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ABSTRACT

Introduction: An increased tibial tuberosity-trochlear
groove (TTTG) distance is used for deciding a treatment plan
in patello-femoral instability (PFI). The centre of the patellar
tendon and the chondral trochlear groove can be directly
visualised on MRI, and measured, giving the patellar tendontrochlear groove (PTTG) distance. A study was designed to
compare the inter-rater and the test-retest reliabilities of
PTTG and TTTG measurements in MRI of patients without
PFI and in a group with PFI.
Materials and Methods: This cross-sectional reliability
study was done on archival MRI films of 50 patients without
patellar instability and 20 patients with patellar instability.
TTTG and PTTG distances were independently measured by
two orthopaedic surgeons and two radiologists. A hybrid
PTTG measurement with bony landmarks on the femoral
side and the patellar tendon landmark on the tibial side, was
used to estimate the influence of the differences in the
femoral and tibial landmarks on the difference in reliabilities.
The intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) was calculated
for all four raters, as well as separately for each rater.
Results: The PTTG distance had a higher inter-rater
reliability (ICC=0.86, 95% CI=0.79-0.92) compared to the
TTTG distance (ICC=0.70, 95% CI=0.59-0.80) in patients
without PFI. Similar trends were seen in patients with PFI
(0.83 vs 0.66). The inter-rater reliability for the hybrid PTTG
distance was found to lie in between the TTTG and PTTG.
Conclusions: The MRI-based PTTG distance had better
inter-rater reliability compared with the MRI-based TTTG
distance.

Key Words:
PTTG distance, TTTG distance, patello-femoral instability,
reliability study

INTRODUCTION

An increased tibial tuberosity- trochlear groove (TTTG)
distance measured on CT scan is an important factor for
patellar instability and is clinically used for defining the
indications for the medialising tibial tubercle osteotomy
(TTO)1-3. It approximates the amount of lateralisation of the
patellar tendon insertion by using the apex of the tibial
tuberosity as the landmark for the location of the patellar
tendon. However, in comparison to a CT scan, the centre of
the patellar tendon can be directly visualised on MRI and the
patellar tendon- trochlear groove distance or PTTG distance
measured. The chondral surface of the trochlear groove can
also be easily demarcated in MRI and used in place of the
underlying bony margins. Studies comparing TTTG and
PTTG distances measured on MRI have found the patellar
tendon to lie more lateral to the tibial tuberosity, resulting in
larger PTTG distances4,5. Thus, the two distances may not be
used interchangeably.

Validity and reliability are two important qualities of a test6.
Validity is the ability of the test to measure what it intends to
measure6,7. TTTG distance is a valid measurement for
discriminating between patellar instability and control
patients, the discrimination validity8,9. While the validity of
PTTG distance has not been assessed separately,
theoretically, PTTG distance is a more appropriate and valid
measure than TTTG distance, to measure the lateralisation of
the patellar tendon insertion.
Reliability is a measure of the precision of a test, or its
capacity to produce constantly similar results6. For two tests
with similar validity and complexity, the one with a higher
inter-rater and test-retest reliability would be preferred.
Thus, in addition to being more appropriate, if PTTG
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distance is found to be more ‘reliable’ then this would
certainly give it an edge over TTTG distance. The reliability
of PTTG distance as compared to TTTG distance will be
influenced by the ability of the raters to select the same
landmark points repeatedly: the centre of the patellar tendon
versus the tibial tuberosity on the tibial side, and the bony
versus cartilaginous borders on the femoral side.

Although TTTG distance has been shown to have good
reliability, the values in the literature range from 0.6 to 0.97913
; while there is limited data in the literature on the reliability
of PTTG measurements. One study reported good inter-rater
and test-retest reliability of 0.91 and 0.96 respectively for
MRI based TTTG, and an even better inter-rater and testretest reliabilities of 0.98 and 0.97 respectively for MRI
based PTTG distance5. However, another study, assessing
CT and MRI based measurements of both TTTG and PTTG
distances, reported slightly less inter-rater reliability of 0.82
for PTTG distance9.

