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PICO 1 PubMed Search String:

(("Sleep Initiation and Maintenance Disorders"[MeSH Terms] OR "sleep initiation and maintenance disorders"[All Fields] OR "insomnia"[All Fields]) NOT
"Insomnia, Fatal Familial'[MeSH Terms]) AND "humans"[MeSH Terms] AND "adult'[MeSH Terms] AND ("behavior therapy"[MeSH Terms] OR "behaviour
therapy"[All Fields] OR "behavior therapy"[All Fields] OR "psychotherapy"[MeSH Terms] OR "psychotherapy"[All Fields] OR "psychotherap*'[All Fields] OR
"biofeedback, psychology"[MeSH Terms] OR "biofeedback"[All Fields] OR "psychology biofeedback"[All Fields] OR "biofeedback, psychology"[All Fields]
OR “body monitoring”[All Fields] OR “BBTI"[All Fields] OR “behavioral treatment’[All Fields] OR "cognitive therapy"[MeSH Terms] OR "cognitive
therapy"[All Fields] OR "cognitive behaviour therapy"[All Fields] OR "cognitive behavior therapy"[All Fields] OR "cognitive behavior therapies"[All Fields]
OR "cognitive behavioral therapy for insomnia"[All Fields] OR “CBT-I"[All Fields] OR “CBT-Insomnia”[All Fields] OR "sleep retraining"[All Fields] OR
“mindfulness’[MeSH Terms] OR “mindfulness[All Fields] OR “multicomponent behavioral therapy[All Fields] OR "relaxation therapy"[MeSH Terms] OR
"relaxation therapy"[All Fields] OR "relaxation therapies"[All Fields] OR "abdominal breathing"[All Fields] OR “deep breathing’[All Fields] OR “progressive
muscle relaxation’[All Fields] OR "imagery"[All Fields] OR "imagery (psychotherapy)"[MeSH Terms] OR "imagery training"[All Fields] OR “special place
imagery’[All Fields] OR “guided imagery”[All Fields] OR "autogenic training"[MeSH Terms] OR "autogenic training"[All Fields] OR “desensitization
relaxation’[All Fields] OR "paradoxical intention"[All Fields] OR "sleep hygiene"[MeSH Terms] OR "sleep hygiene"[All Fields] OR "sleep restriction"[All
Fields] OR "stimulus control"[All Fields]) AND English[lang] AND (“aged’[MeSH Terms] OR “elderly”[All Fields] OR “veterans” [MeSH Terms] OR “military
family’[MeSH Terms] OR “active duty’[All Fields] OR “military personnel’[MeSH Terms] OR “sleep beliefs"[All Fields] OR "sleep anxiety"[All Fields] OR
“self efficacy"[MeSH Terms] OR "self efficacy"[All Fields] OR “self-efficacy’[All Fields] OR “self concept’[MeSH Terms]OR “self concept’[All Fields]OR
“self-concept’[All Fields] OR "performance anxiety"[MeSH Terms] OR "performance anxiety"[All Fields] OR “Comorbidity"[MeSH Terms] OR
“comorbidities’[All Fields]) AND ("1900/01/01"[PDAT] : "2020/02/13"[PDAT]) NOT "Editorial"[Publication Type] NOT "Letter"[Publication Type] NOT
"Comment"[Publication Type] NOT "Case Reports"[Publication Type] NOT "Biography"[Publication Type] NOT "Review"[Publication Type]

PICO 1 Psychinfo Search String

SU.EXACT("Insomnia") AND (SU.EXACT("Behavior Therapy") OR SU.EXACT("Psychotherapy") OR SU.EXACT("Biofeedback") OR body monitoring OR
bbti OR behavioral treatment OR SU.EXACT("Cognitive Therapy") OR SU.EXACT("Cognitive Behavior Therapy") OR cognitive behavior therapies OR
cognitive behavioral therapy for insomnia OR cbt-I OR cbt-Insomnia OR sleep retraining OR SU.EXACT("Mindfulness") OR multicomponent behavioral
therapy OR relaxation therapy OR relaxation therapies OR abdominal breathing OR deep breathing OR progressive muscle relaxation OR imagery OR
imagery training OR special place imagery OR guided imagery OR autogenic training OR desensitization relaxation OR paradoxical intention OR sleep
hygiene OR sleep restriction OR SU.EXACT("Stimulus Control")) AND (elderly OR SU.EXACT("Military Veterans") OR SU.EXACT("Military Duty Status")
OR sleep beliefs OR sleep anxiety OR SU.EXACT("Self-Efficacy") OR self-concept OR SU.EXACT("Performance Anxiety") OR SU.EXACT("Comorbidity")
OR comorbidities)

PICO 2 PubMed Search String:

(("Sleep Initiation and Maintenance Disorders"[MeSH Terms] OR "sleep initiation and maintenance disorders"[All Fields] OR "insomnia"[All Fields]) NOT
"Insomnia, Fatal Familial'[MeSH Terms]) AND "humans"[MeSH Terms] AND "adult"[MeSH Terms] AND ("behavior therapy"[MeSH Terms] OR "behaviour
therapy"[All Fields] OR "behavior therapy"[All Fields] OR "psychotherapy"[MeSH Terms] OR "psychotherapy"[All Fields] OR "psychotherap*'[All Fields] OR
"biofeedback, psychology"[MeSH Terms] OR "biofeedback"[All Fields] OR "psychology biofeedback"[All Fields] OR "biofeedback, psychology"[All Fields]
OR “body monitoring”[All Fields] OR “BBTI"[All Fields] OR “behavioral treatment’[All Fields] OR "cognitive therapy"'[MeSH Terms] OR "cognitive
therapy"[All Fields] OR "cognitive behaviour therapy"[All Fields] OR "cognitive behavior therapy"[All Fields] OR "cognitive behavior therapies"[All Fields]
OR "cognitive behavioral therapy for insomnia"[All Fields] OR “CBT-I"[All Fields] OR “CBT-Insomnia’[All Fields] OR "sleep retraining"[All Fields] OR
“mindfulness’[MeSH Terms] OR “mindfulness’[All Fields] OR “multicomponent behavioral therapy[All Fields] OR "relaxation therapy"[MeSH Terms] OR
"relaxation therapy"[All Fields] OR "relaxation therapies"[All Fields] OR "abdominal breathing"[All Fields] OR “deep breathing’[All Fields] OR “progressive
muscle relaxation’[All Fields] OR "imagery"[All Fields] OR "imagery (psychotherapy)'[MeSH Terms] OR "imagery training"[All Fields] OR “special place
imagery[All Fields] OR “guided imagery”[All Fields] OR "autogenic training"[MeSH Terms] OR "autogenic training"[All Fields] OR “desensitization
relaxation”[All Fields] OR "paradoxical intention"[All Fields] OR "sleep hygiene"[MeSH Terms] OR "sleep hygiene"[All Fields] OR "sleep restriction"[All
Fields] OR "stimulus control"[All Fields]) AND (“in-person’[All Fields] OR "self-help groups" [MeSH Terms] OR “group” [All Fields] OR "psychotherapy,
group"[MeSH Terms] OR "computer-assisted instruction"[Mesh] OR “computer-assisted instruction”[All Fields] OR “computer-based”[All Fields] OR
“internet” [MeSH Terms] OR “internet-delivered”[All Fields] OR “internet-based” [All Fields] OR “web-based” [All Fields] OR "mobile applications"[MeSH
Terms] OR “mobile applications”[All Fields] OR “mobile app’[All Fields] OR “telecommunications’[MeSH Terms] OR “telephone” [MeSH Terms] OR
“telephone” [All Fields] OR “telephone-based’[All Fields] OR “telemedicine’[MeSH Terms] OR “telemedicine”[All Fields] OR "social networking"[MeSH
Terms] OR “social networking”[All Fields] OR “social networks"[All Fields] OR “social community’[All Fields] OR “online communities’[All Fields] OR
“videoconferencing”[MeSH Terms] OR “videoconferencing’[All Fields] OR “bibliotherapy’[MeSH Terms] OR “bibliotherapy’[All Fields] OR
“bibliotherapies’[All Fields] OR “self-help”[All Fields] OR “community-based’[All Fields]) AND English[lang] AND ("1900/01/01"[PDAT] :
"2020/02/12"[PDAT]) NOT "Editorial"[Publication Type] NOT "Letter"[Publication Type] NOT "Comment"[Publication Type] NOT "Case
Reports"[Publication Type] NOT "Biography"[Publication Type] NOT "Review"[Publication Type]
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PICO 2 Psychinfo Search String

SU.EXACT("Insomnia") AND (SU.EXACT("Behavior Therapy") OR SU.EXACT("Psychotherapy") OR SU.EXACT("Biofeedback") OR body monitoring OR
bbti OR behavioral treatment OR SU.EXACT("Cognitive Therapy") OR SU.EXACT("Cognitive Behavior Therapy") OR cognitive behavior therapies OR
cognitive behavioral therapy for insomnia OR cbt-I OR cbt-Insomnia OR sleep retraining OR SU.EXACT("Mindfulness") OR multicomponent behavioral
therapy OR relaxation therapy OR relaxation therapies OR abdominal breathing OR deep breathing OR progressive muscle relaxation OR imagery OR
imagery training OR special place imagery OR guided imagery OR autogenic training OR desensitization relaxation OR paradoxical intention OR sleep
hygiene OR sleep restriction OR SU.EXACT("Stimulus Control")) AND (SU.EXACT("Group Psychotherapy") OR in-person OR self-help groups OR group
SU.EXACT("Computer Assisted Instruction”) OR computer-based OR SU.EXACT("Internet") OR internet-delivered OR internet-based OR web-based
OR mobile applications OR mobile applications OR mobile app OR telecommunications OR telephone OR telephone-based OR
SU.EXACT("Telemedicine”) OR SU.EXACT("Social Networks") OR SU.EXACT("Online Social Networks") OR social community OR online communities
OR videoconferencing OR SU.EXACT("Bibliotherapy") OR bibliotherapies OR SU.EXACT("Self-Help Techniques") OR community-based)

Exclusion Criteria: Exclusion criteria are applied during the abstract review of all retrieved publications. Studies that meet any of the exclusion
criteria are rejected from the systematic review.

A. Publication type
1. Conference abstracts
2. Editorials
3. Review
4. Methods

B. Study type
1. Animal research
2. Case reports
3. Case series

Language non-English

Sample size <20

Diagnosis NOT insomnia

Patient population < 18 years of age

Main study objective is NOT evaluating the efficacyl/effectiveness of psychological and behavioral therapies for insomnia

OGTMMmMoO o

H. Does NOT include one of the following interventions of interest:
Biofeedback

Behavioral treatment for insomnia

Cognitive behavioral therapy for insomnia
Intensive sleep retraining

Mindfulness

Multicomponent behavioral therapy for insomnia
Relaxation therapy

Paradoxical intention treatment

. Sleep hygiene

0. Sleep restriction

1. Stimulus control

29NN =

Inclusion Criteria: Inclusion criteria are applied during the full publication review of all publications that were not rejected during the abstract
review. Studies that meet all inclusion criteria will be accepted as evidence to use in the systematic review.

A. Intervention and control condition comparisons

(must meet at least 1):

Any of the following behavioral and psychological interventions

Compared to any of the following control conditions (must
meet at least 1):

1. Biofeedback
2. Cognitive behavioral therapy-insomnia
(i.e., Cognitive therapy, Sleep restriction, and Stimulus control)
3. Intensive sleep retraining
4. Mindfulness
5. Multicomponent behavioral therapy for insomnia

1. Attention control

Pharmacologic —placebo drug
Quasi-desensitization

Sleep hygiene or sleep education
Usual care

Wait-list

S N
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6. Relaxation therapy

(i.e., Abdominal breathing, Imagery training, Autogenic training)
Paradoxical intention treatment

Sleep hygiene

. Sleep restriction

0. Stimulus control

B. Intervention delivery method (must meet at least 1)

In-person one-on-one visit with a trained CBT-| specialist

In-person one-on-one visit with provider who is not a trained behavioral and psychological specialist
Group behavioral and psychological

Telephone

Self-help book

Internet-delivered

Community-based workshop

Telemedicine (videoconferencing, etc.)

i B

C. Outcomes of interest (must meet at least 1)
1. Beliefs and attitudes about sleep (important)
2. Daytime fatigue domain (important)
3. Insomnia severity (important)
4. Nights with hypnotic use (important)
5. Number of nighttime awakenings (important)
6. Quality of sleep (critical)
7. Remission rate (critical)
8. Responder rate (critical)
9. Sleep efficiency (important)
10. Sleep latency (critical)
11.  Total wake time (critical)
12.  Total sleep time (important)
13.  Wake after sleep onset (critical)

D. Insomnia diagnosis (must meet at least 1)
1. Use of any of the 3 diagnostic systems, regardless of version: DSM, ICSD, RDC
2. Use of validated sleep instruments in combination with quantitative objective/subjective measure and insomnia complaints (e.g. PSQIl and
actigraphy or diary-assessed SOL>30 minutes for >=3 nights a week)
3. Other sleep complaints/criteria/symptoms that would require adjudication
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Abbreviations:

AASM- American Academy of Sleep Medicine
BBTs- Brief Behavioral Therapies

CBT-I- Cognitive Behavioral Therapy for Insomnia
CPG- Clinical practice guideline

DBAS- Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep scale
FFS-Flinders Fatigue Scale

FSI- Fatigue symptom index

FSS- Fatigue severity scale

GRADE- Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development, and Evaluation
IQR- Interquartile range

ISI- Insomnia Severity Index

ISQ- Insomnia Severity Questionnaire

ISR- Intensive Sleep Retraining

MFI- Multidimensional Fatigue Inventory

PI: Paradoxical Intention

PICO - Patient, intervention, comparator, outcome
POMS-F- Profile of Mood States Fatigue subscale
PSG- Polysomnography

PSQI - Pittsburgh sleep quality index

RCT- Randomized controlled trial

SD- Standard deviation

SE- Standard error

SMD- Standardized mean-difference

SR- Systematic review

RT- Relaxation therapy

TF- Task force

WASO- Wake after sleep onset
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Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT-I)

