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Background: Nipple-sparing mastectomy warrants thorough preoperative eval-
uation to effectively achieve risk reduction, high patient satisfaction, and im-
proved aesthetic outcome. To the authors’ knowledge, this review represents the
largest series of microsurgical breast reconstructions following nipple-sparing
mastectomies.
Methods: All patients undergoing nipple-sparing mastectomy with microsurgi-
cal immediate breast reconstruction treated at New York University Medical
Center (2007–2011) were identified. Patient demographics, breast cancer his-
tory, intraoperative details, complications, and revision operations were exam-
ined. Descriptive statistical analysis, including t test or regression analysis, was
performed.
Results: In 51 patients, 85 free flap breast reconstructions (n � 85) were
performed. The majority of flaps were performed for prophylactic indications
[n � 55 (64.7 percent)], mostly through vertical incisions [n � 40 (47.0 per-
cent)]. Donor sites included abdominally based [n � 66 (77.6 percent)], pro-
funda artery perforator [n � 12 (14.1 percent)], transverse upper gracilis [n �
6 (7.0 percent)], and superior gluteal artery perforator [n � 1 (1.2 percent)]
flaps. The most common complications were mastectomy skin flap necrosis
[n � 11 (12.7 percent)] and nipple necrosis [n � 11 (12.7 percent)]. There was
no correlation between mastectomy skin flap or nipple necrosis and choice of
incision, mastectomy specimen weight, body mass index, or age (p � 0.05).
However, smoking history was associated with nipple necrosis (p � 0.01).
Conclusions: This series represents a high-volume experience with nipple-spar-
ing mastectomy followed by immediate microsurgical reconstruction. When
appropriately executed, it can deliver low complication rates. (Plast. Reconstr.
Surg. 131: 139e, 2013.)
CLINICAL QUESTION/LEVEL OF EVIDENCE: Therapeutic, IV.

Nipple-sparing mastectomy is being increas-
ingly performed in practice, for both ther-
apeutic and prophylactic indications.1–3

The rise in nipple-sparing mastectomy marks the
latest stage in the evolution of extirpative surgery
for breast cancer. In the appropriately selected
breast cancers, the potential aesthetic benefits of
preserving the nipple-areola complex are obvious.
The advantages extend beyond cosmetic results, as
nipple-sparing mastectomy can impact functional
outcomes and patient satisfaction.4 As it is difficult
to match the native nipple’s projection, size, color,
shape, texture, position, and sensation, varying

degrees of patient dissatisfaction can exist with
sacrifice of the nipple-areola complex in other
types of mastectomies.3

Preservation of the nipple-areola complex is a pro-
cedure that warrants serious consideration and preop-
erativeevaluation,despite its increasingpopularity.5–17

Multiple centers have reported their experience
and indications for prophylactic and therapeutic
nipple-sparing mastectomy.1,2,18–22 Preservation of
the nipple-areola complex in breast cancer pa-
tients has been advocated for early disease when
clear margins are obtained under the nipple-are-
ola complex.23–25 Spear and colleagues have re-
ported that nipple-sparing mastectomy can be
safely used in oncologic cases with smaller (tumor
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size �3 cm), peripheral breast cancers (�2 cm
from the nipple-areola complex), with clinically
negative lymphadenopathy.1,2 For prophylactic in-
dications, many centers have similarly reported no
untoward oncologic sequelae with the use of nip-
ple-sparing mastectomy.23–25 Aside from the inclu-
sion criteria, many other factors influence the out-
come of patients undergoing nipple-sparing
mastectomy. These can include the experience of
the surgical team, choice of incision, location of
disease, breast size, degree of breast ptosis, and
how effectively breast tissue is removed from be-
hind the nipple and areola.

Breast reconstruction following nipple-spar-
ing mastectomy is just as challenging, with its own
set of considerations and principles. Managing the
mastectomy skin envelope, controlling the nipple
position, and determining the number of recon-
structive stages are just some of the challenges.
Furthermore, both prosthetic and autologous re-
constructions each have their own specific set of
considerations. The degree of intraoperative ex-
pansion, the role of acellular dermal matrix, and
the decision regarding direct implant placement
are just some of the issues that surround implant-
based reconstruction. Flap selection, use of a skin
paddle, and the method of postoperative free flap
monitoring are important decisions to make with
autologous reconstructions.

