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Abstract: Since conventional screening tools for assessing frailty phenotypes are resource intensive
and unsuitable for routine application, efforts are underway to simplify and shorten the frailty
screening protocol by using sensor-based technologies. This study explores whether machine learning
combined with frailty modeling could determine the least sensor-derived features required to identify
physical frailty and three key frailty phenotypes (slowness, weakness, and exhaustion). Older
participants (n = 102, age = 76.54 ± 7.72 years) were fitted with five wearable sensors and completed
a five times sit-to-stand test. Seventeen sensor-derived features were extracted and used for optimal
feature selection based on a machine learning technique combined with frailty modeling. Mean
of hip angular velocity range (indicator of slowness), mean of vertical power range (indicator of
weakness), and coefficient of variation of vertical power range (indicator of exhaustion) were selected
as the optimal features. A frailty model with the three optimal features had an area under the
curve of 85.20%, a sensitivity of 82.70%, and a specificity of 71.09%. This study suggests that the
three sensor-derived features could be used as digital biomarkers of physical frailty and phenotypes
of slowness, weakness, and exhaustion. Our findings could facilitate future design of low-cost
sensor-based technologies for remote physical frailty assessments via telemedicine.

Keywords: physical frailty; frailty phenotype; machine learning; digital health; sit-to-stand test;
wearable technology; older adults; remote assessment; telemedicine

1. Introduction

According to the World Health Organization, by 2050, approximately 22% of the
global population will be 60 years or older [1]. Physical frailty, which is defined as the state
of increased vulnerability in reserve and function across multiple physiological systems,
is common in older adults [2]. The condition can increase the risk of adverse health
outcomes, such as falls, poor quality of life, hospitalizations, mortality, etc. (see [3] for
review). Although physical frailty is typically chronic and progressive in nature [4,5], it
can be ameliorated or potentially reversed if identified and treated early [6–8]. Therefore,
identification of older adults with physical frailty or at risk of becoming physical frailty
plays an important role in monitoring health conditions, planning for appropriate health
services, and designing and implementing interventions [9].
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The medical profession generally relies on two common techniques to identify those at
risk of physical frailty: a frailty phenotype and a frailty index. The Fried frailty phenotype
assesses unintentional weight loss, slowness, weakness, exhaustion, and low physical
activity [10]. A pre-frail/frail individual is identified when one or more of the five phe-
notypes are detected. The frailty index assesses health deficits (e.g., symptoms, signs,
disabilities, diseases, etc.) [11]. The frailty index is represented as a ratio between the
number of presented deficits and the number of considered deficits. However, the tools
used for physical frailty assessment are resource intensive [12], and thus they are largely
unsuitable for telehealth assessments and monitoring. Primary healthcare providers also
need simpler tools to administer physical frailty assessments [13,14].

Wearable sensors, the internet of things (IoT), mobile technology, and cloud computing
have encouraged medical device design engineers and researchers to use technology for
frail-related developments [15]. We recently tested the effectiveness of five wearable sensors
for a five times sit-to-stand test (5×STS) [16]; the sit-to-stand test is widely used in research
and clinical practice to assess physical frailty and motor performance [17–19]. In our
previous study [16], we found a strong correlation between sensor-based and manually-
recorded 5×STS durations, and we first identified eight sensor-derived features as digital
biomarkers for physical frailty and three key frailty phenotypes (slowness, weakness,
and exhaustion). Despite these promising results, the use of five wearable sensors to
extract eight sensor-derived features may have limited applications because of cost and
computational burden.

Acknowledging this limitation, the present study explores whether a machine learn-
ing technique combined with frailty modeling could determine the least sensor-derived
features needed for identifying physical frailty and three key frailty phenotypes (slowness,
weakness, and exhaustion). We hypothesize that: (1) a machine learning technique com-
bined with frailty modeling can determine the optimal features required for identifying
physical frailty and three key frailty phenotypes (slowness, weakness, and exhaustion),
and (2) fewer sensors can be used for determining the optimal features.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants and Experimental Protocols

This is a retrospective analysis of sensor data from 102 community dwelling older
adults or Veterans, who participated in our previous work [16]. All participants were
ambulatory volunteers aged 65 years or older, and they had no significant medical or
psychiatric conditions and did not use assistive devices while standing and walking [16].
The study protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the local institutional
review boards including the Michael E. DeBakey Veterans Affairs Medical Center, Baylor
College of Medicine, and the University of Arizona. All participants read and signed the
informed consent form.

