Additional File 5: Forest Plots for all Meta-Analyzed Outcomes 
Metanalysis: Targeted falls prevention interventions compared to usual care for Community-dwelling adults (aged 50+) with mild or moderate cognitive impairment  
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Chair Sit to Stand test (Lower values represent better outcome)

Weight SMD [95% C1]

Author, Year; Outcome measure

Suttanon, 2013; Chair Stand Test (CST)

Suttanon, 2013; Sit to Stand (Rising index)

Suttanon, 2013; Sit to Stand (Sway)

Kim, 2017; Chair Stand Test (CST)
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Risk of Falls (Number of events)

Weight  RR [95% CI]

Intervention
Author, Year Events  Total
Suttanon, 2013 9 19
Wesson, 2013 2 1
Zieschang, 2017 27 50
Montero-Odasso, 2019 7 31

Control
Events  Total

7 21
4 1"
21 52
12 29

24.73% 1.42[0.66, 3.06]

9.76% 0.50[0.11,2.19]

41.29% 1.34[0.88,2.03]

2422% 0.55[0.25,1.19)

DL Random effects Model (Q = 5.44, df = 3, p = 0.14; I” = 44.9%)
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Incidence of Falls (Time to event)

Weight IR [95% CI]

Intervention Control

Author, Year; Outcome measure N

Suttanon, 2013; Falls incidence rate 19
Wesson, 2013; Falls incidence rate 1"
Zieschang, 2017, Falls incidence rate 55

Goldberg, 2019; Falls incidence rate (Moderate intensity group) 13

Goldberg, 2019; Falls incidence rate (High intensity group) 13

2

11

11

11

27.30% 1.00[0.42, 2.38]

6.89% 0.34[0.06,1.92]

4392% 0.97[0.49,1.93]

10.08% 0.68[0.16, 2.84]

11.81% 1.20(0.32, 450]

Random effects Multi-level model (Q = 1.64, df = 4, p = 0.801; Overall I = 0.00%)
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Perceived risk of falling / fear of falls (Lower values represent better outcome) Weight  SMD [95% CIl

Author, Year; Outcome measure

Suttanon, 2013; Falls Risk for Older People (FROp - Com) —— 12.02% -0.83[-1.48,0.19]
Suttanon, 2013; Physiological profile assessment (PPA) - 12.38% -0.43[-1.05, 0.20]
Wesson, 2013; Falls Efficacy Scale (FES) - Intemational ] 7.43% -0.46[-1.36, 0.43]
Wesson, 2013; Physiological profile assessment (PPA) i 753% -0.26[-1.14, 0.63]
Wesson, 2013; lconographical Falls Efficacy Scale (CONFES) e 672% 0.47[0.79, 1.12]
Schwenk, 2016; Falls Efficacy Scale (FES) - Intemnational 1] 601% -067[-157, 0.24]
Kim, 2017; Falls Efficacy Scale (FES) - Korean —— 621% -2.04[-292,-1.16]
Padala, 2017; Falls Efficacy Scale (FES) - International —— 7.26% -1.19[-1.97,-0.41]
‘Sungkarat, 2017; Physiological profile assessment (PPA) - 10.66% -0.64[-1.16,0.11]
Chen, 2018; Falls Efficacy Scale (FES) - Intemational et 7.24% -0.40[-1.18, 0.38]
Goldberg, 2019; Falls Efficacy Scale (FES - Moderate intensity group) —— 812% -0.83[-165,-0.01]
Goldberg, 2019; Falls Efficacy Scale (FES - High intensity group) i 841% -0.43[-1.22, 0.36]
Random effects Multi-level model (Q = 16.78, df = 11, p = 0.114; Overall I = 42 69%) - 100.00% -0.73[-1.10, -0.36]
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Balance (Higher values represent better outcome) Weight  SMD [95% CI]
Author, Year; Outcome measure