There are various reports detailing experience
with prosthetic reconstruction following nipple-
sparing mastectomy.1–3 However, there is a paucity
of studies examining autologous reconstruction
(in particular, microsurgical breast reconstruc-
tion) following preservation of the nipple-areola
complex. Those that do exist are limited in vol-
ume. The authors review their experience with
nipple-sparing mastectomy and its reconstruction
at a single institution. To our knowledge, this pa-
tient cohort represents the largest series of autol-
ogous breast reconstructions following nipple-
sparing mastectomies.

PATIENTS AND METHODS
All patients treated with nipple-sparing mas-

tectomy at the Institute of Reconstructive Plastic
Surgery at New York University were identified.
From this cohort, women who underwent imme-
diate microsurgical autologous reconstruction
were selected for further examination. The study
period extended from October of 2007 to Novem-
ber of 2011. A multidisciplinary team evaluated all
patients. Patients with less than 6 months’ fol-
low-up were excluded from the study.

Nipple-sparing mastectomy was presented to
eligible women with breast cancers amenable to
nipple-sparing mastectomy or as a prophylactic
option for risk reduction in selected patients. The
indications, benefits, risks, and alternatives to nip-
ple-sparing mastectomy were discussed. This oc-
curred between the patient and extirpative sur-
geon and was reinforced by the reconstructive
surgeon.

With institutional review board approval, the
charts and records of all these patients were re-
viewed. Patient demographics, breast cancer his-
tory, intraoperative details, complications, and
revision operations were all examined. Demo-
graphic information included age, body mass in-
dex, and race. Medical comorbidities and smoking
history were also examined.

Risk factors for breast cancer, including BRCA
positivity, were documented. In oncologic cases,
the stage of cancer and need for chemotherapy or
radiation treatments was noted. History of prior
breast operations was also elicited.

Intraoperative details included type of free
flap, recipient vessel choice, mastectomy speci-
men weight, and flap size. Although mastectomy
specimen and flap weights were reviewed, degree
of preoperative breast ptosis was not routinely re-
corded and therefore not assessed. Charts were
reviewed for postoperative complications, includ-
ing partial or total flap loss, nipple necrosis, mas-
tectomy skin flap necrosis, infection, hematoma,
and fat necrosis. Donor-site complications were
also documented. Revision operations performed
within the study period were all recorded. Recip-
ient- and donor-site revisions were for contour
deformities or irregularities. Hernias and abdom-
inal wall morbidity were noted as complications.

Statistical analyses were descriptive (mean,
SEM, and range). When appropriate, compari-
sons were made using the t test. Regression anal-
ysis was used to determine the influence of mas-
tectomy specimen weight, body mass index,
smoking history, and incision type on complica-
tion rates.

RESULTS
During the study period (2007–2011), 51 pa-

tients were identified as having nipple-sparing
mastectomy with immediate microsurgical breast
reconstruction at the Institute of Reconstructive
Plastic Surgery at New York University. In these 51
patients, 85 breasts received 85 free flap breast
reconstructions. Seventeen patients had unilateral
reconstructions (17 flaps), and 34 patients had
bilateral flaps (68 flaps). Of the 85 reconstruc-
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tions, five flaps were performed in the years 2007–
2008, eight flaps were performed in the years
2008–2009, 24 flaps were performed in the years
2009–2010, and 48 flaps were performed in the years
2010–2011 (Fig. 1). Tables 1 through 3 summarize
the data.

Demographics
The mean age of the patients was 47.8 � 8.0

years (range, 35 to 60 years). The average body
mass index was 24.6 � 3.4 kg/m2 (range, 18 to 34
kg/m2). The majority of flaps were performed in
Caucasian women [n � 73 flaps (85.9 percent)].
The others were performed in African Americans
[n � 4 flaps (4.7 percent)], Hispanics [n � 4 flaps
(4.7 percent)], and Asians [n � 4 flaps (4.7 per-
cent)]. At the time of surgery, none of the patients
were smokers. However, a minority of flaps [n �
16 flaps (18.8 percent)] were performed in pa-
tients who were former smokers. Former smokers
were defined as those who had a smoking history
but who had not smoked in the 6 weeks immedi-
ately preceding their operation. Nicotine levels
were checked in these patients.

Breast Cancer History
The majority of flaps were performed for pro-

phylactic indications [n � 55 flaps (64.7 per-
cent)]. Almost half (43 percent) of these flaps
were in women who were BRCA-positive (n � 24
flaps).

