Meta-analysis Forest Plots for Outcomes

CFN —Physical activity interventions

Effect on Mobility outcomes

Intervention Control

Author, Year; outcome measure N N Weight SMD [95% CI]
Aerobic interventions :

Kuo, 2018; Gait speed 15 21 — 1.25% 0.71[0.03, 1.39]
Kuo, 2018; Timed up & go test 15 21 | 1.25% 0.72[0.04, 1.40]
RE Multi-Level Mode! for Subgroup (Q = 0.00, df = 1, p = 0.984; I = 0.00%) : ‘ 0.71 [0.23, 1.20]
Mobility / Rehab interventions

M.Gill, 2002; Chair sit & stand test 85 84 3! 5.00% 0.20[-0.08, 0.48

M.Gill, 2002; Gait speed 85 84 HL 5.00% 041[0.13, 069

M.Gill, 2002; Physical performance test 85 84 H 5.00% 0.27[-0.01,0.55

Brown, 2000; Gait speed (Normal) 48 36 = 3.12% 0.07 [-0.37, 0.51

Brown, 2000; Gait speed (Fast) 43 36 o o 3.12% -0.01[-0.45, 0.43

Brown, 2000; Balance test 43 36 Hl | 3.12% 069[0.25 1.13

Brown, 2000; Physical performance test 43 36 e | 3.12% 054[0.10,0.98

Tsang, 2013; Timed up & go test 42 35 i-'-—l 0.99% 0.15[-0.29,60.59

RE Muiti-Level Model for Subgroup (Q = 8.75, df = 7, p = 0.271; I* = 0.00%) : ¢ 0.28 [0.17, 0.42)
Muscle strengthening interventions :

Chen, 2019; Gait speed 33 33 : — 0.86% 1.91[1.32,2.50

Clegg, 2014; Timed up & go test 40 30 k= 0.95% 0.36[-0.12, 0.84

Yoon, 2018; Gait speed 22 23 — 1.81% 062[0.03, 1.21

Yoon, 2018; Short physical performance 22 23 o | 1.81% 0.55[-0.04, 1.14]
Yoon, 2018; Timed up & go test 22 23 P = 1.71% 0.93[0.31, 1.55
Takatori, 2016; Chair sit & stand test 138 72 ‘HH 500% 042[0.14,0.70

Takatori, 2016; Gait speed 138 72 HH 5.00% 0.04[-0.24, 0.32
Takatori, 2016; Timed up & go test 138 72 ‘HH 5.00% 0.34[0.06, 062
Tieland, 2015; Short physical performance 62 61 — 1.06% 0.31[-0.03, 0.65]
Faber, 2006; Physical performance scale EINT 1; 54 34 = 3.18% 0.12 [—0.22, 0.46]
Faber, 2006; Physical performance scale (INT 2 70 84 e 3.18% 0.03 [-0.31, 0.37]
RE Multi-Level Model for Subgroup (Q = 41.90, df = 10, p = 0.000; I = 50.27%) * 0.57 [0.08, 1.06]
Mixed physical activity interventions

Losa-Reyna, 2019; Balance test 10 9 e 0.83% 1.25[0.25,2.25
Losa-Reyna, 2019, Chair sit & stand test 10 9 P 0.78% 1.54[0.50, 2.58]
Losa-Reyna, 2019; Gait speed (Maximum) 10 9 P 0.85% 1.21[0.23,2.19
Losa-Reyna, 2019; Gait speed (Usual) 10 9 P 0.78% 1.57[0.53, 261

Losa-Reyna, 2019; Short physical performance 10 g : b——— 065% 2.15[0.99, 3.31

Liu, 2017; Chair sit & stand test 29 21 = 2.00% 0.35[-0.20,0.90

Liu, 2017; Gait speed 29 21 = 2.00% 0.28[-0.27, 0.83]
Liu, 2017; Timed up & go test 29 21 | 2.00% 0.24[-0.31,0.79
Santabalbina, 2016; Gait speed 40 42 HE | 2.05% 1.11[0.63, 1.59
Santabalbina, 2016; Short physical performance 40 42 C = 2.05% 1.43[0.95 191

