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Abstract 

Objective The practice of simultaneous bilateral unicompartmental knee arthroplasty (SBUKA) remains a topic 
of debate, particularly in patients with obesity. Thus, the purpose of this study was to assess the impact of body mass 
index (BMI) on the 30-day complication rate and the survival rate of the implant following SBUKA.

Methods We retrospectively examined the clinical records of 245 patients (490 knees) who underwent SBUKA 
at the Affiliated Hospital of Qingdao University and the Third Hospital of Hebei Medical University between January 
2010 and December 2020. Patients were categorised based on their BMI at the time of surgery into four groups: nor-
mal weight (BMI 18.5 to 22.9 kg/m2), overweight (BMI 23.0 to 24.9 kg/m2), obese (BMI 25.0 to 29.9 kg/m2), and severely 
obese (BMI ≥30 kg/m2). Variables such as length of hospital stay, duration of surgery, and costs of hospitalisation 
were compared across all groups. Additionally, we recorded the 30-day postoperative complication rate and the time 
from surgery to any required revision. The Kaplan-Meier survival analysis was employed to evaluate and compare 
the implant survival rates.

Results The follow-up period for the 245 patients ranged from 39 to 114 months, with an average of 77.05±18.71 
months. The incidence of complications within 30 days post-surgery did not significantly differ across the groups 
(χ2 = 1.102, p = 0.777). The implant survival rates from the lowest to the highest BMI groups were 97.14%, 93.9%, 
94.44%, and 96.43%, respectively. Both the rate of implant revision (χ2 =1.612, p = 0.657) and the survival curves 
of the implants (p = 0.639) showed no statistically significant differences among the groups.

Conclusions BMI did not influence the 30-day complication rate nor the survival rate of implants following SBUKA, 
suggesting that SBUKA should not be contraindicated based on BMI alone.
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Introduction
Knee osteoarthritis (KOA) represents a prevalent chronic 
degenerative condition of the knee joint, significantly 
impacting the quality of life among middle-aged and 
elderly populations [1]. The pathological progression of 
KOA predominantly affects the medial joint space in its 
early to middle stages, due to the lower limb’s force line 
and the knee joint’s anatomical characteristics. Artificial 
unicondylar knee arthroplasty (UKA) has been demon-
strated to offer substantial therapeutic benefits in these 
cases [2]. Statistical evidence indicates that one-third 
of individuals with KOA experience bilateral affliction, 
with approximately 10%-20% undergoing knee arthro-
plasty on the contralateral knee due to symptom exac-
erbation in the opposite joint [3, 4]. This subsequent 
intervention, commonly termed staged bilateral UKA, is 
associated with an elevated risk of perioperative compli-
cations, attributable to repeated hospital admissions and 
the cumulative effects of anaesthesia [5]. Consequently, 
simultaneous bilateral UKA (SBUKA) presents an 
appealing alternative to mitigate the challenges posed by 
staged surgeries. Nonetheless, the impact of SBUKA on 
postoperative complication rates and implant longevity 
remains a subject of debate. Prior research has reported a 
marked increase in complication rates following SBUKA, 
including elevated incidences of blood transfusion, mor-
tality, pulmonary embolism, and deep vein thrombosis, 
compared to unilateral or staged bilateral UKA [6, 7].

Furthermore, an increasing body of evidence suggests 
that body mass index (BMI) may influence the likelihood 
of prosthesis revision following UKA [8–11]. Despite 
UKA’s reported ten-year survival rate exceeding 90%, 
its revision frequency is higher in comparison to total 
knee arthroplasty (TKA) [12]. To reduce revision rates 
and other adverse outcomes, stringent selection criteria 
for UKA candidates have been advocated, incorporat-
ing considerations for obesity [13]. However, the effect 
of elevated BMI on implant durability continues to be 
contentious. Previous research has established morbid 
obesity as an independent risk factor for compromised 
functional outcomes and reduced implant longevity 
post-UKA [8, 9]. A meta-analysis highlighted that obese 
patients face an increased risk of revision, including 
aseptic revision and other complications following UKA 
[10]. The incidence of early prosthesis revision in mor-
bidly obese patients is more than quintuple that of other 
patients, predominantly due to disease progression in 
adjacent compartments or instability of the mobile bear-
ing [11].

