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ABSTRACT

Most hearing screening programs have historically targeted
children with moderate or more severe bilateral hearing loss. Children
with unilateral or mild bilateral permanent hearing loss represent a
substantial proportion of all children with hearing loss, and there are
serious negative consequences for these children if they are not identified
early and given appropriate help. Many children, particularly those with
unilateral or mild bilateral hearing loss, acquire hearing loss after the
newborn period. Although virtually all newborns are now screened for
hearing loss before leaving the hospital, there are very few opportunities
for periodic hearing screening after the newborn period. Effectively
identifying those children who have late-onset loss or who are missed
during newborn hearing screening will require modifying some of the
procedures currently employed in hospital-based newborn hearing
screening programs, as well as establishing better hearing screening
procedures for early childhood and elementary school programs. Exist-
ing state Early Hearing Detection and Intervention systems are a
resource for establishing and improving screening programs for infants
and children with unilateral or mild bilateral hearing loss.
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Learning Outcomes: As a result of this activity, the participant will be able to describe how hearing screening

programs during the newborn, early childhood, and school-age periods can be improved to better identify children

with unilateral and mild bilateral hearing loss.

The first 36 months of a child’s life are a
critical period for language learning. Research
has shown that undetected hearing loss leads to

delays in speech, language, cognitive, and so-
cial-emotional development, negatively affect-
ing academic performance and potential.1,2
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Conversely, children who are identified early
and begin intervention shortly thereafter have
significantly better language development than
do those children identified later.3–5 Most of
the attention in the past was focused on chil-
dren with hearing losses in the better ear of
40 dB hearing level (HL) or worse.6,7 Recently,
however, there has been increasing concern
about the consequences of not identifying chil-
dren with unilateral hearing loss (UHL) and
mild bilateral hearing loss (MBHL). Unfortu-
nately, these children are an often overlooked
population within the larger population of chil-
dren with hearing loss even though they are at
increased risk for academic grade failures
compared with children with normal hearing
and often need supplemental educational
assistance.8–10

All states have established Early Hearing
Detection and Intervention (EHDI) programs
with a goal of screening all newborns and
identifying all infants and young children
with permanent hearing loss to provide them
with timely and appropriate early intervention
services.11 As a result of these initiatives,
hearing screening in infancy has become the
medical-legal standard of care in the United
States.12 Indeed, more than 95% of babies are
currently screened for hearing prior to hospital
discharge compared with less than 20% in
1997.13

States and territories have implemented
EHDI programs to ensure all children receive
hearing screening, diagnostic audiologic evalu-
ations to confirm a loss when indicated by a
positive screen, and early intervention services
when needed. To help ensure children receive
the above-mentioned services, many EHDI
programs are developing tracking and surveil-
lance systems that include information about
hearing screening results and subsequent fol-
low-up testing. In addition, the information in
these systems is used by a majority of states and
territories to provide aggregate data that helps
calculate national level EHDI statistics.13,14

As discussed at the 2005 National Work-
shop on Mild and Unilateral Hearing Loss,
although great strides have been made in
screening for hearing in newborns, several
challenges exist related to ensuring that all
infants and young children with hearing loss

receive the services they need to make appro-
priate developmental progress. This also was
noted recently in a letter sent to all state early
intervention programs from officials at the U.S.
Department of Education and U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services,15 which
stated that there is a ‘‘growing national crisis in
the provision of essential early intervention and
health care services for infants and toddlers
with hearing loss.’’ That letter continued:

Studies have demonstrated that when
hearing loss of any degree, including mild
bilateral or unilateral hearing loss, is not
adequately diagnosed and addressed, the hear-
ing loss can adversely affect the speech, lan-
guage, academic, emotional, and psychosocial
development of young children. Although
efforts to identify and evaluate hearing loss
in young children have improved, there is still
anecdotal evidence to suggest that many young
children with hearing loss may not be receiving
the early intervention or other services they
need in a timely manner that will enable them
to enter preschool and school ready to succeed.

