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ABSTRACT

Objectives: Reliable wireless automated audiometry that includes extended high frequencies
(EHF) outside a sound booth would increase access to monitoring programs for individuals at
risk for hearing loss, particularly those at risk for ototoxicity. The purpose of the study was to
compare thresholds obtained with 1) standard manual audiometry to automated thresholds
measured with the Wireless Automated Hearing Test System (WAHTYS) inside a sound booth,
and 2) automated audiometry in the sound booth to automated audiometry outside the sound

booth in an office environment.

Design: Cross-sectional, repeated measures study. Twenty-eight typically developing children
and adolescents (mean = 14.6 yrs; range = 10 to 18 yrs). Audiometric thresholds were measured
from 0.25 to 16 kHz with manual audiometry in the sound booth, automated audiometry in the
sound booth, and automated audiometry in atypical office environment in counterbalanced
order. Ambient noise levels were measured inside the sound booth and the office environment

were compared to thresholds at each test frequency.

Results: Automated thresholds were overall about 5 dB better compared to manual thresholds,
with greater differences in the extended high frequency range (EHF;10-16 kHz). The majority of
automated thresholds measured in a quiet office were within = 10 dB of automated thresholds
measured in a sound booth (84%), while only 56% of automated thresholdsin the sound booth
were within £ 10 dB of manual thresholds. No relationship was found between automated

thresholds measured in the office environment and the average or maximum ambient noise level.

Conclusions: These resultsindicate that self-administered, automated audiometry resultsin

dlightly better thresholds overall than manually administered audiometry in children, cons stent
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with previous studies in adults. Ambient noise levelsin atypical office environment did not have
an adverse effect on audiometric thresholds measured using noise attenuation headphones.
Thresholds measured using an automated tablet with noise attenuating headphones could
improve access to hearing assessment for children with a variety of risk factors. Additional
studies of extended high frequency automated audiometry in awider age range are needed to

establish normative thresholds.
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99 INTRODUCTION
100 The recent World Report on Hearing estimates that 34 million children around the world
101 areliving with a hearing loss that is affecting their health and quality of life (World Health

102  Organization., 2021). Hearing lossin children, even dight to mild in degree, is associated with a

103 variety of developmental differences (Moore et al., 2020). Delayed speech and language skills,

104  socia problems, and struggle in academic settings are common adverse consequences of

105 pediatric hearing loss (Joint Committee on Infant Hearing., 2019). The primary method of

106  combating these effects is through increased access to screening and diagnostic hearing

107  heslthcare.

108 The Joint Committee on Infant Hearing guidelines outline twel ve categories of risk

109 factorsfor infants that pass the newborn hearing screen that should be monitored for progressive

110  or late onset hearing loss as well as recommended diagnostic follow-up (Joint Committee on

111  Infant Hearing., 2019) Postnatal risk factors included in the Joint Committee on Infant Hearing

112  guidelines are “ culture-positive infections associated with sensorineural hearing loss including

113  confirmed bacterial and viral meningitis or encephalitis, events associated with hearing loss such
114  assignificant head trauma especially basal skull/temporal bone fractures and chemotherapy, and
115 caregiver concern regarding hearing, speech, language, development delay and or developmental

116  regression” (Joint Committee on Infant Hearing., 2019). These late-onset hearing losses are

117  underdiagnosed, but are typically detected by pediatrician or a school hearing screening.

118 Another group of individuals at high risk for hearing loss are those receiving

119  aminoglycoside antibiotics that are potentially toxic to the inner ear. Ototoxicity is the

120 irreversible degradation of auditory function resulting from the physiologic effects of antibiotics

121  onthesensory hair cells within the cochlea (American Academy of Audiology, 2009). Most



https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.22.23290339

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.22.23290339; this version posted May 23, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

122  commonly, damageisinitially evident in the high frequency regions and then progresses to the
123  lower frequencies, ultimately affecting the person’s ability to understand speech (Al-Malky et

124 ., 2011; Blankenship et al., 2021; Fausti et al., 1992; Garinis et a., 2021; Garinis et al., 2018).

125 Hearing monitoring programs traditionally only include frequencies up to 8 kHz, even though the
126  measurement of extended high frequency thresholds (EHF; 8-16 kHz) has long been

127  recommended for ototoxicity monitoring (American Academy of Audiology, 2009; American

128  Speech-Language-Hearing Association, 1995; Fausti et al., 1992). EHF audiometry is more

129 sensitiveto outer hair cell damage that occurs as aresult of ototoxicity, however accessis
130 limited, especialy for serial monitoring.

131 The ability to automatically test EHF hearing outside of the sound booth isarelatively
132  new development. Recent published datain children and adultsis available using portable

133  automated testing for frequencies from 0.25 to 8 kHz (Bastiandlli et al., 2019; Magro et a., 2020;

134 Meinkeet al., 2017; Serpanos et al., 2022; Thompson et al., 2015; Whitton et al.,

135 2016).Additionally, Clavier et al. (2022) demonstrated the validity of standard and EHF

136  thresholds obtained using the Wireless Automated Hearing Test System (WAHTS) in adults.
137  However the validity of automated thresholds obtained with the WAHTS have not yet been

138  examined in children, specifically within the EHF region. EHF audiometry employs circumaural
139 headphones that are calibrated for the regions above 8 kHz. Existing ototoxicity guidelines state
140 that it isbest practice to measure EHF thresholds in a sound booth rather than to use a portable

