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Methods

! Prospective, randomized, double-blinded, multi-centered,

crossover study

! IRB-approved

! Four implanting physicians

! Performed over a 6-day stimulation trial

! 42 patients enrolled, 29 completed the study

! 6 dropped to programming changes

! 4 screen failures

! 3 patients dropped for other reasons
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Study Design
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Significantly more patients preferred CC over

CV stimulation (one sample z-test, p=0.02)

28.6%

71.4%

26.7%

73.3%

Constant Voltage

Constant Current

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Group A (CV first) Group B (CC first)

Study Results—Treatment Preference by Group

100%



6

Study Results—Pain Relief by Treatment
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Study Results—Patient Satisfaction and Quality of

Life
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Study Results—Patient Satisfaction by Group
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Summary of Results

! Significantly more patients (72.4%) preferred CC over CV

(one sample z-test, p=0.02).

! Constant current stimulation produced a larger decrease

in pain scores, and patients who initially received constant

current stimulation experienced an increase in pain when

switched to constant voltage stimulation.

! Patients experienced greater satisfaction and

improvement in quality of life during constant current

stimulation.

! Interestingly, patients initially exposed to constant

current stimulation were less likely to be satisfied with

constant voltage stimulation.
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