Current studies have focused more on the effect of BMI 
on postoperative complications and prosthesis revision 
after unilateral UKA, but in the absence of direct com-
parisons of complications and revision rates between 

specific obesity classes in SBUKA, the effect of obesity 
remains uncertain. At the same time, it remains unknown 
whether SBUKA can be one of the best treatments for 
obese patients with bilateral knee osteoarthritis. In order 
to overcome the limitations of small sample size, small 
number of revision cases, and short follow-up time, a 
multi-center retrospective study was conducted to inves-
tigate the effect of BMI on the 30-day post-SBUKA com-
plication rate and prosthesis revision rate.

Materials and methods
Inclusion and exclusion criteria
The clinical records of 245 patients (490 knees) who 
underwent simultaneous bilateral unicompartmental 
knee arthroplasty (SBUKA) at the Affiliated Hospital 
of Qingdao University and the Third Hospital of Hebei 
Medical University from January 2010 to December 
2020 were retrospectively reviewed. Inclusion criteria 
included: (1) Patients aged over 18 and under 85 years 
with indications for UKA as per Goodfellow’s recom-
mendation and the Oxford Radiological Decision Aid; 
(2) Presence of anteromedial osteoarthritis in both knee 
joints; (3) Normal functioning of the medial collateral 
and anterior cruciate ligaments in both knees; (4) Less 
than 15° of flexion contracture; (5) Acceptable patel-
lofemoral joint condition; (6) Bilateral knee osteoarthritis 
necessitating SBUKA. Exclusion criteria encompassed: 
(1) Previous knee surgery (meniscectomy, ligament 
reconstruction, high tibial osteotomy, arthroplasty, tibial 
plateau fractures); (2) BMI < 18.5 kg/m2; (3) Patients lost 
to follow-up; (4) Concurrent surgeries alongside SBUKA.

The following formula was used to determine the 
patient’s BMI [14]. The study groups were classified 
according to the BMI classification standard for Asian 
adults as defined by the World Health Organization 
(WHO) [15]. According to the BMI at the time of sur-
gery, the patients were divided into normal group (n=35), 
overweight group (n=41), obesity group (n=99), and 
severe obesity group (n=70). The study was approved by 
the Ethics committee of the Affiliated Hospital of Qing-
dao University(Approval No.: QYFYWZLL28296), and 
all patients signed informed consent forms.

Surgical procedures
Patients were administered general anaesthesia and 
positioned supine. A pneumatic tourniquet was applied 
at the thigh’s proximal end following exsanguination. A 
medial parapatellar approach was employed, with inci-
sions ranging from 6 to 8 cm through the skin, sub-
cutaneous tissue, and joint capsule, sequentially. This 
facilitated exposure of the medial tibiofemoral compart-
ment, where the integrity of the anterior cruciate liga-
ment, medial collateral ligament, and lateral tibiofemoral 
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compartment was verified. Osteotomies were performed 
using an extramedullary guide for the tibia and a spe-
cialised femoral guide for the distal end of the femoral 
internal condyle. The positioning of the femoral prosthe-
sis was determined, followed by the fitting and sizing of 
the prosthesis model. Adjustments to the prosthesis size 
were made as necessary. The joint cavity was lavaged with 
saline, the prosthesis dried, and the selected monocondy-
lar prosthesis implanted using cryo-cured bone cement. 
Following cement curing, excess cement was removed, 
and knee joint mobility and prosthesis stability were 
assessed through flexion and extension movements. The 
tourniquet was released, achieving complete haemostasis 
of the incision and joint cavity, a negative pressure drain-
age tube was placed, and the incision sutured. Finally, an 
elastic bandage was applied under pressure.

Outcomes
Data on surgical age, gender, weight, height, follow-up 
duration, hospital stay length, operative time, and hospi-
talisation costs were collected for all patients, with com-
plications monitored 30 days post-surgery. The incidence 
and reasons for prosthesis revision at the final follow-up 
were analysed.