CBT-I vs. Control
Quality of sleep

Figure S1. Diary-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
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Std. Mean Difference
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CBTA
Study or Subgroup Mean
2.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 {in-persan) 6.9 1.7
Drake 2019 3.63 066
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 (J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 65 1.5
Lancee 2016 (In-person) 35 06
Taylor 2014 7.85 147
Taylor 201 7{in-person) 23 0457
Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*f= 273, df=8{P =074, F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=812 (P = 0.00001)
2.1.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007 28 0.6
Sandlund 2017 326 0.7
Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.36; Chi*= 948 df=1 (P=0002), F=89%
Testfor averall effect Z=017 (P =087
2.1.3 Internet delivery
Espie 2012 {imagery relief) 56.3 19.43
Hao 2014 25 0.56
Horsch 2017 338 0.8
Lancee 2015 314 0452
Lancee 2016 {internet) 32 0.6
Strom 2004 314 056
Taylor 2017 (internet) 19 058
Yincent 2009 218 1
Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= B.25, df = 7 (P = 0.51); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect 2=6.28 (P = 0.00001)
2.1.4 Telephone delivery
Amnedt 2013 37 0.5
Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.53 (P = 0.60)
2.1.5 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 {sel-help) a7 1.8
Jerneloy 2012 31 057
Marin 2005 348 066
Wan Straten 2009 6.1 1.1
Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi*=1.85, df= 3 (P = 0.60); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.70 (P = 0.48)
Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau= 0.10; Chi*= 64.35, df= 20 (F = 0.00001}); F= 69%
Testfor averall effect: Z=519 (P = 0.00001})
Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*= 39.89, df=4 (P =0.00001), F=90.0%

4.8 1.8
312 064
4.1 148
249 18]
5.81 1.1
1.7 0487
3 04
am oy
48.04 1543
23 081
283 042
279 0451
249 04&
303 073
1.7 0457
177 1.08
36 04
4.8 18
3 0.66
346 067
6.1 1

17 3.2%
50 5.4%
15 31%
3 40%
13 27%
3 46%
151 22.0%
B 49%
1 OBA%
109 11.0%
109 BO0%
106 BT%
48 48%
7 46%
13 4.0%
51 50%
3 48%
58 A7%
455 41.6%
15 3.3%
15 3.3%
17 3.4%
I/ E0%
87 B2%
121 BE%
261 21.2%
991 100.0%

1.17[0.42,1.92)
0.78[0.37,1.19]
0.81[0.15, 1.67]
1.06 [0.46, 1.67]
1.48[0.64, 2.32)
1.04 [0.52, 1.56]
0.99 [0.75, 1.23]

-0.54 [1.01,-0.07]
0.26 [0.04, 0.69]
-0.07 [0.95, 0.80]

0.48[0.16, 0.52]
0.25[0.11, 0.59]
0.86[0.39, 1.34]
067 [0.16,1.18]
0.54 [0.07,1.14]
016 [-0.29, 0.61]
0.34 [0.14, 0.83]
0.38 [0.03, 0.76]
0.43[0.30, 0.57]

019 [0.52, 0.91]
0.19 [-0.52, 0.91]

0.49 [0.22,1.19)
0.16 [-0.30, 0.62)
0.03 [0.27, 0.33]
0.00 [-0.25, 0.24]
0.06 [-0.11, 0.23]

0.46 [0.29, 0.63]

|

B

|1|‘

L 4

*

-1 0
Control  CBT-l

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self) use same control data
Espie 2012 (imagery and usual care pooled control data)
Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) use same control data
Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) use same control data

Ho 2014 (pooled results for self-help with and without tel. support, SE converted to SD, diary scores flipped as lower scores indicate improvement)

Quality of sleep: Insomnia and no-.comorbidities
Table $1. Diary-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Taylor2014 | In-person, 7.55 1.7 16 5.81 1.1 13 1.480.64, 2.32]
one-on-one
delivery

Strom 2014 | Internet 3.14 0.56 30 3.03 0.73 51 0.16 [-0.29, 0.61]
delivery
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Quality of sleep: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions

Table $2. Diary-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Currie 2004 In-person, 6.32 1.75 31 4.8 1.8 17 0.85[0.23, 1.46]
one-on-one
and self-help
(pooled)

Quality of sleep: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Table $3. Diary-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Epstein 2007 | In-person, 2.8 0.6 34 341 0.5 38 -0.54[-1.01, -0.07]
one-on-one

Jansson- In-person, 6.5 15 15 5.1 15 15 0.91[0.15,1.67]

Frojmark one-on-one

2007
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Quality of sleep: PSQl
Figure S2. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTI Control S$td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
6.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Alessi 2016 527 386 54 7.B5 3588 53 5T% -0.66 [-1.08,-0.27]
Currie 2004 (in-persan) 6.7 34 16 111 42 17 22% -1.12 [1.86, -0.38]
Edinger 2009 5.7 4 16 7.9 382 18  2.5% -0.55F1.24, 0.14] —
Harvey 2014 574 374 30 864 332 28 3T% -0.81 [1.34,-0.27] ———
Kaku 2011 7.4 362 82 10 418 69 7.0% -0.67 [-1.00,-0.34] ——
Taylor 2014 33 247 16 7.62 2.7 13 1.7% -1.67 [2.53,-0.80]
YWagley 2013 183 089 20 271 015 10 1.9% -1.08[1.89,-0.27]
Subtotal (95% CI) 234 208 24.7% -0.79 [-1.01, -0.58] <&
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.01; Chi*= 6.60, df= 6 (P = 0.36); F= 9%
Testfor averall effect Z=7.36 (P = 0.00001)
6.1.2 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 571 374 52 7.B5 358 53 5T% -0.53[0.92,-0.14] —
Currie 2000 88 348 31 127 34 26 3.8% -1.11 [-1.68, -0.55] —
Espie 2007 9.84 417 95  11.3 368 g3 T.T% -0.37 [-0.67,-0.07] —
Martinez 2014 11.33 403 30 1348 288 27T 38% -0.60[F1.13,-0.07] -
Miro 2011 11.85 429 16 132 312 18 24% -0.43[F1.14,0.29) —
Rybarczyk 2002 8.3 3.3 11 107 28 13 1.8% -0.76 [-1.60, 0.07] T
Rybarczyk 2005 -Groupilournal of cansulting) B8 349 45 945 35 42 A.0% -0.72[-1.16,-0.29] E—
Subtotal (95% CI) 280 259  29.8% -0.58 [-0.75, -0.40] L 2
Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=6.24 df=6 (P =0.40);, F= 4%
Testfor averall effect Z=6.33 (P = 0.00001)
6.1.3 Self-help delivery
Bjorvatn 2011 108 38 66 118 315 61 6.5% -0.30 [-0.65, 0.08] B
Currie 2004 (self-help) 91 42 18 111 42 17 24% -0.46 F1.17, 0.24] -
Hao 2014 8.05 435 103 102 4.08 104 8.2% -0.81 [-0.78,-0.23] —
Mao 2017 823 18 52 10.06 2.03 52 5.5% -0.92 [1.33,-0.82] I—
Marin 2005 538 317 96 HEZ 313 96 8.0% -0.39 [-0.68, -0.11] —_—
Subtotal {95% CI) 332 330 30.6% -0.50 [-0.70, -0.30] L 2
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.02; Chi*=6.02, df=4 (P =0.20); F= 34%
Testfor averall effect Z= 495 (P = 0.00001)
6.1.4 Internet delivery
Harsch 2017 TE 31 46 9.84 2498 63 57% -0.74F1.13,-0.34] —
van Straten 2014 89 286 49 116 215 53 5.3% -1.05[1.47,-0.64] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 95 116 11.0% -0.89[-1.19, -0.58] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.01; Chi*=1.17, df=1 (P =0.28); F=14%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 5.64 (P = 0.00001)
6.1.5 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 46 28 14 59 37 15 2.3% -0.38 110, 0.34] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 2.3% -0.38 [-1.10, 0.34] el
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.03 (P = 0.30)
6.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005-video (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) B8 24 12 107 28 13 1.6% -1.44 [-2.34,-0.54] e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 13 1.6% -1.44 [-2.34, -0.54] —~a——
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z= 315 (P =0.002)
Total (95% Cl) 968 941 100.0% -0.66 [-0.78, -0.54] L J
Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 32.50,df= 22 (F=0.07) F= 32% 52 51 ; 15 é
Testfor averall effect Z=10.90 (F = 0.00001}) Favors CBTI Favors Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®=10.38 df=5(P = 0.07) F=51.8%

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self) use same control
*Morin 2005 SD calculated from 95%Cl
*Alessi 2016 (in-person and group) use same control, SE converted to SD

Quality of sleep (PSQI): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table S4. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Edinger In-person, 5.7 4 16 7.9 3.82 18 -0.55[-1.24,0.14]

2009 one-on-one

Taylor2014 | In-person, 3.31 247 16 7.62 2,57 13 -1.67[-2.53, -0.80]
one-on-one
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Quality of sleep (PSQI): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S3. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
14.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 {in-person) 67 34 16 111 42 17 12.9% -1.12 [-1.86,-0.38] —
Harvey 2015 874 374 30 8B4 332 28 246% -0.81 [-1.34,-0.27] —
Wagley 2013 183 08 20 271 04a 10 10.7% -1.08 [-1.89,-0.27] I —
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 55  48.2% -0.95[1.33, -0.57] -.-

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 057, df= 2 (P =075}, F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.86 (P = 0.00001}

14.1.2 Group delivery

Ryharczyk 2005 -Group{Journal of consulting) Ba 34 45 95 345 42 37.5% -0.72[-1.16,-0.29] —a—

Subtotal (95% CI) 45 42 37.5% 0.72 [-1.16, -0.29] -

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect 2= 3.25 (F = 0.001)

14.1.3 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 {selfhelp) 91 42 15 111 42 17 143% -046 F1.17,0.24] — T

Subtotal (95% CI) 15 17 14.3% -0.46 [1.17,0.24] ~eil—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.29(F =0.20)

Total (95% CI) 126 114 100.0% -0.80 [1.06, -0.53] <

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 217, df= 4 (P=0.71); F= 0% 52 51 b 15 é
Test for overall effect: Z=5.85 (P = 0.00001}) Favors CBTA Favors Control

Testfor subgroup diffierences: Chi®=1.60, df= 2 (P = 0.45) *= 0%

Quality of sleep (PSQI): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S4. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
13.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 38 34 31 127 34 26 204% -1.11 [-1.68,-0.55] e —
Hou 2014 2 04 a1 26 06 47 34.4% -1.08 [-1.51,-0.66] ——
Martinez 2014 11.33 4.03 30 1348 288 27 227% -0.60 F1.13,-0.07] —
Mira 2011 11.55 4.29 16 13.2 312 15 13.0% -0.43 [-1.14,0.29] e
Rybarczyk 2002 83 33 11 107 28 13 95% -0.76 [-1.60, 0.07] e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 139 128 100.0% -0.86 [-1.13, -0.60] o<

Heterogeneity; Tau=0.00; Chif=4.21,df=4 (P=0.38); F=5%
Test for overall effect: Z=6.48 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% Cl) 139 128 100.0% -0.86 [-1.13, -0.60] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=4.21, df= 4 (F=0.38); F= 5% I2 51 5 1! é
Test for overall effect: Z=6.48 (P = 0.00001) Favors CBT-l Favars Contral

Testfor subgroup differences: Mat applicable
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Quality of sleep (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S5. Diary-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.1.1 Group delivery
Bastein 2004 3485 0.75 14 32 072 16 100.0% 0.46 [0.25, 1.18] —t
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 16 100.0% 0.46 [-0.25,1.18] —

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=1.27 (P=0.20)

1.1.2 Internet delivery

Holmoyist 2014 219 0.84 34 316 1.08 39 334% -1.00[-1.48,-0.51] —

Lancee 2016 345 0.6 an 32 08 a0 332% 0.49[-0.02,1.01] | e —
Taylor 2017 23 047 33 1.9 058 34 334% 069019, 1.18] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 97 103 100.0% 0.06 [-0.99, 1.12] ——e i ——

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.80; Chi*= 26.83, df= 2 (P = 0.00001}; IF= 93%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.11 (P =0.91)

1.1.3 Telephone delivery

Bastein 2004 385 075 15 304 0499 14 440% 0.87 [0.18,1.31] -
Halmavist 2014 219 084 34 243 092 33 56.0% -0.27 [-0.75, 0.21] ———
Subtotal (95% Cl) 49 47 100.0% 0.10 [-0.72,0.91] —e——

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.25; Chi®= 342 df=1{P =008, F=71%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.24 (P =0.81)

1.1.4 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 6.9 1.7
Subtotal {95% CI)

Heterogeneity. Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.30(P=019)

57 18 2 100.0%
& 100.0%

2o
0
&5
[
=)
B

w o
N

-2 ] 0 1 z
Favours Comparison  Favors In-person

* each subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section

Quality of sleep (PSQI): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S6. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.5.1 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 5.27 36 54 TES 356 53 535% -0.66 [-1.05,-0.27] ——
Yamadera 2013 249 0.6 20 101 07 25 4B5% -1.79 [2.50,-1.09] —a—
Subtotal {95% CI) 74 78 100.0% -1.19[-2.29, -0.08] e

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.46; Chi*=7 61, df=1 (P = 0.008); F=87%
Test for averall effect: 2= 210 (P = 0.04)

1.5.3 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 6.7 3.4 16 91 42 15 100.0% -0.61 [1.34,0.11] i—
Subtatal (95% CI) 16 15 100.0% -0.61 [1.34, 0.11] r
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=1.66 (P =010}

\
2 1 0 1

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*=072 df=1 (P =040 F=0%

t
Z
o

Favors In-person delivery  Favors comparison
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Sleep latency (Diary)

Figure S7. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 553, df= 5 (P = 0.35), 7= 9.6%

