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Table 1 Characteristics of the included studies and patient-reported outcome measures

Study Study Surgery type N2 Sensation Measure Sensation items SecEee Gree T b
(n = 135) design gery typ endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) P P tem content
Abozeid et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 25 Secondary “Satisfaction with nipple Qilagtihslfyi/eza/tr:zf:ed/ ;: zle?][;l:tion
al., 2018!? sectional mastopexy Ad hoct sensation after the operation” satisfied 3- satisf/import
_ . “How is your nipple sensation in 1- nipple
Ahmed eg Cros_s FUBEIE TOU) WG L 38 Primary 5 comparison to prior to same/better/worse 2- sensation
al., 2000 sectional mastopexy Ad hoc surgery?” 3- comparative
Araco et al Cross- “Postoperative degree of complete loss/ 1- breast
20113 o sectional Augmentation mammoplasty 1222 Primary Ad hoc® residual sensitivity compared to  reduced sensitivity/  2- sensation
the pre-operative sensitivity” normal sensitivity 3- comparative
i “ ; increased/ 1- nipple
Banbury et Prospective . . How did the surgery affect .
Augmentation mammoplasty 47 Primary . o o7 no change/ 2- sensation
4 ?
al., 2004 cohort Ad hoc* your nipple sensation? decreased 3- comparative
1. 4-point Likert
Breast 1. “How often do you scale from “rarely” ;: rl]unt:rbelfggs
Sensation experience numbness in your to “almost 3- absolute
Breast-conserving surgery/ Assess- breast?” constantly” 2. 1- breast
Baron et al., Cross- skin-sparing mastectomy + 132 Secondar ment Scale 2. “How severe is the numbness 2. 4-point Likert 2: numbness
2000° sectional (expander-)implant-based Y (BSAS), you experience in your breast?”  scale from “slight” 3- satisf/import
reconstruction subscale: 3. "What level of distress to “very severe” 3. 1. breastp
discomfort, causes the numbness you 3. 5-point Likert i
. 5 : . " - 2- numbness
validated experience in the breast? scale from “not at .
" ope N 3- impact
all” to “very much




Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Measure Sensation items . b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
. _ . A 1- nipple
E?:;‘nellsgtggs gergtsif)nal ;zdslégtlg)r: LR 162 Secondary Ad hoc® “Sensation of the nipple” S:‘ggihzg/ 2- sensation
o pexy 9 3- comparative
. - 1- nipple
Berg et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ Nipple-areola complex decreased/ _ .
19957 sectional mastopexy 163 Secondary Ad hoc’ sensation” not affected 2 sensation
3- comparative
“Sensitivity to touch in the
Blomqvist et  Cross- lltlleizt:sc;ﬁjngg;o: with 152 Secondar reconstructed breast in reduced/equal/ ;_ ?gﬁgﬁt
al., 19998 sectional autologous fla Y | Ad hoc® comparison with the increased 3- comparative
9 P contralateral breast” Pelie
1. Do you have feeling in the 1. 1- breast
1. yes/no/
Skin-sparing mastectomy + reconstructed breast when alternating areas of 2- touch
Blondeel et Cross- : - ! touched?” ; 3- absolute
l., 1999° sectional reconstruction with 121 Primary Ad hoc® 2. “Do you have erogenous sensation and 2. 1- breast
al, (innervated) autologous flap . o numbness i
sensation in the reconstructed 2. yes/no 2- erogenous
breast?” Y 3- absolute
4-point Likert scale .
Bodin et al.,  Cross- il\:I:SItaenctt?bn;zez (expander-) 256 e “Satisfaction with sensitivity of from “very ;_ Qé%pslaetion
20081 sectional recponstr ction Y| Ad hoct® the nipple” dissatisfied” to 3- satisf/import
u “very satisfied” a P
Brandberg et  Prospective Skin-sparing mastectomy + 7-point Likert scale 1- breast
191 P (expander-)implant-based 91 Secondary 1 “How is your breast sensation?”  from "very bad" to 2- sensation
al., 2012 cohort : Ad hoc " "
reconstruction very good 3- absolute
1. a score of 0.5
was given to each
breast, resulting in
@ RS @ =40 ;: ;en':;etiaosrf
1. “"Sensory disturbances” (bilateral
IR Cs (Gt Augmentation mammoplast 484 Secondar 2. “Percentage change from hypoesthesia) to o= claaiie
al., 200712 sectional 9 plasty Y | Ad hoct? . g 9 yP 2. 1- breast

preoperative sensation”

+1.0 (bilateral
hypesthesia) and
"0" being no
change in sensation
2. %

2- sensation

3- comparative



Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items q b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
Skin-sparing mastectomy + “ . . . . 1- breast
Bresser et Cross- Ry N Change in feeling of the 5-point Likert scale _ .
al., 2006" sectional (expander-)implant-based 136 Secondary | ag pocts breasts” from “nol” to “yes!” 27 Sensation
reconstruction 3- comparative
Unclear
_ . validation 5-point Likert scale 1- nipple
26%‘8’?4& Fiks gggtsif)nal ;eadsl:gtlg)r: i e Bl 74 Secondary | thus “Nipple sensation” from “poor” to 2- sensation
pexy considered “excellent” 3- absolute
ad hoc**
Cardenas- Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ “Alteration in nipple-areola minimal/moderate/ 1- nipple
Camarena et sectional mastopex Pasy 356 Secondary Ad hoc?® complex sensiti\F/)iFt) " severe 2- sensation
al., 2009% pexy P Y 3- comparative
Breast-conserving surgery/ “How pleasurable is it to have 5-point Likert scale 1- breast
Casaubon et  Cross- nipple-sparing mastectomy 600 Second your treated/reconstructed form “very 2. eroaenous
al., 20201° sectional + (expander-)implant-based conaary | ag hocts breast caressed or stimulated, unpleasant” to 3- abs%lute
reconstruction now?” “very pleasurable”
. unchanged/ 1- nipple
Cerovac et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ - ., . _ .
al., 2005 sectional mastopexy 90 Secondary Ad hoc'® Nipple sensation |n_cr¢a_sed/ 2 sensatlon_
diminished or lost 3- comparative
1. 1- breast
2- sensation
1. "Did you experience 3- absolute
postoperative sensory loss?” 2. 1- breast
2. "Did the loss of sensation 2- sensation
Chapman et  Cross- . .. improve with time?” 3- comparative
al., 2006 sectional Lactiferous duct excision o7 Secondary Ad hoc'® 3. “Did sensory loss affect your yes/no 3. 1- breast
quality of life?” 2- sensation
4. "Did you maintain erectile 3- impact
function of the nipple?” 4. 1- nipple
2- erection
3- absolute
. - unchanged/ 1- nipple
Chen et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ Nipple-areola complex . .
1997 sectional mastopex 36 Secondary Ad hoc*® sensitivity” increased/ 2- sensation
pexy Y decreased 3- comparative
_ Skin-sparing mastectomy + “ . . _ - . 1- nipple
35 sendany | o ot s 2 sensatin
1. (expander-)implant P P 3- satisf/import




Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items g b
(n = 135) design Surgery type = endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options  Item content
2. autologous flap " opm W
3. latissimus dorsi flap + b Ell tc,), very
implant B
1. same as before/ 1. 1- nipple
less than before/ 2- sensation
1. “Intensity of nipple-areola more than before 3- comparative
Chiari et al., Prospective Reduction mammoplasty/ 64 Primar complex sensitivity” 2. same as before/ 2. 1- nipple
20122 cohort mastopexy Y Ad hoc?! 2. “Quality of nipple-areola more pleasant than  2- erogenous
complex sensitivity” before/less pleasant 3- comparative
than before/
"different”
Cho etal., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ o Secondar “Sensation of the nipple-areola g'-opn?nn:"azla_éllf’ett SO ;: ggljwpslaetion
2008%? sectional mastopexy Y | Ad hoc® complex” N "
excellent 3- absolute
Coelho de normal sensation/ 1- nipple
Almeida et Cros_s- Reduction mammoplasty/ >500 Secondary 23 “Nipple sensation” sensation present 2- sensation
al.. 200423 sectional mastopexy Ad ho but abnormal/no 3- absolute
! sensation
1. "Do you have sensation in 1. 5-point Likert
your reconstructed breast(s)?” scale from “very 1. 1- breast
2. "Does the sensation in your much” to “very 2- sensation
reconstructed breast resemble little” 3- absolute
the sensation of your healthy 2. 5-point Likert 2. 1- breast
. . . breast before operation?” scale from “the 2- sensation
g;);rl\ellssen Cross- fekégnssngIC:ig(,:q\?\,iSEECtomy + 32 S 3. "Do you find it important that same” to “totally 3- comparative
2018.£4 sectional (innervated) autologous flap Y | Ad hoc** your reconstructed breast has different” 3. 1- breast
sensation?” 3. + 4. 5-point 2- sensation
4. “How important is the return  Likert scale from 3- satisf/import
of sensation in your “not important” to 4. 1- breast
reconstructed breast for your “very important” 2- sensation
overall satisfaction with the 3- satisf/import
result of the operation?”
“Indicate the extent to which
Cruz-Korchin  Randomized [\ .00 ot / you were satisfied with 10-point VAS from 1- nipple
et al., controlled mastopex plasty 208 Secondary | .. o sensation over the nipple-areola  “very disappointed” 2- sensation
2003% trial pexy area of the breast after to “very pleased” 3- satisf/import

surgery”



Table 1 (continued)

Study Study Sensation Survey Sensation items
R S a " H b
(n = 135) design urgery type N™ " endpoint | (n=124) (n = 215) R e L GO
Cruz-Korchin .
Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/
;l(-)oaal/ié sectional mastopexy e SEEREEY
@ . 1- nipple
: Do you have absent nipple .
Cruz et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplast ; -
20072 sectional mastopexy R 164 Secondary | Ad hoc?6?8  sensation after surgery?” VeSS g_ ZEZZT:LZ”
Cruz et al. C = .
2012028 al, sggtsif)nal Augmentation mammoplasty 105 Secondary
Unclear
- . validation “ e . . 5-point Likert scale 1- breast
slahlzboalcgzget E(r)zz;itectlve Breast-conserving surgery 297 Secondary | thus sgr?\s/\iltis\f]i?Sfilr?(:haerit}/ec;ustvgl’th skin from “dissatisfied” 2- sensation
! considered Y ’ to “very satisfied” 3- satisf/import
ad hoc*
Skin-sparing mastectomy + . . . . =
Dlan;e(:)nlggo Crots_s- | reconslzructi%n with Y 70 Secondary w0 “D|c_I thg operation chang_jﬁ the 5-point Likert scale 5. lsjgizzsattion
al., sectiona autologous flap Ad hoc feeling in your breast(s)? from “no!” to “yes! .
. Skin-sparing mastectomy + S . 1- nipple
De Vita et Cross- g “Sensit - . PP
al. 20143 sectional (expander-)implant-based 15 Secondary Ad hoc®t Comnpsllel)z/,!ty of the nipple-areola 10-point VAS 2- sensation
! reconstruction 3- absolute
1. "How would you rate the
ensitivity of
Erezlstl\?/'l’y of your reconstructed 1. 1- breast
2. “How would you compare the f]i-r.wev/ergo]?/nne({ne g: sgns?téon
sensitivity of your reconstructed 2 p hi | 2 i sg u et
breast with that of the other ) e IEEE(ias) - 1- breas
breast?” equal to/greater 2- sensation
- 3. see diagram: 3- comparative
. . 3. "Which segment of your
Skin- ng m =
Delay et al., Cross- reclonsslzf:ctﬁ)n ‘iaVisttﬁctomy + 50 Primar reconstructed breast is the ‘1‘/2/3/4/5/6{17 g - bre_ast
200032 sectional el fl Y Ad hoc* most sensitive?” - WY DL > SEmEELN]
autologous flap 4. “How would you rate the some/llt_tle/none 3- absolute
erogenous sensation of your 5 VEEY [T D 4- 1- brieast
reconstructed breast?” important/not very 2- erogenous
N ; L important/ 3- absolute
5. "How important is return of unimportant 5. 1- breast

feeling in your reconstructed
breast to your overall
satisfaction, besides the
aesthetic result?”

