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Objective: To evaluate the outcomes of the patients at 1-year post cochlear implantation emphasized on audiological outcomes.
Materials and Method: Retrospective study of hearing response follow in three, six, and 12 months of 143 ears undergoing
cochlear implantation between 1995 and 2009. Only 77 ears were found to have the completed data for analysis. Deaf patients
were categorized into five groups in which they were operated by four different cochlear implant devices. The two parameters
used to evaluate the outcomes included the aided response (AR), assessing the hearing threshold of cochlear implant user, and
the Categories of Auditory Performance (CAP) which assess their auditory receptive abilities.

Results: Demographic data showed male: female ratio was 4:3. Age ranged from 2 to 68 years. Although the aided hearing
threshold among five groups of deafness showed improvement without statistical difference, the auditory ability showed
significance higher score in post-lingual than pre-lingual deaf patients (p < 0.05). Patients with aural communication prior
to surgery also showed higher auditory ability than those without aural communication (p < 0.05). The outcomes of CAP were
analyzed among patients operated with different cochlear implant devices. Users with Pulsar CI 100 Opus 2, HiRes 90K
Auria, and HiRes 90 K Harmony showed better auditory ability than with Combi 40+ Tempo+. Both mean scores of AR
and CAP were higher at six and 12 months than at three months. At 12 months the scores were higher than at six months
(p < 0.05).

Conclusions: Cochlear implant surgery resulted in good hearing, however the improvement of speech understanding need
more time to practice. Patients using cochlear implant at 12 months showed more improvement of hearing and performance
than those using for less than 12 months.
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Cochlear implantation is safe and effective for
treatment of profound deaf in adults and children. It
increases the likelihood of children to remain in
mainstream education and seems to improve academic
performance). In the previous report®, we described
the results of the cochlear implantation emphasized on
the clinical and surgical outcomes. The present study
will report the audiological outcomes at 1-year post
cochlear implantation between groups of deafness
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and between different cochlear implant devices in
Ramathibodi Hospital.

Material and Method

This was a retrospective review of hearing
response of 143 ears operated with cochlear
implantation in Ramathibodi Hospital between 1995
and 2009. Since the hearing outcomes should be
assessed in continuum of three, six, and 12 months,
only 77 ears were found to have the completed data
but large enough for statistical analysis. The present
study was approved by the committee on human
rights related to research involving human subjects at
Faculty of Medicine Ramathibodi Hospital, Mahidol
University.
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Patient selection

Seventy-seven cochlear implant patients
were categorized into five groups.

Group 1: Pre-lingual deaf patients age 0-3
years

Group 2: Pre-lingual deaf patients with aural
communication age 4-7 years

Group 3: Pre-lingual deaf patients with aural
communication age > 8 years

Group 4: Pre-lingual deaf patients without
aural communication

Group 5: Post-lingual deaf patients

Cochlear implant devices

Prior to surgery, the eligible patients and
their relatives were invited to attend the cochlear
implant advisory clinic, which gave the basic
knowledge of the cochlear implant devices and
surgical method including risks and complications®.
They were allowed to make their own decision in
choosing the currently available models at that time in
the hospital.

From the present study, the recruited
patients were operated with four different cochlear
implant devices.

Device 1: Combi 40+ cochlear implant system
and the Tempo+ behind the ear speech processor from
MED-EL (MED-EL, Innsbruck, Austria)

Device 2: Pulsar CI 100 cochlear implant
system and the Opus 2 behind the ear speech processor
from MED-EL (MED-EL, Innsbruck, Austria)

Device 3: HiRes 90K cochlear implant system
and the Auria behind the ear speech processor from
AB (Advanced Bionics Corporation, Valencia, CA,
US.A)

Device 4: HiRes 90K cochlear implant system
and the Harmony behind the ear speech processor
from AB (Advanced Bionics Corporation, Valencia, CA,
US.A)