141 audiometer at the bedside or other patient settings (American Academy of Audiology, 2009;

142  Fausti et al., 1993). For EHF thresholds to be reliably measured, a clinician must have the

143  available equipment and the patient must be healthy enough to visit a sound booth. However,

144  portable audiometers that are automatic, valid outside a sound booth, and can test frequencies
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145  higher than 8 kHz have the potential to make ototoxicity monitoring more accessible for children
146  and adults who are confined to hospital rooms. Mobile technology options have been devel oped
147  and, while not yet standard of care, could be considered as an aternative to traditional

148  audiometric booth testing (Brungart et al., 2018). Thus, the need for research in wireless and

149  booth-less automated audiometry is clear, particularly in the pediatric population (Cheng et al.,
150  2009).

151 Ambient noi se measurements need to be recorded and taken into consideration when

152  hearing tests are performed outside the booth to determine the accuracy of the test. If noise levels
153  become too loud in the testing environment, audiometric thresholds can be elevated due to

154  acoustic masking or distraction from the test tone. Maximum permissible ambient noise levels
155 for theinside of a sound booth using supra-aural earphones should be no louder than 37 dB SPL
156 inthefrequency range of 0.25-8 kHz (ANSI S3.1-1999). The Occupational Safety and Health

157  Administration recommends that when testing hearing in an open room, noise levels should be

158  monitored throughout the entire session (Meinke et al., 2017).

159 This study had two specific aims designed to compare audiometry resultsin children,

160 teens, and young adults. The first aim was to compare automated thresholds measured with the
161 WAHTSIinside a sound booth to manual thresholds obtained with a clinical audiometer. The

162 second aim was to compare automated thresholds obtained within the sound booth with

163 automated thresholds obtained in an office setting (non-sound treated room). The hypothesis was
164 that an automated system with passive ambient noise reduction headphones and automated

165 tracking audiometry would provide reliable thresholds independent of the test environment and
166 that automated thresholds would be comparable to standard manual audiometry performed in a

167  sound booth.
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168 METHODS

169 Participants

170 This research was part of alarger longitudinal study examining the onset, progression and
171  factors associated with hearing loss in children and adults with cystic fibrosis, being treated with
172  aminoglycoside antibiotics. For the present report, typically developing children, teens and

173  young adults were recruited from website advertisements. Children were not excluded due to
174  hearing concerns, hearing loss, or middle ear dysfunction in order to include a wider range of

175 hearing levels. Additional digibility criteriaincluded the ability to complete a behavioral hearing
176  assessment. The study was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the hospital. Informed
177 parental consent and child assent (for ages 11 to 17 years) or participant consent (ages 18 and
178  older) was obtained prior to participation in the study. All participants were paid for

179  participation.

180 Procedures
181 Testing typically lasted 2 hours and was completed over the course of one or two visits.
182 A participant and parental report hearing and balance history and symptom questionnaire

183 (Blankenship et al., 2021) was administered to determine if the participant reported any hearing

184  difficulties, tinnitus, balance disturbance, history of otitis media, PE tubes, or previous hearing
185 exams. Otoscopy was performed to ensure the ear canal was patent and if necessary, cerumen
186 wasremoved. Tympanometry at 226 Hz was performed using the Interacoustics Titan PC-
187  controlled immittance system (Middlefart, Denmark). These tests were completed to detect

188  otologic problems, but were not analyzed specifically for this report.
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189 Manual Audiometry

190 Manual audiometric thresholds were measured using the Interacoustics Equinox 2.0 with
191  Sennheiser HDA 300 (Wennebostel, Germany) circumaural headphones. Thresholds were

192 measured at octave test frequenciesin the standard frequency range (0.25 to 8 kHz) and in the
193 EHFrange (10, 12.5, 14 and 16 kHz) using the modified Hughson-Westlake method (down 10

194 dB,up5dB) of pure-tone presentation (Carhart & Jerger, 1959). Bone conduction thresholds

195 were measured with the manual test method if air conduction thresholds were > 20 dB HL using
196 aRadio-ear B-71 bone oscillator (Radioear Corp, New Eagle, PA) at 0.25, 0.5, 1, 2, and 4 kHz
197  with appropriate narrowband masking in the contralateral ear, in order to classify type of hearing

198 loss.

199 Automated Audiometry
200  Automated audiometry was performed using the WAHTS system and TabSINT software

201  provided by Creare LLC (Hanover, NH) (Clavier et al., 2022; Shapiro et al., 2020). The system

202  consists of atablet (Samsung SM-T377A Galaxy Tab E) and wireless headset that are connected
203  viaBluetooth. The headset includes awireless audiometer circuit including a digital signal

204  processor, speaker and microphone, and noise control components such as large attenuating

205 earcups, faceplate and protective fabric, and ear seal. The headset provides high levels of

206 passive attenuation of approximately 30 to 40 dB, which is equivalent or better than attenuation
207  within asound booth. For further detail on the WAHTS, TabSINT software, calibration and

208 RETSPL values, thereader isreferred to (Brungart et al., 2018; Clavier et al., 2022; Meinke et

209 4., 2017).
210 Prior to testing, the participant was given the tablet and prompted to read the test

211 ingructionsdisplayed on the screen. Verbal re-instruction was delivered if the participant

10
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212  seemed unsure or needed clarification, but this was rarely necessary. Stimuli were presented with
213  aBekeésy-like tracking algorithm (fixed frequency) and thresholds were measured in ascending
214 order from 0.25 to 16 kHz, the same order as manual audiometry. While taking the test, the

215  participant was able to view the test frequency, the ear that stimuli were being presented to, and a
216 largered response button. An example of the screen design can be seen asafigurein

217  Supplemental Digital Content 1, with participant instructions shown on the left and the test

218  screen on theright.