2- sensation

3- satisf/import



Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items . b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
1. “Regarding the breast 1. 1- breast
Satisfactio operated and reconstructed: 2- sensation
. ) A have you been satisfied with 3- satisf/import
Skin-sparing mastectomy/ n with our breast skin sensitivity?2 2. 1- breast 2-
- nipple-sparing mastectomy plastic- M 1STIVILY &+ 5-point Likert scale : !
Didier et al.,  Cross- + (expander-)implant-based 453 Secondar surger Have you been satisfied with from "not at all" to  Sonsation
20093 sectional reconEtruction + %i le Y cosgr]nez/ic the skin sensitivity of your other "ery much” 3- satisf/import
reconstruction PP results breast (if remodeled)?” Y 3. 1- nipple
vaIidat’ed33 3. “During the last four weeks, 2- sensation
have you felt satisfied with your 3- satisf/import
nipple sensitivity?”
unchanged/ 1- nipple
DIben G ety Cless Lactiferous duct excision 110 Secondar “Nipple sensitivity” IErEEas) 2- se%psation
19983 sectional Y| Ad hoc* PP Y decreased/ .
3- comparative
absent or numb
1. 1- nipple
. . - _ 2- sensation
_ Nipple sparing m.astectomy 1. Nlpple"areola complex 4-point Likert scale 3- absolute
Djohan et Cross- + reconstruction: 141 Secondar sensation from “poor” to 2. 1- nipple
al., 2010% sectional 1. (expander-)implant Y| Ad hoc® 2. “Nipple-areola complex . ”p " ) pp
2. autologous flap arousal” excellent 2- erogenous
' 3- absolute
1. “Satisfaction with sensation 1. 1- nipple
of your nipples in intimate or _ oef 2- erogenous
sexual activities” Ifi.ker?.scsal?;p;m 3- satisf/import
2, “Satisfaction with sensation Sy e s T 2. 1- nipple
of your nipples in leisure or to “vyer satisfied” 2- sensation
Skin-sparing mastectomy/ Unclear S L 4. + 5y5-point = et il
ni IePs ari?'l mastectou}l,'l validation S "SRR W BRI Li.kert ;cale from 3- 1= nipple
Dossett et Prospective pp P g . y of your nipples in job-related @ . " 2- sensation
36 + reconstruction: 53 Secondary | thus . . strongly disagree _ o
al., 2016 cohort . . situations “ ' 3- satisf/import
1. (expander-)implant considered “Wh . to “strongly agree
2. autologous flap ad hoc®® (o IS 7 (S 6. 4-point Likert o = RS
’ stimulated, I become sexually 2- erogenous
" scale from
aroused. “unimportant” to 3- absolute
5. "When my nipple is “very important” 5. 1- nipple
stimulated, I become sexually Y 2- erogenous
aroused.” 3- absolute
6. "How important is return of 6. 1- breast




Table 1 (continued)

Sensation

Sensation items

Study Study = Survey . b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
feeling in your reconstructed 2- sensation
breast to your overall 3- satisf/import
satisfaction, besides the
aesthetic result?”
1. 1- breast
“ FPT 2- touch
Edsander- Cross- Mastectomy + rle;co?sléf:c:ggst;sgétgt’ln the 3- absolute
Nord et al., . reconstruction with 26 Primary 37 W R yes/no 2. 1- breast
37 sectional Ad hoc 2. "Thermal sensibility in the
1999 autologous flap " 2- temperature
reconstructed breast
3- absolute
1. 1- nipple
“ . 2- erection
Edsander- . Mastectomy + breast . Do”es a2 IR SEEEE 3- absolute
Nord et al PO DA reconstruction + nipple 50 Primar ErEET es/no 2. 1- nipple
e cohort . PP Y Ad hoc*® 2. “Does the nipple feel as it did ’ ) PP
2002 reconstruction o 2- sensation
before the procedure? 3- comparative
1. 1- breast
2- touch
3- absolute
1. “Can you feel touch?” 2. 1- breast
2. "Can you feel heat/cold?” 2- temperature
Eggert et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 3. “Is the sensitivity still 3- absolute
2009 sectional mastopexy >7 Secondary Ad hoc* improving?” yes/no 3. 1- breast
4. "Do you have sexual 2- sensation
sensitivity?” 3- comparative
4. 1- breast
2- erogenous
3- absolute
Eichler et Cross- “Has sensitivity changed in the increased/ L= DR
I 2013% sectional Breast-conserving surgery 143 Secondary Ad hoc® niople-areola complex?” decreased 2- sensation
al a ppie-a a plex: a 3- comparative
Mastectomy + - - ;
. ’ “Tactile sensation of the 1- nipple
El-Ali et al., Cross- reconstruction: - : . _
2009% sectional 1. (expander-)implant 35 Secondary Ad hoc* reconstructed nipple in 10-point VAS 2- touch

2. autologous flap

comparison to the normal side”

3- comparative



Table 1 (continued)

(s aemen swgeryope  Ne OO aeiaw  nimsc  Responscoptions item content "
3. latissimus dorsi flap +
implant
+ nipple reconstruction
Evans et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 16 Secondary | Ad hoc® “Nipple sensation” same/decreased/ ;: Qéalzlaetion
42 H i
1994 sectional mastopexy increased 3- comparative
Skin-sparing mastectomy + 1. “Has your ability to feel .
gahnjuet al.,  Cross- (expanpder-;gimplant-basgd 24 Primary sensatiox on the n?lpple changed 1. 1- nipple
007 sectional : " 2- sensation
reconstruction after your breast surgery? 3- comparative
2. “Has your abiliy to feel touch 2. 1- breast
on the breast skin changed 2: touch
after your breast surgery?” 3- comparative
3. “Has your ability to feel cold 3. 1- breast
on the breast skin changed 8-point Likert scale 2: temperature
after your breast surgery?” from “have no 3- comparative
ok ) roct N Ad hoc*344 4., “:asbyour abkility rt\o feeldheat sensation” to 4. 1- breast
_ In-sparing mastectomy on the breast skin change “unchanged i
;58;1224&' al., gggtsi?)nal (expander-)implant-based 46 Primary after your breast surgery?” sensation” ;: Einnlpizaattlij\::
reconstruction 5. “Has your ability to feel pain A bfe ot
in the breast skin changed after 2: ain a
your breast surgery?” 3- Eomparative
6. “Has your ability to feel 6. 1- breast
sexual sensations in the breast 2: erogenous
changed after your breast 3- comparative
surgery?”
Mastectomy +
reconstruction:
1. (expander-)implant 5-point Likert scale 1- nipple
fgg;?sa By gggtsif)_nal 2. autologous flap 22 Secondary Ad hoc's “Nipple sensation” from “not pleased”  2- sensation
3. latissimus dorsi flap + to “very pleased” 3- satisf/import
implant
+ nipple reconstruction
normal sensitivity/ 1. 1- nipple
Skin-sparing mastectomy + 1. “Perception of touch in the decreased 2- touch
Glaumann et  Cross- reconstruction: 72 Secondar nipple-areola complex” sensitivity/no 3- absolute
al., 19854 sectional 1. (expander-)implant Y| Ad hoc* 2. “Presence of erotic feeling in sensitivitz/ 2. 1- nipple

