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Abstract

Introduction and hypothesis Polypropylene meshes are
frequently used in abdominal and vaginal reconstructive
surgery. Recently, several authors have claimed that mesh-
associated complications may be linked to mesh shrinkage.
We have performed a prospective study with postoperative
follow-up by ultrasound examination at two time points
after Prolift anterior implantation to assess changes in the
ultrasound appearance of mesh implants over time.
Methods We assessed 36 patients who had undergone mesh
implantation with Prolift anterior mesh for the correction
of symptomatic anterior vaginal wall prolapse. During the
surgery, we measured the actual midline length of the mesh
(initial length). On the fourth postoperative day, we
performed a vaginal ultrasound examination (US) to
measure mesh length in the midsagittal plane. A second
US was performed 3—5 months after surgery to repeat this
measurement.

Results There was a significant difference in mesh length
determined before and 4 days after surgery (90.3 vs. 57.1 mm,
P=<0.0001) indicating intraoperative folding. On comparing
early and late postoperative ultrasound measurements, there
was a reduction in length from 57.1 to 48.3 mm (P<0.0001),
indicating possible shrinkage or retraction.
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Conclusions Intraoperative folding seems to be responsible
for a large part of the difference between preoperative (in
vitro) and postoperative (US) measurements of mesh
dimensions, suggesting that surgical techniques may require
adjustment.
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Introduction

Polypropylene meshes are frequently used in abdominal
and vaginal reconstructive surgery. Its use in vaginal
surgery is in the process of becoming routine, but we are
still lacking good quality studies [1]. It is often assumed
that mesh contraction or retraction/shrinkage is a possible
cause of complications such as mesh erosion [2—4].

We know from animal studies that polypropylene mesh
can cause a strong inflammatory reaction that is associated
with retraction or shrinkage of the area occupied with mesh.
The majority of published studies on mesh retraction were
performed on animal abdominal wall [5]. Shrinking of
macroporous polypropylene mesh in such animal models is
described at around 16% for diameters or 28% for mesh
area. The degree of shrinkage seems to depend on type of
mesh, pore size, and on the presence of wound infection
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[5-8]. According to those animal studies, the dimensions of
macroporous polypropylene mesh reach stability after
3 months [5, 9], although, for obvious reasons, long-term
studies are lacking. To date (April 2010), there is no
published data confirming mesh shrinkage or retraction in
humans.

There have been several attempts at describing retraction
of anterior vaginal wall mesh after implantation using
ultrasound. Tunn et al. used introital ultrasound to study
mesh dimensions and reported a reduction of as much as
60% compared to preimplantation length [10]. Velemir et
al. showed an association between clinical prolapse
recurrence and the degree of mesh retraction 1 year after
mesh implantation. Both these studies used only one
postoperative time point, comparing these ultrasound
measurements with preimplantation mesh dimensions;
however, there are at least two mechanisms that could
explain shortening of the mesh after implantation.

Firstly, insufficient spreading of the mesh at the time of
implantation or folding at or shortly after the surgery may
cause an apparent reduction in dimensions. This effect
would be independent of the mesh type and is determined
mainly by dissection and insertion, i.e., surgical technique.
Secondly, inflammatory processes could cause a reduction
in diameters due to collagen deposition and possibly
chemical alteration or degradation of the mesh material.
To distinguish those two mechanisms, one would need at
least two time points for ultrasound measurements. To this
purpose, we undertook a prospective study with postoper-
ative follow-up by vaginal ultrasound at two time points
after Prolift anterior implantation.

Materials and methods

For a prospective observational study, we enrolled 36
patients who underwent a Prolift anterior procedure (Prolift
Anterior™, Gynecare, Ethicon, Sommerville, NJ, USA) for
symptomatic prolapse of the anterior vaginal wall [stage 2
or higher on pelvic organ prolapse quantification system
(POP-Q)].

All patients underwent a preoperative clinical (POP-Q)
and ultrasound examination with GE Voluson 730 Expert
system (GE Medical Systems, Zipf, Austria) equipped with
84 MHz curved array volume transducer and 9-5 MHz
vaginal volume transducer with an acquisition angle of
146°x120°. Ultrasound is the method of choice for imaging
polypropylene mesh implants [11, 12] since these implants
are radiolucent and impossible to image using plain X-ray,
CT, or MR.