Statistical analysis
SPSS23.0 statistical software was used for analysis. The 
measurement data were expressed as mean±standard 
deviation, and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
was used for comparison between groups. Counting data 

were expressed as cases and percentages, and Chi-square 
test was used for comparison between groups. The ren-
ovations were analyzed using Kaplan-Meier survival 
curves. Significance was set at P < 0.05.

Results
Comparison of baseline data in four groups
Flowchart showing the retrospectively identifed cohort 
of patients who underwent SBUKA at our study and 
the reasons for exclusion (Fig.  1). A total of 52 patients 
were lost to follow up. Therefore, their revision sta-
tus remained unknown. In the end, 245 patients were 
enrolled in the study. According to the BMI at the time 
of surgery, the patients were divided into normal group 
(n=35), overweight group (n=41), obesity group (n=99), 
and severe obesity group (n=70). The 245 patients were 
followed up for 39 to 114 months, with an average of 
(77.05±18.71) months. There were 57 men and 188 
women. Age, gender, follow-up time, hospital stay, opera-
tion time and hospitalization cost were compared among 
the four groups, and there was no statistical significance 
(p > 0.05) (Table 1).

Complications 30 days after SBUKA
The distribution of complications and outcomes across 
the BMI categories is presented in Table  2. The Nor-
mal group experienced four complications, compris-
ing two instances of transfusion, one readmission, and 
one superficial surgical site infection (SSI). In the Over-
weight group, there were three complications: one blood 

Fig. 1 Flowchart showing the retrospectively identifed cohort of patients who underwent SBUKA at our study and the reasons for exclusion
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transfusion, one urinary tract infection, and one super-
ficial SSI. The Obesity group reported six complications, 
including three blood transfusions, one urinary tract 
infection, one reoperation, and one case of deep vein 
thrombosis. The Severe Obesity group had five compli-
cations, with one blood transfusion, one case of pneu-
monia, two cases of superficial SSI, and one case of deep 
vein thrombosis. No significant difference was observed 
in the incidence of complications 30 days post-surgery 
across all groups (χ2 = 1.102, p = 0.777).

Implant revision status
Within the scope of this study, 23 knees required 
implant revision (Table  3). Ten knees underwent 
total knee arthroplasty (TKA) due to the postopera-
tive progression of lateral compartment osteoarthritis. 
Nine knees experienced dislocation of the polyeth-
ylene insert for various reasons. Aseptic loosening 
was noted in two knees. One knee joint developed a 

periprosthetic joint infection, and one knee exhib-
ited unexplained liner wear. Revision incidences were 
as follows: two in the Normal group, five in the Over-
weight group, eleven in the Obesity group, and five in 
the Severe Obesity group. The comparison of complica-
tions occurring within 30 days post-SBUKA across the 
four groups revealed no statistically significant differ-
ence (χ2 =1.612, p=0.657) (Table 4).

Implant survival rate
From the lowest BMI to the highest, the implant sur-
vival rate were 97.14%, 93.9%, 94.44% and 96.43%. It 
can be observed from the Kaplan-Meier prosthetic sur-
vival curve of the four groups that the prosthetic reten-
tion rates of the four groups gradually decreased with 
the increase of follow-up time until the last follow-up 
(Fig.  2). No difference in the prosthesis survival curve 
was found (p = 0.639).

Table 1 Comparison of baseline data in four groups

N Number of patients, SD Standard deviation
a Pearson chi-Square test
b ANOVA test

Variables Normal group (N=35) Overweight group 
(N=41)

Obesity group (N=99) severe obesity group 
(N=70)

F/χ2 p value

Sex 0.482 0.923a

Male, n 9 8 23 17

Female, n 26 33 76 53

Age (years, mean ± SD) 62.66±6.69 61.44±6.99 60.75±7.51 58.93±7.66 2.307 0.077b

Mean follow-up(months, 
mean ± SD)

73.4±19.59 76.29±19.57 75.97±19.24 80.84±16.66 1.545 0.203b

Hospital stay (days, mean 
± SD)

