S
R
P
N
.
—E—
e
—
o .
R
—-
R
R

Appendix Figure A2. Patient Age, PFl vs. Control
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Appendix Figure A3. Patient BMI, PFI vs. Control
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Appendix Figure A4. Patient Sex
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Study TE seTE 95%—Cl Weight

W2 = Pl
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Appendix Figure A5. Caton-Deschamps on MRI, PFl vs. Control
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Appendix Figure A6. Femoral Sulcus Angle on MRI, PFl vs. Control
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Helerogeneity: I~ = 0%, =0, b =079
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Clark et al. 119 0.09 B 119 [1.01;1.37] 125%
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Heterogeneity: 17 = 10%, ©* = 0.0024, p =034 | ' '

Test for subgroup differences: ﬁ =622,df=1{p=001) -2 -1 0 1 2

Appendix Figure A7. Insall-Salvati Ratio on MRI, PFI vs. Control
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Heterogeneity: 1I2=0%, ©“=0,p=100 [ T 1T T '
Test for subgroup differences: x3=084,df=1(p=03630 -20 -10 0 10 20 30

Appendix Figure A8. TT-PCL on MRI, PFl vs. Control
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Appendix Figure A9. TT-TG on MRI, PFl vs. Control
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Appendix Figure A10. TT-TG on CT, PFl vs. Control
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Appendix Figure A11. TT-TG, MRl vs. CT
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