The Fried frailty phenotype assessed participants’ physical frailty from 0 to 5 based on
five criteria (weight loss, weakness, slowness, exhaustion, and low physical activity) [10].
Based on the results, participants were classified into a robust group (RG, Fried frailty
phenotype less than 1) or a pre-frail/frail group (FG, Fried frailty phenotype greater than
or equal to 1).

Before performing the 5×STS, both groups were fitted with five wireless wearable
sensors (LegSys+™, BioSensics, Watertown, MA, USA) [20] attached with Velcro to elastic
belts worn on the trunk, left and right thighs, and left and right shanks. Each sensor
had a tri-axial accelerometer and gyroscope, a Bluetooth module, a microcontroller, and a
rechargeable battery. For the 5×STS, participants were instructed to sit on an ordinary chair,
and fold their arms across their chest. After given the “go” instruction by a clinician, they
performed the 5×STS as quickly as possible without resting their back or legs on the chair
between the repetitions [21]. All participants completed the 5×STS successfully, and there
were no system malfunctions during any of the experimental trials. Each sensor wirelessly
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transmitted quaternion data to the custom software installed on a standard laptop at a rate
of 100 Hz.

2.2. Sensor Data Processing and Feature Extraction

Detailed information about the raw sensor signal processing and the determination
of sensor-derived features for the three key frailty phenotypes (slowness, weakness, and
exhaustion) are available in our previous work [16]. Briefly, sensor-based 5×STS duration
and primary features were extracted from the five wearable sensors.

The eight primary features were hip angle range, hip angular velocity range, hip
power range, knee angle range, knee angular velocity range, knee power range, vertical
velocity range, and vertical power range. The eight primary features were computed for
each STS cycle, and their mean and coefficient of variation (CV, defined as the standard
deviation divided by the mean) were computed across 5×STS cycles. Therefore, the total
number of sensor-derived features was 17 (i.e., sensor-based 5×STS duration + 8 primary
features × 2 feature types (mean and CV)). Hip and knee angle, hip and knee angular
velocity, and vertical velocity were computed by the raw sensor signal processing [16].
Angular power was computed from moment of inertia (I), angular velocity (ω), and angular
acceleration (α) as:

Angular power = I·α·ω = τ·ω (1)

Hip and knee moment of inertia were estimated using adjusted Zatsiorsky-Seluyanov’s
segment inertia parameters [22], and hip and knee angular acceleration were computed
as the time derivative of hip and knee angular velocity. Vertical power was computed
as a product of body mass, vertical velocity, and vertical acceleration. Vertical force was
computed as a product of body mass and vertical acceleration. Scaled power considering
weight and height was computed as:

Scaled vertial power =
vertical power

m·g·
√

g·h
(2)

where m is body mass, h is height, and g is gravitational acceleration. A scaled vertical
power is unitless, and its computation is similar to the application of segment inertia
parameters for calculating moment of inertia.

Consistent with our previous work [16], the indicators of slowness were the mean
of hip angular velocity range, mean of knee angular velocity range, and mean of vertical
velocity range; the indicators of weakness were the mean of hip angle range, mean of hip
power range, mean of knee angle range, mean of knee power range, and mean of vertical
power range; and the indicators of exhaustion were the CVs of the eight primary features.

2.3. Optimal Feature Selection and Evaluation of Frailty Modeling

To determine the features for optimal feature selection, either the one-way analy-
sis of variance (ANOVA) or the Mann–Whitney U test was applied to the 17 sensor-
derived features, depending on each sensor-derived feature’s normality as confirmed by
the Shapiro–Wilk test. Eight of the 17 sensor-derived features showed a significant dif-
ference between the RG and FG, and thus they were used as independent variables for
optimal feature selection.

