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BACKGROUND

« Aesthetic medicine has evolved from targeting individual treatment areas to a more global
approach of facial rejuvenation (i.e. pan-facial treatment).

+ Amultimodal approach to pan-facial aesthetic treatment has not been systematically
evaluated in controlled clinical studies. As a resull there is a paucity of universal best
practices

« HARMONY™ was the first clinical tral to evaluate the impact of combined treatment with
hyaluronic acid fillers, onabotulinumtoxinA, and bimatoprost 0.03% using a range of
validated measures

+ Objective: Understand the treatment strategies that enabled the clinical sites with the
highest improvements on the Primary Endpoint (FACE-Q Satisfaction with Face Overall)
10 achieve incrementally greater results, as compared to those sites with the
lowest improvements

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study Design

« Data from the clinical sites with the lowest (2 sites) and highest (2 sites) improvements
based on the primary endpoint (FACE-Q Satisfaction with Face Overall) were separated to
understand “how” the highest improvements were achieved
« Note that all clinical sites exhibited a significant improvement

« Acomparative analysis of the treatment characteristics (e.g. product selection, injection
location, and injection volume) was performed to understand the factors enabling the highest
performing sites to achieve incrementally greater improvements.
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RESULTS

Efficacy Outcomes
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