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T-Plate Fixation for Two- and Three-Part Fractures of the Proximal Humerus

Dong-lu Shin, M.D., Se-Ang Chang, M.D., Young-Soo Byun, M.D., Dae-Hee Hwang, M.D.,
Sung-Rak Lee, M.D., Sang-Hee Kim, M.D.

Department of Orthopaedic Surgery, Daegu Fatima Hospital, Daegu, Korea

Purpose: To evaluate the results and complications of treatment using T-plate fixation for two- and three-part fractures of the proximal humerus.
Materials and Methods: Between January 1996 and July 2003, thirty-three patients with two-part and three-part fractures of the proximal humerus
were treated by T-plate fixation. There were 21 two-part fractures and 12 three-part fractures including three shoulder dislocations. The reduction
was qualified and complications were assessed with final radiographs. The functional outcome was evaluated by Neer's rating system.

Results: Thirty-two cases (96.7%) were united, twenty-nine cases (87.9%) were reduced as good, and twenty-three cases (70%) had excellent
or satisfactory results. There were four cases of loss of reduction, three cases of stiff joint, one case of nonunion, and one case of avascular necrosis
of the humeral head, but no infection. No correlation was found between the final result and the type of fracture, age, gender, or quality of reduction.
Conclusion: T-plate fixation for proximal humeral fractures is a reliable method to obtain good results through satisfactory reduction, rigid fixation,

and early movement. Additional tension band wiring can provide stable fixation for osteoporotic or comminuted fractures difficult to obtain stable
fixation.
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Table 1. Patients and results in 33 cases of proximal humeral fractures treated by open reduction and T-plate fixation
Case Gender/Age Ni)é.rCIassificatig\ré Algi?(izﬂioonnal Sgg&% c?r]: Functional Result Complications
1 F/52 2-part A3 No Good Excellent
2. M/66 2-part A3 No Good Unsatisfactory ~ SL*, LR®
3. F/61 2-part A3 TBW' Fair Excellent SL
4. F/60 2-part B1 No Good Excellent
5. M/45 2-part A3 No Good Excellent
6. M/39 2-part A3 No Good Unsatisfactory SL,LR
7. M/36 2-part A3 No Good Satisfactory
8. F/60 2-part A3 No Good Satisfactory
9. F/49 2-part A3 No Fair Failure AVN ', Nerve injury
10. Fr24 2-part A3 No Good Excellent
11. M/29 2-part B1 No Good Excellent
12. F/39 2-part A3 No Good Excellent
13. F/62 2-part A3 No Good Excellent
14. M/38 2-part A3 No Good Failure SL, LR, Nonunion
15. F/69 2-part A3 TBW Good Satisfactory
16. M/26 2-part A2 No Good Excellent
17. Fl44 2-part B2 No Good Excellent
18. M/17 2-part A3 No Good Excellent
19. M/61 2-part A3 TBW Good Satisfactory
20. M/36 2-part A2 No Good Excellent
21. M/52 2-part B1 No Good Failure sT'
22. F/34 3-part B2 No Good Excellent
23. F/46 3-part B2 No Good Failure SL, LR, ST, IM™
24. F/52 3-part B2 No Good Excellent
25. M/26 3-part, DL" B3 No Good Failure ST
26. F/58 3-part B2 No Fair Unsatisfactory
27. M/46 3-part, DL B3 TBW Good Unsatisfactory Nerve injury
28. F/40 3-part, DL B3 No Good Satisfactory
29. M/43 3-part B1 No Good Satisfactory
30. Fl64 3-part B2 TBW Good Unsatisfactory
31 M/40 3-part B2 TBW Good Excellent
32. F/69 3-part B1 No Good Satisfactory
33. M/48 3-part B2 No Fair Satisfactory

*DL: Dislocation of the humeral head, T TBW: Tension band wiring, $SL: Screw loosening, §LR: Loss of reduction,
Il AVN: Avascular necrosis of the humeral head, §ST: Stiff joint, ** IM: Impingement
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Fig. 1. A 17-year-old male patient sustained a proximal humeral fracture by a fall.

(A) Initial radiographs showing a 2-part displaced fracture of the proximal humerus.

(B) Postoperative radiographs showing good reduction and fixation of the fracture with a T-plate.

(C) Radiographs 10 months after operation showing solid union without implant loosening and loss of reduction.

(D) Radiographs after removal of the T-plate in 10 months after operation.
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