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Abstract

Objectives: To clarify the possible role of topical antifungal agents in the treatment of chronic
rhinosinusitis (CRS) by using available up-to-date data.

Methods: We searched the existing evidence in electronic database until September 2014 about
the use of topical antifungal agents in the treatment of CRS and its subtypes. We selected
only randomized, placebo-controlled trials comparing the use of topical nasal antifungals
with placebo, pooled all data and categorized them into different subgroups for
meta-analysis. The change of central premise (mean or median) after treatment from
individual subgroup was calculated and statistically analyzed.

Results: We included 6 published articles combining all data for statistical analysis. The first
outcome measured was the mean change of symptom scores after treatment with
amphotericin B (AMB) and placebo, no significant differences (p=0.87) in outcome was
observed. Comparison between two treatment groups (AMB vs control) did not show any
significant differences in endoscopic scores (p=0.08). There were no significant differences in
CT scores between AMB and control group (p=0.43). In addition, the subgroup analysis of
comparison between two delivery methods (lavage vs spray) showed no significant
differences in symptoms, endoscopic scores, and CT scores (P=0.46, p=0.69, p=0.57,
respectively). A meta-analysis of post-treatment with complete symptoms data was not
different between active and placebo group (standardized mean differences; SMD=0.43, 95%
Cl -0.48 - 1.34, p=0.35), nasal endoscopic scores data found no different between two
patient groups (SMD=0.18, 95%Cl -0.08 - 0.44, p=0.18), and complete CT scores data showed
no different in both medication groups (SMD=0.31, 95%Cl -0.79 - 1.42, p=0.58)

Conclusion: The role of intranasal antifungals agent in the treatment of CRS is still debatable due
to the diversion of results in the literatures. This meta-analysis did not show any benefit in
regard to symptoms, nasal endoscopic scores or complete CT scores. The future prospective
studies are needed to investigate the efficacy of this treatment.

Keywords: Topical antifungals, chronic rhinosinusitis, nasal polyps, amphotericin B, fungi
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N1355N¥IAILEIRIUTDTLANIENUIHENILATIEANEY
1 a = aa v ada 1 <@ 1
got lnaiUSeuiisuisanaaynuazisnuayn Aliny
AULANFNNAUYY CT score 981NNBdAYNI9aDaA
(p=0.57)
N153LAT1LATIDANIUVOIDINTITNIIAATNDIN
aa

“ilveya

WUUABUAINAMAMAIN WUl 5 NSANW
AsUTEINITaUINIIATIzYnsanale lagly random
a v <,
effect model LU833INNT1TNTLIBVDIVOYALTULUY
heterogeneity (Q statistic=49.98, 1°=92%, p<0.05) K@
NSNARDUNUIN 1nsneadiinnadlasunissne
wanAeAusEnINNguitlaefugesnanzuase
waen (SMD=0.43, 95%Cl -0.48 - 1.3d, p=0.35) Fa3Ufl
4 dwmsumsdeandeslulnssayn wuindl 4 9ife> o7
Aoy % A o Y o o a 1%
Mdeyansudrunhunlgdmiunisinsesilalaely
fixed effect model iws1zn1snszanevestoyadunuy

homogeneity (Q statistic=2.01, 1’<25%, p=0.57) W@

msAnwmuin Lifiansunnsnsiuvesrfiasuuias
annisdesndeslulnsaaynudelasunisinuinas
eIV 2 nau (SMD=0.18, 95%CI -0.08 - 0.44, p=
0.18) fsguil 5 Tudhuvesnmenedsdnonfinmes wu 4

56,9 10 Ay ° a ¢
Vllma%ﬁﬂﬁuLLagaqﬂquﬂququﬂiqgﬁ

N13ANYA
n13ad@lalagld random effect model 1ilosan nns
ﬂizf\]’lasuaﬁa;galﬂumu heterogeneity (Q statistic=
31.24, 1°=90.4%, p<0.05) NANIINAADINUIN A1UDI
A ¥eavdaldFunmsnulduansnsiuseninangud
lpsueuaznauaiuau (SMD=0.31, 95%CI -0.79 - 1.42,

