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S3 Table. Sensitivity analysis: difference in regression coefficients REACH

versus usual care

Variable

Usual care (n=40)

REACH (n=19)

MIP % predicted 65.6 93.0 97.0 49 0.8 3.2

cmH20 (56.1t075.0) | (83.3t0 103.0) | (87.4 10 107.0) | (-12.11021.9) | (-16.8t015.2) | (-13.9 t0 20.2)
B (95% Cl)

MEP % predicted 78.9 100.9 104.3 1.4 2.8 1.2

cmH20 (69.11088.7) | (91.2t0 111.0) | (94.5 go (-18.810 16.0) | (-19.2t0 13.5) | (-18.6 to 16.2)
B (95% Cl) 114.1)

FEC 59.4 81.6 91.3 55 0.74 47

B (95% Cl) (48.61070.2) | (71.61091.7) | (80.5t0102.1) | (-23.3t0 12.4) | (-16.3t017.8) | (-22.9 to 13.6)

HGS % predicted kg
B (95% ClI)

73.1
(64.2 to 82.0)

94.1
(84.9 t0 103.2)

102.7
(93.5to 111.9)

3.6
(-19.0 to 11.8)

3.2
(-12.0 to 18.4)

1.9
(-14.3 10 18.2)

Results of linear mixed model analysis (LMM) p > 0.05 between REACH versus usual care at any timepoint for all
variables. B: beta regression coefficient, Cl: Confidence Interval, MIP: maximum static inspiratory pressure, MEP:
maximum static expiratory pressure, FEC: Functional exercise capacity, expressed in total steps per 2 minutes (two-
minute step test), HGS: handgrip Strength, TMST: Two-Minute Step Test, Kg: kilogram