Pin Ng, 2015; Gait speed 43 50 k= 1.02% 0.25[-0.14, 0.64
Kwon, 2015; Gait speed 25 28 = 0.89% -0.08[-0.63, 0.47]
Daniel, 2012; Gait speed (INT 1) 8 5 e | 0.56% 1.47[0.20,274

Daniel, 2012; Gait speed (INT 2) 8 5 i b—— 046% 2.10[0.69,3.51

Daniel, 2012; Chair sit & stand test (INT 1) 8 5 N 053% 1.61[0.31,291

Daniel, 2012; Chair sit & stand test (INT 2) 8 5 P 064% 0.78[-0.38, 1.94
Daniel, 2012; Timed up & go test (INT 1) 8 5 o | 0.68% 0.45[-0.68, 1.58
Daniel, 2012; Timed up & go test (INT 2) 8 5 A 0.68% 0.37[-0.76, 1.50
Gine-Garriga, 2010; Chair sit & stand test 22 19 : —— 1.48% 1.81[1.08, 2.54]
Gine-Garriga, 2010; Gait speed (Normal) 22 19 N e | 1.75% 1.05[0.40, 1.70
Gine-Garriga, 2010; Gait speed (Fast) 22 19 = 1.75% 1.15[0.50, 1.80
Gine-Garriga, 2010; Gait speed (Rapid) 22 19 P 156% 1.46[0.75, 2.17]
Gine-Garriga, 2010; Timed up & go test 22 19 N 175% 1.09[0.44 1.74
F. Binder, 2002; Physical performance test 66 49 e | 267% 072[0.33, 1.1

F. Binder, 2002; Balance test 66 49 e 267% 0.58[0.19, 0.97]
de Jong, 2000; Chair sit & stand test 81 76 e 3.18% 0.06[-0.28, 0.40
de Jong, 2000; Gait speed 81 76 : = 3.18% 0.78[0.44, 1.12
RE Muiti-Level Mode! for Subgroup (Q = 83.48, df = 28, p = 0.000; I* = 74.26%) R 0.75 [0.40, 1.10]
Random effects Mult-Level Mode! (Q = 187.00, df = 47, p = 0.000; Overall I” = 80.48%) R 2 100.00% 0.60[0.37, 0.83]
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Effect on Activities of daily living

Intervention Control
Author, Year; outcome measure N N Weight  SMD [95% CI]

Aerobic interventions

Kuo, 2018; ADL - Barthel index 15 21
Kuo, 2018; ADL - Lawton index 15 21

3.74% 0.34[-0.34,1.02]
3.74% 0.57[-0.11,1.25]

RE Muiti-Level Mode! for Subgroup (@ =0.22, df =1, p = 0.839; F= 0.00%) 0.46 [-0.03, 0.94]

Mobility / Rehab interventions

M.Gill, 2002; IADL instrument 91 91
M.Gill, 2002; ADL instrument 83 90

19.35% 0.39[0.11, 0.67]
19.35% 0.56[0.28, 0.84]

RE Muiti-Level Model for Subgroup (Q =0.72, df = 1, p = 0.395; = 0.00%) 0.48 [0.28, 0.67]

Muscle strengthening interventions

Clegg, 2014; ADL - Barthel index 40 30 260% 0.18[-0.30, 0.65]
Faber, 2006; ADL - GARS scale (INT1) 54 84 13.15% 0.17 [-0.17, 0.51]
Faber, 2006; ADL - GARS scale (INT2) 70 84 13.15% 0.14 [-0.20, 0.48]

RE Multi-Level Mode! for Subgroup (Q = 0.02, df = 2, p = 0.983; I° = 0.00%) 0.16 [0.05, 0.37]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Santabalbina, 2016; ADL - Barthel index 40 42
Santabalbina, 2016; ADL - Lawton index 40 42
Daniel, 2012; ADL - LLFDI index (INT 1)