It is noteworthy that this letter highlighted
the importance of ‘‘mild bilateral or unilateral
hearing loss’’ because until the 1990s, most
efforts to identify hearing loss among infants
and young children were limited to identifying
children with bilateral losses of 40 dB HL or
greater in the better ear.6,7 Given the growing
consensus that children with milder forms of
permanent hearing loss also need to be identi-
fied and treated as early as possible, it is of
concern that infants and young children with
less severe degrees of hearing loss are not being
identified at a rate anticipated based on docu-
mented incidence.9,16–21 For example, reports
in the literature suggest that the incidence
among newborns for UHL ranges from 0.8 to
2.7 per 1000 and from 0.4 to 1.3 per 1000
for MBHL.9,16–20 However, state EHDI
programs are reporting the identification of
significantly fewer infants and young children
with UHL and MBHL.14

The incidence of UHL and MBHL ap-
pears to increase significantly as children age.
Prevalence estimates in school-aged children
(�6 through 19 years) range from 30 to 56 per
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1000 for UHL and 10 to 15 per 1000 for
MBHL9,18 (see the article by Ross et al,22

this issue, for a more in-depth discussion).
This represents a significant difference in in-
cidence between the newborn period and
school age. The reasons for this difference are
unclear and are most likely due to a combina-
tion of factors, including children with late-
onset hearing loss. Causes of late-onset hearing
loss include genetic and teratogenic factors as
well as acquired environmental factors such
as infections or illnesses, trauma, and noise-
induced hearing loss.23

Participants at the 2005 National Work-
shop on Mild and Unilateral Hearing Loss
pointed out the identification of more children
with UHL and MBHL loss at an earlier age
will require increased attention to how screen-
ing is done during the newborn period, the
preschool years, and during the early elemen-
tary school years. Issues related to screening
during each of these time periods are discussed
in the sections that follow.

SCREENING FOR UHL AND MBHL
DURING THE NEWBORN PERIOD
During the newborn period, there are many
factors that can affect identification of less
severe degrees of hearing loss. One factor is
the limitation of current technology and pro-
tocols used for screening. Protocol selection
should involve consideration of the type and
degree of hearing loss targeted for identifica-
tion, the population to be screened, the geo-
graphic location of the program, the likelihood
that families will complete recommended out-
patient testing, and the availability of trained
and experienced pediatric audiologists to do
complete diagnostic evaluations.

If these factors are carefully considered,
screening program administrators can make
decisions that will best fit the specific needs
of their population. Because these needs vary
from site to site, screening protocols are often
quite different among hospitals. Most pro-
grams and policy statements have historically
focused on detecting either bilateral and/or
more severe forms of hearing loss.6,7,23 An
important factor that is frequently overlooked
is the inability of the chosen protocol to screen

for milder degrees of hearing loss. The focus on
more severe hearing loss coupled with a desire
to minimize the number of false-positive
results7 also has led to most equipment manu-
facturers setting presentation levels for auto-
mated auditory brain-stem response screening
equipment at 35 or 40 dB normalized hearing
level (nHL).24 As a result, an infant with a mild
degree of hearing loss may be missed if hearing
levels are better than the minimum level that
can be detected by the screening equipment
being used.

In an effort to produce a low refer rate
prior to hospital discharge, many hospitals use
a two-stage protocol. In this protocol, all in-
fants are screened first with otoacoustic emis-
sions (OAEs), and no additional testing is done
for those passing the OAE screening. Infants
failing the OAE proceed to the second stage
where they are screened with automated audi-
tory brain-stem response (A-ABR). A recent
multicenter study by Johnson et al17 evaluated
how many infants who failed the OAE and
passed the A-ABR had permanent hearing loss
at �9 months of age. From a birth cohort of
86,634 infants who were screened at seven
geographically dispersed birthing centers using
a two-stage OAE/A-ABR hearing screening
protocol, 1524 infants who failed the OAE but
passed the A-ABR were enrolled in the study.
Diagnostic audiologic evaluations were com-
pleted for 64% of the enrolled infants (1432
ears from 973 infants) when they were an
average of 9.3 months of age. The study found
21 infants (30 ears) who passed the newborn
A-ABR hearing screening had permanent
hearing loss when they were 8 to 12 months
of age.