p=0.58) faguil 6

a 4

VM P13)]
Insseiniadsayndnauisesudutdynisess

vosmaaumeladiuuy Tnsderudunisenaululnss

aynuaginsaenedsayniiaduszesnaiuiuegng

Study Treatment group Control group SMD and 95%CI 95%CI Weight(%)
N mean(SD) N mean(SD) mean(upper, lower mit)
Weschta2004 28 23.25(2.8) 32 14(4.16) —_— 2.58(1.88, 3.27) 19.62
Ponikau2005 10 1.77(0.9) 14 2.07(1.56) —i 0.23(-1.04,0.59) 18.78
Ebbens2006 59 167(86.4) 57 172.4(100.4) - -0.06(-0.42,0.31) 21.37
Lang2008 32 151.75(140.74) 32 164(117.51) —= -0.09(-0.58,0.4) 20.79
Geringer2009 14 11(2.75) 16 11(2.75) — 0(-0.72, 0.72) 19.44
Total 143 151 <> 0.43(-0.48, 1.34) 100
Heterogenetty chi-squared=49.98 (d.f.=4) p<0.05
40 -20 0 20 4.0

Test of SMD=0: Z=0.93 p=0.35

favours treatment

favours control

AUIEE  uang Forest plot WWSBuiguRan1sSnwIveslsagn1sAneIsie symptom scores. (SMD=

standardized mean difference, Cl=confidence interval)

Study Treatment group Control group

N mean(SD) N mean(SD)
Ponkau2005 10 2.9(2.4) 14 3.5(1.75)
Ebbens2006 59 6.6(3.2) 57 5.8(3.7)
Liang2008 32 4(1.15) 32 3.5(1.75)
Gerlinger2009 14 1(1.04) 16 1(0.57)
Total 115 119

Heterogenetty chisquared=2.01 (d.f.=3) p=0.57
-4.0

Test of SMD=0: Z=1.35 p=0.18

favours treatment

SMD and 95%Cl 95%CI Weight(%)
mean(upper,bwer imit)
— -0.29(-1.11, 0.52) 9.98
e 0.23(-0.13, 0.6) 49.82
4 0.34(-0.16,0.83) 27.28
S 0(-0.72,0.72) 12.92
<> 0.18(-0.08,0.44) 100
-2.0 0 20 -4.0

favours control

ALTIGEE  Lana Forest plot plot lWIgUWBURANSTIN®IT8MUARZNNSANYIRE endoscopic scores. (SMD

=standardized mean difference, Cl=confidence interval)
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L4 = 1 13 a
Woy 3 Wweulaglifinisnievedlsn” awnguaznels
AliavaslnssoniAtynsnauisesainanvaie
Tadesiuiu wu anuRaunfvesssuugiinuiusienie
nsindelifariowuaiite saufianssniauresnsegn
(osteitis) MUunttvadlnstoniad1aayn “uaaime
A v oa doyo Y d{' ' = =
Murasendelansrvuude Welduiund dnsnania
unumvesdesiundulugdag CRS™ wddnaeiing
& ady 1 I 3

psanude T luauUnAnlafionnisla o Anw® Tunig
e nuitdesiainisanelsalivainnalegunuy
o & v oay o = = &

Aawslsaandoeilisuuse luaudslsanignatuguusaiy

a

JunTeialin nsindes1viinlianaiy (non-invasive

form) sinwulugUrenifigliduiuund sdafidnazidu

al

YaymlunwdjiiuasShwreinfigade eosinophilic
mucus chronic rhinosinusitis (EMCRS) o allergic
fungal rhinosinusitis (AFRS) 18w ECRS wiianileiid
Snuarresnisuiidossiudae lnsidadeainnis
nadeuniufivioesnynafiamily (skin prick test) wio
nsnTadonmnnzgiiufineles (serum fungal
specific IgE) Tvinauan

13§01 EMCRS §a52uda AFRS nsudaiiu
wdn 1iloidnveadoilazan wazienansnegiusi
nsruUFATeINssnlay udaendoyaynuaz/vie
Tnsserniadisagniinuifninnssniauesndieg diu
nslgmdarndadudediduiazdesimnaeg Lite
toaftu vie annsnduifut fnsewinissnwlae
nsednegnfealaeluldliemdwrindnegiwnunay
flonanduilutuszanadesay 10 81 100" eilld

Study Treatment group Control group

N mean(SD) N mean(SD)
Weschta2004 28 27(4.34) 32 27(2.61)
Ponikau2005 10 49(31.5) 14 67.8(23.4)
Gerlnger2009 14 16(4) 16 8(2)
Hashem2011 25 1.5(1.19) 25 2(1.15)
Total 77 87