Of the flaps that were performed for recon-
struction following oncologic extirpations [n � 30
flaps (35.3 percent)], the majority of flaps were for
stage 0 breast cancers [n � 19 flaps (22.4 per-

Fig. 1. The number of microsurgical reconstructions performed for nip-
ple-sparing mastectomies per year at the Institute of Reconstructive Plas-
tic Surgery during the study period.

Table 1. Patient Demographics

Value

No. of flaps 85
Unilateral 17
Bilateral 34

Mean age 48 yr
Mean BMI 24.6 kg/m2

Race, no. of flaps (%)
Caucasian 73 (85.9)
Black 4 (4.7)
Hispanic 4 (4.7)
Asian 4 (4.7)

Smoking history, no. of flaps (%)
Nonsmoker 69 (81.8)
Former smoker 16 (18.8)
Smoker 0 (0)

BMI, body mass index.

Table 2. Surgical Procedure

Value

NSM incision, no. of breasts (%)
Vertical 40 (47.0)
Lateral 24 (28.2)
Inverted-T pattern 15 (17.6)
Inframammary 6 (7.1)

Flaps, no. (%)
DIEP 57 (67.1)
MS-TRAM 5 (5.9)
SIEA 2 (2.4)
Stacked DIEP 2 (2.4)
PAP 12 (14.1)
TUG 6 (7)
SGAP 1 (1.2)

Mean weight, g
Mastectomy specimen 406.9
Flap 481.7

NSM, nipples-paring mastectomy; MS, muscle-sparing; TRAM, trans-
verse rectus abdominis musculocutaneous; SIEA, superficial inferior
epigastric artery; PAP, profunda artery perforator; TUG, transverse
upper gracilis; SGAP, superior gluteal artery perforator.
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cent)]. The remainder were performed for stage
1 [n � 5 flaps (5.9 percent)], stage 2 [n � 3 flaps
(3.5 percent)], and stage 3 [n � 2 flaps (2.4 per-
cent)] breast cancers. There was one flap (1.2
percent) performed after extirpation of a phyl-
lodes tumor.

One flap (1.2 percent) was performed after a
history of previous breast irradiation, whereas two
flaps (2.4 percent) received adjuvant radiation.
Two flaps (2.4 percent) were performed after neo-
adjuvant chemotherapy, whereas adjuvant chemo-
therapy was administered after three flaps (3.5
percent).

Surgical Procedure
In reconstructions following nipple-sparing

mastectomy, mastectomy incisions are drawn co-
operatively with the extirpative surgeon. Incision
placement in the majority of breasts undergoing
nipple-sparing mastectomy was a vertical one start-
ing from the inferior nipple edge and extending
below it [n � 40 breasts (47.0 percent)]. The
remainder of nipple-sparing mastectomies were
performed through lateral (n � 24 breasts (28.2
percent)], inverted-T pattern [n � 15 breasts
(17.6 percent)], or inframammary [n � 6 breasts
(7.1 percent)] incisions. Lateral incisions started
from the lateral edge of the nipple and extended
laterally. The length of the incisions varied among
the patients. In ptotic or large-volume breasts, longer
incisions were used for ease of recipient-site expo-
sure and managing the mastectomy skin envelope.

The reconstructive plastic surgeons at the In-
stitute of Reconstructive Plastic Surgery can offer
the full range of microsurgical breast reconstruc-
tion, including a wide spectrum of alternatives to
the deep inferior epigastric artery perforator flap
(DIEP). Nonetheless, the majority of flaps per-
formed were abdominally based [n � 66 flaps
(77.6 percent)]. Of these 66 free flaps, 57 were
DIEP, five were muscle-sparing transverse rectus
abdominis musculocutaneous, two were superfi-
cial inferior epigastric artery, and two were stacked
DIEP flaps. When abdominal tissue was not avail-

able or contraindicated, alternative flaps included
profunda artery perforator [n � 12 flaps (14.1
percent)], transverse upper gracilis [n � 6 flaps
(7.0 percent)], or superior gluteal artery perfora-
tor [n � 1 flap (1.2 percent)] flaps.