When the results for those infants who
failed the OAE but passed the A-ABR screen-
ing were combined with those of the infants
who failed the OAE and failed the A-ABR, it
was determined that the incidence of perma-
nent hearing loss in this cohort of 86,634
newborns was 2.37 per 1000 (this incidence is
a little lower than what would be expected in
the general population because only one of the
seven participating centers enrolled children
from the neonatal intensive care unit). Alarm-
ingly, 23% of the infants with permanent
hearing loss in this cohort would have been
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missed if babies who failed the OAE but passed
the A-ABR were screened as normal and had
not been followed. Most (71.4%) of the infants
with hearing loss who failed the OAE but
passed the A-ABR screening test had mild
hearing loss. Of those with hearing loss who
failed both OAE and A-ABR, 19.6% had mild
hearing loss (20 to 40 dB as measured in the
worse ear).

The results of this study have important
implications for newborn hearing screening
programs, particularly with respect to identify-
ing infants with MBHL. First, these results
emphasize the need for administrators of new-
born hearing screening programs to carefully
evaluate which screening protocol and equip-
ment is best for their situation and objectives.
In particular, they should explicitly consider
whether they want to detect MBHL. In mak-
ing such decisions, it is important to remember
that this is not an issue of whether or not to use
A-ABR hearing screening equipment. Instead,
it is an issue of how the stimulus presentation
for that equipment is set. If a different intensity
stimulus had been used (e.g., a 25 dB nHL
click stimulus instead of the 35 dB nHL
stimulus that was used in this study), the results
would almost certainly have been quite differ-
ent. All A-ABR equipment that is commer-
cially available at the present time uses a 35 dB
nHL or greater click stimulus.

Second, parents and health care providers
need to be reminded frequently that passing a
newborn hearing screening test does not guar-
antee that the child does not and will not have a
permanent hearing loss. This was emphasized
more than 20 years ago by Mason et al25:
‘‘Passing a neonatal screening test, therefore,
does not exclude the possibility of subsequent
[permanent hearing loss] and highlights the
need for further surveillance.’’

Third, as will be discussed in the next
section of this article, hospital-based newborn
hearing screenings are not sufficient to detect
all permanent hearing loss that occurs during
childhood. In addition to making hospital-
based screening programs as efficient as possi-
ble, public health officials should consider the
pros and cons of doing systematic hearing
screening during the early childhood years in
day care, preschool programs, or well-child

visits in health care provider offices.26 Such
screening may be a useful tool for detecting
late-onset permanent hearing loss, as well as
hearing loss that is missed during newborn
hearing screening (which is particularly likely
with UHL and MBHL).

In addition to the issues highlighted by the
study conducted by Johnson et al,17 there are
several other issues that need to be considered
with regard to hospital-based screening. For
example, there is an unfortunate lack of na-
tional or international standards for the cali-
bration of otoacoustic emission screening
devices. Only one international standard (IEC
60645–327) is available for the calibration of
clicks (such as those used in A-ABR testing). It
is not clear, however, that manufacturers of
screening devices used in the newborn period
calibrate their instruments using a uniform
standard. In addition, screening algorithms
and pass-refer criteria vary among manufac-
turers. Therefore, the screening outcome ob-
tained with one screening unit may not yield
the same outcome (pass-refer) as a device from
another manufacturer.28 Related to this issue,
otoacoustic emission technology presents stim-
uli at a known sound pressure level ‘‘adjusted’’
in the ear canal of the individual infant/child.
However, the level of the A-ABR click stim-
ulus at the plane of the tympanic membrane
varies to some degree depending on the ear-
phone type (i.e., circumaural or insert) and the
size of the infant’s ear canal. Thus, the actual
level of the test signal may vary appreciably
among infants regardless of the audiometric
hearing level in dB nHL referenced as the
pass-fail criterion level by the manufacturer.29,30

This is particularly concerning because the
stimulus will frequently be higher, with the
potential result of infants with UHL or
MBHL being missed.