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.1.1 In-person one-on-one delivery
Alessi 2016 1685 2013 54 363 198 a3 289% -19.46 [-27.03,-11.849] —
Currie 2004 {in-person) 223 137 16 645 624 17 0.4%  -42.20[75.40,-9.00]
Drake 2019 1612 1009 a0 253 183 a0 3.4% -818[-14.497,-3.39] -
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygieney 17 14 16 15328 13.02 26 2.7% 1.62[6.87,10.11] - T
Edinger 2007 748 T BB 156 ai a 3.2% -8.14 [14.68, -1.60] —
Edinger 2009 233 2737 37 2r.e 2528 23 1.9% -4.50 [16.24, 7.24] I
Ellis 2015 21.43 1048 20 346 1806 20 248% 1317 [22.32,-4.02] -
Harvey 2015 201 1813 30 40 57.33 28 0.8% -18.90 [42.21, 2.41] T
Jacobs 2004 241 256 14 623 4706 14 0.5% -28.20[58.11,-1.49]
Jungnuist 2010 9 4 19 44 27 9 1.2% -3500[-52.73,-17.27]
Lancee 2016 {n-person) 246 1741 26 422 4141 23 1.1% -17.60 [35.64, 0.44]
Savard 2014 (in-person) 15 1338 B9 3201 2453 T 3.3% -17.01 [-23.33 -10.649] -
Smith 2015 1996 2432 42 2563 2042 48 2.5% -5.73[15.08, 3.62] I
Talbot 2014 1427 1232 20 4431 4688 16 0.7% -30.04 [53.44, -6.64]
Taylor 2014 1218  Tr.44 16 49.44 4542 13 0.7% -37.26 [62.22 -12.20]
Taylar 2015 36 36 11 54 42 8 0.3% -18.00[-54.05 18.05] T
Taylor 201 F(in-persony 248 27 33 501 2757 33 1.7% -25.20F38.37, -12.03]
W 2006 .7 164 18 506 397 17 0.9% -18.90 [29.16, 1.26]
Subtotal {95% CI) 567 493  30.9% -15.17 [-19.80, -10.54] L g
Heterogeneity: Tau™= 428.46; Chi®= 42,83 df=17 (P=0.0004); F=61%
Testfor overall effect Z=6.42 (P = 0.00001}
3.1.2 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 207 21.34 52 3621 1938 53 29% 1581 [23.49,-7.73] I
Eothelius 2013 G896 T14 26 718 434 28 0.4% -11.490[43.87 20.07] —
Currie 2000 281 149 31 582 547 28 0.8% -3010[52.16,-8.04]
Epstein 2007 1.1 17 24 276 253 28 2.4% -6.50 [16.37, 3.27] a—
Espie 2007 372 4289 107 &a57 422 a4 20% -18.40 [-30.28,-6.72] —_—
Espie z002 18.26 11.11 74 32320 2832 40 25% -13.03[22.13,-3.93] -
Irivin 2014 207 2 a0 291 4.7 25 43% -8.40 [10.32,-6.48] -
Lovato 2014 20 17.44 76 25 2454 23 2.4% -5.00 [14.75,4.79] T
Morin 1993 2062 1165 12 3118 283 11 1.1% -10.56 [[28.54, 7.42] —
Ryharczyk 2002 225 ] 11 45 280 13 0.8% -26.00[47.79,-4.21]
Rybarczyk 2005 (Journal of consulting & clinicaly 218 203 45 331 273 46 24% S11.30[21.13,-1.47]
Sandlund 2017 3845 271 82 S9EBE 386 71 22%  -20.23[30.95,-9.51] -
Savard 2005 1838 824 27 1772 1291 20 3.5% 0.66[-4.91,6.23] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 628 504 27.7% -10.99 [-14.94, -7.04] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 23.08; Chi®= 20,00, df=12 (P =0.004); F= 59%
Testfor overall effect Z= 545 (P = 0.00001}
3.1.3 Internet delivery
Espie 2012 (Imagery relief) 21.5 2214 55 0642 4265 109 21% -3492[4591,-23.93] I
Ho 2014 36.2 408 103 428 4089 105 21% -6.60 [17.72, 4.52] In———
Horseh 2017 22 14 30 31 21 48 2.9% -9.00 [B.77,-1.23] —
Lancee 2012 {nternet delivery) 3563 2737 131 460 30088 160 3.2%  -11.27 [17.98,-4.56] -
Lancee 2015 3221 3523 36 51.08 3787 27 11% -18.87 [[37.21,-0.43]
Lancee 2016 {nternet) 265 208 21 422 4141 23 0.9% -5.70 [F27.05, 15.65] T
Ritterband 2009 1812 1284 22 3275 16449 22 26% -14 B3 [-23.36, -5.90] I
Ritterband 2012 19.828 1679 13 3523 223 13 1.4%  -15.35[30.453,-017]
Strorm 2004 273 2206 30 358 27.04 a1 2.2% -8.60 [-19.43, 2.23] I
Taylor 2017 (internet) 296 29.73 34 501 2757 33 1.6% -20.50[34.22,-6.78]
van Straten 2014 3488 40 37 415 383 47 1.2% -1.60 [18.51,15.31] [ —
Vincent 2009 217 2718 59 325 2764 59 2.4% -10.80 [-20.70,-0.90] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 571 697 23.7% -13.32[-18.03,-8.62] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 32.59; Chif= 22 61, df= 11 (P=0.02); F=51%
Testfor overall effect Z= 555 (P = 0.00001)
3.1.4 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 16.1 a8 15 238 124 14 28% -7.80[-15.97,0.37] /]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 14 2.8% -7.80 [-15.97, 0.37] -
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: = 1.87 (P = 0.06)
3.1.5 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 {self-help) 25 198 15 645 624 17 0.4% -38.50[73.52,-5.48]
Jernelov 2012 451 322 38 G622 424 36 1.2% -1710[34.32,012]
Lancee 2012 {Self-help) 3FE2 2711 1328 460 3002 160 3.2% -9.28 [15.88,-2.68] -
Marin 2005 14493 1211 80 1803 11.33 a7 4.0% -3.10[-6.65, 0.45] =
Wan Straten 2009 56 395 126 602 426 121 2.3% -4.20 [114.46, 6.08] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 397 421 11.14% -7.53 [-13.57, -1.50] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 21.15, Chi*= 8.58, df= 4 (P = 0.07), F= 53%
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.45 (F=0.01)
3.1.6 Video delivery
Ryharczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 288 2TH 12 485 3849 13 0.6% -18.70 [45.98, 6.59] —
Savard 2014 Video) 19.61 1506 54 3201 2452 i 31%  -12.40[19.19,-5.61] —_
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90 3.8% -12.86 [-19.43, -6.28] >
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.28,df=1 (P =0.60), *F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 3.83 (F = 0.0001)
Total {(95% CI) 2244 2219 100.0% -12.33[-14.54,-10.12] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 28.34; Chif= 128.22, df= 50 (P = 0.000013; F= B0% _ﬁlu -Is 2= SIU
Testfor overall effect Z=10.93 (P = 0.00001) CBT4 Control

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self) uses same control data
Espie 2012 (imagery and usual care control data pooled)
Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) uses same control data
Edinger 2005 (usual care and sleep hygiene control data pooled)
Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data
Lancee 2012 (internet and self-help) uses same control data
Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data
Alessi 2016 (in-person and group) uses same control data, SE converted to SD
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Sleep latency (Diary): Insomnia and no comorbidities

Figure S8. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Test for overall effect 2= 4,49 (P = 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=1.75 df=2(P=042) F= 0%

Favours CBT-l Favours Control

CBTA Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
5.1.1 one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 T4 T2 BB 156 9.1 8 252%  -B14[-14.68 -1.60] —
Edinger 2004 {Primary Insomnia) 233 18 16 278 1867 18 111% -4.50[-16.84, 7.54] .
Jacobs 2004 341 256 14 639 476 14 26% -28.80[-58.11,-1.49]
Taylor 2014 1218 745 16 49.44 4542 13 32% -3726[6222,-12300 —
Wiy 2006 31.7 164 19 506 347 17 48%  -18.90[-39.16,1.36] r
Subtotal (95% Cl) 131 70 46.9% -14.43 [-24.49, 4.37] e g
Heterogeneity: Tau®=60.95, Chi®= 826, df=4 (P=0.08), F=52%
Test for overall effect 2= 2.81 (P = 0.008)
5.1.2 Group delivery
Lovato 2014 20 17.44 7h 25 2454 29 156% -5.00[-14.75, 4.75] —
Morin 1983 2062 11.65 12 3118 283 11 59%  -10.56 [28.54, 7.432] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 88 40 21.5% -6.26 [-14.84, 2.31] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 028, df=1 (P=0.59), F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.43 (P=0.15)
5.1.3 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2004 1812 12.84 22 3175 1649 22 181% -14.63[-23.36,-5.90] I
Strom 2014 27.3 22,06 30 359 27.04 51 135% -8.60[-19.43, 2.23] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 52 73 31.6% -12.26 [-19.05, -5.46] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 072, df=1{(P=040), F=0%
Test for overall effect £= 3.53 (P = 0.0004;
Taotal (95% CI) 27 183 100.0% -10.64 [-15.28, -5.99] . 2
Heterogeneity: Tau*=11.14; Chi*=1043, df =8 (F=0.24); F=23% -5'0 _2|5 b 2-5 SID

Sleep latency (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S9. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

CBTA Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean
9.1.1 In-person one-on-one insomnia
Currie 2004 (in-person) 223 137 16 B4.5 BB4 17
Harvey 2015 201 1813 a0 40 5733 28
Jungouist 2010 9 4 19 44 27 g
Talhot 2014 1427 1222 29 4431 46.88 16
Taylor 2014 36 36 11 a4 42 g
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 78
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*r=2.03 df=4{(P=073), F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=5.43 {F = 0.000013)
9.1.5 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 (selt-help) 25 188 15 645 684 17
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 17
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=2.28 (F=0.02)
Total (95% CI) 120 95
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®=2.32 df=5 (P =0.80), F= 0%
Test far averall effect 2= 586 (P = 0.000013)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 028 df=1 (P = 059, F= 0%

9.4%  -42.20 F75.40,-9.00]
21.0%  -19.890[42.21,2.41]
33.3% -35.00 F52.73,-17.27)]
19.1%  -30.04 [-53.44, -6.64]
84% -18.00 [54.05, 18.05]
91.0% -29.71 [-40.44, -18.99]
9.0%  -38.50 FT3.52,-5.46]
9.0% -39.50 [-73.52, -5.48]
100.0% -30.60 [-40.83, -20.37]

25
Caontrol

-25 0
CBT-

50

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self) uses same control data
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Sleep latency (Diary): Comorbid medical conditions
Figure $10. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTA Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
7.1.1 In-person one-on-one insomnia
Edingar 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 17 14 16 1538 13.02 26 11.9% 1.62 [-6.87,10.11] ——
Epstein 2007 211 17 34 276 253 3| 107% -6.50 F16.37, 3.37] -
Savard 2014 18 1338 69 32.01 24.53 TTO140% -17.01 [23.33,-10.69] —
Smith 2014 1996 243 42 2569 2042 48 1M11% -8.73[15.08, 3.62] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 161 189  47.6% -71.23[-15.91, 1.45] A

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 59.56; Chi*=12.88, df= 3 (F = 0.005);, F=77%
Test for overall effect Z=1.63 (FP=0.10)

7.1.2 Group delivery

Currie 2000 281 14 I 582 547 26 41% -3010[-52.16,-8.04]

Rybarczyk 2002 224 84 11 485 384 13 42% -26.00[-47.79,-4.21]

Rybarczyk 2005 {(Journal of consulting & clinical) 1.8 103 46 331 273 46 10.7%  -11.30[21.13,-1.47] e —
Savard 2005 17.94 2073 27 17.23 20.38 30 10.0% 0.71[-9.98,11.40) —
Subtotal (95% CI) 115 115  28.9% -13.70 [-26.50, -0.91] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®=107.27; Chi*= 918, df= 3{P=0.03); F=67%
Test for averall effect Z2=210(FP=0.04)

7.1.3 Internet delivery

Ritterband 2012 19.88 16.79 13 3523 223 13 B6.9% -159.35[-30.53,-0.17] |
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 6.9% -15.35[-30.53, -0.17] —~ i
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: 2=1.98 (P = 0.05)

7.1.6 Video delivery

Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) 288 276 12 485 384 13 31% -19.70[-45.99, 6.59 I
Savard 2014 19.61 15.06 54 3201 2443 TTO1348%  -12.40[-19.189,-561] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90 16.6% -12.86 [-19.43, -6.28] .