219 Test Environmentsand Order

220 Automated audiometry was completed in two different test environments, a sound booth
221  and atypical office space, while manual audiometry was only completed in the sound booth.
222  Two single room, double-walled controlled acoustical environments (Industrial Acoustics

223  Company, Inc. Model 120A) were used for manual and automated audiometry. The office space
224 was selected as arelatively quiet but not acoustically-controlled environment in order to provide
225 aredlistic test of anon-sound booth test environment. The office space was carpeted, had

226  acoustic ceiling tiles and a large conference table in the middle of several cubicles. During

227  testing, the room was occupied by employees as well as those passing through the room to enter
228  connected office spaces. The employees were aware that testing was occurring but were not

229 ingructed to act differently when testing was being conducted. For all tests, the ear (left vs. right)
230  and audiometry method (manual vs. automated) order was counterbalanced so that half of the
231  participants completed testing in their right ear first and half the participants completed manual

232  audiometry first.

11
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233  Ambient Noise M easur ements

234 A Larson-Davis system 824 sound level meter (Depew, New Y ork) with aBrie & Kjaar
235  half-inch free field microphone (type 4189, Naarum, Denmark) was used to measure ambient
236  noiselevelsfor each test location. Measurements included the long-term average (Leq),

237  minimum and maximum levels (dBA SPL). For the office environment, sound level

238  measurements were taken throughout each testing session due to the possibility of fluctuating
239 acoustic levels. Sound level measurements were only recorded once within the sound booth
240 sinceitisacontrolled acoustical environment. The sound booth recording continued until the

241  Leq stabilized.

242  Statistical Analysis

243 Descriptive statistics were used to summarize sample demographics, results of ahearing
244 and balance history and symptom questionnaire, and audiometric thresholds across test

245  frequency (0.25 to 16 kHz), method and location (hereinafter referred to as“method” ; manual
246  sound booth, automated sound booth, automated office). Separate linear mixed models were

247  conducted to evaluate threshold differences across test frequency for manua vs. automated

248  audiometry in the sound booth and automated audiometry in the sound booth compared to the
249  office environment. The interaction between method and frequency was explored. Tukey-Kramer
250 adjustment was applied for multiple comparisons on significant factors. Intra-class correlation
251  coefficients were computed to evaluate the threshold agreement and degree of correlation among
252  methods for each frequency. Spearman rank correlations were used to assess the relationship
253  between automated thresholds measured in the office and ambient noise levels (Leq and

254  maximum sound pressure level). All data were collected and managed using REDCap, a secure

255  web-based research database platform (Harris et al., 2019; Harris et al., 2009), exported and

12
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256 analyzed usng JASP version 0.14.1.0 (open source statistical analysis program). Two-sided

257  significance level was set at p < 0.05.

258 RESULTS

259 After exclusion of oneindividual with aforeign body in the ear canal, atota of twenty-
260 eight children and adolescents participated in the study. The mean age at test was 14.6 years
261 (range=10.2to 18.8 yrs); 50% were males, and 59% were Caucasian. The hearing and balance
262  history and symptom questionnaire showed 7% (n = 2 participants) reported hearing difficulties,
263 4% (n=1) had tinnitus, 11% (n = 2) experienced dizziness, 18% (n = 5) had a history of otitis
264  mediawith PE tubes, and 86% (n = 24) had a previous hearing exam. Audiometry analysis

265 included one ear per participant (n = 28 ears) with automated audiometry completed in both
266 locations (sound booth and office environment) as well as manual audiometry in the sound

267  booth.

268 Manual vs. Automated Audiometry in the Sound Booth

269 Manual and automated thresholds in the sound booth are shown in Figure 1, panel A and
270  descriptive statistics are reported in Table 1. For manual audiometry, group mean thresholds
271  wereinthe normal hearing range across all test frequencies (0.25 to 16 kHz) with substantial
272  inter-subject variability in thresholds present at 6 kHz and above. In the lower frequencies (0.25
273  to 4 kHz) the standard deviation ranged from 4.2 to 5.3 dB. However, the standard deviation
274  increased with test frequency from 9.6 dB at 6 kHz to 18.2 dB at 16 kHz. At most frequencies,
275  group mean thresholds contained 28 ears, however the audiometric threshold at 6 kHz was not
276  measured for three participants (n = 25 ears). Eighteen participants had normal hearing (<15 dB

277 HL) inoneear across all test frequencies from 0.25 to 16 kHz and ten participants had hearing

13
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278 lossthat ranged from slight to moderate-severe (slight = 5 ears; mild = 3 ears; moderate = 1 ear;
279 moderate-severe = 1 ear). In the standard frequency region (0.25 to 8 kHz), the degree of hearing
280 lossranged from slight to mild and in the EHFs it ranged from slight to moderately-severe. Of
281 theten earswith hearing loss, eight had a sensorineural loss, one was conductive and one was
282  mixed.

