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A.1. Abbreviations

3AFC three alternative forced choice
AB Advanced Bionics
AGF amplitude growth function
AP alternating polarity
ART auditory response telemetry
BEDCS bionic ear data collection system
BM basilar membrane 
CI cochlear implant
CU clinical unit
CVC consonant vowel consonant
eCAP electrically evoked compound action potential
EDP excitation density profile
FM forward masking
ICD inter channel distance
JND just noticeable difference
LE linear extrapolation
LV last visible
M masker
MAL maximum acceptable loudness
MCL most comfortable loudness
MP masker-probe
mSOE measured spread of excitation
NRA neural response amplifier
NRI neural response imaging
NRT neural response telemetry
P probe
PRISMA preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses
pSOE predicted spread of excitation
RMSE root mean square error
RSPOM research studies platform objective meausures
sEDP simulated excitation density profile
SFAP single fiber action potential
SFM spatial forward masking
SNR signal to noise ratio
SOE spread of excitation
TCI threshold confidence interval
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