
© Translational Andrology and Urology. All rights reserved.   Transl Androl Urol 2022;11(9):1224-1225 | https://dx.doi.org/10.21037/tau-22-568

This paper provides an excellent review of previous literature 
regarding penile implant biofilms (1). Leong et al. astutely 
describe the shift in microbes responsible for biofilm 
formation in the era of antibiotic-coated implants from 
skin flora to more diverse and virulent organisms. Given 
the limited literature available, the authors also outline how 
urologists can replicate strategies used in other surgical 
fields to prevent biofilm formation (2). 

Infection remains the most feared complication of penile 
implants for both patients and surgeons. With that in mind, 
perhaps the most notable aspect of this scoping review is 
how few studies met inclusion criteria. Of the 11 studies 
the authors included, only 3 explicitly reported the number 
of biofilms identified. The remaining 8 simply mentioned 
culturing biofilms if present. This thorough analysis of the 
available literature should ultimately serve as a clarion call 
for more robust studies on this subject. 
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