283 For automated audiometry in the sound booth, mean audiometric thresholds were all in
284  thenormal hearing range as well. All eighteen participants that showed normal hearing with

285  manual audiometry also had normal hearing with automated sound booth audiometry. However,
286  of theten earsthat had hearing loss with manual audiometry, only five had hearing loss based on
287  automated sound booth thresholds (slight = 4 ears, mild = 1 ear). Similar to manual audiometry,
288 theinter-subject variability from 0.25 to 4 kHz was smaller (SD = 6.6 to 8.2 dB) than in higher
289  frequencies (6-16 kHz; SD = 7.7 to 14.6 dB). For automated sound booth audiometry, there were
290 €deven thresholds from five participants that were not able to be measured because they did not
291 reach threshold convergence in the automated program.

292 To further evaluate differences in manual and automated sound booth thresholds, signed
293  differencesin audiometric thresholds (manual minus automated) are shown in Figure 1, panel B.
294  Positive values indicate better thresholds with automated compared to manual audiometry.

295  Boxplots show median signed difference values were all greater than 0 dB and ranged from +3
296 dB at 0.25kHzto+22 dB at 16 kHz with greater variability at 6 kHz and above, indicating better

297  thresholds with automated audiometry that increased with test frequency.

298
299 --- Insert Figure 1. Here ---
300 --- Insert Table 1. Here ---

14
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301

302 Absolute differences between manual and automated sound booth thresholds were

303 calculated and used to determine the cumulative counts and percentage of thresholds that were
304  within+5dB, £10 dB, £15 dB, and > 15 dB from 0.25 to 16 kHz (see Table 2). The percentage
305 of thresholdsthat were within £5 dB was extremely low and varied by frequency (mean = 27%,
306 range =0 to 54%). The percentage of thresholds that were within £10 dB was only sightly better
307 (mean =56%, range = 7 to 86%). In general, greater differences between methods were seen
308  within the EHF region, especially at 14 and 16 kHz where less than 30% of thresholds were

309  within £15 dB.

310

311 --- Insert Table 2. Here ---

312

313 Linear mixed model results showed a significant effect of test method, frequency, and

314 method by frequency interaction. Specifically, automated audiometric thresholds obtained in the
315  sound booth were significantly lower than manual thresholds in the sound booth (F 1(1,27) =
316 194.6, p <0.001). Audiometric thresholds were elevated in the low frequencies and improved
317 withincreasing test frequency (F 1(1,269) = 6.1, p < 0.001). The difference in thresholds varied
318 asafunction of test frequency and method (F 1(1,269) = 18.6, p < 0.001). The |least square mean
319 comparisons at each frequency from the linear mixed model are shown in Table 3. In the

320 standard frequencies, automated audiometric thresholds in the sound booth were significantly
321 lower than manual audiometry thresholds at 0.5, 2 and 4 kHz, with mean differences ranging

322 from 6.2 t0 10.3 dB. In the EHFs, thresholds at all frequencies (10, 12.5, 14, and 16 kHz) were

15
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323  dgignificantly better for automated compared to manual audiometry with mean differences

324  ranging from 6.6 to 20.7 dB.

325

326 --- Insert Table 3. Here ---

327

328 Intra-class correlation coefficients were used to examine the reliability or relationship

329  between manual and automated thresholds obtained within the sound booth at each audiometric
330 test frequency (see Table 4). ICC values range between 0 and 1, with higher ICC values

331 indicating a stronger threshold agreement and correlation between the two methods. Results
332  showed poor correlation at most test frequencies with only a moderate correlation at 6, 8, and
333 125kHz

334

335 --- Insert Table 4. Here ---

336

337  Automated Audiometry in the Sound Booth vs. the Office

338 Automated audiometric thresholds measured in both the sound booth and office

339 environment are displayed in Figure 2, Panel A and descriptive statistics are reported in Table 1.
340  For automated audiometry in the office, mean audiometric thresholds were al in the normal

341  hearing range. Mean automated office thresholds were poorest in the low to mid frequencies (3.2
342 t010.0 dB) and systematically improved with test frequency from 4 to 16 kHz (-1.3 to -11.5 dB).
343  Similar to manual and automated audiometry in the sound booth, inter-subject variability was
344  present to alesser degree from 0.25 to 4 kHz (SD = 6.9 t0 9.2 dB) and increased with test

345  frequency from 8.4 dB at 6 kHz to 17.0 dB at 16 kHz. There were seven thresholds from four

16
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346  participants that were not able to be measured using the tablet (did not reach convergence).

347  Therefore, the number of ears per frequency varied between 26 and 28 ears.

348 At 0.25 kHz group mean thresholds were 5.6 dB better for the sound booth compared to
349 theoffice. From 0.5 to 16 kHz, the mean difference in thresholds was minimal and ranged from
350 0.1t03.2dB. Degree of hearing loss as determined with automated sound booth vs. office

351 thresholds showed twenty participants whose hearing loss category did not change (normal

352  hearing = 18 ears, slight hearing loss = 2 ears). However, there were eight ears whose hearing
353 loss category changed, including 3 ears that improved (sight to normal = 2 ears, mild to slight =
354 1ear) and5 earsthat performed worse (normal to slight = 4 ears, normal tomild =1 ear). To
355 evauate differencesin automated thresholds, signed differences in audiometric thresholds

356 (automated sound booth minus office) are shown in Figure 2, panel B. Positive values indicate
357  Dbetter thresholds for the office compared to the sound booth. Conversely, negative values

358 indicate better thresholdsin the sound booth compared to the office. Boxplots show median

359 signed difference values that were all around O dB (i.e., no threshold difference) and ranged from

360 -2.8dBto2.5dB.