Daniel, 2012; ADL - LLFDI index (INT 2) 8
Gine-Garriga, 2010; ADL - Barthel index 22 19
F. Binder, 2002; ADL - Functional Status (FSQ) 66 49
de Jong, 2000; ADL instrument 81 74

6.91% 1.28[0.80, 1.76]
6.91% 1.17[0.69, 1.65]
1.59% -0.46 [-1.59, 0.67]
1.57% -0.47[-1.61, 0.67]
221% 1.08[0.43,1.73]
280% 1.12[0.73,1.51]
291% 0.06 [-0.28, 0.40]

RE Muiti-Level Model for Subgroup (Q = 38.67, df =6, p = 0.000; = 88.45%) 0.64 [0.00, 1.27]

Random effects Multi-Level Mode! (Q = 52.34, df = 13, p = 0.000; Overall | = 82.82%) L 100.00% 0.50[0.15, 0.84]
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Effect on Cognitive function

Intervention Control
Author, Year; outcome measure N N Weight  SMD [95% CI]

Aerobic interventions

Kuo, 2018; MMSE score 15 21 !—r°—| 3.78% 0.15[-0.50, 0.80]
RE Mutti-Level Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.00, df = 0, p = 1.000; I* = 0.0%) i 0.15 [-0.50, 0.80]
Mobility / Rehab interventions

Tsang, 2013; LOTCA-G; Oreintation 61 55 l*l—i 7.99% 0.32[-0.07,0.71]
Tsang, 2013; LOTCA-G; Perception 61 55 l-l-l 897% 0.11[-0.23, 0.45]
Tsang, 2013; LOTCA-G; Praxis 61 55 I-i-l 8.97% 0.09[-0.25, 0.43]
Tsang, 2013; LOTCA-G; Visuomotor organization 61 55 i-!-| 8.97% 0.29[-0.05,0.63]
Tsang, 2013; LOTCA-G; Thinking operations 61 55 - 7.99% 0.57[0.18,0.96]
Tsang, 2013; LOTCA-G; Memory 61 55 I-l~| 8.97% -0.27 [-0.61, 0.07]
Tsang, 2013; LOTCA-G; Attention 61 55 I-l-l 8.97% -0.21[-0.55,0.13]
RE Multi-Level Model for Subgroup (Q = 15.71, df = 8, p = 0.015; I = 62.18%) b 0.12 [0.10, 0.34]
Muscle strengthening interventions

Yoon, 2018; Memory score: rey-15 22 23 }-—-—I 483% 0.51[-0.08, 1.10]
Yoon, 2018; Processing speed: TMT-A 2 23 I-—-—I 483% 0.33[-0.26,0.92]
Yoon, 2018; Cognitive flexibility 22 23 l-—-—l 483% 0.41[-0.18,1.00]
Yoon, 2018; Working memory score 22 23 t—-—i 483% 0.16[-0.43, 0.79]
Yoon, 2018; Frontal Assessment Battery (FAB) 22 23 = 453% 0.91[0.29, 1.53]
RE Multi-Level Mode! for Subgroup (Q = 3.27, df = 4, p = 0.514; I = 0.00%) R 2 0.45[0.19, 0.72)
Mixed physical activity interventions

Santabalbina, 2016; MMSE score 40 42 = 553% 0.88[0.44 1.32]
Pin Ng, 2015; RBANS z-Score 43 50 I—'—I 599% 0.37[-0.02,0.76]
RE Multi-Level Mode! for Subgroup (Q = 2.89, df = 1, p = 0.083; I° = 85.40%) 4.-» 0.62 [0.12, 1.11]
Random effects Multi-Level Mode! (Q = 24.15, df = 14, p = 0.002; Overall 2= 83.09%) . 100.00% 0.35[0.09, 0.61]
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Effect on Quality of life

Intervention Control

Author, Year; outcome measure N N Weight  SMD [95% CI]