8.63±3.46 7.78±1.71 8.55±3.47 9.19±2.66 1.901 0.13b

Hospitalization costs ($, 
mean ± SD)

9794.03±3555.37 9436.12±2286.9 9636.15±2717.76 103377.03±3174.28 1.097 0.351b

Time of operation (mins, 
mean ± SD)

120.34±22.39 122.68±39.29 128.82±30.19 127.63±30.45 0.875 0.454b

Table 2 30-day complication rates in four groups

N Number of patients, SSI Surgical site infection

Outcome Normal group 
(N=35)

Overweight group 
(N=41)

Obesity group 
(N=99)

Severe obesity 
group (N=70)

χ2 p value

Superficial SSI 1 1 0 2

Pneumonia 0 0 0 1

Urinary tract infection 0 1 1 0

Transfusions within 72 h of surgery 2 1 3 1

Deep vein thrombosis 0 0 1 1

Reoperation 0 0 1 0

Readmission 1 0 0 0

Any complication 4 3 6 5 1.102 0.777
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Discussion
Previous investigations have assessed the periopera-
tive complications and necessity for prosthesis revision 
in cases of simultaneous bilateral unicompartmental 
knee arthroplasty (SBUKA) [6, 7]. However, the safety 

of this procedure in obese patients has yet to be defini-
tively established. Notably, extant research has predomi-
nantly concentrated on patients undergoing unilateral 
UKA [8–11], and it is uncertain whether these findings 
are directly transferable to individuals receiving SBUKA. 

Table 3 Reason for implant revision in four groups

Normal group (N=35) Overweight group (N=41) Obesity group (N=99) Severe obesity group (N=70)

Reason for revision Rate Reason for revision Rate Reason for revision Rate Reason for revision Rate

Lateral interventricular 
osteoarthritis

1/70 Lateral interventricular 
osteoarthritis

2/82 Lateral interventricular 
osteoarthritis

5/198 Lateral interventricular 
osteoarthritis

2/140

Periprosthetic joint infection - Periprosthetic joint infection - Periprosthetic joint infection 1/198 Periprosthetic joint infection -

Aseptic loosening - Aseptic loosening 1/82 Aseptic loosening 1/99 Aseptic loosening -

Gasket dislocation 1/70 Gasket dislocation 2/82 Gasket dislocation 3/198 Gasket dislocation 3/140

Liner wear - Liner wear - Liner wear 1/198 Liner wear -

Total 2/70 Total 2/82 Total 11/198 Total 5/140

Table 4 Survival rate of the implant in four groups

N = number of patients

BMI group N knees Number of revision Survival rate χ2 p value

Normal group (N=35) 70 2 97.14%

Overweight group (N=41) 82 5 93.9%

Obesity group (N=99) 198 11 94.44%

Severe obesity group (N=70) 140 5 96.43%

Entire cohort 490 23 95.31% 1.612 0.657

Fig. 2 The revision was evaluated using Kaplan-MeierKaplan-Meier survival analysis. No difference in the prosthesis survival curve was found 
among the four groups (p = 0.639)
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Given the absence of a significant disparity in both the 
30-day complication rate and the prosthesis revision rate 
post-SBUKA across varying BMI categories, the pre-
sent outcomes do not corroborate these earlier reports 
[6–11]. These findings imply that BMI should not auto-
matically preclude candidates with bilateral osteoarthritis 
from considering SBUKA.