361

362 --- Insert Figure 2. Here ---

363

364 Next, the absolute difference between automated sound booth and office thresholds were

365 calculated and used to determine the cumulative counts and percentage of thresholds that were
366  within+5dB, £10 dB, £15 dB, and > 15 dB from 0.25 to 16 kHz (see Table 5). Approximately
367 62% of al thresholds from 0.25 to 16 kHz were within +5 dB. However, this varied by frequency

368 and ranged from 50% to 71%. A greater percentage of thresholds were within £10 dB (84%) but
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369 ranged from 71 to 96%. In general, the greatest differences between methods was seen at the
370 very lowest (0.25 kHz) and highest (16 kHz) test frequency where less than 80% of thresholds

371 werewithin £15 dB.

372

373 --- Insert Table 5. Here ---

374

375 Linear mixed model results for automated sound booth compared to office did not show a

376  significant effect of test method (F 1(1, 27) = 1.9, p < 0.179) but there was a significant effect of
377  test frequency, and method by frequency interaction. Specifically, audiometric thresholds were
378 elevated in thelow frequencies and improved with increasing test frequency (F 1(1, 267) = 6.1, p
379 <0.001). Thedifference in thresholds varied as a function of test frequency and method (F 1(1,
380 255)=6.3, p<0.001). Theleast square mean comparisons at each frequency from the linear
381 mixed model are shown in Table 3. Automated audiometric thresholds obtained in the sound
382  booth were significant better at 0.25 kHz with no significant differences observed from 0.5 to 16
383 kHz. Acrossall test frequencies the linear mixed model mean differences were all < 5.3 dB.

384 Intra-class correlation coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for the automated

385  audiometry sound booth vs. office analysis are shown in Table 5. Results showed poor reiability
386  between methods at 0.25 and 0.5 kHz, with moderate reliability at all other test frequencies from

387 1to16kHz.

388 Automated Office vs. Sound L evel M easur ements
389 Ambient Noise Measurements
390 Ambient noise measurements were completed once in each of the sound booths used for

391 manua and automated audiometry. Comparison of these values showed nearly identical values
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392 for Leq (Booth A = 31.6 dBA, Booth B = 34.1 dBA), minimum sound level (Booth A = 31.3
393 dBA, Booth B = 32.2 dBA), and maximum sound level (Booth A = 42.1 dBA, Booth B = 55.5
394  dBA). In contrast, ambient noise measurements were recorded during office tablet testing for
395  each participant. As anticipated, the sound level measurements from the office showed a higher
396 Leq(median=55.1dB A, range = 53.9 to 63.0), minimum sound level (median =53.3dB A,
397 range=49.7 to 54.6) and maximum sound level (median =69.8 dB A, range = 57.3 t0 85.0).
398 To evaluate the relationship between ambient noise level and automated thresholds

399 measured in the office, Leq (Figure 3.) and maximum sound level (Figure 4) were plotted against
400 automated thresholds at each test frequency. Within each figure, results of the Spearman rank
401  correlation analysis are shown along with linear regression lines. Spearman rank correlation
402  analysisdid not show any significant relationships between the Leg and automated thresholds
403  from 0.25 to 16 kHz measured in the office (p > 0.118). Similarly, there were no significant
404  relationships between the maximum sound level and automated office thresholds at any test

405  frequency (p > 0.059).

406
407 --- Insert Figure 3. Here ---
408 --- Insert Figure 4. Here ---

409 DISCUSSION
410 There is a substantial body of research showing that automated audiometry is reliable and
411  effective. A meta-analysis on the validity of automated threshold audiometry showed equivalent

412  test re-test reliability between automated and manual audiometry (Mahomed et al., 2013).

413  However of the 29 studies published prior to 2012 that were included in the analysis, only five

414  studiesincluded children, none of the studies evaluated EHF thresholds, and the effect of test
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415 location (sound booth vs. non-sound treated room) was not assessed. More recent studies have
416 focused on these important factors to allow hearing health care services to become more

417  accessible to rural and low socioeconomic communities, ototoxicity monitoring at the patient
418 bedside for individuals who are not well enough to travel to the sound booth, and as a screening
419  tool for children in the school setting.

420 Meinke et al. (2017) assessed test-retest variability of thresholds (.5 to 8 kHz) using the

421  same WAHTS with passive, noise attenuating headphones employed in the present study for 20
422  workersin six different conference rooms at a workplace, compared to a mobile sound booth.
423  Average automated thresholds obtained with the WAHTS were equivalent to mobile sound booth
424  audiometry at 1, 2, 3 and 8 kHz and within £5 dB at 0.5, 4, and 6 kHz. In 40 adult participants,

425 Badtiandlli et al. (2019) reported that 96% of automated thresholds measured in a quiet exam

426  room using the Shoebox tablet-based audiometer were within + 10 dB to standard manual

427  thresholdsin asound booth from .05 to 4 kHz. Similarly, Serpanos et al. (2022) showed

428  automated thresholds measured in aclinical exam room using KUDOwave 5000 audiometry
429  werewithin = 10 dB for 95% of threshold measurements and within = 5 dB for > 89% of
430  threshold measurementsin 69 adults with normal hearing and hearing loss.