Muscle strengthening interventions

Clegg, 2014; EQSD index 40 30 l—v‘—l 10.66% 0.15[-0.33, 0.63]

RE Multi-Level Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.00, df = 0, p = 1.000; I* = 0.0%) - 0.15 [-0.33, 0.63]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Santabalbina, 2016; EQSD index 40 42 == 10.96% 0.70[0.26, 1.14]
Kwon, 2015; SF-36 Physical comp score 25 28 I—I—i 15.44% 0.06 [-0.49, 0.61]
Kwon, 2015; SF-36 Mental comp score 25 28 F-vl—4 15.44% 0.25[-0.30, 0.80]
Gine-Garriga, 2013; SF-36 Physical comp score 22 19 F—=— 11.74% 1.94[1.18,2.70]
Gine-Garriga, 2013; SF-36 Mental comp score 22 19 —— 12.87% 0.89[0.24, 1.54]
F. Binder, 2002; SF-36 - Health status 66 49 = 11.28% 1.20[0.81, 1.59]
de Jong, 2000; Subjective wellbeing 67 72 I—-—I 11.61% 0.05[-0.29, 0.39]
RE Muiti-Level Mode! for Subgroup (Q = 37.19, df = 8, p = 0.000; I° = 84.62%) * 0.68 [0.16, 1.21]
Random effects Multi-Level Mode! (Q = 40.05, df = 7, p = 0.000; Overall I = 83.38%) 4. 100.00% 0.60([0.13, 1.07)
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Effect on Frailty (continuous)

Intervention Control

Author, Year; outcome measure N N Weight SMD [95% Cl]

Muscle strengthening interventions

Yoon, 2018; Cardiovascular Health Study 2 23 i 20.46% -0.20[-0.79, 0.39]

RE Mutti-Leve! Mode! for Subgroup (@ = 0.00, df = 0, p = 1.000; I = 0.0%) il -0.20 [-0.79, 0.39]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Losa-Reyna, 2019, Fried Criteria 10 g 16.82% -2.02[-3.15, -0.89]
Santabalbina, 2016; Fried Criteria 40 42 20.27% -2.77[-3.39,-2.15]
Santabalbina, 2016; Edmonton frailty scale 40 42 - 21.03% -1.09[-1.57,-0.61]
Pin Ng, 2015; Cardiovascular Health Study 43 50 l-l-i 21.42% -0.56[-0.95, -0.17]
RE Multi-Leve! Mode! for Subgroup (Q = 27.13, df =3, p=0.000; IF =91.70%)  -=eniifiiem=- .57 [-2.57, 0.57]
Random effects Multi-Level Mode! (Q = 48.43, df = 4, p = 0.000; Overall * = 52.52%) -~ aw=- 100.00% -1.29[-2.22,-0.36]
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Effect on Frailty prevalence (Binary: # Frail at post-intervention)

Intervention Control

Frail Total Frail Total
Author,Year;Frailty measure Weight RR [95% CI]

Muscle strengthening interventions

Chen, 2019; Fried criteria 6 33 29 33 = 17.35% 0.21[0.10, 0.43]

DL Random effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.00, df=0, p = 1.00; f?= 0.0%) ot 0.21 [0.10, 0.43]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Liu, 2018; SOF criteria 106 644 136 654 r-1 27.72% 0.79[0.63, 1.00]

Santabalbina, 2016; Fried criteria 27 40 42 42 PH 27.91% 0.68[0.55,0.84]
Pin Ng, 2015; CHS criteria 27 46 39 46 I-l-l 27.02% 0.69[0.53,0.91]
DL Random effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 1.02, df =2, p = 0.60; P= 0.0%) + 0.72 [0.63, 0.83]
DL Random effects Model (Q = 11.72, df = 3, p = 0.01; Overall I = 90.6%) ‘ 100.00% 0.58[0.36, 0.93]
H
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Effect on Incidence of Falls (Binary: # Falls at post-intervention)