Optimal feature selection used a recursive feature elimination technique with logis-
tic regression modeling. The modeling used a frailty status (0 (robust) or 1 (frail)) as
a dependent variable and the eight significant sensor-derived features as independent
variables. The recursive feature elimination technique, which enables ranking the most
effective features, was used to determine the least number of features that produce an
optimal performance [23]. The bootstrapping technique, which enables testing any possible
combinations of participants with different sample sizes, was used to generalize the logistic
regression modeling [24,25]. Considering the number of participants (sample size; n = 102),
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the optimal feature selection used 2000 bootstrap iterations to optimize the robustness of
logistic regression modeling, which is recommended in the literature [25].

Figure 1 shows the flow chart of optimal feature selection using the recursive feature
elimination technique and the bootstrapping technique. The bootstrapping technique
splits participants’ data into 2000 pairs of training and validation datasets, which enables
calculating a 95% confidence interval (CI) for optimal feature selection. The five steps for
recursive feature elimination are: (1) logistic regression models are created at each iteration
loop. The number of logistic regression models is the number of significant sensor-derived
features considered in each recursive loop (i.e., the first recursive loop considers the eight
significant sensor-derived features, and they decrease by 1 after each recursive loop). For
all logistic regression models, the dependent variable is the frailty status (i.e., 0 (robust) or
1 (frail)). For the nth logistic regression model, the independent variables are all significant
sensor-derived features except for the nth feature; (2) for each model at each iteration loop,
the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve and area under the ROC curve (AUC) are
calculated because the AUC is a widely accepted performance measure to evaluate ranking
predictions [26]; (3) AUC values across 2000 iterations are averaged for each model; (4) a
sensor-derived feature with the lowest AUC value is removed; and (5) steps 1–4 repeat until
only one sensor-derived feature remains (i.e., steps 1–4 correspond to one recursive loop,
for a total execution of eight recursive loops is executed). Recursive feature elimination
incorporating bootstrapping (i.e., 2000 pairs of resampling) runs 70,000 loops in total.
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Model performance was evaluated by its AUC, sensitivity, specificity, and accuracy.
Sensitivity and specificity are the ability of logistic regression models to identify participants
with and without frailty, respectively. Accuracy is defined as:

Accuracy =
TP + TN

TP + TN + FP + FN
(3)

where TP (true positive) and TN (true negative) represent the number of correctly identified
frailty and the number of correctly identified non-frailty, respectively, and FP (false positive)
and FN (false negative) represent the number of non-frailty identified incorrectly as frailty
and the number of frailty identified incorrectly as non-frailty, respectively.

After determining the least optimal features, the performance of the logistic regres-
sion model with the least optimal features was evaluated. For AUC, sensitivity, speci-
ficity, and accuracy, mean and 95% CI were calculated from the validation datasets (i.e.,
2000 iterations).

3. Results

Table 1 reports participants’ demographic characteristics for both groups, including
statistical results. Statistical analysis found that weight and BMI were significantly higher
for the FG than for the RG. However, age, gender, and height were not significantly different
between the groups.

Table 1. Demographic data for robust group (RG) and pre-frail/frail group (FG).

No./Total No. (%) by Group p-Value
RG (n = 42) FG (n = 60)

Age, years 74.79 ± 6.64 76.57 ± 8.00 0.085
Female, n (%) 34/42 (81.0) 39/60 (65.0) 0.079

Height, cm 162.09 ± 7.34 164.90 ± 10.77 0.230
Weight, kg 66.77 ± 12.21 78.61 ± 19.95 0.001 *

BMI, kg/m2 25.40 ± 4.23 28.70 ± 5.79 <0.0001 *
Values are presented as mean ± standard deviation (SD) or n (%). Asterisks denote the significant difference
between groups.

3.1. Significant Sensor-Derived Features

Statistical analysis showed that the eight sensor-derived features were significantly
different between RG and FG. Figure 2 shows the results of the three sensor-derived
features for indicators of slowness, including the statistical significance. Sensor-based
5×STS duration, mean of hip angular velocity range, and mean of knee angular velocity
range were significantly slower for the FG than for the RG.

Figure 3 shows the results of the two sensor-derived features for indicators of weak-
ness, including the statistical significance. Compared to the RG, mean of hip power range
and mean of vertical power range were significantly lower for the FG.

