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Australian National Joint Registry Results 2011 
 
The latest Australian National Joint Replacement Registry annual report (ANJRR) contains data from 
September 1999 to 31st December 2010 and is among the most compliant registries in the world. The 2011 
ANJRR is based on the analysis of 628,093 primary and revision hip and knee procedures and highlights the 
continued exceptional clinical success of the BIRMINGHAM HIP™ Resurfacing (BHR™) device.   
 

1. Excellent BHR Survivorship – exceeding ANJRR’s 10 year survivorship guidelines 
 

 
 

• Conserve Plus not featured probably due to low implantations 

• Recap has been newly identified as having higher than anticipated revision rates 

• Bionik and Durom are still being used although identified with higher than anticipated revision rates. 
 

Resurfacing demographics  

• With a 6.3% revision rate at 10 years the BHR conforms to the ANJRR 10 year guidelines of a revision rate 
no greater than 7.5%. This exceeds the UK’s NICE guidelines which state that prostheses should 
demonstrate a revision rate of 10% or less at 10 years.  

• 6.8% of all primary hip replacement in 2010 

• ≤55 year old patients are increasing  

• 91.0% of patients were male 

• BHR has the longest reported clinical results for resurfacing in the registry and provides far superior 
results then reported competitor devices.  
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2. BHR™ vs. THR – BHR survivorship outperforms THR 
 
• BHR revision rate for all diagnoses at 10 years is 6.3%  

 

 
 
This is supported when revision rate is expressed as number of revisions per 100 observed years. 
 

• BHR revision rate per 100 observed years is 0.72% outperforming THR for all diagnoses 
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BHR outperforms THR in patients under 64 years of age 
 

BHR survivorship at 10 years (6.3%) for all ages and diagnoses is superior to THR survivorship for OA in 
patients under 64 years for both genders 
 

 
 
This is supported when revision rate is expressed as number of revisions per 100 observed years. 
 

• BHR revision/100 observed years is 0.72% 

• Male and Female under 64 years of age have a higher revision rate than 0.72% 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM0107     ™Trademark of Smith & Nephew.  All trademarks acknowledged. 

Ortho Update 
4!Nov!11 ABS Group 

BHR provides superior results compared to THR in patients ≤ 64 regardless of the fixation  
 

• BHR revision rate of 6.3% at 10 years outperforms THR revision rates for males and females <64 years. 
 

 
 
This is supported when revision rate is expressed as number of revisions per 100 observed years. 
 

• BHR revision/100 observed years is 0.72% 
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3. Outcome of first revision 
 
Re!revision rates for resurfacing are lower than re!revision for THR. 
Revisions in the resurfacing group have a high proportion of badly performing devices such ASRTM or 
Durom®. 
 

 
 

 
 

• Minor revisions account for 15.3% of all THR revisions, the most common is head or insert exchange and 
this type of revision accounts for 10.6% of all revisions.  

• When revising a failed BHR™, conversion to a primary is relatively straightforward1. 

• Total hip replacement after a failed BHR has comparable clinical and functional outcomes to primary total 
hip replacement*. 
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4. Large Diameter MoM THR:  BHR™ combined with Smith & Nephew stems perform at a 
comparable rate to other bearings  
 

• BHR & SYNERGY™ combination failure rate at 5 years is 3.2 (2.0 5.0) – outperforming other bearings with 
large heads  

 

 
 

• BHR & SYNERGY™ combination has comparable results to popular bearing choices 
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5. Higher than anticipated revision rates 
 

 
 

 
 

• Only 15 Bionik resurfacing prosthesis were implanted in 2010  

• Durom has never been used in great numbers and has gradually been declining. 
24 prosthesis were implanted in 2010. 
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• The Recap resurfacing device has been newly identified this year, although it was identified prior to 2010 

it is regarded as a newly identified prosthesis as it was not identified last year. 
 

 

 

 

• Zimmer’s Trilogy and Continuum multi 
bearing cups both utilise trabecular metal 
and in three years has a cumulative 
percent revision rate of 5.5%. 
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6. Conclusion 
 
Why would you do a primary hip stem in the young active patient when you can do a BHR? 

• BHR is a successful option for young active patients with survivorship rates superior or equivalent to 
primary THR.  

• BHR provides young active patients a more conservative solution with superior functional and 
proprioceptive outcomes than an equivalent primary hip. 

• If BHR fails, conversion to a primary hip is a relatively straightforward procedure1. 

• If a primary hip fails either due to a major or minor revision, the risk of re!revision is increased. 

• Total hip replacement after a failed BHR has comparable clinical and functional outcomes to primary THR1. 

• The Registry demonstrates that a revised THR has higher a re!revision rate than a failed resurfacing. 

• Conversion of a failed BHR to a Modular head with a Smith & Nephew stem produces good clinical 
outcomes 

 
 
References 
1. Latham et al. Femoral revision in hip resurfacing compared with large!bearing metal!on!metal hip arthroplasty. The Journal of 
Arthroplasty Vol. 00 No. 0 2011 (article in press) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