Hemandez, 2010; Berg Balance Scale —— 247% 1.00[0.05,2.05]
Hemandez, 2010; Agilty/dynamic balance test (AGIBAL) — 209% 1.32[0.23,241]
Suttanon, 2013; Limits of Stabilty (Reaction time) - 6.10% -0.15[-0.77,0.47]
Suttanon, 2013; Limits of Stability (Movement velocity) e 603% 043020, 1.06]
Suttanon, 2013; Limits of Stability (Maximum excursion) —— 6.09% 0.17[-0.45,0.80]
Suttanon, 2013; Limits of Stabilty (Directional control) B 603% 042[0.20,1.05]
Suttanon, 2013; Clinical Test of Sensory Interaction of Balance o 604% 042[0.21,1.05]
Wesson, 2013; Near tandem test (Standing balance with eyes closed) e 1.84% -0.16 [-1.06, 0.74]
Schwenk, 2016; Postural sway test (Eyes open; Centre of Mass) [ — 357% 073[0.18,164]
Schwenk, 2016; Postural sway test (Eyes open; Mediallateral) —— 349% 090[0.03,182]
Schwenk, 2016; Postural sway test (Eyes open; Anterior-posterior) —— 350% 089[0.03,181]
Schwenk, 2016; Postural sway test (Eyes closed; Centre of Mass) — 373% -0.01[-0.89,087]
Schwenk, 2016; Postural sway test (Eyes closed; Medial-lateral) —— 373% 007[0.82,095
Schwenk, 2016; Postural sway test (Eyes closed; Anterior-posterior) [ 368% 038[0.51,1.27]
Kim, 2017; One-leg stance test —— 204% 1.15[0.38,1.93]
Padala, 2017; Berg Balance Scale ———  179% 238[1.45,332]
‘Sungkarat, 2017; Postural sway test (Anterior-posterior and lateral) i 247% 046[:0.03,0.95]
Goldberg, 2019; Berg Balance Scale (Moderate intensity group) | 298% 088[0.04,1.73]
Goldberg, 2019; Berg Balance Scale (High intensity group) —— 296% 094[0.09,1.79]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Postural sway test (Eyes open: Rigid surface) - 7.42% -0.38[-0.89,0.13]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Postural sway test (Eyes closed: Rigid surface) -y 7.44% -0.30[-081,021]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Postural sway test (Eyes open: Disturbed surface) . 7.31% 066[0.14,1.18]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Postural sway test (Eyes closed: Disturbed surface) — 747% -0.14[-065,037]
Random effects Multi-level model (Q = 58.04, df = 22, p = 0.000; Overall I = 75.01%) - 100.00% 0.66[0.19, 1.12]

T T T T T 1
2 1 0 1 2 3 4

‘Standardized Mean Difference




image5.png
Gait speed and control (Higher values represent better outcome) Weight

SMD [95% CI]