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.28, df=1 {P = 0.60); F= 0%
Test for averall effect: 2= 3.83 (F=0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 355 407 100.0% -10.30 [-15.38, -5.22] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 37.89; Chi*= 23.85, df= 10 (P = 0.008); F= 58% 50 25 o 2’5
Test for overall effect: £= 3.97 (P = 0.0001; CBT- Control

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.45 df= 3 (P = 0.69), F= 0%

*Edinger 2005 (usual care and sleep hygiene control data pooled)
*Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data

Sleep latency (PSG)
Figure $11. PSG-determined sleep latency (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT4 Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
8.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Smith 2015 3086 5729 38 2003 1741 46 14.0% 1083807, 29.73) —
Wu 2008 2.2 147 19 527 306 17 16.3% -31.50[47.48, 1552 —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 57 63 30.3% -10.65[-52.13, 30.83] ——e R —

Heterogeneity: Tau®=816.21; Chi®=11.24, df=1 (P = 0.0008); F=81%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.50 (P = 0.61)

8.1.2 Group delivery

Iresin 2014 192 73 &0 223 221 25 212%  -3.10[13.86, 7.66| ——
Morin 1993 1546 1041 12 1983 1184 11 227%  -437 1352 479 ——
Savard 2005 127 585 27 1044 1473 30 257% 226 [-3.47, 7.99] ——
Subtotal {95% CI) 29 66 69.7% 0.20 [4.63, 4.23] <

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.79, df= 2 (P=0.41), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.09 (P =0.93)

Total (95% Cl) 146 129 100.0% -4.70 [-14.67, 5.27] *
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 92.05, ChiF=17.28, df= 4 (P=0.002), F=77% f f ! }

) -a0 -24 0 20
Test for overall effect: Z=0.92 (F = 0.36) Favors CBTA Favars Contral

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 0.24 di=1 (P=0.62) F=0%
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Sleep latency (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table 85. PSG-determined sleep latency, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Wu In-person, 21.2 14.7 19 52.7 30.6 17 -31.50[ -47.48, -15.52]

2006 one-on-one

Morin 1993 Group delivery 15.46 10.41 12 19.83 11.84 1 -4.37[-13.52, 4.78]

Sleep latency (PSG): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions

Table 6. PSG-determined sleep latency, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Smith In-person, 30.86 57.29 38 20.03 17.41 46 10.83[-8.07, 29.73]

2015 one-on-one

Savard 2005 | Group delivery 12.7 5.96 12 10.44 14.73 30 2.26 [-4.00, 8.52]

Sleep latency: In-person delivery vs. comparison:

Figure S12. Diary-determined sleep latency, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Testfor overall effect Z=028 F=0.78)

1.2.4 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 223 137 el
Subtotal (95% CI) 20
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable

Testfor averall effect: Z=080{P =062
1.2.5 Video delivery

Savard 2014 15 1338 2l
Subtotal {95% CI) th|

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=2.05 (P = 0.04)

25 198

19.61 145.06

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 138.44; Chi*= 4.08, df=1 (P = 0.04}; F= 75%

20
20

a0
80

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

-2.70 [-13.25, 7.84]
2.70 [-13.25, 7.85]

-4.61 [9.01,-0.21]
4.61[-9.01,-0.21]

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 16.85 2013 64 2007 21.34 52 389% -3.85[11.75 4.09] —
Bastein 2004 146 648 14 2821 14972 16 23.3% -1061[-20.52,-0.40] L E—
Werbeek 2006 4415 4678 18 4953 3442 40 43% -5.38[28.481872
Yamadera 2013 263 1582 M Mas 1348 25 336%  -520[13.71,3.31] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 107 133 100.0% -5.94 [10.87, -1.01] -~
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.10, df= 3(F=0.78), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 2 36 (P =0.02)
1.2.2 Internet delivery
Halmowist 2014 3983 36 34 3306 2623 39 30.6% B.77 [7.87,21.41] =
Lancee 2016 2486 171 30 365 308 30 361% -11.90[-24.51,0.71] — &
Taylor 2017 24.9 27 33 296 2973 34 333%  -4.T70[-18.29 889 -
Subtotal {95% CI) a7 103 100.0% -3.79[-14.31,6.72] —~aaf——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 38.36; Chi*= 3.60, df= 2 (P= 017}, F=44%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.71 (P = 0.48)
1.2.3 Telephone delivery
Bastein 2004 146 649 15 2628 2084 14 531% -11.68[23.08,-0.28]
Halrmgwist 2014 3983 36 34 3234 2481 33 46.49% 749 [7.28, 22.26]
Subtotal (95% CI) 4 47 100.0% -2.69 [-21.44, 16.06]

——_—
=

20 -0 0 10 70
Favours In-person  Favors comparison

* each subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
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Wake after sleep onset
Figure S$13. Diary-determined wake after sleep onset (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-l Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Alessi 2016 2262 2865 54 4463 2839 583 27% -22.07 [-32.88,-11.26] —
Currie 2004 {in-person) 3\9 317 16 47 344 17 1.58% -1010[-32.65 12.45] I
Drake 20189 2211 1532 50 48.03 32.61 an 27%  -23.92[33.81,-13.87] -
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 341 1433 16 5576 3949 26 1.0% -21.66 [38.38,-4.94] D
Edinger 2007 57.38 3814 BE 731 241 8 1.8% -15.72 [-34.90, 3.46] I
Edinger 2009 30 296 16 493 28 12 1.8% -19.30 [38.73,0173] /]
Ellis 2015 4096 2072 20 5482 23328 a0 13% -13.86 [27.52,-0.20] -
Harvey 2015 18.02 19.24 30 17.24 2846 28 15% 079 [11.82,12.40] 1T
Jungguist 2010 12 K 149 44 32 a 1.6% -32.00[53.21,-10.79] —
Lancee 2016 (in-person) 16.2 2049 26 384 234 23 28% -22.20 [134.69,-9.71] -
Savard 2014 {in-person) 2008 133 B9 433 3287 77 30%  -23.21[31.18,-15.23] -
Smith 2015 22.64 2553 42 3581 2738 48 2 6% -1317 [24.11,-2.23] -
Talbot 2014 13.82 1083 39 4725 458 16 1.58% -33.43[56.22, -10.64]
Taylor 2014 518 716 16 11.05 2257 13 2.4% -587 1863, 6.89] -
Taylor 2015 24 24 A 3B 24 a 1.6% -12.00 [-33.86, 9.86] I
Taylor 201 7(in-person) 225 35862 33 479 3612 a3 2.0% -25.40 [-42.71,-8.09] —
Subtotal {95% Cl} 513 447 34.5% -17.90 [-22.23, 13.57] ¢

Heterogeneity. Tau®= 23.64, Chi®= 2221, df=15 (P =0.10), F= 32%
Testfor overall effect: Z=8.10 (P = 0.00001)

4.1.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 r peic g | 52 4469 2839 X} 1E6% -17.56 [28.78,-6.24]

Bathelius 2013 542 TE6 26 963 G67.9 i} 0.7% -4210[-20.82,-2.28]

Currie 2000 402 406 31 415 G671 26 11%  -51.30[80.79,-21.81]

Epstein 2007 285 2245 34 326 3141 et} 28% -4 101662, 8.42] -1
Espie 2007 G661 503 85 766 531 67 2% -10.50 [-26.75, 5.74] T
Espie 2008 3317 3288 74 5962 4625 43 21%  -2B.45[4217,-10.73] —
Inwin 2014 3z8 36 48 5486 a1 25 33% -21.80[2513,-18.47] -
Lovato 2014 546 556 86 1308 543 3z 1.5% -76.20[98.38,-54.02] —

Morin 1993 28,75 16.55 12 B369 51.35 ihl 1.0% -34.94 [[B6.70,-3.19]

Morin 1998 22.29 17 18 5173 227 18 2.4%  -29.44 [[42.54,-16.34] I
Rybarczyk 2002 B4 248 M 11re TR 13 0.6% -89.40[-134.11,-44.64]

Rybarczyk 2005 {Journal of consulting & clinical) 22 178 46 485 8.7 46 2.5% -26.50 [38.81,-1419] I
Sandlund 2017 55.84 576 82 TFEBS 491 Eal 2.0% -21.21 [38.20,-4.42] —
Savard 2005 5215 2418 27 5118 26 20 1.4% 124 [11.72,14.40] -T—
Subtotal (95% CI} 642 501 26.9% -26.08 [-34.38, -17.79] L

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 160.28, Chi®= 61.79, df=12 (P < 0.00001}; F=73%
Test for overall effect: Z=6.16 (P < 0.00001)

4.1.3 Internet delivery

Espie 2012 {magery ralief) 285 32149 55 B7.04 4729 104 2.5% -38.54 [50.99,-26.09] -

Ho 2014 3035 4691 103 426 4714 105 2.4% -12.25[-25.03,0.53] -
Horsch 2017 27 il a0 44 3a 48 26% -17.00 [-28.34, -5 66] -
Lancee 2012 (Internet delivery) 56.05 3841 131 8088 51.22 160 2.7%  -24.83[35.14,-14.52] -
Lancee 2015 38.09 29.25 36 F2T7Y7 48.66 27 1.7% -34.68 [55.37,-13.99] a—
Lancee 2016 (internet) 248 18.8 21 384 234 23 2.45% -13.60 [F26.09,-1.11] —
Ritterband 2009 29.89 1983 12 51.81 2658 13 1.9% -21.92 [-39.95,-3.89] —
Ritterband 2012 .89 2176 12 3099 1972 13 21% 1.00 [-14.96, 16.96] 1
Strorn 2004 3479 4234 30 3364 25857 a1 2.0% 1159 [16.55,17.89] -
Taylar 2017 {internet) 41.4 39.65 34 479 3612 33 1.9% -6.50 [24.65, 11.69] —
wincent 2009 8348 5223 59 6073 5838 a9 1.7% ST 282727 1271] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 525 636 24.0% -16.26 [-23.80, -8.73] <

Heterogeneity: Tau®=102.72; Chi®= 2819, df=10 (P = 0.001); F= 66%
Test for overall effect: Z=4 23 (P = 0.0001})

4.1.4 Telephone delivery

Arnedt 2013 20 135 15 528 373 14 17 -32.90 [-53.60,-12.20]

Subtotal {95% Cl} 15 14 1.7% -32.90 [-53.60, -12.20]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=3.12 (P =0.002)

4.1.5 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 {selfhelpy 409 405 145 47 344 17 1.3% -B10[F22.32,2012] I
Jermelov 2012 22 a7 38 304 220 26 1.4% 1.B0[F11.16, 14.26] -T—
Lancee 2012 (Selfhelp) 5474 447 133 8088 5122 160 26% -26.14 [37.03,-15.29] -
Marin 2005 16.28 16.79 80 1792 1847 a7 32% -1.64 [6.93, 3.71] T
Subtotal (95% Cl} 27 300 9.6% -8.21[-21.90, 5.48] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 146.59; Chi®=16.99, df= 3 (P = 0.0007); F=82%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.18 {P=024)

4.1.6 Video delivery

Ryharczyk 2005 (Eehavioral Sleep Medicine) 481 3.7 12 1178 777 13 0.6% -69.70[-115.59,-23.81]

Savard 2014 (Video) 23.25 1978 54 433 3287 T 1.8% -20.05[29.09,-11.01] —
Subtotal (95% Cl} 66 a0 3.4% -39.57 [-87.10, 7.96] —e——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 94785, Chi*= 4.323, df=1 (P=0.04), F=77%

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.63 (F=010)

Total (95% CI) 2032 1988 100.0% -19.13 [-22.86, -15.40] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 105.59; Chi®=175.15, df= 47 (P < 0.00001); F=73% + t + t
Testfor overall effiect: Z= 10.06 (P = 0.00001) -0 -EUCET.\UC.;.HU.J?U 100

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 838 df=5¢P=0143 7= 40.3%
*Currie 2004 (in-person and self) uses same control data
Espie 2012 imagery and usual care control groups pooled data
Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) uses same control data
Edinger 2005 usual care and sleep hygiene pooled control data
Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data
Lancee 2012 (internet and self-help) uses same control data
Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data
Alessi 2016 (in-person and group) uses same control data, SE converted SD
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Wake after sleep onset (Diary): Insomnia and no comorbidities

Figure S14. Diary-determined wake after sleep onset (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor overall effect: Z= 319 {F = 0.001)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 461, df= 2 (P =010}, F= 56.6%

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Favours [experimental] Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
8.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 57.38 3914 66 T3 244 8 12.5%  -18.72[34.90, 3.46] E—
Edinger 2009 {Primary Insomnia) il 29.6 16 49.3 28 18 124%  -18.30[38.73,013) I —
Taylor 2014 518 716 16 11.08 22457 13 142% -5.87 18,63, 684 — 71
Subtotal (95% Cl) 98 39 391%  -11.29 [-20.61, -1.96] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.548, df= 2 (P = 0.46);, F= 0%
Testfor averall effect 2= 237 (P=0.02)
8.1.2 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2004 29.89 19.83 13 a1.81 26.58 13 128%  -21.92[39.95-3.89] e —
Strom 2014 34.75 42.34 30 33.64 25587 a1 13.2% 1.11 F15.59,17.81] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 43 64 26.0% -10.14[-32.71,1242] ~ai—
Heterogeneity: Tau®=186.61; Chi®= 3.37, df=1 {P=0.07);, F=70%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.88 (P = 0.38)
8.1.3 Group delivery
Lovato 2014 54.6 55.6 86 1308 543 327 1M.T% -TE20[-98.38,-5403) ———
Marin 1993 28.75 16.55 12 B3.69 51.35 11 9.2% -34.94 [[66.70,-3.18]
Marin 1993 22.29 17 18 a1.73 227 18 141% -20.44[42.84 -16.34] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 116 61  34.9% 46.74[-78.12,-15.36] ——e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 633.82; Chi*=12.80, df= 2 (P =0.002); F= 84%
Testfor overall effect: £=2.92 {F = 0.004)
Total (95% CI) 257 164 100.0% -24.10 [-38.90, -9.30] -
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 360.09; Chi*= 38.57, df= 7 (P = 0.00001); F= 82% _=1 o 50 5 D

Wake after sleep onset (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions

Figure S15. Diary-determined wake after sleep onset (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total

Control
Mean

Mean Difference

SD Total Weight

IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

11.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Currie 2004 {in-persan) /e NT 16 47 344 17
Harvey 20145 18.03 19.34 30 1724 2846 28
Jungguist 2010 12 ] 149 44 3z ]
Talbot 2014 1382 10493 28 4725 458 16
Taylor 2014 24 24 11 36 24 ]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 105 78

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 166.71; Chi*=10.79, df= 4 (P = 0.03); F= 63%
Test for overall effect 2= 217 (F=0.03)

11.1.5 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 {selfhelg) 4049 405 148 47 344 17
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 17
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Test for averall effect 2= 046 (P = 0.65)

Total (95% CI) 120 95
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 126.62; Chif=10.97, df= 5 (F = 0.05); F= 54%
Test far overall effect: =228 (F=002)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 042 df=1(P=0521 F=0%

15.4%

23.8%

16.4%
15.3%
15.9%
86.9%

13.1%
13.1%

100.0%

-B.10[32.3
-6.10[-32.32, 20.12]

1010 [32.65, 12.45]
0.79[11.82,13.40]
-32.00 [53.21,-10.78]
-33.43[56.22, -10.64]
-12.00 [-33.96, 9.66]
-16.00 [-30.44, -1.56]

32,2017]

-14.45[-26.84, -2.05]