Audiological evaluation

Patients undergoing cochlear implantation
were evaluated with two audiological parameters: Aided
response (AR) and Categories of Auditory Performance
(CAP). AR is the hearing sensitivity threshold after
aided with cochlear implant. The score of AR represents
the average threshold of four frequencies (500, 1000,
2000, and 4000 Hertz), therefore the lower the score
of AR, the better the patient’s hearing. CAP is the
functional performance evaluation that was developed
as a part of assessment of the Nottingham Cochlear
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Implant Program and has been designed as a global
assessment of auditory receptive abilities®. The
present study used the version that has been
modified for the Thai language®. The score of CAP
comprises of a nonlinear scale on which patient’s
developing auditory abilities can be rated in eight
categories of increasing difficulty from level 0-7,
which ranges from no awareness of sound to using
the telephone®. The scores of AR and CAP were
assessed at three, six and 12 months.

Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis was done using descriptive
statistics and two-way repeated measure ANOVA.
Due to variation of sphericity assumed, the present
study used Mauchly’s test of sphericity: epsilon
(Huynh-Feldt) for rebustness of statistical hypothesis
testing®. A p-value of less than 0.05 was considered
statistical significant difference.

Results
Demographic results of 77 cases (Table 1)

The results showed that there were 44 male
and 33 female. Candidates’ age range from 2 to 68 years
old (median age 11 years old). Pre-operative evaluation
revealed 17 patients were pre-lingual deaf young
children age 0-3 years, 24 patients were pre-lingual
deaf patients who used hearing aids and aural
communication in which 16 cases were children
4-7 years and eight cases were 8 years and over,
23 cases were pre-lingual deaf patients without aural
communication, these included those using sign
language, and lastly 13 cases were post-lingual deaf
patients.

Among the MED-EL cochlear implant
devices, 34 and 17 ears received the Device 1 (Combi
40+ Tempo+) and Device 2 (Pulsar CI 100 Opus 2),
respectively. Among the AB cochlear implant devices,
10 ears received the Device 3 (HiRes 90K Auria) and
16 ears received the Device 4 (HiRes 90K Harmony).

The results of AR

The scores of AR on different groups of
deafness

The mean scores of AR between five groups
of deaf patients were similar and were not statistical
significant difference. However when compared the
mean scores of AR between three time-intervals at
three, six, and 12 months, it revealed that at least
two time-intervals had statistical difference (p <0.001).
The mean scores of AR at six and 12 months were
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Table 1. Demographic data of patients (n = 77)

Demographic data Frequency Percentage
Gender
Male 44 57.1
Female 33 429
Age (age range from 2 years old to 68 years old; median age 11 years old)
Groups of deaf patients
Gr. 1: pre-lingual deaf patients 0-3 years 17 22.0
Gr. 2: pre-lingual deaf patients with aural/oral communication 4-7 years 16 20.8
Gr. 3: pre-lingual deaf patients with aural/oral communication > 8 years 8 10.4
Gr. 4: pre-lingual deaf patients without aural/oral communication 23 29.9
Gr. 5: post-lingual deaf patients 13 16.9
Type of devices
MED-EL device
Combi 40+ Tempo+ (device 1) 34 44.1
Pulsar CI 100 Opus 2 (device 2) 17 22.1
AB device
HiRes 90K Auria (device 3) 10 13.0
HiRes 90K Harmony (device 4) 16 20.8
shown to be significant lower than at three months, The results of CAP
and at 12 months was significant lower than The scores of CAP on different groups of
at six months (p < 0.05) (Table 2). There was no deafness

interactive effect between the time-intervals and
groups of deaf patient on the mean scores of AR.

The scores of AR on different cochlear
implant devices

The mean scores of AR between patients
operated with different cochlear implant devices were
also analyzed and found that at least two types of
device worn showed significantly difference (p <0.01).
At 12 months, patients operated with Device 4 was
found to have lower mean scores of AR than those
with Device 1 and patients operated with Device 3
and 4 had lower mean scores of AR than those with
Device 2, which were both statistically significant
(p<0.05) (Table 3).

