
Online Appendix 5:  Table for Recommendations. 
 

Strength of 
Evidence; 

Number of 
Articles 

Diagnoses  
Internal 

Consistency 
Reliability 

Standard 
Error 

Ceiling Floor 
Other 

Information 

 
Balance Outcome Measures 

 

Activities-specific Balance Confidence Scale, Acute Samples 

1 Level I1 1 Stroke1 
(Mixed Sample, 
Acute and 
Chronic)  

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke1 

NT 1 Strong (?) 
Stroke1 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke1  

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke1  

SEM in 
Stroke1 

Activities-specific Balance Confidence Scale, Chronic Stable Samples 

1 Level I1 1 Stroke1 
(Mixed Sample, 
Acute and 
Chronic) 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke1 

NT 1 Strong (?) 
Stroke1 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke1 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke1 

SEM in 
Stroke1 

Activities-specific Balance Confidence Scale, Chronic Progressive Samples 

2 Level I2,3 2 PD2,3 2 Strong (+++) 
PD2,3 
 

2 Strong (+++) 
PD2,3 
 

2 Strong (?) 
PD2,3 

1 Strong (+++) 
PD2 

1 Strong (+++) 
PD2 

SEM3, SDD2,3 
in PD 

Berg Balance Scale, Acute Samples 

8 Level I 
Studies   

1 SCI4 
6 Stroke5-10  
1 Mixed Acute 
and Chronic 
Stroke11 
 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke6 

2 Strong (+++) 
Stroke6,10 
1 strong (?) 
Stroke8 
 

1 Strong (?) 
Stroke10  

3 Strong (---) 
Stroke6,9,11 
1 Strong (---) 
SCI4 
3 Strong (+++) 
Stroke5-7  

4 Strong (+++) 
Stroke5-7,11  
1 Strong (---) 
Stroke6 

MDC in 
Stroke10 
 

Berg Balance Scale, Chronic Stable Samples 



5 level 1 
Studies 

1 SCI12  
3 Stroke13-15 
1 Mixed Acute 
and Chronic 
Stroke11 
 

NT 2 Strong (+++) 
Stroke13,14 
1 Strong (+++) 
SCI12 

2 Strong (?) 
Stroke13,14 

2 Strong (---) 
Stroke11,15 

2 Strong (+++) 
Stroke11,15 

SEM14, 
MDC13,14 in 
Stroke 

Berg Balance Scale, Chronic Progressive Samples 

4 level 1 
Studies 

1 HD16  
3 PD3,17,18  

1 Strong (+++) 
in PD3 

1 Strong (+++) 
HD16  
3 Strong (+++) 
PD3,17,18 

1 Strong (?) 
HD16 
1 Strong (?) 
PD3 

1 Strong (---) 
PD18 

1 Strong (+++) 
PD18 

MDC in HD16 
and PD3 
MIC in MS19 

Functional Gait Assessment, Acute Samples 

2 level I20,21 
1 level II22  

1 Vestibular22 
1 Stroke Mixed 
Sample Acute 
and Chronic 
Vestibular21 
1 Stroke Mixed 
Sample Acute 
and Chronic 
Stroke20 
 

1 Moderate 
(++) 
Vestibular22 
 
1 Strong (+++) 
Vestibular21 
 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20  
1 Strong (+++) 
Vestibular21  
 

1 Moderate 
(?) 
Vestibular22 
1 Strong (?) 
Stroke20 
  

1 Moderate (-
-) Vestibular22 
1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

MDC and 
MDC % in 
Stroke20 
MDC in 
Vestibular22 

Functional Gait Assessment, Chronic Stable Samples 



2 level I20,21 
 

1 Stroke Mixed 
Sample Acute 
and Chronic 
Vestibular21 
1 Stroke Mixed 
Sample Acute 
and Chronic 
Stroke20 
 

1 Strong (+++) 
Vestibular21 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 
1 Strong (+++) 
Vestibular21 

1 Strong (?) 
Stroke20 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

MDC, MDC% 
in Stroke20 
 

Functional Gait Assessment, Chronic Progressive Samples 

1 level I17 1 PD NT 1 Strong (+++) 
PD17 

NT NT NT NT 

Dynamic Gait Index, Acute Samples 

2 level I20,23 
1 level II22 

2 Vestibular22,23 
1 Stroke20  

1 Moderate 
(++) 
Vestibular22 

Strong (---) 
Vestibular23  
Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

1 Strong (?) 
Stroke20 
1 (?) 
Vestibular22 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20  
1 Moderate (-
-) Vestibular22 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

MDC and 
MDC % in 
Stroke20 
MDC in 
Vestibular22 
 

Dynamic Gait Index, Chronic Stable Samples 

1 level I20 1 Stroke20  NT 1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