The Prolift procedure was performed according to the
original technique [13]. At the time of insertion, the original
mesh length was measured with the ruler before its
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placement. This time point was defined as time point 0,
and the mesh length at this time is the “initial length.” The
mesh was fixed in position with Vicryl Rapid® (Ethicon,
Sommerville, NJ, USA) to prevent peri and early postoperative
slipping (see Fig. 1).

Transvaginal ultrasound was performed on the fourth
day after surgery (time point 1, “early US length”) and at
3-5 months after surgery to measure the mesh length in the
midsagittal plane (time point 2, “late US length”). The
ultrasound operator (KS) was blinded against all earlier
measurements. After introducing the vaginal probe into the
vagina, the proximal and distal ends of the mesh were
localized in the midsagittal plane, and the mesh was traced
and measured. A two-screen mode was used to view those
cases where the entire mesh length could not be accom-
modated on one screen. The viewing needs never exceeded
two screens. Then, the distances from the proximal and the
distal ends of the mesh to the designated corresponding
landmark—either the urethrovesical junction or the ureteral
ridge in case of need for distal corresponding point visible
on both screens—were measured and summated (see
Fig. 2). We had to used the urinary bladder wall landmarks
only due to lack of unmistakable points on the mesh.
Additionally, a 4D volume-rendered cine loop of the entire
mesh length was stored.

All measurements were taken three times—once at the
time of examination and twice from saved 4D volumes
using the proprietary software GE Kretz 4D View v. 7.0
(GE Medical Systems). We used the mean value of all three
measurements for further analysis and we performed intra-
observer reliability correlation (Table 1). The vaginal
approach was chosen to approximate the transducer as

Fig. 1 Prolift anterior mesh folds—at site—before closing the vaginal
skin and stretching of the mesh
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Fig. 2 Vaginal ultrasound mesh
length measurement in
two-screen mode
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closely to the mesh for better visualization and to allow
complete unfolding of the vaginal skin. The visualization
on vaginal ultrasound seemed clearer compared to introital
imaging. This method was evaluated in our pilot series with
different mesh sizes [14].

To check for the consistency of measurements an
interobserver reliability series for each value was performed
on 30 patients by AM from saved volumes with the results
given in Table 1.

The typical measurement error is 3.6% in late US
measurements and 7.7% for the early US scan (see Table 2).

All data were analyzed using the software “statistical
environment R,” version 2.9.1. Continuous data were
summarized as mean with standard deviation or as median
and interquartile range (IQR; for comparisons of different
measurements we used the paired ¢ test. The reliability was
assessed via intraclass correlation coefficient computed on

Table 1 Reliability

ICC CI P value
Intraobserver
Early US length 0.90 0.76 0.95 <0.0001
Late US length 0.97 0.94 0.98 <0.0001
Interobserver
Early US length 0.74 0.51 0.86 <0.0001
Late US length 0.82 0.63 0.91 <0.0001

ICC intraclass correlation; CI confidence interval
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the basis of analysis of variance model (library IRR). All
tests were performed at 5% level of significance.

This study was approved by the local ethics committee
and all participated patients gave written informed consent.

Results

We included 36 patients with Prolift anterior with a mean age
of 60.4 years (SD, 10.6); mean height of 163.3 cm (SD, 5.9);
mean weight of 76.2 kg (SD, 11.0); mean body mass index of
28.6 (SD, 3.8); and parity of 2.0 (QR, 1.0). Six patients with
an uneventful postoperative course were not seen by KS for
the early US assessment, and two of them missed the late US
assessment. The initial length of the Prolift anterior group was
measured at 90 mm (range, 90—100 mm). The first ultrasound
was performed on the fourth postoperative day in all patients,
the second ultrasound 119 days after the procedure (median,
119 days; IQR, 94-139 days).

On comparing the intraoperative mesh length with the
ultrasound measurement obtained on the fourth postoperative
day (n=30), there was a marked reduction in midsagittal

Table 2 Measurement errors

Measurement errors Typical error (mm) Typical error (%)

Early US length 39 7.7
Late US length 1.9 3.6

@ Springer



532

Int Urogynecol J (2011) 22:529-533

mesh length 90.3 mm (SD, 1.8) vs. 57.1 mm (SD, 10.0), P<
0.001 (38% initial length reduction). When early and late
ultrasound measurements were compared (2=30, time point
1 and 2), we observed a further reduction of about 15% in
the midsagittal dimensions [57.1 mm (SD, 10.0) vs. 48.3 mm
(SD, 10.2), P<0.001] (Table 3).

