Go cementless

Better fixation drives
better outcomes*
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ENGAGE® Cementless Partial Knee System

Young and active patients need a solution - First and only system that uses a blade-

that works. based anchoring mechanism that creates a
compressive force pulling the tray toward the
tibia to promote stability*

What can provide better, more stable fixation than a

patient’s own healthy bone?
= Improved initial fixation over porous keel competitor

By eliminating the need for traditional bone cement tray to minimize risk of post-operative loosening®
and by leveraging the natural healing properties of

_ _ « Greater construct strength due to more uniform loading
healthy bone, we drive the long-term solution.

in tibial bone compared to porous keel competitor®’

Strength in numbers

Tray with keel ENGAGE with anchor
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Compressive force created at tibial implant interface*"=*
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Greater Resistance to Movement in Cadaver Tibias®"=*
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Higher Ultimate Strength in Cadaver Tibias®"=*
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Increase Fatigue Strength in Cadaver Tibias”"=>

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.
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*Comparing cemented versus cementless partial knees

fThe Anchor Technology of the ENGAGE Cementless Partial Knee System is contained within some spinal fixation devices. However, the clinical performance
of the Anchor Technology in spinal implants is not predictive of its clinical performance in partial knee systems.
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