The study was designed to compare the inter-rater and testretest reliabilities of PTTG and TTTG measurements in MRI
scans of patients, with no patellofemoral instability (PFI). A
comparison was also done in MRI scans of a group of
patients with PFI. In the study, a measurement with bony
landmarks on the femoral side and the patellar tendon
landmark on the tibial side, termed the hybrid PTTG
distance, was also assessed to estimate the influence of the
femoral and tibial landmarks on the difference in reliabilities
with a hypothesis that the reliability for of the PTTG
distance measurement was better than the TTTG distance
measurement.
MATERIALS AND METHODS

It was a retrospective study conducted with archival MRI
films from the radiology services located inside the medical
centre, with films taken in January 2018 to June 2018.
Ethical approval for the use of the archival data with a
waiver of informed consent was obtained from the
Institutional Ethics Committee, as part of a larger study. MRI
scans on knee joints in patients aged 15 years to 60 years
were included. The medical history of the patients was
reviewed from MRI requisitions and reports. For the PFI
group, MRI scans of patients with a clear history of patellar
dislocation were included. Scans with doubtful recorded
history or missing data were excluded from both groups. The
exclusion criteria common to both groups were history or
features suggestive of grade III injury of the major ligaments
of the knee (ACL, PCL, MCL, LCL and PLC), previous knee
surgeries, bipartite patella, grades III or IV cartilage lesions
of the patella, grade III or IV osteoarthritis of the knee,
fracture, metabolic disease, or tumour. Patients without PFI
and not fulfilling any exclusion criteria were included in the
non-PFI group.

For sample size calculation, the method described by Bujang
et al for comparing intraclass correlation coefficient was
used14. With the null hypothesis ICC (R0) as 0.80 and the
minimum relevant difference in ICC as 0.1 (hypothesis ICC
or R1 as 0.90), the number of raters (k)=4, alpha=0.05 and
power (beta)= 0.80, the sample size was calculated using the
formula:
N=1+[2(Zα + Zβ)2 k] / [(ln C0)2 (k-1)]
Where,
C0 = [1 + kθ0] / [1 + kθ1]
θ0 = R0 / [1-R0] ; θ1 = R1 / [1-R1]
N = 28.3

A higher sample size of 50 was used for the non-PFI group,
with an equal number of males and females. For the PFI
group, 20 MRI scans were available and were included.

The images were obtained in DICOM format and
connotations related to patient identification and
demographics were hidden. After the inclusion process, the
personal details of the patients were not accessed, other than
age and gender, to maintain patient confidentiality. The
authors were blinded to the history and diagnosis and the
measurement values of other raters or the rater’s previous
measurements, at the time of taking the measurements, to
mitigate potential sources of bias. All measurements were
done by four raters, two orthopaedic surgeons and two
radiologists. The orthopaedic surgeons were the raters 1, and
4, with a consultant with eight years of experience after
specialisation and a registrar with three years of experience.
The radiologists were the raters 2 and 3, and were
consultants with 14 and 3 years of experience, respectively.
Measurements were repeated by rater no. 1 for the PFI group
and rater no. 4 for the non-PFI group after a gap of at least
three weeks to assess test-retest reliability.

For measurements on the MRI images, the Jivex DICOM
viewer was used by the two orthopaedic surgeons, and the
GE MRI workstation was used by the two radiologists. All
the measurements in the study were performed on Proton
Density- Fat Saturated sequences. Distances lying on the
lateral side of the trochlear groove were given a positive sign
and measurements lying medial to it were given a negative
sign. The method of measurement of TTTG and PTTG
distances was as described in literature5,8,10

For measurement of TTTG distance, the axial images were
scrolled from inferior to superior and the image with the
deepest point of trochlea with a continuous ‘Roman arch’
was selected10. A line was drawn tangential to the bony
margins of the posterior condyles of the femur. Another line
at right angles to this line was drawn passing through the
deepest portion of the bony trochlear groove. The images
were then scrolled down and an axial cut with well-defined
tibial tuberosity was identified. The perpendicular distance
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Table I: Mean TTTG, hybrid PTTG and PPTG distances for the non-PFI group for each rater