431 Govender and Mars (2017) studied the KUDUwave 5000 PC-based automated hearing

432  test (0.25to 8 kHz) in 50 children aged 6 to 13 years in a school and reported that automated air
433  conduction results across the frequency range corresponded with conventional air conduction
434  resultswithin £5 dB in 81% of ears, and within £10 dB in 14% of ears, while 5% of earshad a
435  difference greater than +10 dB. Another study using the KUDUwave system outside a sound
436  booth in adults showed air-conduction thresholds within £ 5 dB in >90% of cases (Swanepoel de

437 et al., 2015). Inastudy of both children (n = 5) and adults (n = 44), Thompson et al. (2015)
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438 compared manual and automated thresholds at .5, 1, 2, and 4 kHz using the Shoebox tablet-based
439 audiometer. Results showed automated thresholds were within 5 dB HL of manual thresholds for

440 140 of 172 (81%) and within 164 or 172 tests (95%) . Magro et al. (2020) used the WAHTS

441  tablet-based audiometry to screen 120 children at 1, 2, and 4 kHz. They reported sensitivity of
442  100% and specificity 76% for the WHATS tablet in children compared to standard audiometry.
443 Studies that include EHF audiometry, especially in children, are limited. Shoebox

444  automated audiometry was recently studied to screen for EHF hearing loss in adults with cystic

445  fibrosisat risk for ototoxicity (Vijayasingam et al., 2020). That study reported that automated

446  audiometry in adults was equivalent to standard audiometry, with 93% sensitivity and 88%

447  specificity. Overall, the consensusin previous studiesis that tablet audiometry can be used asa
448  reliabletool but needsto be verified with standard audiometry.

449 The current study isthe first concerning EHF threshold automated audiometry in children
450 and adolescents. Strengths are the repeated measure design in both a sound booth and office

451  environment, aswell as comparisons with manual threshold audiometry in a sample that included
452  arange of hearing levels. Overall, eighteen participants that showed normal hearing with manual
453  audiometry also had normal hearing with automated sound booth audiometry (100% specificity).
454  However, of the ten earsthat had hearing loss with manual audiometry, only five ears had

455  hearing loss based on automated sound booth thresholds (slight = 4 ears, mild = 1 ear), or 50%
456  sendgitivity. The strict criterion for hearing loss (>15 dB at any frequency) means that a small

457  adjustment in criterion would affect test sensitivity. Automated threshold reliability (sound booth
458  versus office) was within £5 dB 62% of the time and was cumulatively within +£10 dB 84% of

459 thetime.
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460 When examining the data, substantial variability in extended high frequency thresholds
461  can be seen across participantsin Figures 1 and 2. The variability may be related to the
462  population studied, high inter-subject variability observed in EHF threshold even in individuals

463  with normal hearing (Rodriguez Valiente et al., 2014), or the presence of standing waves within

464  the ear canal that may affect inter-subject variability in the EHF region. For example, in children

465  and adults, Schmuziger et al. (2004) reported decreased test-retest reliability at 14 and 16 kHz

466  (83-87% of thresholds within £5 dB) compared to 0.5-12.5 kHz (90-99% of thresholds within £5

467  dB). Furthermore, Beahan et al. (2012) reported a significant effect of age on the test-retest

468  reliability of EHF thresholds. Children between 10-13 years of age showed the best test-retest
469  rdiability with > 96% of thresholds within £10 dB which decreased to 86-94% for children

470  between 4-6 years of age.

471 Overall, our results suggest that WAHTS automated audiometry in children can be done
472  outside of a sound booth with good reliability, thereby making ototoxicity monitoring more
473 feasible on aroutine basis. Additionally, our results show good reliability between automated
474  thresholds obtained in the booth vs. office environment from 6-16 kHz (ICCs from .73 to .86),
475  whichisthe frequency range most important for ototoxicity monitoring. Despite the lack of a
476  significant relationship between ambient noise measurements and automated thresholds, our
477  results show poor reliability between automated sound booth and office thresholds at 0.25 and
478 0.5 kHz, frequencies that are most affected by ambient noise. Lastly, results from the current
479  study would only apply to the WAHTS because the sound isolation algorithms within the

480 circumaural transducersis a pretty important determinant of the automated thresholds obtained in

481 the office environment.
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482 Limitationsand Future Directions
483 First, limiting environmental noise interference may be addressed by a built-in sound

484  meter that pauses testing until the sound level is within the acceptable range (Vijayasingam et al.,

485  2020). Second, differencesin reliability between the current study and those in adults may be
486 related to poorer attention in children. In general, children and teens aged 10-18 years were able
487  to complete automated audiometry within 15 minutes, despite occasional environmental noise
488  and digtractions. Most children did not have any issues while taking the test, but some younger

489  participants struggled with attention and needed redirection from the examiner. Shortening the

490 testing protocol to five frequencies as suggested by Fausti et al. (1992) aswell asinclusion of
491 photos or an interactive children’s character with positive reinforcement for a correct response
492  could help reduce the child’ s fatigue to the task. Third, EHF audiometry shows potential for
493  greater sengitivity to detecting hearing loss, but intra-subject variability is higher due to the

494  greater presence of standing wavesin the patient’s ear canal (Lee et al., 2012). Lastly, for

495  automated sound booth audiometry, there were eleven thresholds from five participants that were
496 not ableto be measured (did not reach convergence). Thisisan important reliability feature of
497  automated audiometry that isnot quantified in standard audiometry, thus false positive and

498 negative responses, and lapses in attention can be more easily detected using automated

499  audiometry.