Recipient vessels in all 85 flaps were the inter-
nal mammary artery and vein. Thoracodorsal ves-
sels were not needed in any of the cases. All mi-
crovascular anastomoses was performed with an
operating microscope. In the majority of flaps,
recipient-site exposure was performed through re-
section of the third rib [n � 65 flaps (76.5 per-
cent)]. The mean mastectomy specimen weight
was 406.9 � 186.5 g (range, 190 to 935 g), and the
mean flap weight was 481.7 � 193.7 g (range, 192
to 1010 g).

Complications
Examination of adverse events following 85

autologous reconstructions demonstrated that
mastectomy skin flap necrosis was the most com-
mon complication [n � 11 cases (12.7 percent)].
This was followed by partial nipple necrosis [n �
7 cases (8.2 percent)], complete nipple necrosis
[n � 4 cases (4.7 percent)], fat necrosis [n � 6
cases (7.6 percent)], infection [n � 2 cases (2.4
percent)], abdominal wound dehiscence [n � 1
case (1.2 percent)], and hematoma [n � 1 case
(1.2 percent)]. Of the 11 reconstruction cases
complicated by mastectomy skin flap necrosis, five
(5.9 percent) had both mastectomy skin flap and
partial/complete nipple necrosis. There were two
cases (2.4 percent) of breast cancer detected on
histopathologic examination of a subareolar bi-
opsy specimen. These patients required postop-
erative nipple-sparing mastectomy extirpation.
Postoperatively, flap reexploration was needed in
one case of venous thrombosis (1.2 percent). This
was salvaged in the operating room, within 24
hours postoperatively. There were no partial or
total flap losses.

Analysis failed to demonstrate a relationship
between nipple/mastectomy skin flap necrosis
and age, incision placement, mastectomy speci-
men weight, or body mass index (p � 0.05). For
mastectomy skin necrosis, there was no influence
of smoking history. However, there was a correla-
tion between smoking history and nipple necrosis
(p � 0.01), as former smokers were more likely to
have nipple ischemia.

Revision Surgery
Donor-site revision was performed after 30

flaps (35.3 percent), whereas revision of the re-

Table 3. Complications

No. of Cases (%)

Mastectomy skin flap necrosis 11 (12.7)
Partial nipple necrosis 7 (8.2)
Complete nipple necrosis 4 (4.7)
Fat necrosis 6 (7.6)
Infection 2 (2.4)
Abdominal wound dehiscence 1 (1.2)
Hematoma 1 (1.2)
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constructed site was performed in 38 breasts (44.7
percent). Fat grafting was used in 25 recon-
structed breasts (29.4 percent). The mean volume
of fat augmentation was 163.6 � 117.2 ml (range,
45 to 564 ml).

DISCUSSION
Nipple-sparing mastectomy represents the lat-

est in extirpative breast cancer surgery. At the
Institute of Reconstructive Plastic Surgery, nipple-
sparing mastectomy is gaining popularity. Each
year during the study period, the number of au-
tologous reconstructions for nipple-sparing mas-
tectomies increased (Fig. 1). Nipple-sparing mas-
tectomy also shows increasing prevalence for
prophylactic indications, as the majority [n � 55
flaps (64.7 percent)] of reconstructions in this
series were for prophylactic cases. This is similar to
the results reported by Spear et al. and Chen et al.,
in which the majority (70 percent and 65 percent,
respectively) of their reconstructions were follow-
ing prophylactic nipple-sparing mastectomies.1–3

Ensuring optimal outcomes, including risk re-
duction and nipple-areola complex preservation,
requires vigilant preoperative evaluation and at-
tentive execution. Multiple centers have reported
on inclusion criteria for oncologic cases. Discus-
sion of these criteria extends beyond the scope of
this report.1,2,18–22 However, the decision to per-
form nipple-sparing mastectomy is a collaborative
one at New York University, including a thorough
discussion among the patient, extirpative surgeon,
and reconstructive plastic surgeon. Aside from in-
clusion criteria, there are other factors, unique to
nipple-sparing mastectomy, that can influence the
outcome. These include the experience of the
surgical team, choice of incision, breast size, de-
gree of breast ptosis, and how effectively breast
tissue is removed from behind the nipple and
areola.

Breast reconstruction following nipple-spar-
ing mastectomy has its own set of factors that can
influence the outcome of the reconstruction.
Managing the mastectomy skin envelope and con-
trolling the nipple position are critical to the aes-
thetic outcome. For patients undergoing recon-
struction with free tissue transfer, the choice of
flap, use of a skin paddle, and the method of
postoperative free flap monitoring are additional
considerations to ensure optimal results.