When compared the mean scores of AR
between the time-intervals at 3, 6, and 12 months
among patients operated with different cochlear
implant devices, it revealed that at least two time-
intervals had statistical difference (p < 0.001). The
mean scores of AR at six and 12 months were
significant lower than at three month and at 12 months
was significantly lower than at six month (p < 0.05)
(Table 3). There was no interactive effect between the
time-intervals and groups of patients operated with
different cochlear implant devices on the mean scores
of AR.
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At 12 months, the mean scores of CAP
between five groups of deaf patients revealed that at
least two groups had statistical difference (p < 0.01).
Patients in group 5 had mean scores of CAP
significantly higher than group 1, 2 and 4 (p < 0.05)
and patients in group 3 had mean scores of CAP
significantly higher than group 4 (p <0.05) (Table 2).

When compared between the time-intervals
among five groups of deaf patients at three, six, and
12 months, it revealed that at least two time-intervals
had statistical difference (p < 0.001). It was shown
that the mean scores of CAP at six and12 months
were significantly higher than at three months and at
12 months was significantly higher than at six months
(p < 0.05) (Table 2). There was no interactive effect
between the time-intervals and groups of deaf
patients on the mean scores of CAP.

The scores of CAP on different cochlear
implant devices

The mean scores of CAP between patients
operated with different cochlear implant devices
showed that at least two types of device worn had
mean scores of CAP significantly different (p <0.01). It
revealed that patients operated with cochlear implant
Device 2, 3, and 4 had mean scores of CAP significantly
higher than those using Device 1 (p <0.05) (Table 3).
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The mean scores of CAP between the time-
intervals at three, six, and 12 months among patients
operated with different cochlear implant devices
revealed that at least two time-intervals had statistical
difference (p < 0.001). The mean scores of CAP were
significant higher at six and 12 months than at
three months and at 12 months was significant higher
than at six months (p <0.05) (Table 3). Additionally, it
was shown to have an interactive effect between the
time-intervals and groups of patients operated with
different cochlear implant devices on the mean scores
of CAP (p<0.001).

Discussion

Patients from the present study had a wide
range of age from children to adult, the median being
11 years old. Each had different level of linguistic
ability prior to surgery. Most small children of pre-
lingual deaf were speechless while older age groups
with aural rehabilitation or post-lingual deaf adults
were able to speak and understand of some degree.
Therefore, to select the appropriate evaluation tests
for every patient under different status was difficult
since it depended on the age and level of linguistic
ability prior to the surgery. There was a variety of
methods in evaluation of audiological benefits after
cochlear implantation. Both AR and CAP were the
most appropriate tests for this study. While AR
evaluated the hearing sensitivity threshold, CAP
would evaluate the auditory performance ability. At
the time of fitting the sound processor which was the
first time to hear with cochlear implant, AR would allow
the abrupt improvement of hearing threshold while
CAP need longer time period of practice listening to
reach maximum performance. Therefore, the evaluation
by CAP had to follow the progression along a
continuum certain period.

The hearing threshold with cochlear implant
had shown an improvement in every group of deafness
without statistical significance. For the auditory
ability assessment, patients with post-lingual deaf
had apparently shown significant higher scores of
CAP at all time periods than those who were pre-lingual
deaf. This revealed that those who had linguistic prior
to surgery would be more beneficial from cochlear
implant. Those with aurally educated prior to surgery
also showed the higher scores of CAP than those
without. This could be anticipated that those who
were using aural communication with hearing aids
prior to surgery would be more understandable with
speech after fitting with the cochlear implant sound
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processor and may have the superior result than
those without.

The improvement of both means scores of
AR and CAP at six and12 months had confirmed the
importance of the aural rehabilitation program after
cochlear implantation.