1 Strong (?) 
Stroke20 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke20 

MDC and 
MDC% in 
Stroke20 

Dynamic Gait Index, Chronic Progressive Samples 

1 level I24 1 PD24 NT 1 Strong (+++) 
PD24 

1 Strong (?) 
PD24 

1 Strong (---) 
PD24 

NT MDC and 
MDC % in 
PD24 

Falls Efficacy Scale - International, Acute Samples 

1 Level I Vestibular25 NT 1 Strong (+++) 
Vestibular25 

1 Strong (?) 
Vestibular25 

NT NT MDC in 
Vestibular25 

Falls Efficacy Scale - International, Chronic Stable Samples 



NT NT NT NT NT NT NT NA 

Falls Efficacy Scale - International, Chronic Progressive Samples 

2 Level I 1 PD2 
1 MS26 

1 Strong (+++) 
PD2 
1 Strong (+++) 
MS26 

1 Strong (+++) 
PD2 
 

1 Strong (?) 
PD2 
 

1 Strong (+++) 
PD2 
 

1 Strong (+++) 
PD2 
 

SDD in PD2 

Mini-Balance Evaluation Systems Test, Acute Samples 

1 level I 
 

1 Stroke5  
 

NT 
 

NT 
 

NT 
  

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke5 

1 Strong (---) 
Stroke5 

NT 
 

Mini-Balance Evaluation Systems Test, Chronic Stable Samples 

1 level I 1 Stroke15  1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke15 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke15 

1 Strong (?) 
Stroke15 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke15 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke15 

MDC in 
Stroke15   

Mini-Balance Evaluation Systems Test,, Chronic Progressive Samples 

2 level I 2 PD18,27 NT 2 Strong (+++) 
PD18,27 

NT 1 Strong (+++) 
PD18 

1 Strong (+++) 
PD18 

NT 

Timed Up and Go, Acute Samples 

1 Level I 
Study 
 

1 Stroke (mixed 
Acute and 
Chronic Stable 
sample)11 

NA NT 
 

NT 
  

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke11 

1 Strong (---) 
Stroke11 

NT 

Timed Up and Go, Chronic Stable Samples 

3 Level I 
Studies 

3 Stroke13,28  
1 mixed acute 
and chronic 
stroke11 

NA 2 Strong (+++) 
Stroke13,28 

1 Strong (?) 
Stroke13 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke11 

1 Strong (---) 
Stroke11 

NT 

Timed Up and Go, Chronic Progressive Samples 



6  Level I 
Studies 

1 HD16 
1 MS29 
3 PD3,24,30 
1 Post-Polio31 

NA 1 Strong (+++) 
HD16 
1 Strong (+++) 
MS29 
3 Strong (+++) 
PD3,24,30 
1 Strong (+++) 
Post Polio31 

1 Strong (?) 
HD16 
1 Strong (?) 
MS29 
3 Strong (?) 
PD3,24,30 
1 Strong (+++) 
Post-Polio31 

NT NT SEM in PD30 
MDC in HD16 
and PD3,24 
MDC% in PD24 
SDC in Post-
Polio31  
SDC % in MS29  

Trunk Impairment Scale, Acute Samples 

1  Level I32 1 BI Mixed 
Acute and 
Chronic Stable32 

NT 1 Strong (+++) 
BI32 
 

NT NT NT NT 
 

Trunk Impairment Scale, Chronic Stable Samples 

1  Level I32 1 BI  Mixed 
Acute and 
Chronic Stable32 

NT 1 Strong (+++) 
BI32 
 

NT NT NT NT 
 

Trunk Impairment Scale, Chronic Progressive Samples 

1  Level I33 1 MS33 NT 1 Strong (+++) 
MS33 
 

1 Strong (?) 
MS33 

NT NT SEM in MS33 

 
Gait Outcome Measures 

 

6 Minute Walk Test, Acute Samples 

1 (N/A –MIC 
only) 
 

1 Stroke34  NA NT 
 

NT 
 

NT 
 

NT MIC in 
Stroke34   
 

6 Minute Walk Test, Chronic Stable Samples 



3 level I 1 SCI35  
2 Stroke28,36  

NA 1 Strong (+++) 
SCI35  
2 Strong (+++) 
Stroke28,36  

NT NT  
 

NT  NT 

6 Minute Walk Test, Chronic Progressive Samples 

5 level I 
1 (N/A –MIC 
only) 
 
 

1 HD16 
1 PD3  
3 MS37-39  
 

NA 1 Strong (+++) 
HD16  
1 Strong (+++) 
PD3  
2 Strong (+++) 
MS38,39  

1 Strong (+++) 
MS37  
1 Strong (?) 
HD16  
1 Strong (?) 
MS38  
1 Strong (?) 
PD3  

NT NT MDC in HD,16 
MS,37,38  and 
PD3  
MIC in MS19  
SEM in MS38  
MDC% in 
MS38  
SRC in MS37  
 

10 Meter Walk Test, Acute Samples 

2 level I;  
1 N/A (MIC 
or MCID 
only) 
 

2 Stroke34,40  NA 
 

NT 
 

NT 
 
 