The prevalence of obesity among patients undergoing 
UKA is increasingly documented. Large-scale studies 
from both the United States and the United Kingdom 
have indicated that the mean BMI for UKA patients was 
reported as 29.24 [16] and 29.9 kg/m2 [17], respectively. 
Although obesity is traditionally viewed as a contrain-
dication for UKA, the criteria for selecting UKA candi-
dates remain a matter of debate and exhibit significant 
variability. Complicating this issue further, there exists a 
plethora of contradictory evidence regarding the impact 
of obesity on the risk of both short-term and long-term 
complications following unilateral primary UKA [18–21], 
with a notable absence of research concerning the effects 
of obesity on outcomes post-SBUKA. Several studies 
have identified a correlation between obesity and com-
plications in UKA recipients. For instance, a higher BMI 
has been associated with a reduced level of postopera-
tive activity [18], identified as an independent risk factor 
for delayed wound healing post-UKA [19], and linked 
to an increased probability of 90-day readmission [20]. 
Nonetheless, a meta-analysis has suggested that obesity 
does not necessarily elevate complication or infection 
rates following UKA, arguing against the classification 
of obesity as a contraindication for the procedure [21]. 
To our knowledge, this study is the first to examine the 
incidence of complications post-SBUKA across different 
BMI ranges. Our analysis reveals no significant differ-
ence in the 30-day complication rate post-SBUKA among 
various BMI groups. Although the duration of surgery 
was longer in obese patients compared to their normal-
weight counterparts, this variance did not reach statisti-
cal significance.

We conducted a meticulous analysis of the occurrence 
of complications within each group. Among all noted 
complications (18 cases), blood transfusions were most 
prevalent (7 cases, 38.89%) within the first 72 hours post-
surgery. Previous literature corroborates that the rate of 
blood transfusion in patients undergoing SBUKA is sig-
nificantly elevated compared to those receiving unilateral 
UKA [6]. This increased requirement may be attributed 
to the longer duration and more extensive trauma asso-
ciated with SBUKA, which can lead to a greater volume 
of intraoperative blood loss. Incisional complications 
remain a common issue in orthopaedic surgery; in this 
study, SSIs were observed in four knees (22.22%), though 
there were no instances necessitating revision due to 

periprosthetic infection. Notably, surgical wound healing 
is impeded in patients with obesity. A BMI greater than 
32.0 kg/m2 has been identified as an independent risk 
factor for delayed wound healing post-UKA [20], primar-
ily due to the excessive subcutaneous fat and a relatively 
unchanged vascular network, which can adversely affect 
healing. Moreover, obese patients face a heightened risk 
of incisional fat liquefaction, potentially leading to infec-
tion post-SBUKA.

In addition to influencing short-term complications, 
obesity critically affects the long-term survival of UKA 
implants. This study documented 23 cases of implant 
revision, with 6 knees requiring TKA due to postopera-
tive progression of lateral compartment osteoarthritis 
and 7 knees undergoing TKA for loosening of femoral 
or tibial components. Dislocation of the polyethylene 
insert, attributed to various causes, was observed in 10 
knees. Contrasting with a meta-analysis of 3,967 UKA 
revisions [9]—where aseptic loosening was the primary 
cause of revision, accounting for approximately 36%—
our findings highlight polyethylene insert dislocation as 
a predominant reason for prosthesis revision in SBUKA 
patients. This discrepancy could be due to the majority of 
prostheses in this study being of the mobile-bearing type, 
with dislocation often occurring early postoperatively. 
Our findings significantly exceed the rates reported in 
prior literature (2% to 4%) [22]. Bae et al. [23] noted that 
dislocation was largely due to surgical technicalities such 
as improper prosthesis alignment and joint space imbal-
ance, more commonly observed in Asian populations, 
possibly related to frequent squatting, kneeling, and simi-
lar postures in daily activities. Additionally, a posterior 
tibial slope greater than 7 degrees postoperatively was 
identified to enlarge the flexion gap excessively, thereby 
elevating the risk of insert dislocation. It is advisable to 
minimize excessive posterior tibial slope [24]. Aseptic 
loosening remains a significant cause for prosthesis revi-
sion post-SBUKA, with studies by Saragaglia [25] and 
Barrett et  al. [26] indicating that isolated tibial lateral 
loosening was most common, followed by bilateral loos-
ening, and isolated femoral lateral loosening being least 
frequent. Given the limited sample size, revisions were 
few across the groups. Future research should aim to 
enlarge the sample size and more comprehensively com-
pare the reasons for prosthesis revision among the differ-
ent groups.