Figure 4 shows the results of the three sensor-derived features for indicators of ex-
haustion, including the statistical significance. CV of hip angular velocity range, CV of
vertical velocity range, and CV of vertical power range were significantly higher for the FG
than for the RG.
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3.2. Optimal Feature Selection and Evaluation

Figure 5 shows the model performance assessed by AUC, sensitivity, specificity, and
accuracy as a function of the number of ranked sensor-derived features based on the
recursive feature elimination technique with logistic regression modeling. Table 2 reports
the rankings of the eight significant sensor-derived features and an associated indication of
the frailty phenotype. Based on the selection criteria (the presence of slowness, weakness,
and exhaustion, and an AUC > 0.8 (an AUC of 0.8 to 0.9 is considered excellent [27])),
mean of hip angular velocity range, mean of vertical power range, and CV of vertical
power range were selected as the optimal features. A logistic regression model with the
selected features had an AUC of 85.20% (95% CI = 85.04–85.36), a sensitivity of 82.70%
(95% CI = 82.43–82.96), a specificity of 71.09% (95% CI = 70.72–71.46), and an accuracy of
78.35% (95% CI = 78.16–78.54). The equation of a logistic regression model for the optimal
features is:

g(p(ph)) = ln
(

p(ph)
1 − p(ph)

)
= β0 + β1ph1 + β2ph2 + β3ph3 (4)

where g and ln is the logit function and the natural logarithm, respectively, p (ph) is the
probability that the dependent variable equals the frailty status (i.e., robust or frail), and
probability p (ph) ranges between 0 and 1. ph1, ph2, and ph3 indicate mean of hip angular
velocity range, mean of vertical power range, and CV of vertical power range, respectively,
and β0 is an intercept (2.722), and β1, β2, and β3 are constant coefficients (β1 = −0.022,
β1 = 0.243, and β3 = 0.055), respectively.
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Table 2. Ranking sensor-driven features.

Rank Sensor-Driven Features Phenotype Sensor Configuration

1 Mean of hip angular velocity range Slowness Trunk/Thigh
2 Mean of vertical power range Weakness Trunk
3 Coefficient of Variation (CV) of vertical power range Exhaustion Trunk
4 CV of vertical velocity range Exhaustion Trunk
5 Mean of hip power range Weakness Trunk/Thigh
6 Sensor-based 5×STS duration Slowness Trunk/Thigh/Shank
7 Mean of knee angular velocity range Slowness Thigh/Shank
8 CV of hip angular velocity range Exhaustion Trunk/Thigh

Table 3 reports the results of model validation. The mean values for an AUC, a sensi-
tivity, a specificity, and an accuracy are 82.18%, 79.37%, 67.20%, and 73.91%, respectively.

Table 3. Model validation.

Validation Metric Mean 95% Confidence Interval

AUC (%) 82.18 81.93 to 82.43
Sensitivity (%) 79.37 78.92 to 79.84
Specificity (%) 67.20 66.64 to 67.76
Accuracy (%) 73.91 73.63 to 74.19

AUC: area under the receiver operating characteristic curve.

4. Discussion

This study demonstrated the effects of the machine learning technique combined with
frailty modeling (i.e., logistic regression modeling) for determining optimal sensor-derived
features that is required to identify physical frailty and three frailty phenotypes (slowness,
weakness, and exhaustion). The machine learning technique selected the mean of hip
angular velocity range (indicator of slowness), mean of vertical power range (indicator
of weakness), and CV of vertical power range (indicator of exhaustion) as the optimal
sensor-derived features. The performance of the machine learning technique showed
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excellent AUC (85.20%) and high sensitivity (82.70%), specificity (71.09%), and accuracy
(78.35%). Different from the published literature [28–30], this study first showed that the
FG had a slower, weaker, and more exhausted performance of the 5×STS compared to
the RG.

