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Max Dieterich, MD, PhD
University of Rostock
Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology
Breast Unit
Südring 81
18059 Rostock
Germany
17-Dec-2017
Comments on: „ Complications in Breast Augmentation with
Textured versus smooth Breast Implants: A Systemic Review
Protocol”
General comments: The authors submitted their research protocol
for a Meta-Analysis investigating complication rates in aesthetic
breast augmentation comparing smooth vs. textured implants.
The manuscript is very well written. No questions arose during t he
review process. Thank you for having submitted a very good
prepared manuscript!
Only minor comments regarding the PRISMA-P checklist:
1. Item No 3b: A clear description of contributions of each author is
unclear.
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Cicero Urban
Positivo University, Brazil.
26-Jan-2018
This is a very interestig topic. I think that some outcomes described
in the methodology will be diffficult to be addressed. One possible
and unavoidable bias is patient´s follow-up, which tends to be
shorter in publications reporting findings in aesthetic patients.
Regarding specifically to patient´s satisfaction, which is very
subjective, it should be clear which kind of report will be accepted in
the metanalysis. BREAST-Q could be a good option in this case.
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Editor Comments to Author:
Comment 1. Please include an example of the full search strategy as a supplementary file.
Response: A PubMed database full search strategy has been added as a supplementary table.
Comment 2. The Dissemination section at the end of the paper should be Ethics and Dissemination,
as per our guidelines for protocols.
Response: The title of this section has been changed as the guideline for protocols.
Reviewer 1:
Comment: Item No 3b: A clear description of contributions of each author is unclear.
Response: Description of each author’s contribution has been added at the end of the references.
Reviewer 2:
Comment 1：I think that some outcomes described in the methodology will be difficult to be
addressed. One possible and unavoidable bias is patient´s follow-up, which tends to be shorter in
publications reporting findings in aesthetic patients.
Response: We agree with you. Different types of complication may be shown in different phases of
postoperation. This can be one limitation of this systematic review. The included studies will be
divided into different subgroups according to the length of follow-up. If necessary, subgroup analysis
will be done.
Comment 2: Regarding specifically to patient´s satisfaction, which is very subjective, it should be clear
which kind of report will be accepted in the meta-analysis. BREAST-Q could be a good option in this
case.
Response: BREAST-Q scale for augmentation will be used to evaluated patients’ satisfaction.
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