Discussion

Ultrasound imaging has been widely used in the follow-up
of tension-free vaginal tapes and has yielded detailed
information on the position and tightness of the tape [11,
12]. Ultrasound is the method of choice for imaging such
implants as macroporous polypropylene meshes are highly
echogenic and cannot be imaged with X-ray, CT, or MR
[15]. Tt is therefore only plausible to use ultrasound imaging
for follow-up after mesh implantation to gain information
about placement and extent of the mesh and, ultimately, to
correlate such findings with clinical success and failure.

In this paper, we present the first clinical imaging study
applying two time points to allow assessment of changes in
mesh dimensions occurring within the first months after
implantation of macroporous polypropylene mesh. The
degree of shrinkage observed by us (approximately 15%)
agrees with data from experimental animal studies using a
similar type of mesh, where shrinkage of between 15% and
28% of the original area was described [5, 7, 16].

It is assumed that macroporous polypropylene mesh
should achieve biological stability after about 3 months,
once the healing process is complete [5, 9]; however,
Letuzey et al. have recently presented long-term ultrasound
data suggesting a linear decrease in mesh dimensions,
implying ongoing contraction/retraction of mesh. Contrary
to our study, however, Letouzey et al. used only a single
time point. In view of the marked effect of surgical
technique on mesh dimensions observed in our study, one
wonders whether the marked difference between implanta-
tions performed over a period of 9 years may rather be due
to changes in surgical technique.

Table 3 Mesh lengths in different time points

Prolift
Number Mean (SD)  95% CI for mean
Time point 0: initial 36 90.3 (1.8) (89.7; 91.0)
length (mm)
Time point 1: early US 30 57.1 (10.0) (53.6; 60.7)
length (mm)
Time point 2: late US 34 48.3 (10.2) (44.7; 52.0)

length (mm)
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Tunn et al. used introital ultrasound to compare
preimplantation mesh length with ultrasound measurements
of mesh length after 6 weeks and showed a reduction in
length of about 60% [10]. This corresponds with the 12%
of length lost when one compares preimplantation length
with measurements obtained at 3—5 months, and it is clear
that most of this loss in length is due to intraoperative
events (i.e., the surgeon) rather than postoperative processes
(i.e., the patient).

Our data does not allow any conclusions as to whether
intraoperative folding or postoperative mesh shrinkage is of
clinical significance. Velemir et al. associated a higher
degree of retraction with recurrence of prolapse [4]. It
seems conceivable that a greater degree of intraoperative
folding, i.e., insufficient spreading of the mesh, would
result in a lesser degree of support of the vaginal wall,
potentially leading to prolapse recurrence; however, given
the much smaller degree or numerical change, this seems
less likely for postoperative retraction or shrinkage, if such
exists.

Based on the assumption of substantial mesh retraction
or shrinkage over time, Feiner et al. conclude that there is a
need for newer graft materials with diminished shrinkage
properties [2]. Our data does not support this conclusion,
and our clinical experience does not support the assumption
of continuous shrinking. We have no prospective longitu-
dinal data to assess symptoms over time; however, our data
clearly suggests that the main means of improving mesh
appearance and dimensions should be a change in surgical
technique and mesh size in order to allow the mesh to be
implanted flat and well spread out, anchored to underlying
tissues in order to prevent immediate postoperative folding.
Imaging techniques can serve to monitor and audit surgical
results as a clinical standard. Together with investing in the
development of new materials, we should focus as well on
improving surgical technique and quality control.

We have to acknowledge several weaknesses of the
current study. We were unable to accurately measure
transverse mesh diameters and consequently have not
attempted to calculate area due to the uneven shape and
width of the mesh. This implies that we are unable to
determine whether the reduction in midsagittal diameters
observed by us may have been due to lateral stretching.
Stretching would be expected once load bearing commen-
ces. Consequently, it seems possible that at least some of
the observed changes in midsagittal diameters may be due
to lateral stretching of the mesh, rather than retraction.
Future studies into postoperative mesh appearances should
include coronal or transverse measurements as well as those
obtained in the midsagittal plane.

Secondly, our data are valid only for Prolift mesh implanted
into the anterior vaginal wall, and our surgical technique may
also have played a significant role; however, most of the
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currently used implants used in pelvic reconstructive surgery
are polypropylene macroporous meshes (amid type I) with
similar pore sizes, and similar results may be expected from
other meshes of the same type.