-50 0 a0
CBTH Control

Supplemental material
May 12, 2020

15




Wake after sleep onset: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S16. Diary-determined wake after sleep onset (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT- vs. control

CBT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
10.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 341 1433 16 5576 39.449 26 97%  -21.66([-38.38,-4.94] —
Savard 2014 2009 133 69 433 3287 TPO132%  -2321 [31.18,-158.23] -
Stmith 2015 2264 2553 42 3581 2738 48 121% S13AT7 [F24.11,-2.23] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 127 151 35.0% -19.86 [-26.22, -13.50] L ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.60; Chi*= 216, df= 2 (P =0.34); F= 7%
Testfor overall effect: £=6.12 (P = 0.00001)
10.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 40,2 406 3 .a BT 26 59.6% -51.30[-80.79,-21.81] -
Epstein 2007 288 2245 34 326 NN 3| 11.4% -4.10[-16.62, 8.4 -
Rybarczyk 2002 184 2418 1 178 7T 13 31% -89.40[134.11,-44.69]
Ryharczyk 20048 (Journal of consulting & clinical) 22 178 46 485 367 46 11.8% -26.50[-38.81,-14.19] -
Savard 2005 51.66 4344 27 a0.28 4267 30 T.E% 1.38 [21.02, 23.78] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 149 153 39.2%  -27.58 [49.40, -5.76] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 467.18; Chi*=24.14, df= 4 (P < 0.0001); F=83%
Test for overall effect: Z= 248 (P = 0.01)
10.1.3 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2012 389 M76 13 3099 1872 13 10.0% 1.00 [-14.96, 16.96] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 10.0% 1.00 [-14.96, 16.96] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z= 012 (P = 0.90)
10.1.6 Video delivery
Ryharczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 481 M7 12 1178 777 13 3.0% -69.70 11559, -23.81]
Savard 2014 2325 14978 54 433 3287 77 128% -2005[-29.08,-11.01] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90  15.8% -39.57 [-87.10, 7.96] il
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 94785, Chi*=4.33 df=1 (P=004), F=7F7%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.63 (P =010}
Total (95% CI) 355 407 100.0% -20.36 [-29.21, -11.50] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 137.84; Chi®= 3716, df= 10 (P < 0.0001); F=73% t t t t
Test for overall effect Z= 4.51 (P < 0.00001) -0 6?:5T-|000m500\ 1oo
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 7.30, df= 3 (P = 0.06), I°= 58.9%

2005 (in-person and self) pooled control data

Wake after sleep onset (Act)

Figure $17. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Favours CBT-l Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
11.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 48.7 17.82 15 6343 26483 23 8.2% -14.73[28.93,-05873)]
Edinger 2009 899 284 16 K245 274 18 56%  -260[21.44 16.24] .
Smith 2015 90.33 58.28 38 11587 B9.68 44 30% -2554[-53.24, 216]
Talbot 2014 104.88 80.29 29 118.84 73 16 1.2% -1386[60145 32.23] —
Taylar 2014 406 10.77 16 398 2049 13 9.6% 080 F11.73,13.33] 1
Taylar 201 F{in-persamn; 493 2298 33 47 2011 33 11 6% 2308121277 -
Subtotal (95% CI) 147 147  39.2% -4.73 [-12.54, 3.07] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 23.29; Chi®*= 6.68, df =5 (P =0.29), F= 25%
Testfor overall effect Z=119(P=0.23)
11.1.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007 283 118 3 31 162 30 1587% -2.80 [[5.93, 4.33)] -
Espie 2007 89 253 649 538 237 a7 138% 520 [F3.37,13.77] ™
Espie 2008 52.83 229 T4 B4.85 3386 39 102% -1202[-23.86,-0.18] ]
Lovato 2014 are  Irs a6 504 305 32 100% -12.60[-24.69,-0.51] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 260 158 49.7% -4.61 [-12.54, 3.33] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 40,55, Chi*= 815, df= 3 (P =0.04); F= 63%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.14 (P = 0.26)
11.1.3 Internet delivery
Taylar 2017 (internet) 5441 2507 34 47 2011 33 1M12% TAO[377,17.97] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 11.2% 710 [-3.77,17.97] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.28 (P = 0.20)
Total {95% Cl) 441 338 100.0% -3.34 [-8.46,1.77] q
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 30.21; Chi®*=18.09, df=10 (F = 0.05), F= 45% 5_1 oo —%D T SID 1005
Test far averall effec.t: =128 (P:. 0.20y Favours CBT-l Favours Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 367 df=2{P =017}, F=440%
*Edinger 2005 (in-person and self) pooled control data
Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data, converted SE to SD
Supplemental material 16
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Wake after sleep onset (Act): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S18. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTJ Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
18.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2009 A998 184 16 6248 274 18 194% -260[21.44 16.24] )
Taylar 2014 406 1077 16 398 2049 13 391% 0B80[R11.73,13.33) T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 32 31 58.6% -0.24[-10.67,10.19]

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.00; ChiF=0.08, df=1(F=077)y F=0%
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.05 (P = D.96)

18.1.2 Group delivery
Lowato 2014 Fe Irs 86 A04 304 32 M 4% -1260[-2464, -041] —i—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 86 32 M4% 12.60[-24.69, -0.51] <4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect 2= 2.04 (P=0.04)

Total (95% CI) 118 63 100.0%  5.41[-14.16, 3.33] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 10.00; Chi®= 2,38, df=2 (P=0.30); F= 16% f I f |
Testfor overall effect Z=1.21 (P= 0.23) A 8l e a0

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=230, df=1 {P=013) F=56.5%

Wake after sleep onset (Act): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table S7. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Talbot 2014 | In-person, 104.88 80.29 29 118.84 73 16 -13.96[ -60.15, 32.23]
one-on-one
delivery

Wake after sleep onset (Act): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S19. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
19.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 341 1433 16 5576 39.49 26 32.9% -21.66[-38.38, -4.94] —
Smith 2014 90.33 58.28 38 11587 G69.68 44 201% -25.54 [-53.24, 2.16] e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 70 534% -22.70 [-37.01, -8.38] L 2

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 006, df=1 (P=081}, F=0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 311 (P =0.002)

19.1.2 Group delivery

Epstein 2007 283 118 il 311 162 30 46.9% -2.80 [9.53, 4.33] :
Subtotal (95% CI) k)| 30 46.9% -2.80[-9

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: £=0.77 (P =0.44)

Total (95% CI) 85 100 100.0% -13.59[-29.49, 2.31] -
Heterogeneity: Tau = 127.01; Chi*=6.00, df= 2 (P=0.08); F=67% oo 20 b a0 100
Testfar overall effect 2= 1.68 (P =0.09) Favours CBT-l Favours Control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 594 df=1 (P=0.01) F=83.2%

*Edinger 2005 (in-person and self) pooled control data
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Wake after sleep onset (PSG)

Figure $20. PSG-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT
Study or Subgroup  Mean

SD Total Mean

Control
SD Total

Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% ClI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

11.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Test for averall effect £= 319 (F=0.001)

11.2.2 Group delivery

Testfor averall effect Z=1.02 (F=0.31)
Total (95% CI) 172

Testfor overall effect Z=1.84 (P=0.07)

Smith 2014 46.08 33.41 38 8325 70495 46
Talbot 2014 39.25 41.63 29 4763 732 16
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 62

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 066, df=1{P=042); F=0%

Irwvin 2014 35 361 48 751 43 24
tarin 1983 3535 2049 12 53.85 43.38 11
florin 1999 34.44 22 18 6238 394 17
Savard 2005 51.54 31.09 27 445 2724 30
Subtotal (95% Cl) 105 82

144
Heterageneity: Tau®= 233.07; Chi*= 14.00, df= 5 (P = 0.02); F= 54%

17.0%
10.1%
27.2%

18.8%
14.4%
18.0%

21.6%
72.8%

Heterogeneity, Tau*=173.73; Chi*=7.82 df= 3 (P=0.05), F=62%

100.0%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chit= 321 df=1(FP=007) = 3.8%

-37.17 16026, -14.08]
18,38 [-57.28, 20.57]
3227 [52.13,-12.42]

-1 B0 [-21.61,18.41]
-18.50 [-46.73, 9.73]
-27.94 [-49.25, -6 53]

7.04 F8.21, 22.29]
-8.62 [-25.23, 8.00]

14.68 [-30.29, 0.92]

[ —

S E—

o

-

00

J J
-a0 ] a0 100

Favours CBT-1 Fawvours Control

Wake after sleep onset (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table $8. PSG-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Morin 1993 Group delivery 35.59 209 12 53.85 43.38 11 -18.50[-46.73, 9.73]

Morin 1999 Group delivery 34.44 22 18 62.38 394 17 -27.94[ -49.25, -6.63]

Wake after sleep onset (PSG): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $89. PSG-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Talbot 2014 | In-person, 39.25 41.63 29 57.63 7312 16 -18.38[ -57.28, 20.52]
one-on-one
delivery

Wake after sleep onset (PSG): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Table $10. PSG-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Smith 2015 In-person, 46.08 3341 38 83.25 70.95 46 -37.17[-60.26, -14.08]
one-on-one
delivery

Savard 2005 | Group delivery 51.54 31.09 27 445 27.24 30 7.04[-8.21,22.29]
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WASO (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison:

Figure S21. Diary-determined WASO, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=119(FP =023

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.3.1 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 22.62 28.65 54 2713 30.21 52 45.4% -4.51 [14.73,6.71] —
Bastein 2004 40.95 3734 18 22.37 1876 16 31.8% 1858 [2.43, 38.59] T =
Werbeek 2006 G9.56 66.05 18 4873 4465 40 228%  2083[8.53 48019] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 87 108 100.0% 8.62 [-9.75, 26.99] e
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 16097, Chi*=5.25 df=2 (P=007), F=62%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 0.92 (P = 0.36)
1.3.2 Internet delivery
Holmgvist 2014 40,35 479 34 4506 43.71 38 147% -4.71[-25.86,16.44] e
Lancee 2016 16.2 2049 30 248 188 30 651% -2.60 [-18.66, 1.46] ——
Taylor 2017 225 39.62 33 414 3965 34 202% -18.90 [36.94, -0.86] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 97 103 100.0% -10.11[-18.23, -2.00] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=1.25, df= 2 (P = 0.54), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 244 (F=0.01)
1.3.3 Telephone delivery
Bastein 2004 40.95 37.34 15 21.72 2B8.34 14 364% 1923 [4.82 43.28] =
Holmgvist 2014 40,35 479 34 3234 248 33 B36%  B8.01[-1018, 26.20] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 47 100.0%  12.09 [-2.41, 26.60] e
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0483, df=1 (P =047, F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.63 (F=010)
1.3.4 Seli-help delivery
Currie 2004 3w/Y  NT 20 409 405 20 1000% -4.00[-26.54, 18.54] 1_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -4.00 [-26.54, 18.54]
Heterogenaity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: 7= 035 (P =073
1.3.5 Video delivery
Savard 2014 20008 133 81 23.29 18.78 80 100.0% -316 [F8.37,2.08] !‘
Subtotal (95% CI) 81 80 100.0% 3.16 [-8.37, 2.05] 8

.15 0 75

Favours In-person  Favors comparison
* each subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
WASO (Act): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Table S11. Actigraphy-determined WASO, post treatment differences for in-person delivery
Study In-person CBT-I Group delivery CBT-| Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Yamadera 15.8 11.18 20 125 10.5 25 3.30[-3.10,9.70]
2013
Table $12. Actigraphy-determined WASO, post treatment differences for in-person delivery
Study In-person CBT-I Internet delivery CBT-I Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Taylor 2017 493 228 33 54.1 25.07 34 -4.80[-16.27, 6.67]
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Remission rates

Figure $22. IS|/Diary -determined remission rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.01; Chi®= 55.68, df= 26 (P = 0.0003), F= 56%
Testfor overall effect Z2=11.40 (P = 0.00001}
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi?= 695 df=5{FP=022) 7= 281%

CBT Control Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
5.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Curtie 2004 {in-person) G 16 1 17 28% 0.32[0.05, 0.58]
Dirake 2019 1 49 16 48 44% 0.50[0.33, 0.67] —_—
Edinger 2009 14 19 ] 20 27% 0.49[0.21, 0.76]
Harvey 2015 15 22 2 19 3.2% 0.58[0.34,0.82] e —
Jacobs 2004 g 14 z 14 2.2% 0.43[0.11,0.75]
Janssan-Frajmark 2012 (J Clin Paycho Med Settings) 4 17 1] 18 3.5% 0.24 [0.02,0.458] —
Savard 2014 {in-person) a4 Ta ki TE 4.8% 0.31 [0.16, 0.46] I
Smith 20145 32 43 20 45 4.0% 0.33[0.14, 0.52] —_—
Talbot 2014 11 27 1] 15 3.8% 0.41 [0.21, 0.61] E—
Tavlor 2014 10 15 2 13 2.3% 0.51 [0.20,0.82]
Wagley 2013 2 21 i 10 4.2% 0.10[-0.09,0.28] -
Wy 2006 T 149 2 17 28% 0.25[-0.01, 052 7
Subtotal (95% CI) 332 M2 40.8% 0.36 [0.28, 0.44] -
Total events 204 84
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.01; Chi®=19.29, df=11 {P = 0.06); F= 43%
Testfor averall effect 2= 8.37 (P = 0.00001)
5.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 13 32 z 28 3.9% 0.33[0.14,0.53] —_—
Espie 2007 32107 17 94 8.5% 0.12 [0.00, 0.23] ——
Fleming 2014 38 73 7 40 4.5% 0.35[0.18, 0.51] _—
Irwin 2014 v 50 5 25 3% 0.34[0.13,0.55] e
Lovato 2014 33 7h 1 29 5% 0.40[0.27,0.53] I
Marin 19949 10 18 4 18  24% 0.33[0.03,0.63]
Sandlund 2017 41 82 18 71 4.8% 0.251[0.10,0.39] I
Savard 2004 12 23 2 28 34% 0.45[0.22, 0.68] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 461 333 33.5% 0.31 [0.22, 0.40] L 2
Total events 206 56
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*=14.52, df=7 (F=0.04); F=52%
Test for overall effect 2= 6.85 (P = 0.00001)
5.1.3 Self-help delivery
Curtie 2004 (self-help) 3 15 1 17 3.3% 0.14[-0.09 0.37] e
Jernaeloy 2012 11 45 1 44 52% 0.22[0.09,0.35] -_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 60 61 8.5% 0.20 [0.09,0.32] L 2
Total events 14 2
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.35, df=1 (P =0.595); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect 2= 3.43 (P = 0.000&)
5.1.4 Internet delivery
Horsch 2017 17 45 G 62 4.6% 0.28[0.12,0.44] —_—
Ritterband 20049 16 22 1] 22 3.9% 0.73[0.583, 0.92] —
Ritterband 2012 ¥ 14 z 14 2.2% 0.36 [0.04, 0.68] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 81 98 10.7% 0.46 [0.14,0.77] —ai———
Tatal events 40 g
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.06; Chi®=13.08, df= 2 (F=0.001); F= 85%
Testfor averall effect £= 2.85 (P=0.004)
5.1.5 Video delivery
Savard 2014 Video) 38 a7 ki TE 4.5% 0.21 [0.04, 0.37] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 57 76 4.5% 0.21 [0.04, 0.37] i
Total events 38 34
Heterageneity: Mat applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 243 {F=0.01)
5.1.6 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 11 15 G 15 21% 0.33[-0.00, 0.67]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 2.1% 0.33 [-0.00, 0.67] e —
Total events " 3
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.96 (P =0.05)
Total (95% CI) 1006 895 100.0% 0.33[0.28, 0.39] ’
Total events 513 192