2. autologous flap

the nipple-areola complex”

hyperesthesia

2- erogenous
3- absolute



Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items q b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
Skin-sparing mastectomy +
_ reconstruction: 1- nipple
ggrgﬁt e Sgg;f)nal 1. (expander-)implant 218 Secondary | Ad hoc* “Sensation of the nipple” 10-point VAS 2- sensation
2. autologous flap 3- absolute
+ nipple reconstruction
1. 1- breast
1. “Sensation loss of breasts” 2- sensation
Hang-Fu et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 410 Secondar 2' “SensZtion loss of ni ale- es/no 3- absolute
al., 19914 sectional mastopexy Y | Ad hoc*® alzeola" PP Y 2. 1- nipple
2- sensation
3- absolute
Harcourt et Cross- Mastectomy + breast “How satisfied are you with the ?r;pn(;'g\tlé‘;kert Sl 1- nipple
arcou 45 . reconstruction + nipple 247 Secondary 49 sensation in your reconstructed . s y" 2- sensation
al., 2011 sectional . Ad hoc . ha dissatisfied” to o
reconstruction nipple(s)? “ e n 3- satisf/import
very satisfied
1. "I am less able to feel sexual 1. 1- breast
Skin-sparing mastectomy + sensations in my breasts than 5-point Likert scale 2- erogenous
Hart et al., Cross- reconstruction: 96 Secondar before surgery.” from “strongly 3- comparative
2016 sectional 1. (expander-)implant Y | Ad hoc>® 2. “The loss of sensation in my disagree” to 2. 1- breast
2. autologous flap breasts has negatively affected “strongly agree” 2- erogenous
my sex life.” 3- impact
Skin-sparing mastectomy + vy .
. reconstruction: “Satisfaction with the sensitivity 4 p°'(]t LI Eel 1- nipple
Haslik et al.,  Cross- ) - ] from “very .
51 . 1. (expander-)implant 36 Secondary 51 of the nipple after nipple- . T 2- sensation
2015 sectional Ad hoc N dissatisfied” to o
2. autologous flap sharing w efiad 3- satisf/import
. . very satisfied
+ nipple reconstruction
Hau et al Randomized 4-point Likert scale 1- breast
52 controlled Breast-conserving surgery 688 Secondary 52 “Breast sensitivity” from “poor” to 2- sensation
2013 ! Ad hoc N "
trial excellent 3- absolute
Hefter et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 72 S 1. "Change in sensitivity of 1. + 2. 1. 1- nipple
20033 sectional mastopexy Y areola-nipple” improvement/ 2- sensation
2. "Postoperative erogenous no change/mildly 3- comparative
function of the nipple-areola reduced sensation/ 2. 1- nipple
A = lex” 50% d Fooo2-
Hefter et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 1ol S complex . o @EEREEE O Elrefg)elielis
20035 sectional mastopexy y 3_. How long did it take for _ sensation 3- com_paratwe
nipple-areola complex sensation 3. ? 3. 1- nipple
to return?” 2- sensation




Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items q b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
3- comparative
Breast
Cancer . .
Treatment  “Please rate breast sensitivity ?ropn??;é_lgﬁ’;;fecr?clz
Outcomes on this four-point scale, between treated
Scale according to your evaluation at and untreated 1- breast
Heil et al., Prospective . (BCTOS), this point in time. (Note: If you " .
201155 Breast-conserving surgery 135 Secondary ! . breast and area” to  2- sensation
cohort subscale: have had bilateral surgery, “large difference 3- comparative
breast complete the items with regard betvgveen treated P
specific to the difference between the
. ) - W and untreated
pain, right and left side.) breast and area”
validated>®
57
1. 1- nipple
1. “Did the operation affect %: i(e)prfaz:lr%r;ive
your nipple sensation?” 2. 1- ni[:JpIe
Hettesg G Gl Crosts- Augmentation mammoplasty 221 Secondary 58 20 1B Fhe EEEE M [P " yes/no 2- sensation
1979 sectional Ad hoc sensation bothersome to you? 3- satisf/import
3. “Are there other areas of 3. 1- breastp
numbness?” 2: numbness
3- absolute
Hintringer et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 199 Secondar bl:ggstlsalt'gs 2?tnesrlttlr\1“ety in the same/worse/ ;: ts)gizzttion
al., 1994 sectional mastopexy Y | Ad hoc*® e different/better .
operation? 3- comparative
. “ . e 1- nipple
Hyckel et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 376 Secondar Postoperative sensibility of the same/better/worse/ 2- sensation
al., 2001%° sectional mastopexy Y | Ad hoc®® nipple” don't know S o e
Skin-sparing mastectomy + o o
Hyza et al., Cross- reconstruction with “Are you satisfied with the ‘}O p0|_nt_sca"Ie from 1 nlpple_
61 . . 17 Secondary 61 S . " unsatisfied” to 2- sensation
2015 sectional autologous flap + nipple Ad hoc sensitivity of the nipples? “very satisfied” 3- satisf/import
reconstruction Y P
1. "Return of sensation to the 1. 1- breast
. Skin-sparing mastectomy + reconstructed breast” 2- sensation
Isenberg et Prospective ; ith 10 Pri 2. “Ret p 3 ti
al.. 200262 Gilient r_econstructlon wit rimary Ad hocb? - “Return of erogenous yes/no - comparative
o (innervated) autologous flap sensation to the reconstructed 2. 1- breast
breast” 2- erogenous

10



Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items q b
(n = 135) design Surgery type & endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options  Item content
3- comparative
1. "Compared with the 1. 1- breast
untreated breast, how is your 2- erogenous
breast pleasure sensation?” 3- comparative
_ _ . 2, "Compared with the 2, 1- nipple
SR il eameTenrrOsaSey 163 econdary | o untrested breast howsyour TSRO 2 eogenous
o Y nipple pleasure sensation?” 3- comparative
3. "Compared with the 3. 1- nipple
untreated nipple, how is your 2- erection
nipple erection?” 3- comparative
Mastectomy +
Jalini et al Cross- ;ec::tsc'fl%lgcgl?::ﬂap “Satisfaction with sensation of 1-nipple
2017% sectional 2. latissimus dorsi flap + e SEEDE BT Ad hoc® the reconstructed nipple” HEpem U g: :g;Z?ﬁ:‘ln ort
implant P
+ nipple reconstruction
“ L 4-point Likert scale
Jin et al Cross- s\évnassa:ir:)enrzfiecrhtahneggul:gzlr?’ple from “complete 1-nipple
2013% sectional Nipple reduction 257 secondary | 4 hoc® compared to the preoperative f:jecr;];engteoin ;: iinmss:rgr;ive
Py
state: sensation”
“To what degree are you 1- breast
Kalaaji et Cross- Augmentation mammonlast 121 Secondar satisfied with sensation of the unsatisfied/no 2- sensation
al., 2013% sectional ug a a plasty ary | ad hocs skin of the breast after opinion/satisfied 153
operation?” 3- satisf/import
Breast-conserving surgery/ 5-point Likert scale 1- niopl
Kaminsky et Cross- Skin-sparing mastectomy + 10 S d "R iopl N from “none” to 2_ nippie
al., 20155 sectional (expander-)implant-based econdary | ad hocs? ate your nipple sensation: “same as pre- 3_ sensation
: o - comparative
reconstruction surgery
Skin-sparing mastectomy/ 1. "Do you have any nhumbness 1. 1- breast
nipple-sparing mastectomy or tingling in your reconstructed . . 2- numbness
- 4-point Likert scale
Khan et al., Cross- + reconstruction: . breast?” " " 3- absolute
2016%8 sectional 1. autologous flap 94 Primary Ad hoc®® 2. “Do you have any loss of irom els af all* to 2. 1- breast
S . T very much
2. latissimus dorsi flap + pleasurable sensation in your 2- erogenous
implant reconstructed breast?” 3- absolute