Numerous studies have deduced that obesity does not 
negatively impact the survival or revision rates follow-
ing UKA. Historically, obesity was deemed a contraindi-
cation for fixed-bearing UKA owing to concerns about 
accelerated polyethylene wear and implant loosening 
[27]. However, contemporary research indicates that BMI 
does not compromise implant survival post-UKA [28]. 
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A meta-analysis further substantiated that obesity does 
not elevate the risk of prosthesis revision [21]. To date, 
there have been no medium- to long-term investigations 
examining the influence of BMI on prosthetic retention 
following SBUKA. This study revealed no significant vari-
ance in prosthetic retention rates across different BMI 
categories, nor did it observe a declining trend in pros-
thetic retention with increasing BMI. These findings align 
with prior research on unilateral UKA. Our conclusions 
are corroborated by Murray et  al. [29], whose research 
demonstrated that prosthetic longevity in 2,438 UKA 
patients was not adversely affected by higher BMI. Sim-
ilar outcomes were reported by Kuipers et  al. [30] after 
an average follow-up period of 2.6 years. Additionally, 
Naal et al. [31] and Xing et al. [32] found that prosthesis 
survival rates were comparable between non-obese and 
obese patients undergoing UKA, after mean follow-up 
durations of 2 years and 4.5 years, respectively.

Our study has several limitations. First, because this 
was a multi-center retrospective study, there were dif-
ferences in surgical techniques and proficiency among 
different surgeons. However, the amount of surgery that 
can be achieved by the same operator cannot meet the 
sample size required for experimental studies. Secondly, 
this study still has the problem of insufficient sample size, 
especially the patients with BMI>40kg/m2 or BMI>35kg/
m2 were few, so we did not conduct more detailed group-
ing. Future studies should focus on people with higher 
BMI to more accurately reflect the risk of obesity. Finally, 
this study is a retrospective study, with the possibility of 
selection bias. The follow-up time is short, and longer 
studies are needed to clarify the long-term clinical out-
comes of this technique.

Conclusions
BMI did not influence the 30-day complication rate nor 
the survival rate of implants following SBUKA, suggest-
ing that SBUKA should not be contraindicated based on 
BMI alone.

Abbreviations
KOA  Knee osteoarthritis
UKA  Unicompartmental knee arthroplasty
TKA  Total knee arthroplasty
BMI  Body mass index
ANOVA  Analysis of Variance
SBTKA  Simultaneous bilateral unicompartmental knee arthroplasty
WHO  World Health Organization

Acknowledgments
Not applicable.

Authors’ contributions
KSX and TBY designed this study; KSX and LZ wrote the manuscript; XZ and 
TRW collected and analyzed the data; KSX and XZ revised the manuscript; LZ 
and YZZ approved the final version of the manuscript. The author(s) read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
Not applicable.

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

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study was approved by the medical ethics committee of the Affiliated 
Hospital of Qingdao University according to the Declaration of Helsinki, and 
informed consent was obtained from all individual participants included in 
the study. All methods were carried out in accordance with the Declaration of 
Helsinki.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1 Department of Sports Medicine, the Affiliated Hospital of Qingdao University, 
Shandong Qingdao 266000, China. 2 Department of Traumatology, the 
Affiliated Hospital of Qingdao University, Shandong Qingdao 266000, China. 
3 Department of Orthopedic Surgery, University of Health and Rehabilitation 
Sciences (Qingdao Municipal Hospital), Shandong Qingdao 266000, China. 
4 Department of Abdominal ultrasound, the Affiliated Hospital of Qingdao 
University, Shandong Qingdao 266000, China. 

Received: 9 November 2023   Accepted: 28 June 2024

References
 1. Schatz C, Plötz W, Beckmann J, Leidl R, Buschner P. The impact of primary 

patella resurfacing on health-related quality of life outcomes and return 
to sport in total knee arthroplasty (TKA). Arch Orthop Trauma Surg. 
2023;143(11):6731–40.

 2. Arirachakaran A, Choowit P, Putananon C, Muangsiri S, Kongtharvonskul 
J. Is unicompartmental knee arthroplasty (UKA) superior to total knee 
arthroplasty (TKA)? A systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized 
controlled trial. Eur J Orthop Surg Traumatol. 2015;25(5):799–806.