Heterogenety chisquared=31.24 (d.f.=3) p<0.05
Test of SMD=0: Z=0.56 p=0.58

favours treatment

Vajira Medical Journal: Journal of Urban Medicine
Vol. 60 No. 2 April - June 2016

I % [ = . . a o
Wuemantun1ssne@e corticosteroid wlnsUUsENIU
Jwfuvilaniuaynedratey 3 \ou wseutunintu'’
Wiefazdudnalnuesnisenau Jesdunisavaulya
294 allergic mucin kazvinl¥n1558U189UMA21N
Inssomatrsaynidululdmuund
fawdinwesiinulu EMCRS azidusianszauli
Annnsneuaueseiifuiu uidesinutuduyian
v v ¥ d’f dl I o ]
Ldldgnarudnliawe wasnududrwiulduinluyn
Witle (mucin) 398kUIANUAANILNY1BIUUI8IA1U
Wo511 M AURENNITVBINNSIMEIANUR BT ILANIE LU
InssagnarursaanUsunaesiuugeyis  vinlv
ausaAuANeINTYeIUIe EMCRS Tianasladaiau
AUNIT U T UAIULT BT AN1ENAIANTINGI19E
aunsaaansldenlungy corticosteroid luszazanila

121 1 SyAUlAYNIS I EIA UL B TITRA

na1en13ANEN
fuusgmulugiay CRS dspiifonlifuunniigade
itraconazole @eusiinazlianunsaan funeal load lu
aunlatudvieynste® windamuaudAannissniau
(anti-inflammatory properties) Tnemsdfudanisasng
leukotrienes B4” Jaldvasenviindulenupoling
sesfunazila (hepato-cardio toxicity) 33Aisnaniaes
Tuseiillsaduuazidlaunnou deaguarnnisAnu-lu
Hagiunuziini Ssfindnglsiunmediaguandliiiiu
fausransnmueedudesivdnfulsemulunis
w1 CRS Tflsnatnafesiidunselunisldonaguil
svave Swunhlildordudoreinussnudu

madenanielunsaninnsAne s mawEdnLas

SMD and 95%(CI 95%CI Weight(%)
mean(upper, lower mit)
+ 0(-0.51,0.51) 40.83
1 -0.7(-1.53,0.14) 14.99
—— 2.59(1.6,3.57) 10.79
-0.43(-0.99,0.13) 33.39
0.03(-0.29,0.36) 100
4.0 -2.0 0 2.0 -4.0

favours control

AR Lana Forest plot plot W3gulisunan1ssnw1veudazn1sAnyisie CT scores. (SMD=

standardized mean difference, Cl=confidence interval)
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) v A A4 & A v a A
INYINIYYIYUADULAUNLLAD a']ﬂ'ﬁ‘lllﬂsUULV]']uu
aa

¥

NSIRBIAUR eI RN NITeRAD BNELNTAIN
| a A A4 Ada I a d' '
dusnaulladeniinlsalalaensauasiiuUinamunni
wargadudnszuadonlatesnit e1d1udesiviin
FuUsenu Unngrat1afeiisenie (systemic side
effects) Upani1 uataldume N1TIUADUTINEIUIN dNa
9 a A vy Y] =
TaAsdanizd awn oniswavAululnssayn Hen
Aualva 9In1sAunRInlausMaYn w38 81aln1s
MsuRgunauYeINdnaulngieInNIAtIaLNAn Y
16 (acute exacerbation of CRS)” uana1nTe1aiing
nszaevete g iiaiianislulnsseiniatieaynta
LANFIAY
% dl % ad v =l 1 yd‘ 1
nshigamenmeisavsenuayntugiliee
lasun1sndnaynuaz/MielngeiniAtynuiney
gnznginsiomatieaynlatesann® lnaanizegn
a A = 9]
galuseniinisanvedlnsaynuas/vsolnsieiniadi
93N (obstructive sinonasal disease) LU %ﬂ?lm\‘ﬁmuﬂ
(nasal polyposis) 3se1nfignaziddusIUIINToNIEY
1 fauauusinliidndalnsseniatieaynliniing
wingadudusuusniou nasantuiasuduiienis
aaRyncmsUInGeUnd neulvinules N IYeay
Frefi1InynNNue Ao uNduNegnelusenly
Vo d! d‘ v v ¥ v
Iadunis weliendrlululnssemadisaynlauin
figainfiazannle dazlanan1ssnwinani’” Ebbens
wazaug’ laviinsAnwiwuu double-blinded RCT o
A o v A v ' = ~ = =
Ui sAnwuinian 1ednd
nssutloiuvesmangan Uy (multicenter study) lng
nsAinwlugUae 116 18 My CRS TnagUlemn
$18MA5UNTHIARLNTI0INIATIAYN B UTABINTINNTS
AnwuazwusgUheeanilu 2 nqu nquusnlasu AMB
(25 cc of 100 micrograms/cc) 5Nﬁmuﬂ 2 99 Tuag 2
ATY waznaudl 2 liiindesssun1ansayn 2 99 Tuag
2 A39 WU 3 LHou wansAnwnuIlddanuianeng
AUTD9 symptoms Way endoscopic score 98193ty
d1Atyneada vaslin1sshwAsy 3 Weu seninenaud
16 AMB waznguiilaundesssuan nsdnwiseulag
Gerlinger wazay’ ladnwludiae 33 seflu CRS