Rater 1
Rater 2
Rater 3
Rater 4(1)
Rater 4(2)

TTTG

Hybrid

PTTG

PTTG-TTTG difference

6.2 ± 0.6
(0.7 to 15.1)
5.9 ± 0.4
(-1.8 to 13.8)
5.0 ± 0.4
(0.6 to 12.6)
5.8 ± 0.5
(-2.2 to 14.0)
5.7 ± 0.5
(-1.5 to 12.7)

7.3 ± 0.5
(1.0 to 13.9)
6.7 ± 0.5
(-2.6 to 15.0)
6.1 ± 0.4
(0.9 to 13.3)
6.6 ± 0.5
(0.7 to 13.6)
6.5 ± 0.5
(0.7 to 14.1)

7.3 ± 0.5
(0.1 to 14.8)
7.0 ± 0.5
(0 to 15)
6.3 ± 0.4
(0.8 to 13.5)
7.0 ± 0.5
(0.1 to 13.7)
6.9 ± 0.5
(0.2 to 14.9)

1.3 ± 0.4
(-4.4 to 6.3)
1.2 ± 0.3
(-4.4 to 6.4)
1.3 ± 0.3
(-2.5 to 5.1)
1.2 ± 0.2
(-2.2 to 3.8)
1.2 ± 0.2
(-3.7 to 4.0)

All values are given as Mean ± Standard Error of Mean (range). Rater 4(1) and Rater 4(2): two measurements by rater 4 for test-retest
reliability

Table II: ICC for inter-rater and test-retest reliabilities for the non-PFI group

Inter-rater reliability, all 4 raters
TTTG
Hybrid
PTTG
Inter-rater reliability, 2 Ortho raters
TTTG
Hybrid
PTTG
Inter-rater reliability, 2 Radio raters
TTTG
Hybrid
PTTG
test-retest reliability, rater no. 4
TTTG
Hybrid
PTTG

ICC

95% CI

p-value 1

z value

Comparison
groups

p-value 2

0.7
0.81
0.86

0.59 - 0.80
0.72 - 0.88
0.79 - 0.92

0.87
1.12
1.31

TTTG vs Hybrid
Hybrid vs PTTG
TTTG vs PTTG

0.2
0.3
0.03

0.69
0.85
0.86

0.52 - 0.81
0.75 - 0.91
0.77 - 0.92

0.86
1.26
1.29

TTTG vs Hybrid
Hybrid vs PTTG
TTTG vs PTTG

0.04
0.8
0.03

0.73
0.84
0.89

0.53 - 0.85
0.72 - 0.91
0.75 - 0.95

0.93
1.21
1.43

TTTG vs Hybrid
Hybrid vs PTTG
TTTG vs PTTG

0.1
0.2
0.01

0.88
0.93
0.94

0.81 - 0.93
0.88 - 0.96
0.89 - 0.96

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

1.39
1.66
1.71

TTTG vs Hybrid
Hybrid vs PTTG
TTTG vs PTTG

0.2
0.8
0.1

ICC= Intra-class Correlation Coefficient; 95% CI= 95% Confidence Interval; p value 1= p value for the ICC for the null hypothesis of
ICC=0; z value= Fisher-z transformation of ICC; p value 2= p value for comparison of the z-transformed ICC values for the comparison
group mentioned; Ortho= orthopaedic surgeon; Radio= radiologist. Significance set at 0.05.