From the present study, the comparison of
audiological outcomes between different cochlear
implant devices revealed that there were improvements
of hearing threshold in users with HiRes 90K Harmony
than with Combi 40+ Tempo+, and with HiRes 90K
Auria and HiRes 90K Harmony than with Pulsar CI 100
Opus 2. In terms of auditory ability performance,
cochlear implant users with Pulsar CI 100 Opus 2,
HiRes 90K Auria and HiRes 90 K Harmony, which were
the three newer models, achieved better performance
than with Combi 40+ Tempo+. Since Combi 40+ Tempo-+
was the older model, therefore, the newer ones appeared
to be more beneficial.

The present study of mean scores of AR
showed no interactive effect between the time-
intervals and groups of deaf patients, or between the
time-intervals and different cochlear implant devices.
The present study of mean scores of CAP showed
different results. Although there was no interactive
effect between the time-intervals and groups of
deaf patients, there was an interactive effect between
the time-intervals and different cochlear implant
devices. It revealed that at the first 3-month period of
rehabilitation, the mean scores of CAP were highest in
order from patients who were using HiRes 90K Auria,
Pulsar CI 100 Opus 2, HiRes 90K Harmony and
Combi 40+ Tempo+, respectively. At 6-month period of
rehabilitation, the pattern of mean scores of CAP had
changed and were found to be highest in order from
patients who were using HiRes 90K Auria, HiRes 90K
Harmony, Pulsar CI 100 Opus 2 and Combi 40+ Tempo+,
respectively, and resumed the same at 12 months. This
interactive effect documented the significantly
developing ability of HiRes 90K Harmony users at the
second and third periods of evaluation. As mention
before, CAP, which evaluated patient’s auditory
ability, need longer time period of practice listening to
reach the maximum performance. The scores of CAP
evaluated at the early post-operative period appeared
to be similar to the ability prior to the surgery and the
more reliable outcomes would be at the 6-month and
12-month evaluations.

The functional success of cochlear implant
surgery depends on both the recipient status and
technology used of each cochlear implant system. The
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technology alone did not guarantee the given benefit
because there were many biological factors that could
affect how well the patient can hear and understand
sound. This hearing potential depended on patient’s
individual basic biological factor, such as the
anatomy of cochlea, age of hearing loss, the duration
of deafness, amount of previous hearing prior to
surgery, and hearing nerve survival. Therefore, to
enable the best benefits of cochlear implant both
good candidate, good surgery and good technology
were joined together.

Conclusion

The actual benefit of cochlear implant users
was the ability to understand speech not only the
hearing of sound. Post-lingual deaf patients achieved
better performance than those with pre-lingual
deafness. Pre-lingual deaf patients with aural
communication prior to surgery achieved better
performance than those who were not using aural
communication. All models of cochlear implant
resulted in improved ability to hear sound, however
the users of Pulsar CI 100 Opus 2, HiRes 90K Auria
and HiRes 90 K Harmony showed better auditory
ability performance than the Combi 40+ Tempo+ users.
HiRes 90K Harmony users showed a significantly
developing ability performance at the second and third
trimester periods of evaluations. The good outcome
can be anticipated from the good candidate, good
technology, and enough length of rehabilitation.

Acknowledgement

The authors wish to thank and honor to
Assoc. Prof. Chanida Kanchanalarp for her being the

J Med Assoc Thai Vol. 94 No. 11 2011

pioneer in cochlear implant surgery in Ramathibodi
Hospital.

Potential conflicts of interest
None.

References

1. Eisenberg LS, Johnson KC, Martinez AS,
Cokely CG, Tobey EA, Quittner AL, et al. Speech
recognition at 1-year follow-up in the childhood
development after cochlear implantation study:
Methods and preliminary findings. Audiol
Neurootol 2006; 11: 259-68.