fifzndnnsaunsanse Tneguiennioldfunisinga
Tnssenadrsaynuidouiazgndaidonidnun §3de
Wiguiigumsly AMB (Auidudu 5 mg/cc) Wuayn
f9aw 2 ade Yuay 2 Ay dh By Aunslievaenmy
el ﬂﬁjmméf AMB il symptoms, endoscopic score 334
89 CT score #tumnninguitldomasn udlalldd
AMNLANANNUBENTTYEAN9EDR waslin1ssnw
Wasu 3 eulusis 2 ndu BnnisAnwinislae
Hashemi wagauy™® levinnisAnuilugiae 50 5197
Uu nasal polyp negUaeynsglasunisiidalngs
a1nAt1saunfeuluviinsinel §3delIeuiigy
N34 AMB (50 mg in 500 cc sterile water) é”ldﬁ];&ﬂ
fuay 2 aauu 6 Weu Aunsdaayndeiundeund
ndiasie CT score v3ali nudmaalasunissnuily
AsU 3 Liau wudn CT score waavia 2 ngu fin1s

o o

= Aok M i L | A
WasunUasmatu welidinnuuenansiueg1ediddfgy
N9EdA (p=0.16) 5¥1314 2 NQY

wanndnunsAnwluguae CRS Masdednd
93199108 (fungal-positive eosinophilic CRS) Tawil
NNIATIINTDIINDULALRAILASUNITSAE F88IATY
WOINANIEN (M99 2) WU N15ANYIVEY Weschta
wazany® ladnwgUae 78 s1efilu CRS Nfisadnas
UNTIUE UUU RCT IneiUTeuiigunisiy AMB wu
ayn (200 microgram of 3 mg/cc solution) Wag
90J = 1 v o 6 = dyd
wnndenuayn nelviuiy 8 dUam lunmsdnwiingg
WERLTOTT (fungal culture) NOUNITINEI TINU
Wwoesnlu 38 Awg1a (AMB 17 578, control 21 518)
NAIN1TINYIFIBYIATULOTUANE NENUITOAIAD T
TAfies 16 feg1auyintu wenanddmuin s1e9nwu
WOIINOUNITINET WazaINITanIIalDI1 lanaInIs
) @ 1 a
$nwn Alddinisidsuntasues endoscopy score uag
CT score Nfvuag1iiiod1Agyn1sads waslasunis
Y] 1% v & Qll &
SAwImBeIAIUEeIIaNIEN (p value viauua >0.02)

dy 11 Y o A = a

ueNaINll Weshta wagamz' lavindnnisanervina
RCT TudUae 60 sne7idu CRS nsuuwUaeu 2 nau
nauusnld AMB aandudu 3 me/cc wudluluayn

9198 200 microgram Juar 4 ATI NaNT 2 THunde
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A1519% 2:

@31 subjective uag objective parameters 299N13AN®104 topical sinonasal antifungal

Quality of life Inflammatory
Study | Year Symptom score Nasal endoscopy score CT score Fungal assessment
questionnaires markers

Ponikau 2005 NA No significant differences ~ AMB group improved  AMB group improved  No difference in EDN decreased
etal® between AMB and significantly but no significantly, alternaria growth  significantly in AMB
placebo groups (p=0.72) change in placebo meanwhile placebo after treatment group (p=0.046),
group (p=0.038) group increase score in both groups IL-5 & peripheral
(p=0.03) Eo decreased

more in AMB group
but no significant

differences
between both
groups (p=0.16)