 3. Kulshrestha V, Kumar S, Datta B, Sinha VK, Mittal G. Ninety-day morbid-
ity and mortality in risk-screened and optimized patients undergoing 
two-team fast-track simultaneous bilateral TKA compared with unilateral 
TKA-A prospective study. J Arthroplasty. 2018;33(3):752–60.

 4. Mont MA, Mitzner DL, Jones LC, Hungerford DS. History of the contralat-
eral knee after primary knee arthroplasty for osteoarthritis. Clin Orthop 
Relat Res. 1995;321:145–50.

 5. Malahias MA, Manolopoulos PP, Mancino F, Jang SJ, Gu A, Giotis D, Denti 
M, Nikolaou VS, Sculco PK. Safety and outcome of simultaneous bilateral 
unicompartmental knee arthroplasty: a systematic review. J Orthop. 
2021;19(24):58–64.

 6. Chen W, Sun J, Zhang Y, Hu Z, Chen XY, Feng S. Staged vs simultane-
ous bilateral unicompartmental knee arthroplasty for clinical out-
comes: a protocol of systematic review and meta-analysis. Medicine. 
2021;100(14):e25240.

 7. Liu L, Liu H, Zhang H, Song J, Zhang L. Bilateral total knee arthroplasty: 
Simultaneous or staged? A systematic review and meta-analysis. Medi-
cine (Baltimore). 2019;98(22):e15931.

 8. Polat AE, Polat B, Gürpınar T, Çarkçı E, Güler O. The effect of morbid 
obesity (BMI ≥ 35 kg/m2) on functional outcome and complication rate 
following unicompartmental knee arthroplasty: a case-control study. J 
Orthop Surg Res. 2019;14(1):266.

 9. Xu S, Lim WJ, Chen JY, Lo NN, Chia SL, Tay DKJ, Hao Y, Yeo SJ. 
The influence of obesity on clinical outcomes of fixed-bearing 



Page 8 of 8Xu et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders          (2024) 25:518 

unicompartmental knee arthroplasty: a ten-year follow-up study. Bone 
Joint J. 2019;101-B(2):213–20.

 10. Ng HJH, Loke WJ, James WLH. The influence of obesity on unicompart-
mental knee arthroplasty outcomes: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Arch Bone Jt Surg. 2021;9(6):618–32.

 11. Nettrour JF, Ellis RT, Hansen BJ, Keeney JA. High failure rates for unicom-
partmental knee arthroplasty in morbidly obese patients: a two-year 
minimum follow-up study. J Arthroplasty. 2020;35(4):989–96.

 12 Campi S, Tibrewal S, Cuthbert R, Tibrewal SB. Unicompartmental knee 
replacement-current perspectives. J Clin Orthop Trauma. 2018;9(1):17–23.

 13. Ritter MA, Faris PM, Thong AE, Davis KE, Meding JB, Berend ME. Intra-
operative findings in varus osteoarthritis of the knee. An analysis of 
pre-operative alignment in potential candidates for unicompartmental 
arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg Br. 2004;86(1):43–7.

 14. Oliveira MC, Vullings J, van de Loo FAJ. Osteoporosis and osteoarthritis are 
two sides of the same coin paid for obesity. Nutrition. 2020;70:110486.

 15. WHO Expert Consultation. Appropriate body-mass index for Asian popu-
lations and its implications for policy and intervention strategies. Lancet. 
2004;363(9403):157–63.

 16. Bini SA, Cafri G, Khatod M. Midterm-adjusted survival comparing the best 
performing unicompartmental and total knee arthroplasties in a registry. 
J Arthroplasty. 2017;32(11):3352–5.

 17 Liddle AD, Pandit H, Judge A, Murray DW. Optimal usage of unicompart-
mental knee arthroplasty: a study of 41,986 cases from the National Joint 
Registry for England and Wales. Bone Joint J. 2015;97-B(11):1506–11.

 18. Streck LE, Hanreich C, Cororaton AD, Boettner CS, Boettner F. Predictors 
for activity following total and unicompartmental knee arthroplasty. Arch 
Orthop Trauma Surg. 2023;143(11):6815–20.