Physical frailty is reversible when identified and treated early (see [7] for review),
and a routine and accurate assessment of physical frailty is a crucial part of intervention
and treatment [2,10]. Although a variety of physical frailty assessment tools exist [12,13],
the Fried frailty phenotype and frailty index are widely used for in-person assessment
and monitoring. They are inadequate, however, for remote assessments via telemedicine.
For example, the frailty phenotype requires equipment for weakness assessments (e.g.,
handgrip dynamometer) and enough physical space for slowness assessments (e.g., 4.57 m
walking test) [5], and the frailty index relies on patient-reported outcomes that are relatively
subjective compared to the frailty phenotype [6]. Additionally, trained health professionals
must administer assessments in person and interpret the results. Given poor compliance,
increased medical costs, and stress on family or caregivers, sensor-based physical frailty
assessment tools offer a simple, fast, and objective physical frailty assessment protocol
irrespective of physical setting.

Our results indicate that the frailty model with three optimal features (i.e., mean
of hip angular velocity range, mean of vertical power range, and CV of vertical power
range) had a lower AUC of 85.20% (95% CI = 85.04–85.36), a specificity of 71.09%
(95% CI = 70.72–71.46), and an accuracy of 78.35% (95% CI = 78.16–78.54) compared to
an AUC (87.64% (95% CI = 87.49–87.79)), specificity of 73.61% (95% CI = 73.25–73.97),
and accuracy (79.18% (95% CI = 78.98–79.39)) of the frailty model with eight sensor-
derived features, as shown in Figure 5. However, both models showed an excellent
AUC and a high specificity and accuracy [23,27] and had a similar sensitivity levels
(the model with three optimal features: 82.70% (95% CI = 82.43–82.96) and the model
with eight sensor-derived features: 82.44% (95% CI = 82.19–82.69)). Notably, the three
optimal features are sufficient to identify physical frailty and the three key frailty
phenotypes, and two wearable sensors (trunk and one thigh) can capture the three
optimal features. Compared to the use of a five-sensor configuration, a two-sensor
configuration has significant commercial advantages (e.g., cheaper to manufacture and
simpler to integrate), and the health care advantages include easier use and minimal
computation when analyzing and interpreting the results.

Compared to other function tests (e.g., walking and strength tests), the 5×STS is simple,
fast, safe, easily reproducible, and widely used in research and clinical practice [17–19,31]. The
5×STS is an important component of the Short Physical Performance Battery, a clinical tool
used for identifying physical frailty [32]. Therefore, sensor-based 5×STS could enable health
professionals to quickly identify slowness, weakness, and exhaustion, which can assist in
recognizing potential modifiable risk factors to improve health outcomes and strategies for
older adults [33,34].

The limitations of this study include: the possible mispredictions of physical frailty
and three frailty phenotypes, and a possible ungeneralizable frailty model. We speculate
that the possible mispredictions of physical frailty and three frailty phenotypes are due to
the differences between the 5×STS and the Fried frailty phenotype method. For example,
slowness of gait may not be indicated by slowly performing 5×STS, and weakness of grip
strength may not be indicated by weakly performing 5×STS. Our speculation is also sup-
ported by our previous findings that a rapid sensor-based elbow flexion/extension test with
a machine learning approach identified physical frailty and frailty phenotypes diagnosed
with the frailty index with an accuracy of above 80%, and possible mispredictions with less
than a 20% false rate [23]. In addition, we attribute the possible mispredictions of physical
frailty and three frailty phenotypes to the binarization of the Fried frailty phenotypes.
Future research will focus on improving prediction rates by including additional mea-
surements with sensors (e.g., gait speed) and by using a multiclass classification method.
Although we have used the bootstrapping technique to generalize logistic regression mod-
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eling, our current sample size (n = 102) and gender imbalance may not be sufficient, given
our cross-comparisons and combinations of participants. Therefore, future research will
use larger samples with balanced gender within and between groups. We also plan to use
a telemedicine camera (i.e., laptop or tablet integrated camera), which we are currently
developing to record older adults performing 5×STS without wearing sensors. Our aim is
to demonstrate that sensorless 5×STS could be an alternative when there is limited or no
access to sensors.

5. Conclusions

This study demonstrated that the mean of hip angular velocity range, mean of vertical
power range, and CV of vertical power range are the optimal features for identifying
physical frailty and three key frailty phenotypes (slowness, weakness, and exhaustion) with
sensor-based 5×STS in older adults. Of note, the three optimal features can be extracted
with the two-sensor configuration, which could facilitate the technological development
and commercial application of low-cost, easy-to-use, computationally efficient sensor-based
frailty assessment tools.

