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RESPONSE TO THE SECOND REVIEW ON PAPER:  ID 5868 “EFFECTS OF INDUSTRIAL NOISE OF HIGHER SPECTRUM ON AUDITORY PERCEPTION ABILITY OF WORKERS”

REVIEW 1: Recenzent A:
Rad moze biti publikovan  u korigovanoj verziji.
REVIEW 2.: Recenzent B:
The authors have applied all suggested corrections and changes into the manuscript and have substantially improved the readability of the paper.
Some issues regarding still need to be addressed:
• The terms related to noise frequencies need to be uniformed in the whole manuscript. For example, in most tables, authors use the term “low frequencies”, but in the introduction, results and discussion, they use different terms for the same variable, such as “medium frequencies”, “standard frequencies”, “standard spectrum”, “general spectrum”, “moderate noise” etc. This leads to poor readability of the text.
• Aim and conclusion both claim that the authors tested different noise intensities, whereas they actually tested different noise frequencies! This is really a big scientific problem that must be clarified before admission of the manuscript.
• Tables 2 and 3 claim to show “perceived noise loudness”, but in fact they show objective noise levels measured at a certain place and time. This remains to be corrected in the tables and results.
• Table 4 is insufficient. It lacks statistical test applied to test the differences. Reading the title of the table, one can assume that it shows “means of absolute hearing thresholds”, but the columns 2 and 3 of the table read “amplitude of noise”. This table is very confusing and it should be the most important of the whole manuscript.
• Discussion still lacks the limitations of the study. The authors should try to criticize their work in relation to other similar studies in details.
• References are insufficient. For example, Ref No 2 and 28 lack the publisher; Ref No 20 and 29 lack pages of the cited manuscript.
• English language and style are still of poor quality and substantial corrections are needed to improve the comprehensibility and understanding of the paper. Examples of untypical English use in Introduction: “health risky”, “physics quality of sound it is defined…”; in Methods: “an hour of pause”, “luckily”, “in that way”; in Discussion: “occurs is it”, “threshold to increase related to the increment…”, “facets
of sound”, “electro production”, “in so evident matter”, “area of tones of frequencies…”, “intensity is in question researchers…”, “if there are no exterior signs”; Conclusion: “praxis of regular tracking of changes”, and possibly many others.
*****

ODGOVOR NA REVIEW 2. 
(1). The terms related to noise frequencies need to be uniformed in the whole manuscript. For example, in most tables, authors use the term “low frequencies”, but in the introduction, results and discussion, they use different terms for the same variable, such as “medium frequencies”, “standard frequencies”, “standard spectrum”, “general spectrum”, “moderate noise” etc. This leads to poor readability of the text.
Answer and action: It seems that while trying to employ synonyms for the term of standard frequency noise spectrum, we lost the exact meaning of the measure we use. As a matter of fact, we dealt with the frequencies that are of high spectrum (above frequencies of human speech) and with the levels of frequencies that are standard in the range of human detection capacity. They are lower than other cluster of frequencies; they are medium due to the fact that they take values in the middle of the existing spectrum range. Nevertheless, those frequencies are the most common and represent the level of frequency sound that is recordable by human senses and on which they are often exposed. So, we decided to use the term of standard frequency spectrum. In the new version of the paper, the term is uniformed.   

(2). Aim and conclusion both claim that the authors tested different noise intensities, whereas they actually tested different noise frequencies! This is really a big scientific problem that must be clarified before admission of the manuscript.
Answer and action: We agreed with the remark and it really is a big problem that could confuse readers. So, we made thorough corrections regarding it. As a matter of fact, the main idea of the paper was to analyze differences in the hearing threshold among workers exposed to standard and high intensity noise along the spectrum of noise frequencies.  
So, we corrected the formulation of the research goal into a following sentence: Following the given trend of speculation, our research goal was to find if there were differences between long-time effects of industrial noise of high and moderate intensity level at different frequency levels, on audio perceptual abilities of exposed workers performing relatively simple tasks at the production line in the liquid production industry.
Accordingly, the main hypothesis is also revisited, as well as it`s concretization: there would be significant differences in threshold levels between workers exposed to the high and moderate intensity noise with the greater hearing amplitude threshold for subjects exposed to the high intensity noise.. That should be especially true for higher spectrum noises (from 4000 Hz up to 8000 Hz). So, there were an assumption that the higher thresholds would be assessed among workers in the group exposed to the noise of high-frequency with the stronger effect obtained on measures at the high level of frequencies than on standard frequency levels.
Also, there are some adjustments along the text in order to correct the mistake. The corrections were made in naming the Tables and in the Discussion and Conclusion, as well. For example, in Discussion, we now say: When comparing in general hearing capabilities of employees working in conditions of different levels of noise intensity at the workplace there were not enough data to conclude unambiguously that noise intensity itself increases the absolute hearing threshold.

