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A closer look at Motiva Implants®:
6" GENERATION' NANOSURFACE TECHNOLOGY

Gross nodular texture with irregular areas between nodules.? Nodule
size ranges from 40-100 um in height and 70-150 pm in diameter®

Increases fibroblast planar
alignment, and contracture?
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B <8.1%

Collagen fibers are linearly organized
with no significant difference in
histology compared to that associated
with traditional smooth implants’®

ADVANCED SMOOTH
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Side view (50x)
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® Thousands of contact points per cm?
e Higher peaks than valleys

Promotes fibroblast attachment and a lower expression
of molecules associated to the inflammatory response*®
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Capsule morphology is mostly
flat and thin.

SEM images of fibroblasts (obtained from breast tissue) and macrophages (from THP-1 monocytes cell line, ATCC) growing on different silicone surfaces.
SEM & 3D representation images courtesy of Establishment Labs. Fibroblast & macrophage images courtesy of Prof. Ardeshir Bayat and the University of Manchester.
Siltex® histology reprinted from Journal of the Mechanical Behavior of Biomedical Materials, 2018."2



Breast Implant Classification Based on Surface Type Siltex® has different surface

International Organization for Standardization (ISO-14607:2018)? roughness values for its
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Motiva® Ergonomix® Anatomical Ergonomix® MotivaHybrid®
Round Round TrueFixation® Oval with Puregraft®

Coming soon
(available in select markets)
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Please check regulations for locally approved products.
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