Reliance on telemedicine is expected to increase in the post-COVID era [35]. Our
sensor-based or sensor-less 5×STS would enable remote physical frailty assessments of
older adults performing the 5×STS at home. Older adults and their families and caregivers
should also benefit from remote physical frailty assessments via telemedicine.

Author Contributions: Sensor data processing, machine learning algorithm, statistical analysis,
visualization, interpreting results, and writing—original draft preparation, C.P.; study design and
data collection, A.S., M.S.B., C.N. and I.T.; writing—review and editing; R.M., A.S., M.S.B., A.D.N.
and B.N.; resources, supervision, and project administration, B.N. funding acquisition, A.S., M.S.B.
and B.N. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported in part by the Department of Veterans Affairs, Veterans Health
Administration: VA ACCESS Program, and grants from the National Institute of Health/National
Institute on Aging (1R42AG060853-01, R42AG032748, and 3SB1AG032748-06S1).

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the Institutional Review Board of the Michael E. DeBakey
Veterans Affairs Medical Center (protocol code: H-40765; date of approval: 11 January 2021), Baylor
College of Medicine (protocol code: H-38994; date of approval: 7 August 2020), and University of
Arizona (protocol code: 1200000659R003; date of approval: 18 June 2015).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all participants involved in
the study.

Data Availability Statement: The datasets are available upon request to the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: The authors thank Ana Enriquez, Manuel Gardea, Ivan Maria, Luciana Narvaez,
and Maria Noun for their help with data collection, IRB, and analysis. We also thank all participants
for their time and effort and other research coordinators, student helpers, and research interns who
have contributed to participant recruitment.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Ageing and Health. Available online: https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/ageing-and-health (accessed on

28 March 2021).
2. Clegg, A.; Young, J.; Iliffe, S.; Rikkert, M.O.; Rockwood, K. Frailty in elderly people. Lancet 2013, 381, 752–762. [CrossRef]
3. Ofori-Asenso, R.; Chin, K.L.; Mazidi, M.; Zomer, E.; Ilomaki, J.; Zullo, A.R.; Gasevic, D.; Ademi, Z.; Korhonen, M.J.;

LoGiudice, D.; et al. Global incidence of frailty and prefrailty among community-dwelling older adults: A systematic review and
meta-analysis. JAMA Netw. Open 2019, 2, e198398. [CrossRef]

4. Harrison, J.K.; Clegg, A.; Conroy, S.P.; Young, J. Managing frailty as a long-term condition. Age Ageing 2015, 44, 732–735. [CrossRef]
5. Koller, K.; Rockwood, K. Frailty in older adults: Implications for end-of-life care. Clevel. Clin. J. Med. 2013, 80, 168–174. [CrossRef]
6. Morley, J.E.; Vellas, B.; van Kan, G.A.; Anker, S.D.; Bauer, J.M.; Bernabei, R.; Cesari, M.; Chumlea, W.C.; Doehner, W.; Evans, J.; et al.

Frailty consensus: A call to action. J. Am. Med. Dir. Assoc. 2013, 14, 392–397. [CrossRef]

https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/ageing-and-health
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)62167-9
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.8398
http://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afv085
http://doi.org/10.3949/ccjm.80a.12100
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2013.03.022


Sensors 2021, 21, 3258 11 of 12

7. Puts, M.T.E.; Toubasi, S.; Andrew, M.K.; Ashe, M.C.; Ploeg, J.; Atkinson, E.; Ayala, A.P.; Roy, A.; Rodríguez Monforte, M.;
Bergman, H.; et al. Interventions to prevent or reduce the level of frailty in community-dwelling older adults: A scoping review
of the literature and international policies. Age Ageing 2017, 46, 383–392. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Walston, J.; Buta, B.; Xue, Q.L. Frailty screening and interventions: Considerations for clinical practice. Clin. Geriatr. Med. 2018,
34, 25–38. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Santos-Eggimann, B.; Sirven, N. Screening for frailty: Older populations and older individuals. Public Health Rev. 2016, 37, 7.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Fried, L.P.; Tangen, C.M.; Walston, J.; Newman, A.B.; Hirsch, C.; Gottdiener, J.; Seeman, T.; Tracy, R.; Kop, W.J.; Burke, G.; et al.
Frailty in older adults: Evidence for a phenotype. J. Gerontol. Ser. A Biol. Sci. Med. Sci. 2001, 56, M146–M156. [CrossRef]