500 Limitations with the testing equipment included that the children sometimes reported

501 headphonesto be heavy or uncomfortable, which was lessened by giving the child breaks

502  between ears. Development of lighter, pediatric sized headphones would be helpful. An

503  additional concern was that some younger children did not understand the printed directions.

504  Encouraging the children to re-read the instruction page or providing verbal directions solved
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505 thisproblem. Further directions could include devel oping a recorded version of the directions
506 that could be played directly into the headphones and could be replayed if they need re-

507 ingtruction. Additionally, in order to establish WAHTS audiometry as a practical clinical tool for
508 ototoxicity monitoring, alarge scale pediatric validation study is needed to establish true positive
509 and negative ratesin ototoxicity.

510 In summary, we found that automated audiometric thresholds can be expected to be

511 approximately 5 dB HL better than manual audiometric thresholds based on previous literature

512 (Meinkeet al., 2017), and confirmed in children in this study, at least for 0.5 to 8 kHz. We found

513 substantially better thresholds with automated audiometry above 8 kHz. Due to differencesin
514  headphones and methodology, age-referenced normative values are needed for automated

515 audiometry specific to the type of circumaural earphones employed.

516 CONCLUSIONS

517 The WAHTS wireless automated tabl et-based hearing test system was used to evaluate
518 the EHF hearing levels for typically developing children and adolescents, mostly without

519 reported hearing problems. Results showed large variability and threshold differences between
520 manual and automated audiometry within a sound booth, mainly in the EHFs. However

521 automated audiometry results obtained in a sound booth and in an office and were found to agree
522  within £10 dB the mgjority of the time. Automated audiometry could prove to be useful for

523  ototoxicity monitoring, once a larger normative sample has been collected. Improvementsin ease
524  of usefor children would advance the probability of this equipment becoming readily used by

525 clinicians.

526
927
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709

710

711

712

713  Figurelegends

714 Figure 1. Group mean manual and automated sound booth audiometric thresholds and 95%

715  confidence intervals measured in hearing level (dB HL) for typically developing participants are
716  shown in Panel A. Signed threshold differences between manual and automated sound booth
717  thresholds arein Panel B. Positive values indicate better thresholds on automated audiometry
718 compared to manual audiometry. Conversely, negative values indicate better thresholds on the
719  manual audiometry compared to automated audiometry. Box plots show median (line),

720 interquartile ranges (boxes), 1.5 x interquartile range (whiskers), and outliers (dots).

721 Figure 2. Group mean automated sound booth and office audiometric thresholds and 95%

722  confidence intervals measured in hearing level (dB HL) for typically developing participants are
723  shownin Panel A. Signed threshold differences between automated sound booth and office
724  thresholds arein Panel B. Positive values indicate better thresholds on automated office

725  audiometry compared to automated sound booth audiometry. Conversdly, negative values

726  indicate better thresholds on the automated sound booth audiometry compared to automated

727  office audiometry. Box plots show median (line), interquartile ranges (boxes), 1.5 x interquartile
728 range (whiskers), and outliers (dots).

729 Figure 3. Thelong-term average (Leq) sound level (dBA) was plotted as a function of

730 automated thresholds measured in the office environment. Regression lines, Spearman rank

731  correlation coefficients, and significance values are displayed in each figure.

33
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732  Figure4. The maximum sound level (dBA) was plotted as a function of automated thresholds
733  measured in the office environment. Regression lines, Spearman rank correlation coefficients,
734  and significance values are displayed in each figure.

735  Supplemental Digital Content. Shown is the instruction screen of the WAHTS automated
736  audiometry test (Ieft), and corresponding first frequency showing ear being tested and large

737  response button (right).
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for audiometric thresholds and refer ence equivalent threshold sound pressure levelsfor
automated audiometry

0.25 0.5 1 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz

Manual Audiometry - Sound Booth

#of ears 28 28 28 28 28 25 28 28 28 28 28
Mean (SD) 8.6 12.7 7.0 7.9 5.2 4.6 13 6.1 25 8.6 8.8
(4.5 (4.6) (4.8 (5.3 4.2 (9.6) (7.9 (8.4 (10.0) (12.8) (18.2)

Median 10.0 15.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 5.0
Automated Audiometry - Sound Booth >
#of ears 27 27 27 28 27 26 27 27 27 27 27 a2
Mean (SD) 4.4 25 2.0 16 3.1 0.4 -15 -6.4 -39 9.8 -131 g
(6.9 (7.1 (8.2 (7.9 (6.6) (7.8) (7.7) (9.0 (10.0) (12.3) (14.6) o
Median 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 -4.0 -0.5 -2.7 -8.7 -4.0 -14.3 -12.3 %
Automated Audiometry — Office s
#of ears 27 28 28 28 27 28 28 28 27 26 26 g
Mean (SD) 10.0 5.7 25 3.2 -1.3 19 -1.0 -6.7 -3.8 -11.4 -11.5 §
(6.9 (9.2 (6.8) (7.2 (7.4 (8.4 (8.6) (9.9 (9.2 (11.8) (17.0) 2
Median 8.3 6.0 2.2 32 -1.3 0.3 -2.8 -6.3 -7.0 -13.8 -14.2 %
Automated Audiometry §
RETSPL Values 15 10 5 5 5 15 18 20 25 35 55 c;’;
Note: RETSPL = Reference Equivalent Threshold Sound Pressure Level. B
3
7
E
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Table 2. Cumulative counts and percentages of the threshold differ ence between manual and automated audiometry in the