Ebbens 2006 No significant No significant differences  Both AMB and placebo NA NA NA
etal’ differences were observed between groups improved
between both AMB and placebo groups significantly but no
groups significant differences

between both groups

Gerlinger 2009  Improved in both Improvement in both More endoscopic Slight improvement NA NA
etal’ groups but no groups but rate of status was changed in  was seen in placebo
significant improvement did not AMB group group but no
differences differ statistically significant differences
between both significant (p>.1) between both groups
groups (p>.01) (p=0.052)

Hashemi 2011 NA NA NA No significant NA NA

etal’ differences between

AMB and control
groups (p=0.017)
Anga: NA=not assessed, AMB=amphotericin B, EDN=eosinophil-derived neurotoxin, ECP=eosinophilic cation protein, IL=interleukin, Eo=eosinophil
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Wuayn Wuszezaiuiu 8 dUani wdiianis
WasuwUaseasysu eosinophil cation protein (ECP)
LAy tryptase MAINITING ﬂﬁjuﬁlﬁ AMB tag placebo
fausiin ECP uay tryptase fuwnltiuflanasiis 2 nau
wiilesnisilAsunuasdendundisuiiisudy
JEWINg 2 ngununbidanuuanssiuegelitedfgy
N19@d@ (mean ECP difference: p=0.17, mean
tryptase difference; p=0.09) uennivdslishwasy
8 duai WaSeuifleufunduilanansafidnidesld
vuafunguitliannsofdadesldnun wuilifanm
WANFN9AUYOY inflammatory markers g13ditddAgY
719808 (mean ECP difference; p=0.42, mean
tryptase difference; p=0.87) uansliiuinisly AMB
yianiuayn vie nstdndeslinuandanising 1ad
naronsUAsuLaes inflammatory mediators Tu
CRS Ponikau wagAnz® Anwigtae 30 el CRS
wuu RCT lagnguusnlansayndle AMB (20 cc of
250 micrograms /cc) Juaz 2 A%t nauitaedliinine
Unfidnsayn Wusseziian 6 ew laefin15nsa9
WIAMUTNTUYOS alternaria protein Tu mucus nau
$nwn Saudiseduanududureutosnaslailéiing
Wasuulasdnundanisinuindlunguild AMB uaz
placebo Wwendl endoscopy score Wy CT score U894
1Al

nAulATUNIIAYNME AMB Aupgelilad1ftyn

q

ain (p=0.04 way p=0.03 muaIRv) WsTsuisuiu

'
1 a

y Lo a o L

nquila placebo wananfigalinisinansasaulunig
dnLauaae (proinflammatory markers) lagiang
(EDN)

interleukin-5 (IL-5) Wu31 EDN anagaeeilud1Agnia

eosinophil-derived neurotoxin 181
adf (p=0.046) lunguills AMB iiloiIouisuiy
placebo wifi1 IL-5 aganaslunauils AMB uaflails
wANANNINNEY placebo d819lidud1AYNIERA (p=
0.08) Snm1sAnwIves Liang wavanie® Jednwilugitae
70 1My CRs AlLifadnrsaynsrudie lne
wWIguiigun1slv AMB §193un (4 cc of 5 mg/cc) Ju
agads uiu 4 FUasitunisldiindesssunideayn