Conclusion

We observed a large and highly significant difference in
pre- and postoperative dimensions of Prolift anterior mesh.
Most of this difference seemed to be due to intraoperative
folding rather than postoperative mesh retraction. This
raises questions regarding the appropriate size of mesh
implants and insertion technique.

Acknowledgements This work was supported by the Grant Agency
of the Ministry of Health of the Czech Republic, grant NR/9216-3.

Conflicts of interest
Bard, and AMS.

A. Martan provides consultation for Gynecare,

References

1. Maher C, Baessler K, Glazener CM, Adams EJ, Hagen S (2008)
Surgical management of pelvic organ prolapse in women: a short
version Cochrane review. Neurourol Urodyn 27:3—12

2. Feiner B, Maher C (2010) Vaginal mesh contraction: definition,
clinical presentation, and management. Obstet Gynecol 115:325-330

3. Letouzey V, De Tayrac R, Deffieux X, Fernandez H (2008) Long-
term anatomical and functional results after trans-vaginal cystocele
repair using a tension-free polypropylene mesh. Int Urogynecol J
Pelvic Floor Dysfunct 19:S82-S83

4. Velemir L, Amblard J, Fatton B, Savary D, Jacquetin B (2010)
Transvaginal mesh repair of anterior and posterior vaginal wall
prolapse: a clinical and ultrasonographic study. Ultrasound Obstet
Gynecol 35(4):474-480

5. Sergent F, Desilles N, Lacoume Y, Bunel C, Marie JP, Marpeau L
(2009) Experimental biomechanical evaluation of polypropylene

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

prostheses used in pelvic organ prolapse surgery. Int Urogynecol J
Pelvic Floor Dysfunct 20:597-604

. Mamy L, Letouzey J, Lavigne J, Garric X, Mares P, De Tayrac R

(2009) Correlation between contraction and infection of implanted
synthetic meshes, using an animal model of mesh infection. Int
Urogynecol J Pelvic Floor Dysfunct 20:S167

. Cobb WS, Burns JM, Peindl RD, Carbonell AM, Matthews BD,

Kercher KW, Heniford BT (2006) Textile analysis of heavy
weight, mid-weight, and light weight polypropylene mesh in a
porcine ventral hernia model. J Surg Res 136:1-7

. Klinge U, Klosterhalfen B, Birkenhauer V, Junge K, Conze J,

Schumpelick V (2002) Impact of polymer pore size on the
interface scar formation in a rat model. J Surg Res 103:208-214

. Konstantinovic ML, Pille E, Malinowska M, Verbeken E, De

Ridder D, Deprest J (2007) Tensile strength and host response
towards different polypropylene implant materials used for
augmentation of fascial repair in a rat model. Int Urogynecol J
Pelvic Floor Dysfunct 18:619-626

Tunn R, Picot A, Marschke J, Gauruder-Burmester A (2007)
Sonomorphological evaluation of polypropylene mesh implants
after vaginal mesh repair in women with cystocele or rectocele.
Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 29:449—452

Dietz HP, Barry C, Lim YN, Rane A (2005) Two-dimensional and
three-dimensional ultrasound imaging of suburethral slings.
Ultrasound Obstet Gynecol 26:175-179

Masata J, Martan A, Svabik K, Drahoradova P, Pavlikova M,
Hlasenska J (2005) Changes in urethra mobility after TVT
operation. Ceska Gynekol 70:220-225

Debodinance P, Berrocal J, Clave H, Cosson M, Garbin O,
Jacquetin B, Rosenthal C, Salet-Lizee D, Villet R (2004)
Changing attitudes on the surgical treatment of urogenital
prolapse: birth of the tension-free vaginal mesh. J Gynecol Obstet
Biol Reprod (Paris) 33:577-588

Svabik K, Martan A, Masata J, El Haddad J (2009) Vaginal mesh
shrinking—ultrasound assessment and quantification. Int Urogy-
necol J Pelvic Floor Dysfunct 20:S166

Fischer T, Ladurner R, Gangkofer A, Mussack T, Reiser M,
Lienemann A (2007) Functional cine MRI of the abdomen for the
assessment of implanted synthetic mesh in patients after incisional
hernia repair: initial results. European Radiology 17:3123-3129
Boukerrou M, Boulanger L, Rubod C, Lambaudie E, Dubois P,
Cosson M (2007) Study of the biomechanical properties of
synthetic mesh implanted in vivo. Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod
Biol 134:262-267

@ Springer



	Ultrasound appearances after mesh implantation—evidence of mesh contraction or folding?
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /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 (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200037000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
  /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 /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