Intervention Control
Author,Year;outcome measure i Hotee el Weight RR [95% CI]
Mobility / Rehab interventions
M.Gill, 2002; Falls 51 92 58 92 M 2520% 0.88[0.69,1.12]
DL Random effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.00, df=0, p = 1.00; F= 0.0%) " 0.88 [0.69, 1.12]

Muscle strengthening interventions

Takatori, 2016; Falls 17 138 26 72 = 19.62% 0.34[0.20, 0.59]
Faber, 2006; Falls (INT1) 40 64 24 45 23.68% 1.17[0.84, 1.63]
Faber, 2006; Falls (INT2) 45 78 24 45 23.68% 1.08[0.78, 1.51]
DL Random effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 15.85, df =2, p = 0.00; I2= 91.1%) * 0.78 [0.37, 1.65]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Pin Ng, 2015; Falls 3 48 5 50 l—-—'—l 7.82% 0.62[0.16,2.47)]
DL Random effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.00, df =0, p = 1.00; P= 0.0%) —*—- 0.62 [0.16, 2.47]
DL Random effects Model (Q = 16.25, df = 4, p = 0.00; Overall I = 83.9%) - 100.00% 0.80[0.51, 1.26]
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Effect on mean number of falls (continuous)*

Intervention Control

Author, Year; outcome measure N N Weight SMD [95% CI]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Santabalbina, 2016; Falls (mean number) 40 42 l—l—i 100.00% -0.37 [-0.81, 0.07]

DL Random effects Model (Q = 0.00, df = 0, p = 1.000; 2= 0.0%)

g 100.00% -0.37 [-0.81, 0.07]
FﬂTﬂ:T
1 0

Standardized Mean Difference

*Only 1 study that provided the data, forest plot only for display purpose
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Effect on Fatigue level

Intervention Control

Author, Year; outcome measure N N Weight SMD [95% CI]

Aerobic interventions

Kuo, 2018; ADL-VAS fatigue intensity 15 21 I-—-—-—I 21.08% -0.33[-1.01, 0.35]
Kuo, 2018; IADL-VAS fatigue intensity 15 21 I—‘—‘-i 21.08% -0.45[-1.13, 0.23]
RE Multi-Level Model for Subgroup (Q = 0.06, df = 1, p = 0.806; 12 =0.00%) ‘ -0.39 [-0.87, 0.09]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Liu, 2017; Chinese Fatigue Inventory 29 21 l—'—l 2291% -0.59[-1.18, -0.00]
Pin Ng, 2015; SF-12 - vitalty subscale 43 50 I-H 3492% 0.05[-0.34, 0.44]
RE Multi-Level Model for Subgroup (Q = 3.15, df = 1, p = 0.076; = 68.26%) * -0.23 [-0.85, 0.39]
Random effects Multi-Level Model (Q = 3.88, df = 3, p = 0.274, Overall F= 39.87%) ‘ 100.00% -0.27 [-0.65, 0.12]
I I i I
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Effect on Health services use (# of Emergency visits - continuous)*

InterventiorControl

Author, Year; outcome measure N N Weight SMD [95% CI]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Santabalbina, 2016; Emergency visits 40 42 il 100.00% -0.21 [-0.65, 0.23]

DL Random effects Model (Q = 0.00, df = 0, p = 1.000; I*= 0.0%)

- 100.00% -0.21 [-0.65, 0.23]
[ i
-1 0

Standardized Mean Difference

*Only 1 study that provided the data, forest plot only for display purpose
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Effect on Health services use (Hospitalization - Binary)*

Intervention Control

Events Total Events Total
Author,Year;outcome measure Weight RR [95% CI]

Mixed physical activity interventions

Pin Ng, 2015; Hospitalization 1 48 2 50 | = i 100.00% 0.52 [0.05, 5.56]
DL Random effects Model (Q = 0.00, df = 0, p = 1.00; Overall I = 0.0%) NS ———— 100.00% 0.52 [0.05, 5.56]
T i 1
0.02 1 65
Risk Ratio

*Only 1 study that provided the data, forest plot only for display purpose
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