Table III: Mean TTTG, hybrid PTTG and PPTG distances for the PFI group for each rater

Rater 1(1)
Rater 2
Rater 3
Rater 4
Rater 1(2)

TTTG

Hybrid

PTTG

PTTG-TTTG difference

9.7 ± 0.8
(2.4 to 15.8)
12.1 ± 0.7
(3.0 to 16.2)
10.3 ± 0.7
(4.9 to 16.5)
11.4 ± 0.9
(0.4 to 16.6)
9.5 ± 0.7
(3.6 to 14.6)

12.8 ± 0.7
(5.7 to 18.2)
13.0 ± 0.6
(8.6 to 19.7)
12.9 ± 0.7
(6.6 to 19.4)
13.3 ± 0.8
(3.9 to 18.9)
12.4 ± 0.7
(6.2 to 17.8)

12.8 ± 0.7
(6.5 to 18.3)
13.1 ± 0.7
(6.6 to 19.7)
12.4 ± 0.9
(4.5 to 19.1)
13.4 ± 0.8
(4 to 18)
12.3 ± 0.7
(6.5 to 18.8)

3.2 ± 0.5
(-0.7 to 9.3)
1.0 ± 0.5
(-2 to 6.2)
2.1 ± 0.6
(-2.1 to 8.3)
2.0 ± 0.4
(-1.4 to 5.7)
2.8 ± 0.5
(-1.4 to 8.8)

All values are given as Mean ± Standard Error of Mean (range). Rater 1(1) and Rater 1(2): two measurements by rater 1 for test-retest
reliability.
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Table IV: ICC for inter-rater and test-retest reliabilities for the PFI group

Inter-rater reliability, all 4 raters
TTTG
Hybrid
PTTG
Inter-rater reliability, 2 Ortho raters
TTTG
Hybrid
PTTG
Inter-rater reliability, 2 Radio raters
TTTG
Hybrid
PTTG
test-retest reliability, rater 4
TTTG
Hybrid
PTTG

ICC

95% CI

p value 1

z value

Comparison
groups

p value 2

0.66
0.80
0.83

0.44 - 0.83
0.66 - 0.91
0.71 - 0.92

0.79
1.11
1.20

TTTG vs Hybrid
Hybrid vs PTTG
TTTG vs PTTG

0.34
0.79
0.22

0.68
0.82
0.77

0.27 - 0.87
0.61 - 0.93
0.52 - 0.90

0.83
1.17
1.03

TTTG vs Hybrid
Hybrid vs PTTG
TTTG vs PTTG

0.31
0.67
0.56

0.65
0.81
0.86

0.13 - 0.86
0.57 - 0.92
0.67 - 0.94

0.77
1.12
1.28

TTTG vs Hybrid
Hybrid vs PTTG
TTTG vs PTTG

0.29
0.63
0.13

0.89
0.91
0.91

0.74 - 0.95
0.79 - 0.96
0.77 - 0.97

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

1.41
1.52
1.55

TTTG vs Hybrid
Hybrid vs PTTG
TTTG vs PTTG

0.74
0.93
0.68

ICC= Intra-class Correlation Coefficient; 95% CI= 95% Confidence Interval; p value 1= p value for the ICC for the null hypothesis of
ICC=0; z value= Fisher-z transformation of ICC; p value 2= p value for comparison of the z-transformed ICC values for the comparison
group mentioned; Ortho= orthopaedic surgeon; Radio= radiologist. Significance set at 0.05.

from the apex of the tibial tuberosity to the line passing
through the trochlear groove was measured as the TTTG
distance.

For measurement of PTTG distance, the landmarks used on
the femoral side were the cartilaginous margins of the
posterior condyles of the femur and the deepest portion of
the cartilaginous trochlear groove. On the tibial side, the
midpoint of the insertion of the patellar tendon was identified
in the most proximal axial cut with the complete insertion of
the patellar tendon. The perpendicular distance to this point
from the line passing through the cartilaginous trochlear
groove was measured as the PTTG distance.

The measurement of the hybrid PTTG distance, was done in
much the same way as the TTTG distance, except that the
midpoint of the patellar tendon insertion was chosen as
described for the PTTG distance, instead of the apex of the
tibial tuberosity.