, , , ,
05 025 0 025 05
Favours Control  Favours CBTI

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self) uses same control data
Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data
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Remission rate: Insomnia and no comorbidities

Figure S23. Remission rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Favours Control Control

Study or Subgroup Events Total

Risk Difference

Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Risk Difference
M-H, Random, 95% CI

12.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Testfor overall effect: 2= 6.41 (F = 0.00001)

12.1.4 Internet delivery

Total events 98 16

Test for overall effect: Z=7.17 (P = 0.00001)

Edinger 2009 14 19 A 20 12.6%
Jacohs 2004 8 14 2 14 10.4%
Tavylor 2014 10 15 2 13 10.8%
WU 2006 7 19 2 17 131%
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 64  47.0%
Total events L] 11

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 213 df=3 (P =058); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 5.57 (P = 0.00001)

12.1.2 Group delivery

Lovato 2014 33 TE 1 29 23.7%
tdarin 1993 10 18 4 18 11.3%
Subtotal (95% CI) 94 47  35.0%
Total events 43 a

Heterogeneity: Tauw*=0.00; ChiF=018, dfi=1 (P=067), F=0%

Ritterband 2009 16 22 1] 22 181%
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 22 181%
Total events 16 a

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=7.37 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 183 133 100.0%

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*=11.49, df=6 (P = 0.07); F= 48%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=914 df=2{F=0013, F=781%

0.49[0.21, 0.76]
0.43[0.11,0.79]
051 [0.20,0.82]
0.25 [-0.01, 0.52]
0.41 [0.27, 0.56]

0.40[0.27,0.53]
0.33[0.03, 0.63]
0.39 [0.27, 0.51]

0.73[0.53, 0.87]
0.73[0.53, 0.92]

0.46 [0.33, 0.58]

>

-1

-0.5
Favours Control

]

0.5

Favours CBT-l

Remission rate: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S24. Remission rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Favours Control Control

Study or Subgroup Events Total

Risk Difference

Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Risk Difference
M-H, Random, 95% CI

14.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Currie 2004 (in-person) & 16 117
Harvey 2015 15 22 2 18
Talbot 2014 11 27 o 15
Wiagley 2013 2 ]| o 10
Subtotal {95% CI) 86 61
Total events 34 3

Test for overall effect. £2=3.05 (F=0.002)

14.1.3 Self-help delivery

Test for overall effect: Z=3.40 (F = 0.0007)

17.8%
168.8%
20.8%
21.9%
79.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.04; Chi*=12.20, df= 3 {P=0.007); F= 75%

Currie 2004 (selt-help) 3 17 0 17 21.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 17 21.0%
Total events 3 a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect; Z=1.75 (F = 0.08)

Total (95% CI) 103 78 100.0%
Total events ar 3

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.03; ChiF= 13.70, df= 4 (P = 0.008); F= 71%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chit=1.21, df=1(FP=0237) F=171%

0.32 [0.05, 0.59]
0.58 [0.34, 0.82]
0.41 [0.21, 0.61]

0.10[-0.09, 0.28]
0.34 [0.12, 0.56]

018 [-0.02, 0.37]
0.18 [-0.02, 0.37]

0.31 [0.13, 0.48]

e

05

0

Favours Control

05
Favours CBT-I
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Remission rate: Comorbid medical conditions
Figure S25. Remission rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Favours Control

Control

Risk Difference

Risk Difference

Testfor overall effect: 2= 9.20 {F = 0.00001)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 341, df=3(P=033) F=121%

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
13.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Jansszon-Frojmark 2012 ) Clin Psycho Med Settings) 4 17 1] 15 9.8% 0.24 [0.02, 0.45] —
Savard 2014 a4 Ta ki TE 17.5% 0.31 [0.16, 0.46] -
Smith 2015 32 43 20 48 121% 0.33[0.14,052] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 130 139 30.3% 0.30 [0.20, 0.40] <

Total events 40 55

Heterogeneity: Tau®*= 0.00; Chi*= 047, df=2 {P=079), F=0%

Test for overall effect: 2= 5.66 (P = 0.00001)

13.1.2 Group delivery

Currie 2000 13 32 2 28 11.7% 0.33[0.14,053] I
Rybarczyvk 2004 (Journal of consulting & clinical) k] 46 11 46 13.9% 0.582[0.35, 0.70] —
Savard 2005 12 23 2 28 9.2% 0.45[0.22, 0.68]

Subtotal {95% CI) 101 102 34.8% 0.44 [0.33, 0.55] <
Total events 60 14

Heterogeneity: Tau®*= 0.00; Chi*=1498 df=2 {P=037), F=0%

Test for overall effect: 2= 7.69 (P = 0.00001)

13.1.4 Internet delivery

Ritterhand 2012 7 14 2 14 4.9% 0.36 [0.04, 0.68] e
Subtotal {95% CI) 14 14 4.9% 0.36 [0.04, 0.68] —~ei
Total events 7 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect £=219(P=0.03)

13.1.5 Video delivery

Ryharczyk 20045 (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 3] 12 1] 13 B.0% 0.50[0.21, 0.79]

Savard 2014 38 a7 ki TE 15.0% 0.21[0.04,0.37] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 69 89 21.0% 0.33 [0.04, 0.62] —~ell—
Total events 44 34

Heterogeneity: Tau®*=0.03; Chi*= 312, df=1 {FP = 0.08); F=68%

Testfor overall effect: 2= 223 (P =0.03)

Total (95% CI) 4 344 100.0% 0.35[0.27, 0.42] L 2

Total events 2 107

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=9.84, df=8(P=0.28); F=149% |_1 -D'.S b DTS 1|

Favours Control  Favours CBT-I

Remission rate: In-person delivery vs. comparison:

Figure S26. Diary/ISI -determined remission rate, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.31 (F=0.19)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 036 df=2 (F=0.84) F=0%

In-person Comparison Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
1.4.1 Group delivery
Yerbeek 2006 3] 18 ] 40 100.0% 018 [-0.06,0.43] —t
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 40 100.0% 0.18 [-0.08, 0.43] -
Total events 4 G
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=1.47 (P=0.14)
1.4.4 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 B 16 3 15 100.0% 017 014, 0.48] :t
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 15 100.0% 0.17 [-0.14, 0.49]
Total events A K]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=110(P=0.27)
1.4.5 Video delivery
Savard 2014 54 70 38 57 100.0% 0.10[-0.05, 0.26] —t
Subtotal (95% CI) 70 57 100.0% 0.10 [-0.05, 0.26]
Total events a4 3a

-1 05

0

0.& 1

Favors comparison  Favors in-person

* each subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
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Responder rates

Figure S27. ISI/Diary -determined responder rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Experimental

Control

Risk Difference

Risk Difference

Testfor overall effect Z=14.30 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=7.65 df=5 (P=018) F= 34 6%

Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI

6.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 8 14 2 20 37% 0.47[0.18,0.76]

Edinger 2007 B 17 1 11 3.9% 0.26 [-0.02, 0.55] T
Harvey 2015 15 22 5 19 40% 0.42[0.14,0.70] e —
Jansszon-Frojmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 13 17 1 18 a1% 0.70[0.46, 0.94] —_—
Lancee 2016 {in-persan) 21 24 1 25 7% 0.68 [0.50, 0.86] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 99 90 24.3% 0.53 [0.36, 0.69] e
Total events 63 10

Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.02; Chi*= 894 df=4 (P=0.06); F=55%

Testfor overall effect Z=6.21 (P = 0.00001}

6.1.2 Group delivery

Bothelius 2013 15 26 2 28 B.1% 0.51 [0.29,0.72] —
Rybarczyk 2002 3 14 1 16 3.8% 0.51[0.22,0.79] I —
Rybarczyk 2005 {lournal of consulting & clinical) 35 46 11 46 8.0% 0.52[0.35, 0.70] I—
Sandlund 2017 41 a2 3 T1O12.3% 0.46[0.34, 0.58] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 168 161 30.2% 0.48 [0.40, 0.57] <>
Total events 99 17

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.44, df= 3 (F=083); F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=11.22 (P = 0.00001}

6.1.3 Telephone delivery

Arnedt 2013 13 15 7 15 34% 0.40[0.09, 0.71] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 34% 0.40 [0.09, 0.71] el
Total events 13 7

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=2.57 (P=0.01)

6.1.4 Internet delivery

Espie 2012 (Imagery relief) 23 43 10 88  87% 0.42 [0.26, 0.58] —_—
Harsch 2017 20 45 7 G2 8.5% 0.33[017,0.50] —_—
Lances 2015 13 25 4 22 46% 0.34[0.08, 0.59] —
Lancee 2016 {internet) 10 26 1 25 B.5% 0.34 [0.14, 0.55] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 139 197  28.4% 0.36 [0.27, 0.46] <

Total events 66 22

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 0.70, df= 3 (P =087, F=0%

Test for overall effect. Z=7.64 (P = 0.00001)

6.1.5 Self-help delivery

Jernelov 2012 15 45 1 44 10.0% 0.31 [0.17, 0.46] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 45 44 10.0% 0.31 [0.17, 0.46] e

Total events 14 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=4.21 (P = 0.0001)

6.1.6 Video delivery

Ryharczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) B 12 0 13 3.8% 0.80[0.21,0.79] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 13 3.8% 0.50 [0.21,0.79] ~eil—
Total events 4 1]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect 2= 3.39 (P = 0.0007)

Total (95% CI) 478 520 100.0% 0.45 [0.39, 0.51] L 2

Total events 262 57

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 21.21,df =15 {P=0.13); F= 29% |_1 -D'.S b 055 1|

Favours Control  Favours CBTI

*Espie 2012 (imagery and usual care) pooled control date
Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) uses same control data

Edinger 2005 (usual care and sleep hygiene) pooled control data

Responder rate: Insomnia and no comorbidities

Table $13. Responder rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Risk Difference [95% Cl]
method Events Total Events Total

Edinger In-person 31 69 1 1" 0.36[0.15, 0.56]

2007 delivery
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Responder rate: Comorbid insomnia to psychiatric conditions

Figure S28. Responder rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study or Subgroup Events

Favours Control
Total

Control

Risk Difference

Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Risk Difference

M-H, Random, 95% CI

1.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Harvey 2015 15
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 14
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect: Z=2 96 (P=0.003)

1.1.2 Group delivery

Rybarczyk 2005 (Journal of consulting & clinical) 35
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 35
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect: Z=5.87 (P = 0.00001})

1.1.5 Video delivery

Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) B
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect £=3.39 (P = 0.0007)

Total (95% CI)

Total events 1]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.38, df= 2 {(P=0.83), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=7.37 (P = 0.00001})

22
22

46
46

12
12

80

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 0.38 df= 2 {(P=0.83) F=0%

4 19 22.4%
19 22.4%

5

56.9%
46 56.9%

20.7%
13 20.7%

78 100.0%

0.42[0.14, 070
0.42[0.14, 0.70]

0.42[0.35, 0.70]
0.52 [0.35, 0.70]

0.80[0.21,0.79]
0.50 [D.21, 0.79]

0.49 [0.36, 0.63]

-

——

-

}
-0.5

Favours Control

,
0 0.5
Favours CBT-I

Responder rate: Comorbid insomnia to medical conditions
Figure S29. Responder rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study or Subgroup Events

Favours Intervention

Control

Risk Difference

Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Risk Difference
M-H, Random, 95% CI

2.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) g
Jansson-Frajmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 13
Subtotal (95% CI)

14
17
3

2
1

20 283%
16 423%
35 T70.6%

0,47 [0.18, 0.76]
0.70 [0.45, 0.94]
0.60 [0.37,0.83]

_._
-

Total events A
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*=1.47 df=1{F=0.23), F= 32%
Test for overall effect: £=5.22 (P = 0.000013

2.1.2 Group delivery

Ryharczyk 2002 g
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Test for overall effect: Z= 3.50 (P = 0.0005)

Total {95% CI)

Total events 29
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.78, df= 2 {P=0.41); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=7.33 (P = 0.000013

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=0.24 df=1 (P =062, F=0%

3

14 1 16
14 16

29.4%
29.4%

45 51 100.0%

0.58 [0.42,0.73]

-

\ \
-1 -0.8 ] 0.5
Favours Control  Favours CBT-l

Edinger 2005 (usual care and sleep hygiene) pooled control data

Responder rate: In-person delivery vs.

comparison:

