
Versatility

Knee solutions
Personalization Performance



Ability to execute any* alignment philosophy with CORI System

Objective and reproducible soft tissue tensioning with the CORI Digital Tensioner1,2

Image-based or image-free planning

Flexible surgical execution with Burr and Saw options

Compact and mobile robotic-assisted system compared to competitors†3

Flexibility to perform partial, primary and revision knees, all robotically-enabled

Personalization Versatility Performance

Key pillars



Designed to give surgeons the flexibility 
to optimize the construct for each 
patient’s unique anatomy14

UKA with CORI◊ System has been shown to 
provide improved joint line restoration and 
higher patient satisfaction¶15-18

Robotic UKA has shown to decrease the 
risk of revision by 17%§19-23

Image-free joint line referencing 
with CORI System enabling anatomic 
replication29

Comprehensive implant options enabling 
a personalized fit

LEGION Revision with OXINIUM 
Technology demonstrated excellent 
survivorship at 15 years30

Shown to reproduce the kinematics 
of a normal knee‡4-8

Demonstrated to restore the anatomical 
shape and joint line of the patient9-12

Exhibited significant improvements in 
Knee Society Scores at 1-year compared 
to other TKA designs10,13

Shown to provide excellent biological 
fixation**24,25

Demonstrated high survivorship and 
significantly improved patient 
reported outcomes††26,27

Cementless TKA supports efficiency 
in the OR‡‡28
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Products may not be available in all markets because product availability is subject to the regulatory and/or medical practices in individual markets. Please 
contact your Smith+Nephew representative or distributor if you have questions about the availability of Smith+Nephew products in your area. For detailed 
product information, including indications for use, contraindications, precautions and warnings, please consult the product’s applicable Instructions for Use 
(IFU) prior to use.

*Any alignment refers to kinematic, functional and mechanical alignment

†Compared to MAKO™ and ROSA™

‡Based on BCS and CR evidence

¶Evidence based on JOURNEY◊ family implants; Compared to conventional UKA

§Based on general robotic UKA evidence; Compared to conventional UKA

**Shown in a validated, ovine model

††Compared to preoperative scores at one year follow-up

‡‡Based on general cementless TKA evidence, when compared to cemented TKA

 