SCREENING FOR UHL AND MBHL
DURING EARLY CHILDHOOD
It is estimated that the incidence of permanent
hearing loss more than triples from 3 per 1000
to 3 per 300 by the time children are 5 years of
age.31 For these children to be identified in a
timely manner, systematic hearing screening at
periodic intervals will be necessary because
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there is evidence that parents are not good at
detecting when their child has a hearing
loss.32,33 As noted by the American Academy
of Pediatrics (AAP), ‘‘Reliance on physician
observation and/or parental recognition has
not been successful in the past in detecting
significant hearing loss in the first year of
life.’’7 The inability of parents or health care
providers to detect hearing loss is particularly
true for UHL and MBHL.

Unfortunately, after the newborn period,
very few newborn to 5-year-old children are
regularly screened for hearing loss using objec-
tive screening tools. Indeed, the Pediatric
Periodicity Schedule34 of the AAP calls only
for subjective screening of hearing during well-
child visits from birth until 4 years of age, and
the 2007 Joint Committee on Infant Hearing
(JCIH) Position Statement23 recommends only
that there be ‘‘regular surveillance of develop-
mental milestones, auditory skills, parental
concerns, and middle-ear status. . .in the
medical home, consistent with the American
Academy of Pediatrics pediatric periodicity
schedule.’’ In a positive step toward the goal
of systematic hearing screening during the early
childhood years, the 2007 JCIH statement does
call for ‘‘an objective standardized screening of
global development with a validated assessment
tool at 9, 18, and 24 to 30 months of age or at
any time if the health care professional or
family has concern. . .Infants who do not pass
the speech-language portion of a medical home
global screening or for whom there is a concern
regarding hearing or language should be re-
ferred for speech-language evaluation and
hearing assessment.’’

However, implementing such office-based
screening will not be easy as shown by how
difficult it has been to get health care providers
to do a quick, subjective hearing screen in a
context where they have a high likelihood of
being reimbursed. Specifically, more than 35%
of all newborn to 5-year-old children in the
United States are covered by Medicaid. Since
its inception, Medicaid has mandated that all
eligible children receive early preventive health
care through the Early and Periodic Screening
Diagnosis and Treatment (EPSDT) program,
but this has never been achieved. A national
review of EPSDT revealed that of the

22.9 million children eligible for these serv-
ices, only 36% received a medical screen and
only 13% received a hearing screen.35 The
report also concluded that the poorest children
and those from minority families (which are
the children most likely to acquire hearing
loss during early childhood) were dispropor-
tionately less likely to receive these services.

Another problem has been identified when
children are screened for hearing in their health
care provider’s office. In one recent study,36

nine pediatric practices were provided with
equipment and staff to do hearing screening
during well-child visits for those 3 to 19 years
of age. Of the 1061 children screened, 10%
failed. Of these, 59% had no further evaluation
indicating how difficult it is to get health care
providers and families to follow up when a
child fails the hearing screening test.

Despite such challenges, there have been
successful programs designed to screen hearing
loss during the early childhood years. Eiserman
et al26 evaluated the feasibility of perform-
ing hearing screening in Migrant, American
Indian, and Early Head Start programs using
objective OAE technology. Staff at the Head
Start programs were trained to screen newborn
to 3-year-old children for hearing loss using
hand-held OAE equipment and a multistep
screening and referral protocol. Of the
3486 children screened, 95% passed, and 5%
(183 children) were referred for a diagnostic
evaluation. The median time required to com-
plete a single OAE screening session was
4 minutes per child. Of the 119 children who
completed a diagnostic evaluation (64 children,
or 35%, were lost to follow-up), 6 had a perma-
nent hearing loss, and 74 more had a chronic
fluctuating conductive hearing loss that had
not previously been detected or treated. These
results demonstrate that OAE-based hearing
screening of young children can be practical
and effective if there is appropriate training,
use of the specified protocol, and audiologic
support.

Prior to the evolution of OAE technology,
early childhood educators and health care pro-
viders had no choice but to rely on informal
behavioral observations, checklists, and ques-
tionnaires to screen for hearing loss. Fortu-
nately, OAE screening technology has proved
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to be a reliable, easy-to-use screening tool
that can be effective in identifying newborn
to 5-year-old children with permanent hearing
loss. Though not used much in health care
providers’ offices at the current time, the suc-
cess of OAE-based hearing screening in Early
Head Start programs suggests that this might
be an effective tool for health care providers to
use during well-child visits.

