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*For the question:
Could the reference standard, its conduct, or its interpretation have introduced bias?
LOW= adequate reference standard described with sufficient detail and appropriate methods and follow-up to verify HL status of all children (including screen negatives) after index testing.
HIGH = inadequate reference standard or inadequate methods or follow-up to verify HL status of all children after index testing (including screen negatives)
UNCLEAR = unclear on one or more points
For the question: 
Is there concern that the target condition as defined by the reference standard does not match the review question?
LOW=bilateral 26 dB HL permanent HL including sensorineural, conductive, and mixed conditions with details of temporary HL exclusion
HIGH=included unilateral conditions, threshold other than 26 dB HL, included temporary HL, or limited to sensorineural HL - or did not match review question definition for any other reason
UNCLEAR=unclear on one or more aspects of target condition