Author, Year; Outcome measure

Suttanon, 2013; Gait Speed (walking) . 324% -0.18[-0.80,0.44]
Suttanon, 2013 Step Test (Hil step test) oy 319% 050013 113]
Suttanon, 2013 Stride Length (step length) —— 324% 000[062 062]
Suttanon, 2013; Other walk test (Step width) oy 320% 046[0.17,1.09]
Suttanon, 2013; Other walk test (Step quick tum - time) [ 324% -0.12[-074,050]
Suttanon, 2013; Other walk test (Step quick tum - sway) [ 324% -0.15[-0.77,047]
Wesson, 2013; Step Test (Hill step test) it 147% 076186, 0.33]
Schwenk, 2016; Habitual walking (Gait speed) i 204% 019[069, 1.08]
Schwenk, 2016; Fast walking (Gait speed) et 200% 055[0.35 145]
Schwenk, 2016; Habitual walking (Stride Time coefficient of variation) ey 203% -0.36[-125,052]
Schwenk, 2016; Fast walking (Stride Time coefficient of variation) [ 204% 029060, 117]
Chen, 2018; Gait Speed (10m walking) ] 239% 026[0.53 105]
Chen, 2018 Gait Speed (Forward walking) ——i 239% 018[061,097]
Chen, 2018’ Gait Speed (Backward walking)  —— 216% 074[0.11,159]
Chen, 2018’ Stride Length (Single) —— 240% 013066 0.92]
Chen, 2018; Stride Length (Forward - 10m) i 239% 022057, 1.01]
Chen, 2018; Stride Length (Backward - 10m) i 225% 025[.0.58 1.08]
Chen, 2018 Dual-task gait cost (DTG - forward walking speed) —a—i 240% -0.05[-084)0.74]
Chen, 2018’ Dualtask gait cost (DTC - backward walking speed) i 225% 026[.0.56, 1.09]
Chen, 2018 Dual-task cost (DTC - forward stride) ——y 234% 019062 0.99]
Chen, 2018; Dual-task cost (DTC - backward stride) —— 226% 010072, 0.93]
Goldberg, 2019; Other Step Test (Moderate intensity group) —— 222% 079[:0.04,163]
Goldberg, 2019’ Other Step Test (High intensity aroup) ——i 220% 018[065 1.02]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Gait Speed (Single task) i 404% -0.07[-057,0.44]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Gait Speed (Dual task - counting backward) [ 398% 051001, 1.02]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Gait Speed (Dual task - serial 7 counting) —m— 394% 065[0.13,1.17]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Gait Speed (Dual task - animal naming) —— 391% 075[0.22,127]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Dual-task gait cost (DTC - counting backward) —— 385% 091[0.38 1.44]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Dual-task gait cost (DTC - Serial 7 counting) —m— 375% 115061, 1.70]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Dual-task gait cost (DTC - animal naming) ] 387% 087[0.34, 1.40]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Gait coefficient of variation (CoV - single task) [ 403% -0.23[-0.73,028]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Gait coefficient of variation (CoV - dual task counting) - 4.02% -027[-0.77,024]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Gait coefficient of variation (CoV - dual task serial 7 counting) —i—1 4.04% 005[-0.46 0.55]
Montero-Odasso, 2019; Gait coefficient of variation (CoV - dual task animal naming) -8 401% 032[019,0.83]
Random effects Multi-level model (Q = 53.34, df = 33, p = 0.014; Overall I* = 40.94%) »> 100.00% 0.26[0.08, 0.43]
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Timed up and Go test (Lower values represent better outcome) Weight  SMD [95% CIl
Author, Year; Outcome measure

Hemandez, 2010; Timed up and Go (TUG) — 495% -1.15[-221,-0.08]
Hemandez, 2010; Timed up and Go (TUGp - steps) — 498% -1.11[-217,-0.05]
Suttanon, 2013; Timed up and Go (TUG) - 13.34% -0.04[-066, 0.58]
Suttanon, 2013; Timed up and Go (TUG - with a cognitive task) - 13.27% 025087, 0.37]
‘Suttanon, 2013; Timed up and Go (TUG - with a motor task) —— 12.86% -0.65[-1.29,0.02]
Kim, 2017; Timed up and Go (TUG) —— 7.93% -1.09[-1.86,-0.33]
Chen, 2018; Timed up and Go (TUG) —— 7.23% 000082, 0.82]
Goldberg, 2019; Timed up and Go (TUG - Moderate intensity group) i 9.28% -0.62[-1.39, 0.15]
Goldberg, 2019; Timed up and Go (TUG - High intensity group) ——] 969% -0.73[-1.48, 0.02]
Goldberg, 2019; Timed up and Go (Dual task TUG - Moderate intensity group) —— 833% 0.11[0.71, 0.94]
Goldberg, 2019; Timed up and Go (Dual task TUG - High intensity group) —— 8.14% -0.83[-167, 0.01]
Random effects Multi-level model (Q = 12.57, df = 10, p = 0.249; Overall I = 29.26%) - 100.00% -0.56 [-0.94, -0.17]
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