0.25 0.5 1 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 Total
kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz
+5dB 15 (54%) 4 (14%) 10 (36%) 9 (32%) 3(11%) 11(39%) 14 (50%) 7 (25%) 10 (36%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 84 (27%)
+10dB 24 (86%) 10(36%) 21 (75%) 24 (86%) 14 (50%) 19(68%) 24(86%) 10(36%) 20 (71%) 4 (14%) 2 (7%) 172 (56%)
+15dB 25(89%%) 23(82%) 27 (96%) 27 (96%) 26(93%) 21(75%) 27(96%) 19(68%) 25 (89%) 8 (29%) 6 (21%) 234 (76%)
>15dB 27 (96%) 27 (96%) 27(96%) 28(100%) 27(96%) 24(86%) 27 (96%) 27 (96%) 27(96%) 27 (96%) 27 (96%) 295 (96%)
Missing 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 4 (14%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 13 (4%)

Note: Displayed values show the number of ears (percentage).
sound booth
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Frequency

Manual vs. Automated Sound Booth

Automated Office vs. Sound Booth

Mean . Mean .

(kH2) Difference DF va}ue Adj l;ISted Difference  DF t Adjusted
(SE) p-value (SE) value  p-value
0.25 4.3(15) 257 2.9 0.2985 53(13) 255 404 0.0126
0.5 103(15 257 7.05 <.0001 3.1(15) 255 213 0.8726
1 5.1(1.5) 257 351 0.0724 0.7 (13 255 056 1.0000
2 6.2 (1.4) 257 431 0.0043 16(1.1) 255 144 0.9983
4 8.4(1.5) 257 579 <.0001 14(11) 255 128 0.9997
6 3.9(1.5) 257 256 0.5875 1.8(1.2) 255 15 0.9969
8 3(15) 257 205 0.9073 0.7(12) 255 058 1.0000
10 11.8(15 257 812 <.0001 -04(14) 255 -031 1.0000
125 6.6 (1.5) 257 452 0.0019 0.5(15) 255 0.34 1.0000
14 188(15 257 1294  <.0001 -15(1.8) 255 -0.84 1.0000
16 207(15) 257 1419  <.0001 2(2.6) 255 076 1.0000

Note: Significant p-values are bolded and italicized

Table 3. Least square mean
comparisonsat each test frequency
from the linear mixed model
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Frequency
(kH2)

ICC (95% Cl)

Manual vs. Automated Sound Booth ~ Automated Office vs. Sound Booth

ICC (95% Cl)

0.25
0.5

0 o A~ NP

10
12.5
14
16

0.21 (-0.106, 0.509)
0.22 (-0.089, 0.564)
0.46 (0.015, 0.738)
0.49 (-0.072, 0.785)
0.22 (-0.102, 0.553)
0.54 (0.189, 0.770)
0.71 (0.379, 0.865)
0.3 (-0.105, 0.652)
0.66 (0.002, 0.875)
0.38 (-0.067, 0.753)
0.42 (-0.090, 0.774)

0.24 (-0.089, 0.540)
0.44 (0.096, 0.693)
0.52 (0.180, 0.750)
0.82 (0.644, 0.914)
0.69 (0.430, 0.849)
0.86 (0.720, 0.936)
0.85 (0.707, 0.930)
0.73 (0.494, 0.869)
0.78 (0.569, 0.893)
0.83 (0.651, 0.918)
0.81 (0.621, 0.910)

Note: <0.5 = poor reliability, 0.5 to 0.75 = moderate reliability, 0.75 to 0.9 = good reliability,

>0.9 = excellent reliability

Table4. Intra-class correlation coefficients and
95% confidenceintervals
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0.25 0.5 1 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 Total
kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz kHz
+5dB 15(54%) 16(57%) 17 (61%) 20(71%) 20(71%) 20(71%) 20(71%) 14(50%) 16(57%) 19(68%) 15(54%) 192 (62%)
+10dB 20(71%) 22(79%) 24 (86%) 27 (96%) 23(82%) 26(93%) 27(96%) 24 (86%) 24(86%) 23(82%) 19(68%) 259 (84%)
+15dB 22 (79%) 25(89%) 25(89%) 28(100%) 26(93%) 26(93%) 27(96%) 26(93%) 26(93%) 25(89%) 21 (75%) 277 (90%)
>15dB 26 (93%) 27 (96%) 27(96%) 28(100%) 26(93%) 26(93%) 27(96%) 27 (96%) 27(96%) 26(93%) 26(93%) 293 (95%)
Missing 2 (7%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 2 (7%) 2 (7%) 15 (5%)

Note: Displayed values show the number of ears (percentage).

Table 5. Cumulative countsand percentages of the threshold differ ence between automated audiometry in the sound booth
and office environment
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