11



Table 1 (continued)

Study Study 3 Sensation Survey Sensation items - b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
1. 5-point Likert
“ . . _ scale from “very 1. 1- nipple
Skin-sparing mastectomy/ :'Om-gl);fr:éng the nipple-areola unpleasant” to 2- erogenous
ST e e 190 Secondary | Adhoc® 2. "Compared tobeforethe  ESSEC, 2 Sbus
P ] P operation, change of nipple - 2P - i PP
reconstruction reaction to cold or touch is:” scale from “no 2- erection
a u ’ reaction” to 3- comparative
“unchanged”
Kompatscher oo “Has sensation returned to = LIRS
et al., : Augmentation mammoplasty 18 Secondary 70 iy yes/no 2- sensation
200470 sectional Ad hoc normal? 3- comparative
_ Skin-sparing mastectomy + 1. "Do you experience any kind _
Ijge;rg(;s?let gggtsisonal (expander-)implant-based 14 Primary of sensibility in your ;‘: ;ent;;iiaosrf
Y reconstruction reconstructed breast when 3- absolute
touching it, taking a shower, 2. 1- breast
2" .
etc‘:. o 2- pain
2. "Can you feel pain in your 3- absolute
reconstructed breast?” 3. 1- breast
3. “Can you feel touch in your 1. - 4. yes/no 5. touch
reconstructed breast?” ' §
Skin-sparing mastectomy + Ad hoc71.72 4. “Can vou feel temperature 5. weaker/stronger  3- absolute
Lagergren et  Cross- ) . an yo peratu 4. 1- breast
al.. 201072 sectional (expander-)lmplant-based 24 Primary (warmth, cold) in your 2- temperature
! reconstruction reconstructed breast?” 3. absc?lute
5. "Do you experience the 5. 1- breast
sensibility in your reconstructed 2: sensation
breast as weaker or stronger 3- comparative
compared with the other P
breast?”
Skin-sparing mastectomy + 5-point Likert scale
. : “How often do you currently ® 1- breast
Lee, C. N. et Prospective reconstruction: . . from “none of the _
al., 201873 cohort 1. (expander-)implant e SEEDE BT Ad hoc” SEZ:{I::;:;,—U;?—?:?S"S inyour time” to “all of the g_ gﬁgﬁﬁss
2. autologous flap ’ time”
Skin-sparing mastectomy +
_ ; - Survey by
Lee, T. J'7ft Cros_s reconstruction W'th. 35 Secondary Spear et See Spear et al. See below See below
al., 2012 sectional autologous flap + nipple al.7s
reconstruction ’
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Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items - b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
1. 1- breast
1. “Is there any sensation in the 2- sensation
Liew et al., Cross- Mastectomy_/ o . 76 reconstructed breast?” 3- absolute
76 . reconstruction with 21 Primary Ad hoc N yes/no
1996 sectional 2. “Is the sensory recovery 2. 1- breast
2L T progressive?” 2- sensation
3- comparative
Mastectomy_/ + -t . . ) 1- nipple
Losken et Cross- reconstruction with 11 Secondar Satisfaction with sensation of 101-point VAS 2- sensation
al., 200177 sectional autologous flap + nipple Y| Ad hoc”? the reconstructed nipple” P 3- satisf/import
reconstruction a P
Lossing et Cross- i?:f)t:sctt&nggo: with “Do you have sensation in your L= ML
al., 199878 sectional autologous flap + nipple = SRR Ad hoc’® areola?” B g: Zigz?:,lcgn
reconstruction
Breast-conserving surgery/
nipple-sparing mastectomy 5-point Likert scale _
Magarakis et  Cross- + reconstruction: 37 Primar “Do you feel erotic sensation in from “strongly ;_ z:iaztnous
al., 20137° sectional 1. (expander-)implant Y Ad hoc”® your reconstructed breast?” disagree” to 3- abs%lute
2. (innervated) autologous “strongly agree”
flap
Makboul et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/
. 60 Secondary ;
80 o
al, 2016 sectional mastopexy Ad hoc8%8t  “Nipple sensation” M| R ERE ;- Qéapsl:tion
Makboul et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ lost 3- comparative
al., 20178 sectional mastopexy 50 SRR
. . W unchanged/ 1- nipple
Marconi et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 2 S d Nipple-areola complex . d 5 .
al., 199382 sectional mastopexy > econdary | ad hocs sensitivity” increased/ - sensation
Y decreased 3- comparative
. . L . 1- nipple
McCulley et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ Feeling in nipples since normal/present but .
a3 - 90 Secondary 3 ' 2- sensation
al., 1999 sectional mastopexy Ad hoc® surgery abnormal/absent 3- comparative
Breast-conserving surgery/ Breast “Have you had numbness or 1- breast
Mert284et al., Cros_s- _mastectomy + (expander-) 574 Secondary Cancer decreased sensitivity in or yes/no 2- numbness
2017 sectional implant-based Sequelae around the area of your 3- absolute
reconstruction Cause surgery?”
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Table 1 (continued)

Study Study = Sensation Survey Sensation items - b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
Scales,
subscale:
sensory
distur-
bances,
validated®
Ml G Eliese Augmentation mammoplast 94 Secondar (DB YEL SR ERES FUTIENEES es/no é: g[liiztness
al., 2012%  sectional 9 plasty Y | Ad hoc® in the breast?” Y
3- absolute
more sensitivity/ 1- nipple
Mizgala et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ “Effect of breast reduction no change/less ppie
a7 - 73 Secondary 87 - o L 2- sensation
al., 2000 sectional mastopexy Ad hoc surgery on nipple sensation sensitivity/pressure 3 ;
e - comparative
only/no sensitivity
Rl e Skin-sparing mastectomy + “How much are you satisfied 1- nipple
al.. 201988 — (expander-)implant-based 208 Secondary Ad hoc®® with the nipple-areola complex 10-point VAS 2- touch
o reconstruction tactile sensation?” 3- satisf/import
_ Mastectomy + 5-point Likert scale 1- breast
‘I;/I/osggrtl)aesggt Sgg;Znal reconstruction with 101 Secondary Ad hoc®® “Touch sensation of the breast” from “not natural” 2- touch
o autologous flap to “natural” 3- absolute
satisfactory beyond
. . any doubt/ 1- nipple
Muller et al. Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ “ e ” . .
! . 100 Secondary Sensitivity in nipples not satisfactory/ 2- sensation
90 90
1974 sectional mastopexy Ad hoc improved/ 3- satisf/import
unchanged
1. "Is sensation of the nipple- 1. 1- nipple
. . areola complex present or .
Nahabedian Nlpple-sparlng mastectomy absent?” 2- sensation
et al Cross- + reconstruction: 12 Secondar 2. “Is t.he sensation of the 1. present/absent 3- absolute
o1 sectional 1. (expander-)implant Y | Ad hoc® ; 2. same/different 2. 1- nipple
2006 2. autologous fla nipple-areola complex the same 2 sensation
’ 9 P or different as before a .
" 3- comparative
mastectomy?
) 1. 5-point Likert 1. 1- breast
. . 1. "Please define your level of = B 3
Neoosantier Cross:  SHLSRAS ORI E
al., 2010 sectional Y | Ad hoc®? breast and in the abdominal poor Y
autologous flap region.” good 2. 1- breast
glon. 2. + 4. + 6. yes/no  2- touch