“R Commander” was used for statistical analysis15,16. The
mean, range and standard error of the mean (SEM) were
calculated for each of the three measurements for each rater
separately. The difference between PTTG and TTTG
distance was calculated for each measurement, and the
statistical significance of the differences between PTTG and
TTTG distances for each subject was assessed using paired
t-test. The intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) for interrater reliability along with the 95% confidence interval (95%
CI) was calculated for all four raters, as well as for the two
orthopaedic surgeons and two radiologist raters separately as
a subgroup analysis. The two-way random effects model for
the single rater was used for inter-rater reliability and ICC
with a two-way mixed-effects model (single rater) was

calculated for test-retest reliability, as recommended in
literature17-19. The ICC values for PTTG and TTTG were
compared. Also, the ICC values were transformed into zstatistic (Fisher z-transformation) and these z-values were
then statistically compared for significant difference, with
significance levels set at 0.05.
The reporting of the study conformed to the STROBE
checklist for cross-sectional studies, as available on
www.strobe-statement.org.
RESULTS

For including 50 scans of non-PFI patients with 25 males and
25 females, 137 scans were assessed for inclusion and 87
scans were excluded based on exclusion criteria or because
of missing or doubtful recorded history. Scans of 20 PFI
patients were available for the study. The measurements
from all four raters were available for analysis for each of the
70 scans included in the study.

The mean age in the non-PFI group (n=50) was 28.5 ±1.5
years (range 15-56 years). There were equal males and
females as per the selection process. The mean TTTG, PTTG
and hybrid PTTG distances for the 50 patients for each of the
raters along with standard error of mean (SEM) are given in
(Table I). The values for all raters ranged from -2.2 to 15.1
for TTTG, -2.6 to 15.0 for hybrid PTTG and 0 to 15.0 for
PTTG distance. The difference between PTTG and TTTG
ranged from -4.4 to +6.4mm and was significant (p<0.05) for
each rater. Overall, the average of PTTG values was higher
than the average of TTTG values for each rater by 1.1 to
1.3mm.
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The ICC for inter-rater reliability for all 4 raters for PTTG
distance was 0.86 (95% CI=0.79-0.92) (Table II), which was
higher than the ICC for TTTG distance, 0.70 (95% CI=0.590.80). The corresponding z-values also had a significant
difference (p=0.03). The ICC for hybrid PTTG distance
(0.81) lay in-between the ICC values for TTTG and PTTG.

In subgroup analysis, the inter-rater reliability between the
two orthopaedic surgeons as well as the two radiologists
separately showed similar results, and the difference
between the ICC values for TTTG and PTTG distance was
significant (p<0.05).
The test-retest reliability, for rater no. 4, was much better for
these measurements: the ICC for TTTG distance, hybrid
PTTG distance and PTTG distance were 0.88, 0.93 and 0.94,
respectively. The differences between these three values
were not statistically significant.

The mean age in the PFI group (n=20) was 20.9 ± 0.8 years
(range 15 to 27 years). There were eight males. The mean
TTTG, PTTG and hybrid PTTG distances for the 20 patients
for each of the raters along with standard error of mean
(SEM) are given in (Table III). The difference between
PTTG and TTTG ranged from -2.1 to +9.3mm. Overall, the
average of PTTG values was higher than the average of
TTTG values for each rater by 1.0 to 3.2mm.

The ICC values for inter-rater reliability for TTTG, hybrid
PTTG and PTTG distances were 0.66, 0.80 and 0.83,
respectively in this group (Table IV). These values were
slightly lower as compared to the non-PFI group, but showed
a similar trend, with the ICC value increasing from TTTG to
hybrid PTTG to PTTG distance. However, the differences in
corresponding z-values did not reach statistical significance.
The inter-rater reliability for the two orthopaedic surgeons
and the two radiologists separately also showed a similar
pattern. Similar to the findings in the non-PFI group, the ICC
for test-retestreliability for rater no. 1, were higher than the
ICC values for inter-reliability for TTTG, hybrid PTTG and
PTTG distances, 0.89, 0.91 and 0.914, respectively. All ICC
values were significantly higher than zero (p=0.000).
DISCUSSION

The study found that the MRI based PTTG distance had
higher inter-rater reliability, compared to the MRI based
TTTG distance in patients without PFI. Similar trends were
seen in patients with PFI. The test-retest reliability was quite
similar for both PTTG and TTTG distances.