2. Connor CM, Hieber S, Arts HA, Zwolan TA.
Speech, vocabulary, and the education of
children using cochlear implants: oral or total
communication? J Speech Lang Hear Res 2000;
43:1185-204.

3. Kasemsuwan L, Cheewaruangroj W, Tungkeerati-
chai J, Bhongmakapat T, Thawin C, Lertsukprasert
K, et al. Fourteen-years experience with cochlear
implantation in Ramathibodi Hospital. J] Med
Assoc Thai 2010; 93: 1399-405.

4. Archbold S, Lutman ME, Marshall DH. Categories
of Auditory Performance. Ann Otol Rhinol
Laryngol Suppl 1995; 166: 312-4.

5. Thawin C, Kanchanalarp C, Lertsukprasert K,
Cheewaruangroj W, Khantapasuantara K,
Ruencharoen S. Auditory performance of cochlear
implant children aged 2-5 years. ] Med Assoc Thai
2006; 89:1923-7.

6. Ho R. Handbook of univariate and multivariate
data analysis and interpretation with SPSS.
New York: Chapman&Hall; 2006.

1385



msAnwanislagulugyilienusnlagnsasiuidaadayaulu (cochlear implant) Tu
Tsongnasinigua

AAAT INBNFITT, IT6 TUFRIITAY, g ANNSTATE, BNTE WIANKWAY, NOuMT IAAgULsIaTy,
L\RENAR 034, SAANUN JsadiTena, sA1 A9, WAANE BshiE

Saguszaea ieAnmmanizladu Aamuxalunan 1 0 nrevasnisunsdalagunsnsuidaedoyduly
(cochlear implant) lulsanenuiasinisus

Saquazisms: wlunsnsgeundowanislagunn 3, 6 uaz12 e 143 y Mlafummsagunenl
Suidendayulu souail w.e. 2538 ﬁqﬁ WA, 2552 dsuau 77 y fawnsaifureyalansy uasnanweiia
mmmnm wagtlapeenilu 5 nga mauntsgadenisladu gunsaisudesdayduluilasunisuisa
;umwm 4 gu TumsAnilAneaInnisiiasasian aided response of hearing (AR) Sa3aszaunisladuides
LL@::W? Categories of Auditory Pen‘ormance (CAP) WLﬂum?ﬂ? mummmm?m/gummnmi?mm
HANSANEY: NANIANINUSAIIAMT I NN WL 4:3 91gaaun 2 A9 68 11 wanaAnEINLAIEAY
melaguiiulugasynnan wanisssidiuparuainisadfiaainnisle gudaiganareseiiiloa 1Ay
naialugLaenguitgaydenisladunevaiiniuaadenfouieyuiunguiigydenisladuneudnim
uazlunguiigaudenisladuneuiinamiilasunisinassnimyauasionneu Souieniunguilgade
mslaguneviineualulasunisinnamyauasia gt lugUaeitlasunisaninlagunsnsudeedoy il
?'um'w 7 wmlﬁfmn7?ﬂmﬁumwmmmﬂﬁﬁﬁ@’mm?zg@u ﬁm'f;m'f)z/wﬁu”mf’m”mwwzvﬁﬁiuﬂ/”i/'qs/ﬁ?;
Pu/sar Cl 100 Opus 2, HiRes 90K Auria, and HiRes 90 K Harmony mnm’ww‘léﬂ Combi 40+ Tempo+
mﬂzuuum AR unz CAP mwu’lum?mmwaw 6 uaz 12 Wau NTIITEE 3 WaULIN uaz 7 12 iieu
fn1pzuunganaf 6 e senilad Ay nasi

agl: nsendalavszamyies nanislaBueiaiu uanimfiazienlasyasduneslanainisiina
nsyakazmaTamEMEan s AR ATy T uB 198 EQmm‘“uEQw"vYixiymﬁ;vmmzﬂ\?ﬁﬂd/?u

1386 J Med Assoc Thai Vol. 94 No. 11 2011




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