11. Rockwood, K.; Song, X.; MacKnight, C.; Bergman, H.; Hogan, D.B.; McDowell, I.; Mitnitski, A. A global clinical measure of fitness
and frailty in elderly people. CMAJ 2005, 173, 489–495. [CrossRef]

12. Dent, E.; Kowal, P.; Hoogendijk, E.O. Frailty measurement in research and clinical practice: A review. Eur. J. Intern. Med. 2016, 31,
3–10. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Faller, J.W.; Pereira, D.D.N.; de Souza, S.; Nampo, F.K.; Orlandi, F.S.; Matumoto, S. Instruments for the detection of frailty
syndrome in older adults: A systematic review. PLoS ONE 2019, 14, e0216166. [CrossRef]

14. De Lepeleire, J.; Degryse, J.; Illiffe, S.; Mann, E.; Buntinx, F. Family physicians need easy instruments for frailty. Age Ageing 2008,
37, 484–485. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Bian, C.; Ye, B.; Chu, C.; McGilton, K.; Mihailidis, A. Technology for home-based frailty assessment and prediction: A systematic
review. Gerontechnology 2020, 19, 1–13. [CrossRef]

16. Park, C.; Sharafkhaneh, A.; Bryant, M.S.; Nguyen, C.; Torres, I.; Najafi, B. Toward remote assessment of physical frailty using
sensor-based sit-to-stand test. J. Surg. Res. 2021, 263. in press. [CrossRef]

17. Bohannon, R.W. Test-retest reliability of the five-repetition sit-to-stand test: A systematic review of the literature involving adults.
J. Strength Cond. Res. 2011, 25, 3205–3207. [CrossRef]

18. Teo, T.W.L.; Mong, Y.; Ng, S.S.M. The repetitive five-times-sit-to-stand test: Its reliability in older adults. Int. J. Ther. Rehabil. 2014,
20, 122–130. [CrossRef]

19. Wallmann, H.W.; Evans, N.S.; Day, C.; Neellym, K.R. Interrater reliability of the five-times-sit-to-stand test. Home Health Care
Manag. Pract. 2013, 25, 13–17. [CrossRef]

20. Thiede, R.; Toosizadeh, N.; Mills, J.L.; Zaky, M.; Mohler, J.; Najafi, B. Gait and balance assessments as early indicators of frailty in
patients with known peripheral artery disease. Clin. Biomech. 2016, 32, 1–7. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Guralnik, J.M.; Ferrucci, L.; Pieper, C.F.; Leveille, S.G.; Markides, K.S.; Ostir, G.V.; Studenski, S.; Berkman, L.F.; Wallace, R.B.
Lower extremity function and subsequent disability: Consistency across studies, predictive models, and value of gait speed alone
compared with the short physical performance battery. J. Gerontol. Ser. A Biol. Sci. Med. Sci. 2000, 55, M221–M231. [CrossRef]

22. de Leva, P. Adjustments to Zatsiorsky-Seluyanov’s segment inertia parameters. J. Biomech. 1996, 29, 1223–1230. [CrossRef]
23. Lee, H.; Joseph, B.; Enriquez, A.; Najafi, B. Toward using a smartwatch to monitor frailty in a hospital setting: Using a single

wrist-wearable sensor to assess frailty in bedbound inpatients. Gerontology 2018, 64, 389–400. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
24. Zhu, W. Making bootstrap statistical inferences: A tutorial. Res. Q. Exerc. Sport 1997, 68, 44–55. [CrossRef]
25. Efron, B.; Tibshirani, R.J. An Introduction to the Bootstrap; Chapman & Hall: New York, NY, USA; London, UK, 1993.
26. Bradley, A.P. The use of the area under the ROC curve in the evaluation of machine learning algorithms. Pattern Recognit. 1997,