1 Strong 
(+++) SCI4  

1 Strong (---) 
Stroke40  

MCID in 
Stroke34  

10 Meter Walk Test, Chronic Stable Samples 

3 level I 1 Stroke13  
1 SCI35  
1 Mixed Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41  

NA  1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke13 
1 Strong (+++) 
SCI35  
1 Strong (+++) 
Mixed 
Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41  

1 Strong (?) 
Stroke13  

NT  NT  MDC in 
Stroke13  



10 Meter Walk Test, Chronic Progressive Samples 

5 level I; 
1 NA (MIC 
only) 

1 MS29  
1 HD16  
1 PD3  
1 Post Polio31  
1 Mixed Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41  

NA 1 Strong 
(+++)MS29 
1 Strong (+++) 
HD16  
1 Strong (+++) 
PD3 
1 Strong (+++) 
Post Polio31  
1 Strong (+++) 
Mixed 
Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41  
 

1 Strong (?) 
MS29 
1 Strong (?) 
HD16  
1 Strong (?) 
PD3  
1 Strong (?) 
Post Polio31  

NT NT SDD %29 and 
MIC19 in MS 
MDC in HD16  
MDC in PD3  
SDC in Post 
Polio31  
 

2 Minute Walk Test, Acute Samples 

0 
 

NA NA NT 
 

NT NT NT NA 
 

2 Minute Walk Test, Chronic Stable Samples 

2 level I 1 Stroke37  
1 Mixed Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41  

NA 1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke37  
1 Strong (+++) 
Mixed  Mixed  
Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41  

1 Strong (?) 
Stroke37  

NT  NT  MDC in 
Stroke37  

2 Minute Walk Test, Chronic Progressive Samples 



3 level I 1 MS37  
1 Post Polio31  
1 Mixed Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41  
 

NA 1 Strong (+++) 
Post Polio31 
1 Strong (+++) 
Mixed 
Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41   
 
 

1 Strong (+++) 
MS37   
1 Strong (?) 
Post Polio31  
 

NT NT MIC and SRC 
in MS37  
SDC in Post 
Polio31  

Rivermead Mobility Index, Acute Samples 

2 level I 
 

2 Stroke42,43 
 

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke43  

1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke42  

NT 
  

1 Strong 
(+++) 
Stroke42 

2 Strong (---) 
Stroke at 
admission to 
rehab43 at 14 
days42  
2 Strong (+++) 
Stroke at 5 
weeks43 and 
at 30 and 90 
days42  

NT 
 

Rivermead Mobility Index, Chronic Stable Samples 

2 level I 1 Stroke44  
1 Mixed  
Chronic Stable 
and Chronic 
Progressive41  

NT 1 Strong (+++) 
Stroke  
Chronic 
Stable and 
Chronic 
Progressive41 
 
1 Strong (+++)  
Stroke44 

1 Strong (?)  
Stroke44  

NT NT SEM and SRD 
in Stroke44  



RIvermead Mobility Index, Chronic Progressive Samples 

2 level I 
1 level II 

1 HD16  
1 MS45  
1 Mixed  
Chronic Stable 
and Chronic 
Progressive41  

NT 1 Strong (+++) 
HD16   
1 Strong (+++) 
Mixed41  
 

1 Strong (?) 
HD16   
1 Moderate 
(?) MS45  

NT NT MDC in HD16   
SEM in MS45  

Timed 25 Foot Walk, Acute Samples 

0  
 

NA NA NT 
 

NT NT NT NA 
 

Timed 25 Foot Walk, Chronic Stable Samples 

0 NA NA NT 
 

NT NT NT NA 
 

Timed 25 Foot Walk, Chronic Progressive Samples 

8 level I MS37-39,46-50   
 

NA 7 Strong (+++) 
MS38,39,46-50  

1 Strong (?) 
MS38  
1 Strong 
(+++)37  

NT NT MIC and SRC 
in MS37  
MDC, MDC%, 
and SEM in 
MS38  

 
Transfer Outcome Measures 

 

5 Times Sit to Stand, Acute Samples 

0 - - -  
 

- - -  - 
 

5 Times Sit to Stand, Chronic Stable Samples 

0  
 

- - - - - - - 

5 Times Sit to Stand, Chronic Progressive Samples 

1 Level I51 1 PD51  NA 1 Strong (+++) 
PD51 

1 Strong (?) 
PD51 

NT NT SEM51 



Rivermead Mobility Index – Modified, Acute Samples 

3 Level I52 2 Stroke52,53 
1 Mixed54  
 

2 Strong (+++) 
Stroke5233 
1 Mixed 
(+++)54 

2 Strong (+++) 
Stroke5233 
1 Mixed 
(+++)54 

NT NT NT NT  

Rivermead Mobility Index – Modified, Chronic Stable Samples 

0 - 
 

- - - - - - 

Rivermead Mobility Index – Modified, Chronic Progressive Samples 

1 Level I 1 Mixed54 1 Strong (+++) 
Mixed54 

1 Strong (+++) 
Mixed54 

NT NT NT NT 
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