The TTTG distance is considered the gold standard
measurement for assessing the lateralisation of the patellar
tendon insertion and the majority of the available clinical
data is on the TTTG distance1,2,3,5,20. However, the centre of
the patellar tendon attachment is the point where the force of
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the patellar tendon acts. On the trochlear side also, it is the
cartilaginous architecture of the trochlea that would better
define the position of the patella and its tracking, rather than
the underlying bony architecture9,21,22. The soft tissue
landmarks of the patellar tendon and the deepest site of the
cartilage in the trochlea, are the better anatomical and
physiological landmarks compared with the bony landmarks,
for an assessment of the lateralising vector force acting along
the patellar tendon4,9,10,23. Significant differences had been
shown in different trochlear groove measurements when
using cartilaginous compared to bony landmarks24. Similarly,
the patellar tendon centre had been reported to have a more
lateral placement as compared to the tibial tuberosity,
resulting in a larger PTTG 4,5. In the present study, the
difference between PTTG and TTTG values in the non-PFI
group ranged from -4.4 to +6.4mm for all observers
combined. In the PFI group, the differences between PTTG
and TTTG distances were even higher, ranging from -2.1 to
+9.3mm.
Studies reported good to very good intra-rater (ranging from
0.82 to 0.98) as well as inter-rater reliabilities for CT based
TTTG measurements9,10,11,13. However, some studies reported
significant differences between the measurements taken by
two raters, ranging from -13mm to +5mm12,25.

There was limited data in the literature on the reliability of
PTTG measurements. Pandit et al, reporting on normal
values for MRI based PTTG distance in patients without PFI
or ligamentous laxity, concluded that there was very good
reliability in PTTG measurements23. However, this was
based on the intra-observer coefficient of variation (CV%) of
9.04% and inter-observer CV% of 9.35%, and the ICC for
assessing the reliability was not measured. Another study,
assessing CT and MRI based measurements of TTTG and
PTTG distances, described as functional TTTG, reported
overall inter-rater reliability of 0.82 for all data9. However,
separate reliability values for PTTG and TTTG distances
were not reported.
Hinckel et al in their study comparing MRI based TTTG and
PTTG distances, reported intra-rater reliabilities of 0.90
(95%CI= 0.831–0.942) and 0.93 (95%CI= 0.883–0.961) for
TTTG and PTTG distances, respectively10. The inter-rater
reliabilities were higher, at 0.97 and 0.98 for TTTG and
PTTG distances, respectively10. Similar results were again
reported from the same group comparing the MRI based
TTTG and PTTG distances in 53 patients with patellar
instability4.

Wilcox et al reported a significantly higher inter-rater
reliability of 0.98 (95%CI= 0.968–0.983) for MRI based
PTTG distance compared with TTTG distance (0.91;
95%CI= 0.811–0.953; p<0.001) for four raters5. For TTTG
measurement, there were 44 instances where an observer’s
reported measurement varied from the group mean by 2mm
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or more, compared with only three instances for PTTG
measurement. The intra-rater reliability for PTTG was also
shown by them to be significantly higher than for TTTG
distance (0.972 for PTTG versus 0.961 for TTTG, p=0.009)5.

Thus, broadly, the inter-rater reliability for TTTG as well as
PTTG distances were found in this study to be slightly lower
than what was reported in the literature. In the non-PFI
patients, the inter-rater reliability for PTTG was better than
for TTTG for all four raters, and separately for each rater. A
similar pattern was seen in ICC values in PFI patients.
However, the test-retest reliability was good-to-excellent for
both TTTG and PTTG. This could likely be because each
rater had a particular way of defining “the apex of tibial
tuberosity”, giving an excellent test-retest reliability but
lower inter-rater reliability. The patellar tendon had welldefined boundaries and less variability was expected in
determining its centre, thus giving excellent test-retest as
well as inter-rater reliabilities. The inter-rater reliability for
the hybrid PTTG distance was found to lie in between TTTG
and PTTG, suggesting that the choice of landmarks on both
the locations, distally on the tibia as well as proximally on
the femur, could contribute towards better reliability.

