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5. Krumboeck &, Clowamall F, Plock A Faa grafiing asd sem
cell enhamced [ gradfing o the breast usder anoologl-
cal aspenis Beoomemendadons for padem selecion. Frean
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Re: Reply: The Poly Implant Prothése Debacle
K-
w: welcome Maljers and Meissen drawing atten-
tion o the nonsurgical ssues surmounmding Poly
Implant Prothése implanis! Although initizlly unset-
tled in the United Kingdom, fortonately, last week's
repaort from the Medicines and Healthcare Prosducts
Regulatory Agency® has agzin filed 10 evidence any
harmful issues with constitoent produects. Although it is
surprrising that amy breast-angmented women oomb ne
o decline fodlow-up given the global health ssare, it is
reassuring i have compamable fgures using different
tools of measurement from both Britzin and Holland.
Although not wishing 1o prodong debate unnecesar
ily, there is a major ermor in the above-menticned reply,
which mandaies correction becnse of a complete imer
sion of our daa® Perhaps linguistic mispprehension
is at fault, but Figure 2 dearly displays device durmbil-
ity scoonding o year of implamation and e dorsbion
of implamation (that is Figure 3). To clarify, we docs-
mented mesdian ime o mapteee for implanes implaned
in e wezr 2000 £ bes 1005 yers. Thee sarmes measone froam
205 was 5B wars, with the intervening years declining in
2 broadly lnear Eashion. It s obvious that implant integ-
rity decreases with me; howeser, we hove documented
somnething entiredy different with Poly Implant Frothése
demaces, and this muns counter o any previously pub-
lishesd dnta. As a smaller point, with ouar orginal artiche
being recsived for publicbon on Decemb=er 30, 2011,
amd that by Maijers and Neissen being received on Jams-
ary B, 21 E, the claim of primacy is Bacholly incomect.
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The authors have mo finenaal ndeest o dacloe in rels-
faom e dhe confem of Ihiy commmumicalion.
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A Comparison beiwesn .lnd
Monsmoking [demtical Twins
Kir:

wish o0 acknowledge the article entiled, “Facial

Changes Cansed by Smoking: A Comparnison between
Smoking and Nonsmoking ldenticl Twins,™ by Obxda
et al! The authors' creative we of phoographic Facial
contrasts between smoking and nonsmoking  twins
identified specific featanes of Bcal aging conssquent
ey bivhasoo wse.

However, a serims methodologic flaw is the e
tigaters” failure to dooement the procedwres by which
the mgosity of the twin pairs was determined; the
only mention of the bwins” ygosity (dentiml) oooors
in the title. Accurate asessment of wins as maomoe-
gotic (kentiml) or diggotic (fraternal) is crocal ©
the design of any twin study and to the interprelation
of the da@. The dentification of smoking-discordant
monOEyEoLic twins constibzbes o mabarally eooerming oo-
twin controd study, which [ believe the inmsestigators had
in mind.® Specifically, the nonsmoking bwin provides
the perfect genetic control agpins which o assess the
effects of smoking on the part of the co-twin. In the
event that dioygotic twins were included in the sample,
the basic logic of the codwin controed study would have
been viokted. Maore importandly, the conchsiomns from
the study would have been misleading, That is because
the differentizl aging of smoking-dizcordant dine
gotic oodwins could be ssociated with both genetic
and experiential Eotors, thereby confounding these
sources of explanation.

Acourate dingnosis of oygosity requines DNA st
ing for approximately 15 shon @ndem repeat markers
that can be ssily ob@ined from boceal smears (chesk
swabs).! Standard physical resemblance questionnaines
developed io show excellent agresment with resulis
from DNA testing or biood growp analysis an be sube
stituted when necessary. Possibly, a description of the
mygosity testing for the twins in this study will be forth-
ooming. This information will greatly increase readers”
confidence in such important findings.
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