14



Table 1 (continued)

(¥ aemon sugerytpe Nt T | (anizh  (ne3i;.  Responscoptions item content”
2. "Did you recover any tactile 3. +5.+7. 3- absolute
sensitivity?” < 3 months/ 3. 1- breast
3. “If the answer to 2. is yes, 3-6 months/ 6-9 2- touch
how long after surgery did you months/ 9-12 3- comparative
recover tactile sensitivity?” months / >12 4. 1- breast
4. "Did you recover any thermal months 2- temperature
sensitivity?” 3- absolute
5. “If the answer to 4. is yes, 5. 1- breast
how long after surgery did you 2- temperature
recover thermal sensitivity?” 3- comparative
6. "Did you recover any pain 6. 1- breast
sensitivity?” 2- pain
7. “If the answer to 6. is yes, 3- absolute
how long after surgery did you 7. 1- breast
recover pain sensitivity?” 2- pain

3- comparative
Nguyen et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ “Decreased nipple sensitivity 1- nipple_
al., 2013% sectional mastopexy 203 Secondary | 4q hoc®? resulting from the operation” yes/no 2- sensation
o 3- comparative
1. 1- breast
. . 2- sensation
. . Randomized “ . e, normal/increase/ .
N'eChaJe\éft controlled Augmentation mammoplasty 80 Secondary 04 o “BreaSt S _s_er_|5|t”|wty slight loss/severe e com_paratwe
al., 2007 . Ad hoc 2. “Nipple sensitivity e s 2. 1- nipple
trial loss/no sensitivity .
2- sensation
3- comparative
1. 1- breast
2- sensation
1. "Did surgery affect 3- comparative
nipple/breast sensation?” 1. - 3. yes/no/ 2. 1- breast
2. "Did nipple/breast sensation don’t know 2- sensation
improve with time?” 4. decreased/ 3- comparative
Okwueze et Cross- . . 3. “Was change in sensation increased/painful/ 3. 1- breast
al., 2006% sectional Augmentation mammoplasty 33 Primary Ad hoc®® bothersome?” cannot explain 2- sensation
4. "Description of change in 5. soon after 3- satisf/import
sensation” surgery/first month 4. 1- breast
5. "Change in sensation first of surgery/later 2- sensation
noticed” 3- comparative
5. 1- breast
2- sensation
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Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items - b
(n = 135) design Surgery type b endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options  Item content
3- comparative
S G Siey ;ezadslégtlgz maaummgﬂgiitgé 64 Secondar ;
al., 2014° sectional P Iy, : g Y “How happy are you with your 10-point VAS: 1- breast
I P Ad hoc%697  breast sensibility and how I—worst. 10-best 2~ sensation
Osinga et CiieEs- Reduction mammoplasty/ would you rate it from 1-10?" B e 3- satisf/import
o7 . 259 Secondary
al., 2017 sectional mastopexy
Mastectomy + 1. 1- breast
;ecgft;lrj]%té??):im lant 1. “Satisfaction with breast 5-point Likert scale g: zg?issaf]/ti'r?qn ort
Otterburn et  Cross- 2' autglogous flayf 199 Secondary sensation” from “most 2. 1- nipplep
98 : . 98 w . . . . Cefia A n .
al., 2010 sectional 3. latissimus dorsi flap + Ad hoc ge.nssaatf(ljs:z,a,ctlon with nipple 2:::2223 to “not 7. sensation
implant 3- satisf/import
+ nipple reconstruction
1. 1- nipple
Ou et al Cross- TI?g(l:?)_nsspt?'::t?o?'aSteCtomy 1. "Sensation of the nipple” 4-point Likert scale %: Zebrs]zitlltzn
2015%° sectional 1. (expander-)implant 42 SN Ad hoc®® 5 RS CIerE] ‘f‘g(nc"e”';zg,': L 2. 1- nipple
2. autologous flap 2- erogenous
3- absolute
_ Nipple-sparing mastectomy " Lo . } 4-point Likert scale 1- nipple
;gqgelt;aal., gggtSiZnal + (expander-)implant-based 41 Secondary Ad hocl ciﬁqnﬁaezsn in the nipple-areola from “no sensation” 2- sensation
reconstruction P to “good sensation”  3- absolute
Nipple-sparing mastectomy 1. 1- nipple
+ reconstruction: 1. “Sensation of the nipple- 4-point Likert scale 2- sensation
Pek et al., Cross- 1. (expander-)implant 133 Secondar areola complex” fropm “poor” to 3- absolute
201910t sectional 2. autologous flap Y | Ad hocto! 2. “Nipple-areola complex “exceIIZnt" 2. 1- nipple
3. latissimus dorsi flap + arousal” 2- erogenous
implant 3- absolute
. . 4-point Likert scale 1- nipple
Peled et al., Prospective (Sek)'(n asnp;gLT)g;inz]q?:;i?E%?gd+ 51 Secondar “Sensation of the nipple-areola from “very 2- sensation
2014102 cohort recgnstruction P Y| Ad hoct® complex” dissatisfied” to 3- satisf/import
“very satisfied”
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Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items . b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
1. 11-point Likert
scale from “none”
to “numb”
2. almost the 1. 1- nipple
. . e complete breast/ 2- sensation
Peters et al.,  Cross- Breast implant removal 100 Secondar ; tgzz g: lejwpsliet:ijiinsilrt\“gttlrer inframammary 3- absolute
1997103 sectional P Y| Ad hocto? : s area/lateral 2. 1- breast
areas of the breast . )
portion/area around 2- sensation
the nipple/medial 3- absolute
portion of the
breast/medial area
of the upper arm
Nipple-sparing mastectomy
Petit et al., Cross- + reconstruction:
2005104 sectional 1. (expander-)implant 289 Secondary 1- ni
pple
2. autologous flap Ad “Sensitivity of the nipple-areola 10-point VAS 2- sensation
Nipple-sparing mastectomy hocto4105 complex” 3- absolute
Petit et al., Cross- + reconstruction: 102 Secondar
20061% sectional 1. (expander-)implant Y