The results of the present study are clinically relevant for the
surgeons and radiologists since TTTG or PTTG distance was
used for therapeutic decision making, that is, for defining the
indications for a medialising tibial tubercle osteotomy
(TTO)1,2,3,5,20. The results are generalisable since the raters
included two radiologists and two orthopaedic surgeons with
different levels of seniority, and a subgroup analyses of the
radiologists and orthopaedic surgeons separately reported
similar results. Although the TTTG distance was initially
described on radiographs, CT was recommended for
measuring this distance to increase the precision of
measurement8,13. This study showed that MRI provided a
more direct measurement of the lateral deviation of the

patellar tendon attachment with greater reliability, making
PTTG even more suitable than the TTTG distance. The
advantages of MRI over CT as a single radiological
investigation in patients with patellar instability had been
reported in the literature9,23.

A limitation of the study was the small sample size for the
PFI group and could be the reason why the difference in
reliability of TTTG and PTTG using the z-transformation did
not reach statistical significance in this group. However,
Fisher z-transformation for statistical comparison of ICC is
an approximate method, and a direct visual comparison of
the ICC values was more relevant. Both the groups showed
a similar pattern of reliability values, increasing from TTTG
to hybrid PTTG and highest for PTTG.

Blinding of the raters in the study to the diagnosis as well as
the measurement values of other raters or the rater’s previous
measurements ensured the mitigation of any bias. For testretest reliability, a gap of three weeks was kept, which was
neither too short to result in memory bias nor too long.
Further, as these were standard measurements and all raters
were well versed with them, there was no risk of bias due to
a learning curve.
CONCLUSION

The MRI based PTTG distance had better inter-rater
reliability compared with MRI based TTTG distance. Future
studies should be aimed at defining treatment algorithms
based on PTTG distance rather than TTTG distance.
CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors declared no conflict of interest.

39

6-OA6-239_OA1 3/25/20 6:39 PM Page 40

Malaysian Orthopaedic Journal 2020 Vol 14 No 1

Gupta H, et al

REFERENCES

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Li L, Wang H, He Y, Si Y, Zhou H, Wang X. Treatment of recurrent patellar dislocation via knee arthroscopy combined with C-

arm fluoroscopy and reconstruction of the medial patellofemoral ligament. Exp Ther Med. 2018; 15(6): 5051-7.

Otsuki S, Okamoto Y, Murakami T, Nakagawa K, Okuno N, Wakama H, et al. Patellofemoral reconstruction for patellar

instability with patella alta in middle-aged patients: Clinical outcomes. Orthop Traumatol Surg Res. 2018; 104(2): 217-21.

Shtarker H, Assaf M, Deltoff MN. A new minimally invasive surgical technique for medial retinaculum repair following

traumatic patellar dislocation. Eur J Orthop Surg Traumatol. 2018; 28(5): 811-7.

Hinckel BB, Gobbi RG, Kihara-Filho EN, Demange MK, Pécora JR, Rodrigues MB, et al. Why are bone and soft tissue

measurements of the TT-TG distance on MRI different in patients with patellar instability?. Knee Surg Sports Traumatol

Arthrosc. 2017; 25(10): 3053-60.

Wilcox JJ, Snow BJ, Aoki SK, Hung M, Burks RT. Does landmark selection affect the reliability of tibial tubercle-trochlear

groove measurements using MRI?. Clin Orthop Relat Res. 2012; 470(8): 2253-60.

Stolarova M, Wolf C, Rinker T, Brielmann A. How to assess and compare inter-rater reliability, agreement and correlation of

ratings: an exemplary analysis of mother-father and parent-teacher expressive vocabulary rating pairs. Front Psychol. 2014; 5:

509.

Smith TO, Davies L, Toms AP, Hing CB, Donell ST. The reliability and validity of radiological assessment for patellar instability.

A systematic review and meta-analysis. Skeletal Radiol. 2011; 40(4): 399-414.

