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Explanations

a. No blind personnel and participants to which group they were assigned

b. Substantial heterogeneity (I2 = 94%). Sensitivity analyses showed the pooled effect estimate was unstable, with significance and effect size changing when individual studies were

excluded, indicating inconsistent results.
c. The confidence interval crosses no effect line, including a significant benefit and no effect, indicating imprecision.

d. There is some risk of bias from incomplete data; 63 of 615 (10%)7 (3%) were non-contactable at 4 months, rising to 23 (4%) at 12 months. Loss was highest in the exercise arm but

less than 10% overall.

e. Moderate heterogeneity (I> = 64%). Sensitivity analyses showed the pooled effect was unstable, with significance depending on excluding specific studies.
f. Not reported random sequence generation in one study

g. Not reported allocation concealtment in one study

h. Substantial heterogeneity (I = 73%). Sensitivity analyses revealed unstable pooled effects, with the effect's direction and significance depending on individual study inclusion

studies.