SCREENING FOR UHL AND MHL
AMONG ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL-AGED CHILDREN
The number of children affected with hearing
loss continues to increase as children grow
older. An excellent source of data about this
is the National Health & Nutrition Examina-
tion Survey (NHANES). The NHANES sur-
veys are broad, multipurpose surveys conducted
with a target population of civilian, noninsti-
tutionalized members of the U.S. population.
The sample size for audiometry in children,
6 to 19 years old, was 6166 for the NHANES
study conducted from 1988 to 1994. According
to the NHANES data, the prevalence of hear-
ing loss for 6- to 19-year-old children in the
United States is 73.31 per 1000.37 Ninety-six
percent of these children had UHL (77.8%) or
MBHL (18.8%).* Unfortunately, given the way
the data were collected, it was not possible to
distinguish between permanent hearing losses
and those caused by fluctuating conditions such
as otitis media with effusion.

Given the prevalence of hearing loss
among school-aged children (almost 25 times
as many school-aged children have hearing loss
as do newborns), it is not surprising that most
states have legislative mandates requiring
school screening.38 But even though school-
age hearing screening has been occurring for
decades, there has been no systematic national
evaluation of these programs, and little is
known about their effectiveness.39 It is likely
that the situation in the United States is very
similar to what was recently reported from a
national evaluation of the school-entry hearing
screening program in England.40,41

Referral rates are variable. . .The test
used for the screen is the pure tone sweep test
but with wide variation in implementation,
with differing frequencies, pass criteria and
retest protocols; written examples of proto-
cols were often poor and ambiguous. There
is no national approach to data collection,
audit and quality assurance, and there are
variable approaches at the local level. The
screen is performed in less than ideal test
conditions and resources are often limited,
which has an impact on the quality of the
screen.

The dramatically higher prevalence of
hearing loss among school-aged children
(most of whom have UHL and MBHL) and
the documented deleterious effects of unde-
tected hearing loss, coupled with the difficulty
of detecting UHL and MBHL, raises concerns
about why there has not been a more systematic
approach to school-based hearing screening.
One of the reasons that EHDI programs
have been relatively successful with the new-
born population is that there have been widely
accepted standards and protocols promulgated
by groups such as the AAP, the JCIH, and the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC).42 Nothing similar has occurred for
hearing screening for school-aged children.

Of course, there are challenges that make
it difficult to implement effective hearing
screening programs in a school setting—partic-
ularly if the goal is to detect children with UHL
and MBHL. Ninety-six percent of children
enroll in the public school system at 5 to 6 years
of age.43 Currently, this is the only opportunity
for an additional universal hearing screening
beyond the newborn period, although the
acoustic environments in schools for the entry
screen and any subsequent hearing screenings
are often inadequate to conduct appropriate and
accurate testing.9 Behavioral audiometric and
tympanic screening tests applied at school-age
are intended to identify temporary as well as
permanent hearing loss, including UHL and
MBHL. Yet the acoustic conditions under
which school-based identification programs

*NHANES analysis uses definitions of ‘‘slight’’ (16 to 25 dB HL) and ‘‘mild’’ (26 to 40 dB HL) for low-frequency hearing
loss (pure-tone average 0.5, 1, and 2 kHz) and high-frequency hearing loss (pure-tone average 3, 4, and 6 kHz).
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are administered as well as pass-fail criteria are
not always conducive to achieving that goal.
Unless controlled acoustic conditions that
reduce the levels of background noise (e.g., a
portable sound-treated test booth) are avail-
able, cases of UHL and MBHL will likely be
underidentified.

DIAGNOSING UHL AND MBHL
Another factor affecting the identification of
hearing loss at all ages is the ability to success-
fully link the family to appropriate outpatient
services with a well-trained pediatric audiolo-
gist. During the newborn period, state EHDI
programs often have difficulty determining if
an appropriate diagnostic assessment has been
completed because many audiologists do not
consistently report their findings to the state
EHDI program, even though many are re-
quired to do so by their state mandate.44

According to national statistics from the
CDC,14 almost 60% of infants who are referred
from newborn hearing screening programs
have no documented follow-up. However, it
is difficult to determine how many of these
infants never received needed follow-up testing
compared with how many completed diagnos-
tic testing, but the findings were not reported
to the state EHDI program. State EHDI
programs also have consistently reported a
severe shortage of well-trained pediatric
audiologists. This means that families often
have difficulty in identifying where to go for
recommended services.42 There is currently no
national effort to track older children, and
therefore there is no information about audio-
logic follow-up among these children.