The cohort of patients in this report repre-
sents a series of solely autologous reconstructions
performed at a single institution. The large vol-
ume of 85 flaps in 51 patients, to our knowledge,
represents the largest reported series of microsur-

gical breast reconstructions following nipple-spar-
ing mastectomies. From this high volume of pa-
tients come important data that help shed light on
the factors influencing outcome in reconstruction
of nipple-sparing mastectomy extirpations.

Incision Placement, Breast Size, and Ptosis
Incision placement in nipple-sparing mastec-

tomy influences mastectomy exposure, access to
subareolar tissue, and ease of autologous recon-
struction. In this series, the majority of nipple-
sparing mastectomies and immediate autologous
breast reconstructions were performed through
vertical [n � 40 breasts (47.0 percent)] or lateral
[n � 24 breasts (28.2 percent)] incisions. This is
similar to the experience of other institutions.3
These incisions were preferred, as they allowed
the extirpative surgeon to access the breast and
possibly perform a sentinel lymph node biopsy or
axillary lymphadenectomy. These approaches also
allowed preservation of breast contour and mod-
ification of the mastectomy skin envelope. For the
ptotic or large breasts, the extensions also enabled
reduction of the skin flaps. At the time of microsur-
gical reconstruction, no concomitant mastopexy
procedures (i.e., deepithelialization around the nip-
ple-areola complex) are performed. To address
these patients, Spear and colleagues have described
a staged mastopexy or reduction, performed initially
to reduce the skin envelope and reposition the nip-
ple-areola complex.1,2 The planned nipple-sparing
mastectomy follows weeks or months later.

The inframammary approach was the least fre-
quently used in our series [n � 6 breasts (7.1
percent)]. The incision has aesthetic advantages;
however, the authors believe that it is most appro-
priate in smaller breasts. In larger, more ptotic
breasts, superomedial and superolateral visual-
ization afforded by the inframammary approach
can be challenging. This can make visualization
of the recipient site and subsequent microsur-
gery difficult.

Nipple Positioning and Mastectomy Skin
Envelope

The mobility of skin flaps can make control of
postoperative nipple position challenging. This is
especially true in larger, more ptotic breasts. In
this series of nipple-sparing mastectomy recon-
structions, the mean flap weight (481.7 g) was
higher than the mean mastectomy specimen
weight (406.9 g). Therefore, the flap often fills the
skin envelope, thus preventing nipple-areola com-
plex migration. However, there may be cases of
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mismatch between the mastectomy skin envelope
and the reconstruction volume. In this event, the
nipple-areola complex position can be controlled
with an absorbable stitch from the subareolar tis-
sue to the flap.

Preoperative nipple-areola complex asymme-
tries should be identified to the patient. Preexist-
ing irregularities add an additional variable in the
challenge of controlling postoperative nipple po-
sition. In this series, the average reconstructed
breast was larger than the mean mastectomy spec-
imen weight. Consequently, any preoperative

asymmetries could be accentuated, contributing
to patient dissatisfaction.

Mastectomy skin flap necrosis can be a chal-
lenging postoperative complication to manage.
In this series, there were 11 autologous recon-
structions (12.7 percent) complicated by isch-
emia and necrosis of the mastectomy skin en-
velope. These occurred early in the study period
as the surgical team gained experience with nip-
ple-sparing mastectomy. For institutions em-
barking on nipple-sparing mastectomy, this issue
requires careful consideration. If there is an in-

Fig. 2. (Above) The patient is shown before left prophylactic nipple-sparing mastectomy.
(Below) Patient’s appearance 1 month after immediate reconstruction with a left profunda
artery perforator flap.
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traoperative suspicion of ischemia resulting from
clinical examination or fluorescent angiography,
the reconstructive surgeon may wish to delay com-
plete deepithelialization of the flap. Flap skin un-
der areas of compromised mastectomy flaps can
remain until these worrisome areas have declared
themselves. At a later stage, 7 to 10 days, the pa-
tient can be brought to the operating room for
removal of either necrotic mastectomy envelope
or unwanted flap skin. This was performed in two
patients.