(3). Tables 2 and 3 claim to show “perceived noise loudness”, but in fact they show objective noise levels measured at a certain place and time. This remains to be corrected in the tables and results.
Answer and action:
We are aware of the confusion that the results given in the tables could create. As a matter of fact, when reading again the manuscript, we noticed that some columns and rows as well as tables, were not named well. 
- The Table no. 2. named Perceived noise loudness in production line on different levels of noise frequency for group exposed to high frequency noise,  imply that we measured the respondents perception of the noise while there are some objective measures of noise intensity at the different work stations. So, we changed the title of the Table no. 2.:  Noise intensity measures for different noise frequencies at three locations of the production hall.
Table no. 3. titled:  Perceived noise loudness on different levels of noise intensity in locations outside the production hall (measures for group exposed to low-frequency noise), has been changed and in the new version title of the table sound as: Noise intensity measures for different noise frequencies at three locations outside the production hall. 

(4) Table 4 is insufficient. It lacks statistical test applied to test the differences. Reading the title of the table, one can assume that it shows “means of absolute hearing thresholds”, but the columns 2 and 3 of the table read “amplitude of noise”. This table is very confusing and it should be the most important of the whole manuscript.
Answer and action: 
When Table 4. is in question, this table is also confusing and that was the main problem of previous version of the paper, due to the fact that this table had to provide answer the problem of the research and to test the hypotesis. Three actions had to be done for the improvement of the table. Firstly, we have to change the title; it is not the measuring of the hearing thresholds in the context of frequency areas for the groups exposed to high-frequency and low frequency. Rather, it provides the results of the measuring the thresholds for group exposed to the high and low intensity noise on different frequency levels. So, the title: Statistical differences between means of absolute hearing thresholds for group exposed to high-frequency noise and for group exposed to low-frequency noise in the context of frequency areas, has to be changed and now it is: Differences between means of absolute hearing thresholds on each frequency level, for the group exposed to high intensity noise and for the group exposed to the moderate intensity noise. Here, the mean difference coefficient, p value and degree of freedom is given, as parameters.  

(5). Discussion still lacks the limitations of the study. The authors should try to criticize their work in relation to other similar studies in details.
Answer and action:
Being aware of the simplicity of our research design, we included explicit discussion about the shortcomings of the analysis, admitting that some personal and contextual variables are not considered although some previous studies showed the impact of thee. So, we widen the discussion according to the previously referenced researches, pointing to the similarities and differences with own study. There, the limitations of our study were explicitly demonstrated.  
We started with the statement that: We only tackled the issue by trying to keep work characteristics constant and to control years of exposition, age and gender. The research design of our study is rather simplified due to the idea to prove working condition differences in noise intensity on hearing threshold levels along the spectrum of noise frequencies.
We pointed out that we were aware that: Measuring other physiological parameters along with hearing threshold, as some studies did14,27, might gave us more precise perception of the deteriorating impact of high frequency and intensity noise. Also, the effect of potential stress related to the noise exposition is not controlled.
Then, we mentioned the results of Leather and colleagues study, Bjelojevic and Gopinath`s studies for pointing the importance of introducing personal and contextual variables, as well as the studies where different working activities were considered. Finally, we did not forget to mention the Rachiotis`s research, that has the specific importance for our study, due to the fact that he gain similar results, but with including the variable of smoking habit that we did not take into a consideration. 

 (6). References are insufficient. For example, Ref No 2 and 28 lack the publisher; Ref No 20 and 29 lack pages of the cited manuscript.
Answer and action:
In reference 2, the publisher is added, as well as in the reference no. 28. References no. 20 and 29., due to the fact that they are referencing the articles dated in 1979. and 1965., we decided to exclude them from the manuscript and reference list.  

(7). English language and style are still of poor quality and substantial corrections are needed to improve the comprehensibility and understanding of the paper. Examples of untypical English use in Introduction: “health risky”, “physics quality of sound it is defined…”; in Methods: “an hour of pause”, “luckily”, “in that way”; in Discussion: “occurs is it”, “threshold to increase related to the increment…”, “facets
of sound”, “electro production”, “in so evident matter”, “area of tones of frequencies…”, “intensity is in question researchers…”, “if there are no exterior signs”; Conclusion: “praxis of regular tracking of changes”, and possibly many others.
Answer and action:
The pointed phrases are replaced with more in English style words and the text was sent on revision to the native English speaker with some level of expertise in the domain. 
“Health risky” is replaced with the: hazardous, 
“physics quality of sound it is defined…” is replaced with: physical quality, sound is defined as…
“an hour of pause”, is replaced with: half-hour break
“luckily” is deleted.
 “in that way” is replaced with: in a manner 
“occurs is it” is not understood due to the lack of punctuation. It should be said that: Moreover, we could not be sure, if the difference occurs, is it temporary or noise-induced permanent threshold shift.  
“threshold to increase related to the increment…” is replaced with: threshold to increase with the increment in frequency level
“facets of sound” replaced with: sound characteristics  
“electro production” is not replaced because it is the original title of the article used in the analysis (reference no. 9).  
“in so evident matter” is actually said in so evident manner 
“area of tones of frequencies…”replaced with: the range of  frequencies
“intensity is in question researchers…” is changed due to the corrections in the particular sentence
“if there are no exterior signs” replaced with: external indices  
“praxis of regular tracking of changes” replaced with: practice of regular control of hearing ability changes 