Audiologists who are not familiar or com-
fortable with including frequency-specific audi-
tory brain-stem response (ABR) stimuli (tone
bursts of low, mid, and high frequencyy), bone
conduction ABR,z high-frequency acoustic im-
mittance assessment, and determining hearing
sensitivity for each ear as part of recommended
protocols45 may inadvertently miss UHL and
MBHL. Too often, the presence of middle ear
effusion has delayed the diagnosis of permanent

hearing loss. Audiologists who postpone diag-
nostic testing until the middle ear effusion has
cleared risk delaying diagnosis by many months.
Delaying the diagnostic assessment puts the
child at risk of being lost, not diagnosed in a
timely manner, and subsequently not referred
for appropriate follow-up services (see the ar-
ticle by Gabbard et al,46 this issue, for a more
in-depth discussion).

CONCLUSION
Now that newborn hearing screening is a
standard of care, there is an opportunity to
create a seamless system of care for infants
and young children with hearing loss from
birth through school age. For this to happen,
greater attention must be given to ensuring that
all children with congenital hearing loss (in-
cluding those with UHL and MBHL) are
identified and provided with appropriate serv-
ices during the first months of life. Addition-
ally, the lessons learned about implementing
effective newborn hearing screening programs
must be adapted and applied to screening
children for hearing loss in early childhood
and elementary school settings. For example,
protocols and procedures for successful screen-
ing programs need to be developed and dis-
seminated, more attention needs to be given to
training, quality assurance, and documentation
of program activities and outcomes, and na-
tional goals and standards need to be estab-
lished.

Many state EHDI programs have devel-
oped an infrastructure for supporting hospital-
based newborn hearing screening programs,
providing quality assurance, training, and tech-
nical support, and collecting data to ensure that
children receive the services they need and that
the system can be continually evaluated and
improved. These EHDI systems could be ex-
panded to assist in doing hearing screening
during early childhood and elementary school.

Identification of consistent referral and
follow-up systems for children with less severe
degrees of hearing loss is needed. Research
has shown that a substantial percentage of

yRecording epochs of 20 to 25 milliseconds are necessary for adequate ABR threshold detection measures in infants,
especially when tonal stimuli are used.45

zBone-conduction testing should be completed if air-conduction thresholds are greater than 20 dB nHL.45
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children with UHL or MBHL have significant
speech-language delays, negative educational
consequences, and behavioral problems associ-
ated with the presence of their hearing loss.8

Identification of UHL and MBHL through
improved hearing screening programs during
the newborn, early childhood, and school-age
period offers an opportunity to provide inter-
vention, parent education, and preventative
measures to improve outcomes for children
before problems arise. Similar to what hap-
pened in the development of hospital-based
newborn hearing screening programs, achiev-
ing these goals will require input and partic-
ipation from many different stakeholders,
including public health and education officials
at the local, state, and national level, health
care providers, parents, and professional and
advocacy organizations.

ABBREVIATIONS

A-ABR automated auditory brain-stem
response

AAP American Academy of Pediatrics
ABR auditory brain-stem response
CDC Centers for Disease Control and

Prevention
EHDI Early Hearing Detection and

Intervention
EPSDT Early and Periodic Screening

Diagnosis and Treatment
HL hearing level
JCIH Joint Committee on Infant

Hearing
MBHL mild bilateral hearing loss
NHANES National Health & Nutrition

Examination Survey
nHL normalized hearing level
OAE otoacoustic emission
UHL unilateral hearing loss
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Prevalence and characteristics of children with
serious hearing impairment in metropolitan
Atlanta, 1991–1993. Pediatrics 1999;103:570–575