Flap Type and Postoperative Monitoring
The full spectrum of donor sites for microsur-

gical breast reconstruction was performed in this
series, including DIEP, muscle-sparing transverse
rectus abdominis musculocutaneous, superficial
inferior epigastric artery, profunda artery perfo-
rator, transverse upper gracilis, and superior glu-
teal artery perforator flaps. In all 85 of these flaps,
there was one case (1.2 percent) of microvascular
thrombosis. The venous thrombosis was detected
within postoperative day 1, and the flap was sal-
vaged. There were no cases of partial or total flap
loss. As previously demonstrated, experience with
microvascular surgery is indispensable to good
outcomes in autologous breast reconstruction.26

Expertise in alternative donor sites is just as
important as having experience with abdominally
based flaps. The mean body mass index in this
series was 24.6 and the lowest body mass index was
18. In addition to inadequate abdominal adipos-
ity, patients can present with other contraindica-
tions (i.e., subcostal scar or previous abdominal
surgery). Nineteen of the 85 breast reconstruc-
tions (22.4 percent) were from alternative donor

sites. There is no criterion standard alternative
donor site. Rather, the decision is based on eval-
uating the various alternative donor sites (e.g.,
posterior thigh, medial thigh, buttock). The re-
gion that can provide the most tissue with the least
donor-site morbidity is selected.

Intraoperatively, the choice to bury the flap or
leave a small skin paddle can have implications for
postoperative flap monitoring. When internaliz-
ing the flap, monitoring will be dependent on an
implantable Doppler probe. Other, less specific
postoperative parameters that can be followed in-
clude drain output, breast size, and percutaneous
Doppler examination. Choosing to externalize a
skin paddle from the flap can allow for means of
traditional monitoring, including color, capillary re-
fill, and pencil Doppler examination. As in our se-
ries, this decision was ultimately influenced by the
surgeon’s comfort and the institutional experience.

Complications
The most common complication in this series

was mastectomy skin flap necrosis. All cases oc-
curred early in the study period and may reflect
early institutional experience with nipple-sparing
mastectomy (Fig. 1). Further analysis failed to re-
veal any relationship between mastectomy flap ne-
crosis and incision placement, mastectomy speci-
men weight, body mass index, or smoking history.
The latter was an unexpected finding, as smoking
history correlated with nipple necrosis but not
mastectomy skin flap necrosis.

Nipple ischemia and necrosis were similarly
prevalent. In this cohort of reconstructions, there
were seven cases (8.2 percent) of partial and four
cases (4.7 percent) of complete nipple necrosis.

Fig. 3. (Left) Preoperative view and (right) postoperative appearance after bilateral nipple-sparing mastectomies and
immediate deep inferior epigastric artery perforator flap reconstruction.
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These rates of nipple loss are commensurate
with those reported in other series.3,27–29 Recon-
structions troubled with partial nipple necrosis
were allowed to heal by secondary intention.
Complete nipple necrosis needed conventional
nipple reconstruction.

There have been reports that choice of inci-
sion placement in nipple-sparing mastectomy can
influence nipple necrosis rates. When using a lat-
eral or radial incision, Stolier and colleagues have
noted no cases of nipple necrosis.30 In this series,
there was no correlation between incision place-
ment and nipple necrosis. Similarly, there was no
relationship between nipple ischemia and mastec-
tomy specimen weight, body mass index, or age.
However, patients with a history of smoking were
more likely to have nipple necrosis.

Limitations
This report reflects the outcomes following

the largest reported series, to date, of autologous
breast reconstructions for nipple-sparing mastec-
tomies. Various donor sites are used in the patient
cohort, including those from the abdomen, buttock,
and medial and posterior thigh. Demographic data,
breast cancer data, intraoperative details, and com-
plications are examined to elucidate factors that in-
fluence nipple-sparing mastectomy and its recon-
struction. There are, however, some limitations to
the study. The methodology did not enable prospec-
tive evaluation of nipple sensation, patient satisfac-
tion, or aesthetic outcomes. Despite these limita-
tions, the authors believe the findings in this report
positively contribute to the growing body of litera-
ture surrounding reconstruction following nipple-
sparing mastectomy.

CONCLUSION
Nipple-sparing mastectomy followed by micro-

surgical reconstruction, for carefully selected pa-
tients, can be safely performed with low compli-
cation rates (Figs. 2 and 3).

Jamie P. Levine, M.D.
530 First Avenue, Suite 8Y

New York, N.Y. 10016
jamie.levine@nyumc.org
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