Dejour H, Walch G, Nove-Josserand L, Guier C. Factors of patellar instability: an anatomic radiographic study. Knee Surg Sports

Traumatol Arthrosc. 1994; 2(1): 19-26.

Schoettle PB, Zanetti M, Seifert B, Pfirrmann CWA, Fucentese SF, Romero J. The tibial tuberosity-trochlear groove distance; a

comparative study between CT and MRI scanning. Knee. 2006; 13(1): 26-31.

10. Hinckel BB, Gobbi RG, Filho ENK, Pécora JR, Camanho GL, Rodrigues MB, et al. Are the osseous and tendinous-cartilaginous
tibial tuberosity-trochlear groove distances the same on CT and MRI?. Skeletal Radiol. 2015; 44(8): 1085-93.

11. Koëter S, Horstmann WG, Wagenaar FC, Huysse W, Wymenga AB, Anderson PG. A new CT scan method for measuring the
tibial tubercle trochlear groove distance in patellar instability. Knee. 2007; 14(2): 128-32.

12. Saudan M, Fritschy D. AT-TG (anterior tuberosity-trochlear groove): Interobserver variability in CT measurements in subjects
with patellar instability. Rev Chir Orthop Reparatrice Appar Mot. 2000; 86(3): 250-5.

13. Wagenaar F-CBM, Koëter S, Anderson PG, Wymenga AB. Conventional radiography cannot replace CT scanning in detecting
tibial tubercle lateralisation. Knee. 2007; 14(1): 51-4.

14. Bujang MA, Baharum N. A simplified guide to determination of sample size requirements for estimating the value of intraclass
correlation coefficient: A review. Arch Orafac Sci. 2017; 12: 1-11.

15. Fox J. The R Commander: A basic statistics graphical user interface to R. J Stat Softw. 2005; 14(9): 1-42.

16. R Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing [Internet]. Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical
Computing; 2018. Available from: http://www.R-project.org/

17. Koo TK, Li MY. A Guideline of Selecting and Reporting Intraclass Correlation Coefficients for Reliability Research. J Chiropr
Med. 2017; 16(4): 346.

18. Qin S, Nelson L, McLeod L, Eremenco S, Coons SJ. Assessing test-retest reliability of patient-reported outcome measures using
intraclass correlation coefficients: recommendations for selecting and documenting the analytical formula. Qual Life Res. 2019;

28(4): 1029-33.

19. Matheson GJ. We need to talk about reliability: making better use of test-retest studies for study design and interpretation. Peer
J. 2019; 7: e6918.

20. Lee DK, Wang JH, Kang SH, Kim JH, Haque R, Lee BH. The clinical and radiological results of individualized surgical treatment
depending on pathologic abnormalities in recurrent patellar dislocation: low recurrence rate, but unintended patella baja. Knee

Surg Sports Traumatol Arthrosc. 2018; 26(9): 2558-67.

40

6-OA6-239_OA1 3/25/20 6:39 PM Page 41

Reliability of PTTG and TTTG

21. Staeubli HU, Bosshard C, Porcellini P, Rauschning W. Magnetic resonance imaging for articular cartilage: cartilage-bone
mismatch. Clin Sports Med. 2002; 21(3): 417–33, viii-ix.

22. Shih YF, Bull AM, Amis AA. The cartilaginous and osseous geometry of the femoral trochlear groove. Knee Surg Sports
Traumatol Arthrosc. 2004; 12(4): 300-6.

23. Pandit S, Frampton C, Stoddart J, Lynskey T. Magnetic resonance imaging assessment of tibial tuberosity-trochlear groove
distance: normal values for males and females. Int Orthop. 2011; 35(12): 1799-803.

24. Shen J, Qin L, Yao WW, Li M. The significance of magnetic resonance imaging in severe femoral trochlear dysplasia assessment.
Exp Ther Med. 2017; 14(6): 5438-44.

25. Lustig S, Servien E, Aït Si Selmi T, Neyret P. Factors affecting reliability of TT-TG measurements before and after medialization:
A CT-scan study. Rev Chir Orthop Reparatrice Appar Mot. 2006; 92(5): 429-36.

41