22. Ross DS, Gaffney M, Green D, Holstrum WJ.
Prevalence and effect. Semin Hear 2008;29:141–
148

23. Joint Committee on Infant Hearing. Year 2007
position statement: principles and guidelines for
early hearing detection and intervention programs.
Pediatrics 2007;120:898–921

24. Gravel JS, White KR, Johnson JL, et al. A
multisite study to examine the efficacy of the
otoacoustic emission/automated auditory brain-
stem response newborn hearing screening proto-
col: implications for practice, policy and research.
Am J Audiol 2005;14:S200–S216

25. Mason S, Davis A, Wood S, Farnsworth A. Field
sensitivity of targeted neonatal hearing screening
using the Nottingham ABR screener. Ear Hear
1998;19:91–102

26. Eiserman WD, Shisler L, Foust T, Buhrmann J,
Winston RL, White KR. Screening for hearing
loss in early childhood programs. Early Child Res
Q 2007;22:105–117

27. International Society of Audiology International
Standards in Audiology. IEC 60645–3 (1994).
Electroacoustics—Audiological equipment. Part
3—Auditory test signals of short duration for
audiometric and neuro-otological purposes. Avail-
able at: http://www.isa-audiology.org/standard/
strd.html#60645. Accessed December 5, 2007

28. Barker SE, Lesperance MM, Kileny PR. Outcome
of newborn hearing screening by ABR compared
with four different DPOAE pass criteria. Am J
Audiol 2000;9:142–148

29. Durrant JD, Sabo DL, Delgado RE. Call for
calibration standard for newborn screening using
auditory brainstem responses. Int J Audiol 2007;46:
686–691

30. Stevens J, Wood S. NHSP in England: screening
equipment. Paper presented at: International
Newborn Hearing Screening Symposium; May
2004; Como, Italy

31. American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
(ASHA). Guidelines for audiology services in the
schools. ASHA 1993;35(Suppl 10):24–32

32. Lo PSY, Tong MCF, Wong EMC, van Hasselt
CA. Parental suspicion of hearing loss in children
with otitis media with effusion. Eur J Pediatr 2006;
165:851–857

33. Stewart MG, Ohlms LA, Friedman EM, et al. Is
parental perception an accurate predictor of
childhood hearing loss? A prospective study. Arch
Otolaryngol Head Neck Surg 1999;120:340–344

34. American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP). Recom-
mendations for preventive pediatric health care:
committee on practice and ambulatory medicine
and Bright Futures steering committee. Pediatrics
2007;120:1376

35. Olson K, Perkins J, Pate T. Children’s health
under medicaid: a national review of early periodic
screening, diagnosis and treatment. National
Health Law Program. Available at: http://www.
healthlaw.org/library.cfm. Accessed December 5,
2007

36. Halloran DR, Wall TC, Evans HH, Hardin JM,
Wooley AL. Hearing screening at well child visits.
Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med 2005;159:949–955

37. National Institute on Deafness and Other Com-
munication Disorders (NIDCD). Outcomes
research in children with hearing loss: prevalence
of hearing loss in U.S. children, 2005. Available at:
http://www.nidcd.nih.gov/funding/programs/hb/
outcomes/report.htm. Accessed December 5, 2007

38. American Speech Language Hearing Association
(ASHA). Hearing screening School age. 2007.
Available at: http://www.asha.org/public/hearing/
testing/#school_age. Accessed December 5, 2007

39. Kemper AR, Fant KE, Bruckman D, Clark SJ.
Hearing and vision screening program for school-
aged children. Am J Prev Med 2004;26:141–146

40. Bamford J, Fortnum H, Bristow K, et al. Current
practice, accuracy, effectiveness and cost-effective-
ness of the school entry hearing screen. Health
Technol Assess 2007;11:1–168

41. Fonseca S, Forsyth H, Neary W. School hearing
screening programme in the UK: practice and
performance. Arch Dis Child 2005;90:145–156

42. White KR. The current status of EHDI programs
in the United States. Ment Retard Dev Disabil
Res Rev 2003;9:79–88

43. Martinez GM, Curry AE. School Enrollment—
Social and Economic Characteristics of Students

SCREENING/WHITE, MUÑOZ 157
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