2. autologous flap
1- nipple
. - unchanged/ .
Pickford et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ - _ — S 2- sensation
al., 1993106 B~ mastopexy 25 Secondary Ad hoclo Nipple-areola sensation ggiseintt/dlmmlshed/ 3- comparative
like before the
operation/ 1- nipple
Przybilski et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 685 Secondar “Sensitivity of the nipple-areola less than before the  2- sensation
al., 1981107 sectional mastopexy Y | Ad hoc®? complex” operation/ 3- comparative
more than before
the operation/none
. _ Skin-sparing mastectomy + 1- breast
zg‘irﬁ'oset Sl gggtsif)nal reconstruction with 40 Primary Ad hocl% “Sensation in TRAM flap” 10-point VAS 2- sensation
(innervated) autologous flap 3- absolute
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Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items .
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
4-point Likert le .
Ren et al., Cross- Nipple reduction 22 Secondar “Sensation of the nipple” fropn(zl“noICh;nzceain ;: Qéazlaetion
2013109 sectional pp Y| Ad hoc'® PP sensation” to )
” » 3- comparative
complete absence
_ Skin-sparing mastectomy + . 1- breast
Sfbggigift Sggtsif)nal (expander-)implant-based 223 Secondary Ad hocl1o “Sensibility of the breast” n(e):giat;c\ll\ée/neutral/ 2- sensation
! reconstruction P 3- satisf/import
1. 1- nipple
2- touch
1. “Tactile sensitivity of the ‘;’__ i?sr:)ilr;gli
nipple-areola complex” 1. - 3. full/ 2: erogenous
2. “Erogenous sensation of the N :
iopl | lex” reduced/none 3- absolute
Sandsmark . nipple-areola complex 4.? 3. 1- breast
Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 3. "Sensitivity of the breast to )
etal., 8 292 Secondary 111 " 5. <1 months/1-3 2- temperature
111 sectional mastopexy Ad hoc hot and cold
1992 " e ) months/3-6 3- absolute
4. "Reduced sensitivity in which h
part of the breast?” months/>6 4. 1- breast
“ . months/none 2- sensation
5. "Return of sensation in the 3- absolute
nipple-areola complex 5. 1- nipple
2- sensation
3- comparative
. “ . 1- breast
Schratt et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 33 Primar Changed sensation of the es/n 5- sensation
al., 2014112 sectional mastopexy ary Ad hoc't? breast” yes/no sensation
3- comparative
Serletti et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 116 Secondar “Change in nipple sensation es/no/no response é: népplet_
al., 1992113 sectional mastopexy ary | ad hoct3 after the operation” Yy€s/no/no respons sensation
3- comparative
; ; 5-point Likert scale .
_ Nipple-sparing mastectomy “ . . “ -~ -, 1- nipple
Shaffer elt'14 Cros_s + (expander-)implant-based 91 Secondary i Degre_e of residual nipple fro‘l"n no sensation o o
al., 2019 sectional . Ad hoc sensation to “normal
reconstruction sensation” 3- absolute
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Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items q b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
5-point Likert scale
Shaikh- Cross- rltlleisot:scttr(fjncqt)i/o:' from “lowest level 1- breast
Naidu et al., sectional 1. (ex ander-).im lant 437 Secondary Ad hoclts “Breast sensation” of satisfaction” to 2- sensation
2004115 2' autglo ous fla P “highest level of 3- satisf/import
. g P satisfaction”
1. “Nipple-areola complex 1. 1- nipple
feeling to pain compared to 2- pain
preoperative situation” 3- comparative
2. "Nipple-areola complex 2. 1- nipple
feeling to temperature_ no feeling/serious 2- temperatl_.lre
Shan et al. Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ EENMEETES] (12 FRECRERING decline/ 2 GRS
116 . 46 Secondary 116 situation” . 3. 1- nipple
2016 sectional mastopexy Ad hoc g dysesthesia/same
3. "Nipple-areola complex as prior to surger 2- touch
feeling to touch compared to P gery 3- comparative
preoperative situation” 4. 1- nipple
4. “"Sexual feeling of the nipple- 2- erogenous
areola complex compared to 3- comparative
preoperative situation”
1. "I have feeling in the 1. 1- breast
o 2- pressure
reconstructed breast when it is 3- absolute
Mastectomy + bumped in daily life." 6-point Likert scale 2. 1- breast
Shaw et al., Cross- reconstrucg;on with 29 Primar 2. "I have feeling in the from “strong 2: touch
19977 sectional autologous fla Y Ad hoct'’ reconstructed breast when it is disagreement” to 3- absolute
9 P touched." “strong agreement” 3 ?_ breast
3. "I have erotic sensation in i
my reconstructed breast." 2- erogenous
3- absolute
5-point Likert scale 1- niople
Shi et al., Cross- Augmentation mammonplast 144 Secondar “Nipple-areola complex from “very 5. se%ps tion
20158 sectional ug = E plasty ary | ad hoc'® sensation” dissatisfied” to EEl
- P 3- satisf/import
very satisfied
. . . . 1- nipple
Shiau et al., Prospective . . “Has nipple sensation _ .
2011119 cohort Inverted nipple correction 17 Secondary Ad hoctt® returned?” yes/no 2- sensation
3- absolute
Smoll et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 120 - ., 1- nipple
2013120 B — mastopexy 270 Secondary Ad hoc Nipple sensation reduced/normal S Rl
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Table 1 (continued)