lpgdmsimzwesinniiynlulnsynieulasnanig

$nwilag AMB wuirsaudesveanduiild AMB Al
Ipanasdauuinin (feusnw Seway 66 vs naadnw
Sowaz 55, p=0.279) Faslosoudioutu ﬂﬁjuﬁﬁwqé”ga
iundeund (foufnw fevasss vs ndsinw fevay
67, p=0.205) uaﬂmﬂﬁ symptoms Wag endoscopic
score flifinnuunnsetusgraditodfysenineia 2
naw TneuuaznInIsEnw
foufdmadradssiiinannisldorduidon
lawiziazdiosnitviaiulseviu uafdamulitied
Weschta wagamy® wuinguiildendudosisiai
N (spray) nuiiiathafssisnnninguildevasn
Tnenadrafsandniinude nsszaeieanisi (p<
0.005) Fslailfguussunauvinlifiasdomeyalden
AMB Ponikau Waganzwuingtae 2 s1eiild AMB &
ayn fenswavFeululnseaynyililiaiunsaldende
Wl uazeenanmsinuly dugtheimdoaanseld
81 AMB a199yndeauaun1sine laglainunadiafies
fisunssla 9 Ebbens uazamy’ wuimadiadssing
dndlguesianguiild AMB uazemaonde 9 5Un
fiswy dhunatnafies q Bu WU 9IN1sUAUIYN WL
viothynlva Aldldunndrstusgreddoddyneadn
sewnauitldl AMB ($osag 66) uaz placebo (Foay
61) winadnaAesfisunss wu e1nndunihen uie
nsfizuresmeuiiniiinainnslden wulunguiiladu
AMB ($owa 9) 11nnin nguitléiuplacebo (lsiww) 8n
nsfnuwvililag Gerlinger uaganz’ Nuinguils
AMB wilanuagniiannisuavioululnsaayn 6 1o lu
vrdinguitldinundevuayniifivud 1 91eiiiornns
wiweadoyayn sufidontunlvadntos urftasis
2 nquiaunsaldendeluliauaunisine
KamsiaTesinuiteatuiuandifiui o
drudosnameilinalunisinudiae CRS luunnsng
nmskiiundeund laasdu ennsuanmisedin
N130539M8N15deenaeslulnsayn wazamaeed
ARUNIABS (p=0.87, 0.08 WAy 0.43 ANAIAU) WAL
¥R UIMseuansnefiu Wy d1saun vieviuayn Alsl
wuildnalunsinuiuansisiuie 3 Fafanalunis
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Fnw19AU (p=0.46, 0.69 uag 0.57 AIUAIAV)
YONANLUNITNATIEATIBALLATIINUALLANFT
Ausgninanguinldsuendsaiazemaonndslasunis
$nw 19M50998917151N9AAEN (SMD=0.43, 95%Cl
-0.48 - 1.34, p=0.35) n13dendedlulnsayn (SMD=
0.18, 95%Cl -0.08 - 0.44, p=0.18) DI NNABTIE
ADUANADS (SMD=0.31, 95%CI -0.79 - 1.42, p=O.58)
093737192 NISNUYIRUIBIANILNAIUITANITA
Weslease uiiliannsaviliennisvesities CRS an
Py v = A a Aok
asle dandunansAneagnuninisasuwlasinuuy
nnsdeandesiulnssayn winwudnldladuiusiv
Ao 9 av & ' v <
91M15MATY waguIIdeinuiteIn1svediie CRS A
faugamadlfgnfmuosianig’® nsanuInnisiten
auiesnanzibilalinalunisshuwiddie  CRS
' H & & PR & ~
waneienungdesssua e1alululedn Wesiedlu
yn e1vedveglaglillanelsala 9 e (colonization)
wsoweslildladud Ay nvinliian CRS Aduls
dl 1 U dy dl 1 v
ANSANUIEIP B RN Nt lanalunane
¢ v v & | a ) Y
n1sAnwl axvieuliiiuineraiidadevate o Jaduh
wansnaiululmaznisEnwieaiinasesminna lawn
ANUvaINVateveIngugieiiaenidunlunsAinw
e v Y va ay Yo
ANTUKTITEIlsA e1nldsanie UseTRnlasunis
HIRANIABY WanNaNUgIdAINuwansanuluisnis
U381 (eVFeNUIYN) ANUILTULALUTINMYREN
Y srornaNitensne@awnnananuluwaazn1sane
A a & oAy v ova ¢ a Ya o W v
dndandanlilasinsseylilunisfinuife §Idelilad
A1ATIVABUINY AU BINEINUTLANT A INAND UL
A o v A Y] o PP o =
nandulgnield deiuainudngruniilutdaqiu 3
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Usraunsalluefmasuuriililiodudoninuiias
RS ieldns¥nwiuinsgiuy e1dugaingia
fulssnu indednsayn uasenaiiisessulinnuagn
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Tuaunansialy
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sniauld usonalinisseAefesunyldenlating naain
nsAnwnuIlldanuLanasiueg1slde @Ay NI
afifvede1n1N9Adin N1RTIAMENITdeINdedly
Inseayn swiannaesidneuiames waslinsinw
fthe CRS #enslisduderiamsiiilaioudey
funsliundesssunn laHagldiBnsdevioruayn
fo Feduuginguasdd CrRs 1éfunsinuivia
wnsgruLiuiudsliaduddsldiausnluiiasdes
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