30, 1145–1159. [CrossRef]
27. Mandrekar, J.N. Receiver operating characteristic curve in diagnostic test assessment. J. Thorac. Oncol. Off. Publ. Int. Assoc. Study

Lung Cancer 2010, 5, 1315–1316. [CrossRef]
28. Millor, N.; Lecumberri, P.; Gomez, M.; Martinez-Ramirez, A.; Izquierdo, M. An evaluation of the 30-s chair stand test in older

adults: Frailty detection based on kinematic parameters from a single inertial unit. J. Neuroeng. Rehabil. 2013, 10, 86. [CrossRef]
29. van Lummel, R.C.; Walgaard, S.; Maier, A.B.; Ainsworth, E.; Beek, P.J.; van Dieën, J.H. The instrumented sit-to-stand test (iSTS) has

greater clinical relevance than the manually recorded sit-to-stand test in older adults. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0157968. [CrossRef]
30. Millor, N.; Lecumberri, P.; Gomez, M.; Martinez, A.; Martinikorena, J.; Rodriguez-Manas, L.; Garcia-Garcia, F.J.; Izquierdo, M.

Gait Velocity and Chair Sit-Stand-Sit Performance Improves Current Frailty-Status Identification. IEEE Trans. Neural Syst. Rehabil.
Eng. 2017, 25, 2018–2025. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Guralnik, J.M.; Simonsick, E.M.; Ferrucci, L.; Glynn, R.J.; Berkman, L.F.; Blazer, D.G.; Scherr, P.A.; Wallace, R.B. A short physical
performance battery assessing lower extremity function: Association with self-reported disability and prediction of mortality and
nursing home admission. J. Gerontol. 1994, 49, M85–M94. [CrossRef]

32. Ramírez-Vélez, R.; López Sáez de Asteasu, M.; Morley, J.E.; Cano-Gutierrez, C.A.; Izquierdo, M. Performance of the Short Physical
Performance Battery in identifying the frailty phenotype and predicting geriatric syndromes in community-dwelling elderly. J.
Nutr. Health Aging 2021, 25, 209–217. [CrossRef]

33. Kojima, G.; Liljas, A.E.M.; Iliffe, S. Frailty syndrome: Implications and challenges for health care policy. Risk Manag. Healthc.
Policy 2019, 12, 23–30. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afw247
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28064173
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cger.2017.09.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29129215
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40985-016-0021-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29450049
http://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/56.3.M146
http://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.050051
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejim.2016.03.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27039014
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0216166
http://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afn116
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18515292
http://doi.org/10.4017/gt.2020.19.003.06
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2021.01.023
http://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e318234e59f
http://doi.org/10.12968/ijtr.2013.20.3.122
http://doi.org/10.1177/1084822312453047
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2015.12.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26775227
http://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/55.4.M221
http://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9290(95)00178-6
http://doi.org/10.1159/000484241
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29176316
http://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1997.10608865
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-3203(96)00142-2
http://doi.org/10.1097/JTO.0b013e3181ec173d
http://doi.org/10.1186/1743-0003-10-86
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0157968
http://doi.org/10.1109/TNSRE.2017.2699124
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28463202
http://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/49.2.M85
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12603-020-1484-3
http://doi.org/10.2147/RMHP.S168750
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30858741


Sensors 2021, 21, 3258 12 of 12

34. Cegri, F.; Orfila, F.; Abellana, R.M.; Pastor-Valero, M. The impact of frailty on admission to home care services and nursing homes:
Eight-year follow-up of a community-dwelling, older adult, Spanish cohort. BMC Geriatr. 2020, 20, 281. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Mann, D.M.; Chen, J.; Chunara, R.; Testa, P.A.; Nov, O. COVID-19 transforms health care through telemedicine: Evidence from
the field. J. Am. Med. Inform. Assoc. JAMIA 2020, 27, 1132–1135. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-020-01683-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32762773
http://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa072
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32324855

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants and Experimental Protocols 
	Sensor Data Processing and Feature Extraction 
	Optimal Feature Selection and Evaluation of Frailty Modeling 

	Results 
	Significant Sensor-Derived Features 
	Optimal Feature Selection and Evaluation 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