 19. Li J, Jia G, Dong W, Zhao F, Zhao Z, Yu X, Zhu C, Li J, Liu S, Jiang X, Liu 
G. Incidence and risk factors of delayed wound healing in patients 
who underwent unicompartmental knee arthroplasty. Int Wound J. 
2023;20(2):508–15.

 20. Jensen CB, Troelsen A, Petersen PB, JØrgensen CC, Kehlet H, Gromov K; 
Centre for Fast-Track Hip and Knee Replacement Collaborative Group. 
Influence of body mass index and age on day-of-surgery discharge, 
prolonged admission, and 90-day readmission after fast-track unicom-
partmental knee arthroplasty. Acta Orthop. 2021;92(6):722-727.

 21. Agarwal N, To K, Zhang B, Khan W. Obesity does not adversely impact 
the outcome of unicompartmental knee arthroplasty for osteoarthritis: a 
meta-analysis of 80,798 subjects. Int J Obes (Lond). 2021;45(4):715–24.

 22. van der List JP, Zuiderbaan HA, Pearle AD. Why do medial unicompart-
mental knee arthroplasties fail today? J Arthroplasty. 2016;31(5):1016–21.

 23. Bae JH, Kim JG, Lee SY, Lim HC, In Y, MUKA Study group. Epidemiology 
of Bearing Dislocations After Mobile-Bearing Unicompartmental Knee 
Arthroplasty: Multicenter Analysis of 67 Bearing Dislocations. J Arthro-
plasty. 2020;35(1):265–71.

 24. Suzuki T, Ryu K, Kojima K, Oikawa H, Saito S, Nagaoka M. The effect 
of posterior tibial slope on joint gap and range of knee motion in 
mobile-bearing unicompartmental knee arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty. 
2019;34(12):2909–13.

 25. Saragaglia D, Bonnin M, Dejour D, Deschamps G, Chol C, Chabert B, Refaie 
R, French Society of Hip and Knee. Results of a French multicentre retro-
spective experience with four hundred and eighteen failed unicondylar 
knee arthroplasties. Int Orthop. 2013;37(7):1273–8.

 26. Barrett MC, Wilkinson FO, Blom AW, Whitehouse MR, Kunutsor SK. Inci-
dence, temporal trends and potential risk factors for aseptic loosening 
following primary unicompartmental knee arthroplasty: a meta-analysis 
of 96,294 knees. Knee. 2021;31:28–38.

 27 Deschamps G, Chol C. Fixed-bearing unicompartmental knee arthro-
plasty. Patients’ selection and operative technique. Orthop Traumatol 
Surg Res. 2011;97(6):648–61.

 28. Liu Y, Gao H, Li T, Zhang Z, Zhang H. The effect of BMI on the mid-term 
clinical outcomes of mobile-bearing unicompartmental knee arthro-
plasty. BMC Musculoskelet Disord. 2022;23(1):45.

 29. Murray DW, Pandit H, Weston-Simons JS, et al. Does body mass index 
affect the outcome of unicompartmental knee replacement? Knee. 
2013;20:461–5.

 30. Kuipers BM, Kollen BJ, Bots PC, et al. Factors associated with reduced early 
survival in the Oxford phase III medial unicompartment knee replace-
ment. Knee. 2010;17:48–52.

 31. Naal FD, Neuerburg C, Salzmann GM, et al. Association of body mass 
index and clinical outcome 2 years after unicompartmental knee arthro-
plasty. Arch Orthop Trauma Surg. 2009;129:463–8.

 32. Xing Z, Katz J, Jiranek W. Unicompartmental knee arthroplasty: factors 
influencing the outcome. J Knee Surg. 2012;25:369–73.

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


	Effect of body mass index on 30-day complication rate and implant survival rate after simultaneous bilateral unicompartmental knee arthroplasty: a multicentre retrospective study
	Abstract 
	Objective 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Inclusion and exclusion criteria
	Surgical procedures
	Outcomes
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Comparison of baseline data in four groups
	Complications 30 days after SBUKA
	Implant revision status
	Implant survival rate

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References


