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Sub|ec.ts. 27. partloup:.:mts (11M, 16F_) provided written |nf?rmed consent. Three did not participants had completed at least one previous training session (“Previously Trained”). Because there was no statistically significant difference between Training #1 and Training #2, we only attenuation of 15 dB marked using a gray dashed line (conceptually, a reduction from 105 dBA to 90 dBA). Even with
meet inclusion criteria and seven withdrew after completing 0 (n=1), 1 (n=3), 2 (n=2), or show Training #1 here. There were no statistically significant differences between those with who were Previously Trained and those who were Previously Untrained. Additionally, there was no training most participants did not achieve 15 dB attenuation with HPD 2. HPDs 1, 3, and 4 had relatively similar NRRs (12-
3 (n=1) test sessions. Data shown here are from 15 participants that completed all four statistically significant difference found between any of the training conditions for any HPD. Of note, the difference between Previously Untrained, and Training #1 and Training #2 was larger 15 dB) but the rate at which the 15-dB target was achieved differed across HPDs. Almost all participants obtained 15 dB
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HPD conditions and 6 participants that contributed data in one to three HPD conditions. for all HPDs than the difference between Previously Trained, and Training #1 and Training #2. training with HPDs 1 and 3.
Hearing thresholds <25 dB HL from 0.25-8 kHz were required. Attitudes towards noise
and previous HPD use were surveyed prior to in-person testing. Individual Training Effects and Proportion of Training Benefit SUMMARY/CONCLUS'ONS
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for labeled Noise Reduction Rating (NRR). NRR is derived from group data, with To show individual benefit of training, each instance of HPD fitting was plotted on a scatter plot showing pre- vs. post-training achieved PAR (Fig. 5-8). Each point on the scatter plots represent . Schulz TY. 2011. Individual fit testing of earplugs: a review of uses. Noise & Health, 13(51) 152-162.
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barticipants wearing expert fit HPDs. Higher REAT and PAR values greater attenuation of the .ac.:hleved PAR of each part|C|p§nt. Thfe .colored points show”partl.upants who ’Pjad not.recelved training on a previous HPD ( P-reV|oust Unt.ramed.) .afu.zl th-e .black pomt§ -reprssent . Zatardi T. A, Portnufh, C. b., and Le Prell, C. G. {2022}, Verification of attenuation for premoided hearing protection devices designed for music, Med.
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Statistical Analyses Due to violations of data normality, Kruskal Wallis Tests and pair wise Untrained participants achieved more attenuation following training. Every Previously Untrained participant was able to achieved more attenuation following training at least once following ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
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