(ni¥s)  aevgn swgerytype N0 TR | avisw)  laegisy  Mesponsooptions item content®
3- absolute
1. 4-point Likert
scale from “totally
numb” to
“sensation 1. 1- nipple
1. "How is the sensation in your  unchanged from 2- sensation
Skin-sparing mastectomy + donor nipple?” before surgery” 3- comparative
reconstruction: 2. "How is the contractility of 2. 4-point Likert 2. 1- nipple
Spear et al.,  Cross- . . ” “ -
201175 sectional 1. (expander-)implant 59 Secondary Ad hoc™s your donor nipple? scale from “never 2- erection
2. autologous flap 3. “Has the role of your donor contracts” to 3- absolute
+ nipple reconstruction nipple in sexual arousal “contracts with 3. 1- nipple
changed?” normal stimulation”  2- sensation
3. 4-point Likert 3- impact
scale from “greatly
decreased role” to
“unchanged role”
“How would you rate the .
L more sensitive/ 1- breast
Stokes et Cross- Augmentation mammonlast 19 Second sensation in your breasts imil ensation/ 5- sensation
al., 200412t sectional 9 plasty condary | ad hoct2t compared to how they felt similar sensatio sensation
before your surgery” less sensitive/numb  3- comparative
Struckmann Cross- Mastectomy + 5-point Likert scale 1- breast
et al., . reconstruction with 142 Secondary 122 “Touch sensation of the breast” from “none” to 2- touch
2016 sectional autologous flap Ad hoc “normal” 3- absolute
Swanson Prospective Reduction mammoplasty/
123 mastopexy, augmentation 125 Secondary - ni
2013 cohort " o 1- nipple
mammoplasty Ad Postoperative nipple yes/no 2- numbness
) hoct23.124 numbness” T el
SLEIN) PR Augmentation mammoplast 281 Secondar
2013124 cohort 9 plasty Y
1. 1- nipple
1. “Nipple numbness” 1. yes/no 2- numbness
Swanson, Cross- } 2. “Location of numbness” 2. unilateral/ 3- absolute
2016125 sectional Augmentation mammoplasty 100 Secondary | ,,,,125 3. vDid feeling of the nipple bilateral 2. 1- nipple
return?” 3. yes/no/partially 2- numbness
3- absolute
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Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items q b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint | (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
3. 1- nipple
2- sensation
3- comparative
Tairych et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 44 S 1. unchanged/ 1. 1- nipple
al., 19981%¢ sectional mastopexy Y N e only temporary 2- sensation
1. "Changed sensitivity of the . - .
; A impairment/ 3- comparative
Ad nipple-areola complex :

: : hoc126:127 2. “How bothersome is decreased 2. 1- nipple
Tairych et Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 403 Secondary d. d tivity?” sensitivity 2- sensation
al., 2000’ sectional mastopexy ecreased sensitivity 2. bothersome/not  3- satisf/import

bothersome
. “ . . same/worse/better 1- nipple
Temel et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 110 Secondar Sensation of the nipple-areola than before the - sensation
2015128 sectional mastopexy Y | Ad hoct?® complex” )
surgery 3- comparative
M |EEen 6 (Croass :\rll'rilaslt::tt?bn;;,e; (expander) 29 Secondar BE L e Elieed dnest es/no ;: 'sagizzttion
al., 1990%%° sectional P ; Y | Ad hoc'®® sensation?” y .
reconstruction 3- comparative
1. “To what extent is your 1. 1- breast
sensation in the breast area 2- sensation
Unukovych Randomized reduced?” 4-point Likert scale 3- comparative
etal., controlled Skin-sparing mastectomy 43 Secondary Ad hocl30 2. "To what extent does your from “not at all” to 2. 1- breast
2014130 trial oc reduced sensation affect your “much” 2- sensation
wish to touch yourself in the 3- impact
breast area?”
1. “Nipple-areola complex 1. 5-point Likert 1.1- nip;_)le
sensitivity compared with cieale ow 2- sensation
before the operation” insensitive” to 3- comparative
Nipple-sparing 2. “Did sexual pleasure change 2hy5pers_er;s||_t_||(vet % 1- nipple
Van e mastectomy/skin-sparing since the operation because of sc. Ie-pf(:(l)% “' besrent" 3- iel;ogecr;ous
Verschuer et sectional mastectomy + (expander-) 45 Primary Ad hoct3t loss of nipple-areola complex t ?‘ nchan 2d" 3 1_?? le
al., 2016%! implant-based 03 sensitivity?” 30 5U C_at E_k . 3- ipp
reconstruction 3. “Touching the nipple-areola o SIS LIS = GERggEetE
complex is:” scale from “very 3- absolute
4. “Change of nipple reaction to ‘l‘mpleasant to" S 9 m;_)ple
cold or touch:” very pleasant 2- erection
’ 3- comparative
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Table 1 (continued)

Study Study a Sensation Survey Sensation items q b
(n = 135) design Surgery type N endpoint (n = 124) (n = 215) Response options Item content
4. 5-point Likert
scale from “no
reaction” to
“unchanged”
1. 1- breast
1. “Decreased sensation” 2- sensation
“ 3- absolute
Von Sperling 2. "Area of decreased 1. yes/no 2. 1- breast
et al Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ 109 Secondary sensation” 2.2 2- sensation
“r H 133 n .
2011132 sectional mastopexy Ad hoc 3. "How bothered_ are you by 3. 10-point VAS 3- absolute
sensory changes in your
breast?” 3. 1- breast
’ 2- sensation
3- satisf/import
Von Sperling Tl 1- breast
etal., e — Augmentation mammoplasty 142 Secondary o “Decreased sensation” yes/no 2- sensation
2011133 3- absolute
Reduction mammoplasty/
Wolter et al., Cross- - -
201713 cectional mastopexy, augmentation 68 Secondary . o 4-point Likert scale 1- breast
mammoplasty Ad Breast gland sensitivity “ " 2- sensation
hoct34135 ‘f‘rom nonde" to 3- absolute
Wolter et al., Cross- Reduction mammoplasty/ Vvery goo
201713 sectional mastopexy 174 Secondary
1. 1- nipple
2- touch
3- absolute
“Sensation of the nipple-areola Each of the 5 %: l-renSISpS::
complex: criteria was 3- z':bsolute
Niople-sparing mastectom 1. ability to detect light touch evaluated between 3. 1- nipple
Yueh et al., Cross- . ?Zx agder-gim Iant-basgd 10 Secondar 2. ability to detect pressure 0-2 points, and the 2: tem pe?'ature
2009136 sectional reconsptr ction P Y | Ad hoct® 3. ability to detect temperature  sum of the scores 3. bS(E)| te
u 4. ability to detect pain could range 4 T_ ni 4 e
5. projectile responsiveness to between 0-10 2: pain PP
touch points e el
5. 1- nipple
2- erection
3- absolute
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Table 1 (continued)

(¥ aevgn swgervipe Nt O aeish  nimsyc  Responscoptions item content "
- L more sensitive/ 1- nipple
Sfsze(;‘lgﬁy Sezgaf)nal Augmentation mammoplasty 11 Secondary Ad hoc'3’ OI:;pr;;Iteizosne"nytlwty after the no cha_nge in 2- sensation_
sensation 3- comparative
1. 1- nipple
2- sensation
1. "Sensation of the nipple” 1. + 3. 5-point 3- absolute
Mastectomy + breast 2. "Time frame for recovery of - . 2. 1- nipple
Zenn et al., Cross- . - : S, Likert scale from X
200913 sectional reconstruct!on + nipple 88 Secondary Ad hocl® nipple se_nsatlon _ “poor” to “same” 2- sensatlon_
reconstruction 3. “Erectile function of the 2. 2 3- comparative
nipple” o 3. 1- nipple
2- erection
3- absolute

@ Number of patients

b 1- Area (nipple, breast)

2- Aspect (sensation, erogenous sensation, touch sensation, numbness, temperature sensation, nipple erection, pain sensation, pressure

sensation)

3- Question type (absolute, comparative, satisfaction/importance, impact)
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