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Fig. 1. The lateral wall of the ves’nbule and the basal re-
gion of the cochlea (“hook™) and how it relates to co-
chlear implantation according to the cochleostomy
sites, red ; anferior, green ; antferoinferior, yellow ; en-
larged round window cochleostomy (Atturo, Barbara,
& Rask-Andersen, 2014).
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Fig. 2. Schematic drawing of the scala tympani (gray)
illustrating the potential pressure effects (black bar) of
changes in the course of the cochlea on a cochlear
implant electrode array (blue) during insertion (Verbist
et al., 2009).
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Fig. 3. Changes of contact pressure during cochlear implant electrode insertion A. 3D view of the cochlea when
profile 1 electrode was fully inserted B. changes of contact pressure at the electrode tip during cochlear implant

electrode insertion (Lim, Park, Kim, Oh, & Kim, 2005).
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