Table S14. IS| -determined remission rate, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Study CBT-l In-person delivery CBT-l Internet delivery Risk Difference [95% Cl]
Events Total Events Total
Lancee 2016 21 30 10 27 0.33[0.08, 0.57]
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Beliefs and attitudes about sleep

Figure $30. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post
treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Savard 2014 {In-person) 1.83 1 TO 4455 155 T B.5% -2.06 [-2.46,-1.65] I
Taylor 2014 216 1.28 16 459 085 13 5.4% -2.06 2,99 -1.13]
Taylor 201 7{in-persan) 31 172 33 5.2 2.3 33 B.3% -1.02 [-1.594,-0.81] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 119 122 18.2% -1.69 [-2.44, -0.94] .
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.34; Chi®=10.26, df= 2 (P = 0.006);, F= 80%
Testfor overall effect Z=4.40 (P = 0.0001)
1.1.2 Group delivery
Ryharczylk 2002 138 11.7 11 272 a8 13 5.5% -1.27 F2.16,-0.37]
Rybarczyk 20048 -GroupiJournal of cansulting) 204 104 43 27 8 44 B.5% -0.71 [F1.14,-0.27] I
Subtotal {95% CI) a4 57 12.0% -0.84 [1.32, -0.37] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.03; Chi*=1.22, df=1(F=027), F=18%
Testfor averall effect Z£= 3.50 (P = 0.0005)
1.1.3 Internet delivery
Haorsch 2017 47 14 45 487 1.6 63 B.5% -011 [0.45,0.27] T
Strom 2004 56 1448 o Fo4 M2 a0 B.4% -0.75 [1.22,-0.28] —
Taylar 2017 {internef) 41 233 34 5.2 2.3 33 B.4% -0.47 [-0.96, 0.02] —
Wincent 2009 33.07 845 89 408 837 a9 B.5% -0.91 [1.29,-0.583] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 168 205 25.8% -0.56 [-0.94, -0.18] <
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.10; Chi*=9.37, df= 3 (P = 0.02); F= 68%
Testfor overall effect Z=2.91 (P =0.004)
1.1.4 Seli-help delivery
Ejorvatn 2011 48 148 GE 54 1.8 61 B.6% -0.32 [-0.67, 0.03] I
Jerneloy 2012 58 308 43 1227 307 k] B.3% -2.08 263 -1.54] —_—
Mao 2017 10084 7.27 52 9222 1033 52 HA% 0.921[0.52,1.33] -
“an Straten 2008 TA3 138 126 693 131 12 B.7% 0.74 [0.48,1.00] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 287 273 26.0% -0.17 [-1.26, 0.93] —eal———
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.20; Chi®=105.64, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F=497%
Testfor overall effect: Z2=0.30 (P = 0.786)
1.1.5 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 32 1 15 4 2 15 5.9% -0.49[-1.22,0.24] 1
Subtotal {95% CI) 15 15 5.9% -0.49 [-1.22, 0.24] ~ll-
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.33P=0.19)
1.1.6 Video delivery
Ryharczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 187 88 12 272 a8 13 5.5% -1.28[F2.15,-0.40]
Savard 2014 (Video) 291 149 85 4455 155 T B.5% -1.07 [1.44,-0.70] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 89 12.1% -1.10 [1.44, 0.76] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.19, df=1 (P =067}, F=0%
Testfar overall effect £=6.32 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 710 761 100.0% -0.78 [-1.26, -0.31] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.87, Chi®= 267.37, df=15 (P = 0.00001); F= 94% 52 51 b 15 é
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.22 (P =0.001) Favors CET-l Favors Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=11.54, df=5{F = 0.04), F= 56.7%

*Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data
*Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data

Beliefs and attitudes about sleep: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table S15. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post
treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Taylor2014 | In-person 2.16 1.28 16 459 0.95 13 -2.06[-2.99, -1.13]
delivery
Strom 2004 Internet 56 145 30 704 212 50 -0.75[-1.22, -0.28]
delivery
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Beliefs and attitudes about sleep: Comorbid medical conditions
Figure S31. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post
treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
3.1.1 Group delivery
Ryharczyk 2002 138 1.7 11 272 B8 13 155% -1.27 [[2.16,-0.37] —
Rybarczyk 2005 -Groupilournal of consulting) 204 104 43 27 8 44 225% -0.71 [-1.14,-0.27] —a
Subtotal (95% CI) a4 57  38.0% -0.84 [1.32, -0.37] -‘-
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi®=1.22 df=1(P=027);F=18%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.50 (P = 0.0005)
3.1.2 in-person delivery
Savard 2014 {in-person) 1.83 1 70 4485 155 TH 229% -2.06 [-2.46, -1.65] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 70 76 22.9% -2.06 [-2.46, -1.65] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=10.00 {F = 0.00001})
3.1.6 Video delivery
Ryharczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 187 88 12 372 B8 13 158% -1.28[-2.15,-0.40] e —
Savard 2014 {videao) 2491 1489 85 4455 1.485 TH  233% -1.07 [-1.44,-0.70] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 89 30.1% -1.10 [1.44, -0.76] ‘
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=019, df=1 {P =067}, F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=6.32 (P = 0.00001}
Total (95% CI) 191 222 100.0% 1.28 [1.83, 0.72] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.30;, Chi*=22.22, df=4 (P = 0.0002), F=82% 52 51 b 1‘ é
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.53 (P = 0.00001} Favors CBT-l Favors Control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=18.24 df= 2 (P = 0.0001), F=89.0%

Beliefs and attitudes about sleep: In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure $32. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post
treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 Group delivery
Werbeek 2006 G556 12.01 18 B3.56 1364 40 100.0% 015 [0.41,0.71]
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 40 100.0% 0.15[-0.41,0.71]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: £= 053 (P = 0.60)

1.1.2 Video delivery

Savard 2014 1.83 1 81 281 149 80 100.0% -0.85[-1.17,-0.53] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 81 80 100.0% -0.85[1.17,-0.53]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=515 (P = 0.00001)

1.1.3 Internet delivery
Taylor 2017 31 172 33 41 233 34 1000%  -0.48[0.87,0.00] i
Subtotal (35% CI) 33 34 100.0%  -0.48 [0.97, 0.00]

Heterogensity: Mot applicable

Testfor averall effect: £=1.84 (P = 0.05)

\ \
1 05 0 05 1
Favors In-person delivery Favers comparison

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 939 df=2 (P = 0009} F= 78.7%
* each subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
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Daytime Fatigue
Figure S33. Fatigue tools-determined daytime fatigue, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
2.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Pigean 2012 425 7.h 6 444 T 4 3% -1.71 F3.30,-012]
Taylor 2014 9.81 3.23 16 1277 268 13 7.9% -0.96 [F1.74,-0.18] I —
Subtotal {95% Cl) 22 17 11.0% -1.10 [-1.80, -0.41] .

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi"= 069, df=1 (F=041);F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 310 (F=0.002)

2.1.2 Group delivery

Dirksen 2007 8.7 5.3 34 8.5 7B 38 11.6% -0.42 [-0.89, 0.09] ]
Lovato 2014 3.14 2.41 76 1256 5,59 29 12.0% -0.62[-1.06,-0.19] _—
Martinez 2014 4.05 0.rg 30 445 063 27 10.8% -0.585 [-1.08,-0.03] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 140 94 34.4% -0.53 [-0.81, -0.26] &

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.40, df= 2 (P = 0.82; F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z= 3.82 (P = 0.0001)

2.1.3 Internet delivery

Espie 2019 1891 17757 853 11.84 19156 858 155% 002 [-0.07, 012 T
Ritterband 2012 948 1832 14 1979 2064 14 82% -0.81 F1.27,0.24] -1
Thorndike 2013 a8 139 22 182 16.2 22 47% -0081 [1.42,-0.19] —
Wincent 2009 12.35 3.92 59 14.71 .99 59 12.9% -0.59 [-0.96, -0.22] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 948 953  46.3% -0.42 [-0.90, 0.05] -l

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.18; Chi*=17.71, df= 3 (P = 0.0005); F= 83%
Test for averall effect Z=1.74 (F=0.08)

2.1.4 Telephone delivery

Arnedt 2013 9.6 21 15 124 47 15  83% -0.67 [-1.41,0.07] —
Subtotal {95% Cl) 15 15 8.3% -0.67 [-1.41,0.07] B
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect Z=1.77 (F = 0.08)

Total (95% CI) 1125 1079 100.0% -0.56 [-0.87, -0.25] <&
Heterogeneity: Taw®= 0.16; Chi®= 40.29, df= 9 (P < 0.00001); F=78% 52 I1 3 1! é
Test for overall effect: £= 3.3 (P = 0.0004) Favors CBT4 Favors Control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*f= 275 df= 3P =043 F=0%

*Espie 2019 converted SE to SD
*Vincent 2009 converted SE to SD

Daytime Fatigue: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table $16. Fatigue tools-determined daytime fatigue, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Taylor2014 | In-person 9.81 3.23 16 12.11 2.68 13 -0.96[-1.74,-0.18]
delivery

Lovato Group delivery 9.14 541 76 12.56 5.55 29 -0.62[-1.06, -0.19]

2014

Daytime Fatigue: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $17. Fatigue tools-determined daytime fatigue, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Thorndike20 | Internet 38 139 22 16.18 16.16 22 -0.81[-1.42,-0.19]
13 delivery
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Daytime Fatigue: Comorbid medical conditions

Figure S34. Fatigue tools-determined daytime fatigue, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor overall effect: £=3.33 (F = 0.00049)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 2,20 df=2{P=033) F=49.3%

CBTA Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
6.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Figeon 2012 415 Fi] G A44 ar 4 39% 171 [3.30,-013]
Subtotal {95% CI) ] 4 3.0% A.71[-3.30, -0.12] e —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=211 (F=0.04)
6.1.2 Group delivery
Dirkgen 2007 5.7 8.3 34 8.4 7.6 38 444% -0.42 [-0.89, 0.049] —i—
Martinez 2014 4.05 079 30 445 063 27 34E% -0.55 [-1.08,-0.02] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 64 65 79.1% -0.48 [-0.83, -0.12] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 013, df=1 (P=0.72), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 2 66 (F =0.008)
6.1.3 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2012 95 1832 14 1978 2064 14 171% -0.81 [1.27,0.24] ———
Subtotal {(95% CI) 14 14 17.1% 40.51 [1.27,0.24] el
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z2=1.33 (P =0.18)
Total (95% CI) 84 83 100.0% -0.53 [-0.84, 0.22] <%
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi®= 2.33, df= 3 (P = 0.513; F= 0% f f !

2 0 1 1
Favors CBT-l Favors Control

Daytime fatigue: In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Table $18. Diary-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Study CBT-I In-person delivery CBT-l Internet Std. Mean Difference,
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Holmqvist 12.65 472 32 13.53 5.24 38 -0.17[-0.64, 0.30]

2014

Study CBT-I In-person delivery CBT-I Telehealth delivery Std. Mean Difference,
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Holmqyist 12.65 472 32 125 475 32 0.03[-0.46, 0.52]

2014
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Insomnia severity
Figure S35. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 5% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
3.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Alessi 2016 655 6.21 54 884 516 53 3.5% -0.46 [-0.84,-0.07] e
Drake 2019 724 418 0 14.24 449 50 3.3% -1.60[-2.05,-1.149] —
Harvey 2015 645 549 300 138 532 28 2.9% -1.36[-1.93,-0.78]
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 105 4.4 10 181 53 15 2.0% -1.48[-2.40,-0.56]
Jungguist 2010 4 4 18 13 B 9 1.9% -1.86[-2.81,-0.91]
Lancee 2016 7142 289 185 44 26 26% -206[-2.83,-1.48]
Figeon 2012 6 4.65 ] 13 34 4 1.0% -1.80 [-3.02,0.02]
Savard 2014 {In-person) 876 4.1 70 11.08 505 T 3.6% -1.158[-1.60,-0.80] —
Smith 2015 887 554 45 11.68 692 47 3.4% -0.44 [-0.86,-0.03] ——
Talbot 2014 g 385 2r 1686 383 14 23% -216[-2.95,-1.36]
Taylor 2014 5.56 5.21 15 11.38 472 14 2.3% -1.14 [-1.93,-0.34]
Taylor 2015 147 85 11 226 34 g 1.8% 11 [F240,-0.11]
Taylor 201 7(in-person) 96 632 33 161 B32 0 33 31% -1.02[-1.53,-0.50] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI} 399 378 33.8% -1.28 [-1.61, -0.95] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.24; Chi*= 45.62, df= 12 (P < 0.00001); F= 74%
Testfor overall effect: Z=7.64 (P = 0.00001)
3.1.2 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 541 411 52 894 516 53 3.5% -0.68 [-1.08,-0.29] —
Bothelius 2013 134 B3 26 171 349 28 3.0% -0.70[-1.25,-0.19]
Ditksen 2007 1438 531 34 16831 503 38 3.3% -0.37 [[0.84,010] T
Lovato 2014 TA53 445 TH 14.47 4495 29 3.2% -1.50[-1.98,-1.03] -
Sandlund 2017 1074 4.4 82 1645 51 71 3.6% -1.22[-1.587,-0.87] e
Savard 2005 744 461 23 832 41588 28 3.0% -0.18[-0.74, 0.36] — 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 293 247 19.5% -0.79 [-1.18, -0.40] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.18; Chi*= 2212, df= 5 (P =0.0009); F=77%
Testfor overall effect: £= 3.99 (P = 0.0001)
3.1.3 Internet delivery
Bernstein 2017 9.8 588 43 143 462 45 3.3% -1.04 [-1.48,-0.59] -
Elom 2016 83 41 B8 118 44 65 3.6% -0.82 [1.17,-0.46] e
Harsch 2017 48 48 48 134 449 B3 3.5% -0.77 [1.16,-0.38] —
Lancee 2016 (nternefy 124 438 26 165 44 26 2.5% -0.8B[-1.45,-0.31]
Ritterband 2009 659 445 22195 445 22 2.5% -1.97 [[2.70,-1.24]
Taylor 2017 {internet) 126 6.41 34 161 632 33 32% -0.54 [-1.03, -0.08] —
Thiart 2015 .2 4.55 B4 1564 4.3 B4 3.5% -1.44 [-1.83,-1.09] I—
Wincent 2009 1243 553 A8 1685 543 59 35% -0.81[1.18,-0.44] e
Subtotal (95% CI} 364 37T 26.0% -0.99 [-1.24, -0.73] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.08; Chi*=18.28 df=7 (P=001); F=62%
Testfor overall effect: Z=7.60 (P = 0.00001)
3.1.4 Seli-help delivery
Bjorvatn 2018 136 45 1 141 58 g3 37% -0.08 [-0.39,0.22] -
Ho 2014 1215 459 103 141 512 108 3.8% -0.36 [-0.64, -0.09] I
Jernelov 2012 112 48 45 186 47 44 3.3% -0.94 [-1.38,-0.50] E—
hforin 2005 g.0gs a1 96 9.33 i) 96 3.8% -0.25[-0.53,0.04] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 325 328 14.6% -0.37 [-0.67, -0.08] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.06; Chi*= 1016, df=3 (P =0.02); F=70%
Testfor overall effect: £=2.51 (P = 0.01)
3.1.5 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 52 37 18 Te 49 18 2.5% -0.88 [1.32,0.14] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 2.5% -0.58 [1.32,0.15] ~al—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.56 (P=012)
3.1.6 Video delivery
Savard 2014 {¥ide) 813 4.14 46 11.08 505 TH 3.6% -0.63 [-0.98,-0.27] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 56 76 3.6% -0.63 [-0.98, 0.27] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: £=3.48 (P = 0.0005)
Total (95% CI) 1452 1421 100.0% -0.94 [1.12, -0.76] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.20; Chi*= 153.13, df= 32 (P < 0.00001%; F= 79% 2 1 1 1
Testforoverall effect: £=10.30 (P < 0.00001) Favors CBT-l Favors Control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 19.61, df=5 (P = 0.0013, F= 74.5%

*Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) uses same control data

*Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data

*Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data

*Bernstein 2017 SD calculated from CI

*Morin 2005 SD calculated from CI

*Alessi 2016 (in-person and group use same control data) SD calculated from SE
*Ritterband 2009 SD calculated from CI
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Insomnia severity: Insomnia and n

0 comorbidities

Figure S36. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-l
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total M

Control
ean SD Total Weight

5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

7.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Subtotal (95% CI) 15
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: £=2.81 (P=0.00%)

7.3.2 Group delivery

Subtotal {95% CI) 76
Heterogeneity, Kot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=6.18 (P = 0.00001)

7.3.3 Internet delivery

Heterogeneity, Tau*=0.17; Chi®= 7.6, df= 2
Test for overall effect; Z= 4,23 (P = 0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 224
Heterogeneity; Tau=0.11; Chi*= 1047, df=
Test for overall effect: Z=6.40 (P = 0.00001)

Taylor 2014 556 4.1 14 11.38 472 14 136%

14 13.6%

Lovato 2014 763 445 VB 1447 495 29 221%

29 22.1%

Bemstein 2017 2.8 5.85 43 153 462 45 Z31%
Blom 2016 33 41 68 118 44 65 26.2%
Ritterband 2009 6.9 445 22 1584 445 22 15.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 133 132 64.2%

P=002);F=74%

175 100.0%
4({P=0.03); F=62%

Test for subgroup differences: Chi®= 0.97 df=2 (P =061} F=0%

114 [1.93,-0.34]
1.14 [-1.93, -0.34]

-1.50 [-1.98,-1.03]
.50 [-1.98, -1.03]

-1.04 [-1.48,-0.59]
0,82 [1.17,-0.46]
-1.97 [2.70,-1.24]
.19 [-1.74, -0.64]

.24 [-1.61, -0.86]

-~

>

-3 -1 0 1

2

Fawors CBT-l Favors Control

Insomnia severity: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S37. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH

Control

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

5td. Mean Differance
I, Random, 95% Cl

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

7.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.04, Chi®= 3.79, di= 3
Test for overall effect: 2= 7.06 (F = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) &7
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.04, Chi®= 3.79, di= 3
Test for overall effect: 2= 7.06 (P = 0.00001)
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable

Hamey 2015 6.4 5439 139 532 28 396%
Jungouist 2010 4 4 14 13 G 9 18.4%
Talbot 2014 8 385 27 166 383 16 247%
Taylor 2014 147 B4 M 226 31 g 172%
Subtotal (95% CI) &7 60 100.0%

P=028),F=21%

60 100.0%
P=028),F=21%

1,36 [1.93,-0.78]
-1.86 [2.81,-0.91]
216 [-2.95,-1.36]
A1 [2.10,-0.11]
.61 [-2.05, 1.16]

-1.61 [-2.05, -1.16]

P
- e
_—
- e
e
e
2 0 1 2

Fawors CBT-l Favors Control
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Insomnia severity: Comorbid medical conditions
Figure S38. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Test for averall effect £= 3.53 (P =0.0004)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi=10.82, df=3 (P = 0.01), F=71.5

%

CBT- Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 {1 Clin Psycho Med Settings) 1048 44 10 181 43 15 9.2% -1.48[-2.40,-0.56]
Pigean 2012 G 4.6 B 13 34 4 46% -1.80 [-3.02, 0.02]
Savard 2014 (in-person) 576 4.11 TO 11.09 505 TE 1T7.7% -1.14[-1.50,-0.80] —
Smith 2015 8.87 4.54 45 11.68 6.92 47 16.7% -0.44 [-0.86,-0.03] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 131 142 48.2% 1.00 [-1.52, -0.47] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.16; Chi*= 8.68, df= 3 {P=003); F= 5%
Test for averall effect £=3.72 (P =0.000%)
7.2.2 Group delivery
Dirksen 2007 14.38 531 34 16831 5.03 38 15.8% -0.37 [-0.84,0.10] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 38 15.8% -0.37 [-0.84, 0.10] e
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testforoverall effect Z=1.55 (F=012)
7.2.3 Self-help delivery
Bjorvatn 2018 136 55 81 141 458 83 18.4% -0.08 [-0.39, 0.23] 7
Subtotal (95% CI) 81 83  18.4% -0.09 [-0.39, 0.22] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.56 (P = 0.57)
7.2.6 Video delivery
Savard 2014 (videa) B.13 414 56 11.08 505 TEO17.T7% -0.63 [-0.98,-0.27] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 56 7 17.7% -0.63[-0.98,-0.27] -
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor overall effect: £= 3.48 (P =0.0005)
Total (95% Cl) 302 330 100.0% -0.67 [-1.04, -0.30] e 2
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.17; Chi#= 26.26, df= 6 (P = 0.0002); F= 77% 2 t 5 t t

Favors CBT-l Favors Control

Figure S39. ISQ-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT- vs. control

Testfor overall effect Z=1.84 (P=012)
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

CBTH Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 363 156 16 38.36 1387 26 29.7% -0.14 [-0.76, 0.48] —
Edinger 2007 39.32 1388 B8 514 144 9 4T7T% -0.86 [-1.567,-0.19] -
Edinger 2009 26.5 20.49 41 287 2087 40 45.6% -0.15[-0.59, 0.28] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 125 75 100.0% -0.32 [-0.73, 0.09] -.-
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.05; Chi*= 3.07, df= 2 (P = 0.22), F= 35%
Testfor overall effect Z=154 (P=012)
Total (95% CI) 125 75 100.0% -0.32 [-0.73, 0.09] B
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.05; Chi®= 3.07, df= 2 (P = 0.22); F= 35% 2 1 p 1 2

Favors CBT-I Favors Control

*Edinger 2005 usual care and sleep hygiene data pooled

Insomnia severity: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table $19 ISQ-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Edinger In-person 39.32 13.89 68 514 144 9 -0.86[-1.57,-0.15]

2007 delivery

Edinger In-person 265 20.49 41 29.7 20.87 40 -0.15[-0.59, 0.28]

2009 delivery

Insomnia severity: Comorbid medical conditions
Table $20. ISQ-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,

method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Edinger In-person 36.3 156 16 38.36 13.97 26 -0.14[-0.76, -0.49]
2005 delivery

*pooled data of sleep hygiene and usual care groups
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Insomnia severity: In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S40. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for owerall effect: Z=0.19 (P = 0.85)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=16.08 df=4 (P=0.003) F=751%

In-person delivery Comparison 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SO Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.3.1 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 655 6821 54 541 511 52 TTE% 022016, 0.60] ——
Bastein 2004 TEI 4N 18 622 427 16 22.4% 037 [-0.35,1.08] I
Subtotal {95% CI) 69 68 100.0% 0.25[0.08, 0.59] R
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 013, df=1{P=072), F= 0%
Test for averall effect: Z=1.47 (P=0.14)
1.3.2 Internet delivery
Holmgvist 2014 11.05 5 33 1278 649 38 35.1% -0.26 [0.73,0.21] — &
Lancee 2016 Al 4.2 29 124 48 26 30.5% -1.16 [1.74,-0.59] e e—
Taylar 2017 96 632 33 126 641 34 34.4% -0.47 [0.95,0.02] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 95 98 100.0% -0.61 [-1.11, -0.10] el
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.13; Chi®= 590 df=2 (P =0.08), F= 6%
Test for owerall effect: £= 2.36 (P = 0.02)
1.3.3 Telephone delivery
Bastein 2004 TEI 4N 19 11.33 5985 14 100.0% -067 [F1.42,0.09] i—
Subtotal {95% CI) 15 14 100.0% -0.67 [-1.42, 0.09]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=1.74 (P = 0.08)
1.3.4 Video delivery
Savard 2014 576 4N 70813 414 56 100.0% -0.A7 [0.83,-0.21] i
Subtatal (95% CI) 70 56 100.0% -0.57 [-0.93, -0.21]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.12 (P = 0.002)
1.3.5 Telehealth delivery
Holmgvist 2014 11.05 5] 33 1077 62 37 100.0% 005042, 051] i
Subtotal {95% CI) 33 37 100.0% 0.05 [-0.42, 0.51]

4 08 0 085 1
Favors In-person delivery Favors comparison

* each subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
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Nights using hypnotics

Figure S41. Diary-determined nights using hypnotics(nights/week), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
4.1.1 Group delivery |
Fyharczylk 2002 28 32 11 23 31 13 34% 0.20 [2.33,2.73]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1 13 3.4% 0.20 [-2.33, 2.73] —‘—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=0.15 (P = 0.88)
4.1.2 Internet delivery
Lancee 2012 {Internet delivery) 237 214 133 379 228 162 343%  -1.42[1.93,-091] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 133 162 34.3% -1.42[1.93,-0.91] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=5.51 (P = 0.00001})
4.1.3 Self-help delivery
Bjorvatn 2011 41 45 &l 53 4 61 8.9%  -1.20[268 028 T~
Lancee 2012 (sel-help) 237 213 140 379 228 162 347%  -1.42[1.82,-087 —&—
Wan Straten 2009 32 46 126 31 45 121 136% 0.10F1.03,1.23] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 332 344 57.2%  -0.90[1.89,0.08] —al
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.449; Chi*=5.78, df= 2 (P = 0.06); F= 65%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.80 (P = 0.07)
4.1.4 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) 0.a 2 12 23 31 13 1% 1.680[F3.53, 053] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 13 51% -1.50[-3.53,0.53] —ee i ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.45(P=0.15)
Total {95% CI) 488 532 100.0% -1.14 [-1.63, -0.66] A
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.11; Chif= 7.63, df= 5 (P = 0.18); F= 35% 14 + é j‘
Testfor overall effect: Z=4 63 (P = 0.00001) Favors CBT-l Favors Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 292 df= 3 (P=053) F=0%

*Lancee 2012 (internet and self-help) uses same control data

Nights using hypnotics: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table $21. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Morin 1993 Group delivery 25 32 1 2.3 31 13 0.20[-2.33,2.73]

Nights using hypnotics: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $22. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Rybarczyk Video Delivery 0.8 2 12 2.3 3.1 13 -1.50[-3,53, 0.53]

2005
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Number of awakenings

Figure S42. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTA Control

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD

Mean Difference

Total VWeight IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% Cl

5.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Currie 2004 1.3 0.8 16 28 1.7
Drake 2015 211 118 50 262 1.63
Ellis 2015 1.76 0.57 20 1.6 1.16
Jungguist 2010 2 1 14 2 1
Lancee 2016 {in-person) e 09 26 1.2 04
Taylor 2014 0.66 0492 16 081 0494
Taylar 201 7{in-persan) 1.7 1.72 33 23172
Subtotal (95% Cl) 180

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.04; Chi*=8.03, df=6(F =024}, F=25%
Testfar overall effect: Z=219 (P =0.03)

5.1.2 Group delivery

Currie 2000 25 15 k)l 32 27
Lovato 2014 2.01 0.96 TE 233 1.02
Sandlund 2017 169 1.1 a2 21 11
Subtotal (95% CI) 189

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.39, df=2(P=082);F=0%
Test for overall effect: £=2.90 (F = 0.004)

5.1.3 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 {self-helm 2 1 14 28 17
Lancee 2012 {selthelp) 208 113 138 234 1.58
Subtotal (95% Cl) 153

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=017,df=1 {P = 068);, F=0%
Test far averall effect: 2= 2.07 (P = 0.04)

5.1.4 Internet delivery

Haorsch 2017 1.58 1 30 222 147
Lancee 2012 {Internet delivery) 222 149 131 234 158
Lancee 2015 1.78 11 36 248 1.35
Lancee 2016 {internef) 09 08 21 1.2 09
Ritterband 2009 1.2 1.07 22 24 139
Ritterband 2012 187 08 13 169 059
Strom 2004 1.23 067 30 1.44 04938
Taylor 2017 {internet 1.8 1.75 34 22 172
van Straten 2014 1.7 1 ar 23 12
Vincent 2009 149 1.31 59 24 138
Subtotal (95% CI) 413

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*=15.81, df= 9P =0.07); F= 43%
Test for overall effect; 2= 3.93 (P = 0.0001)

5.1.5 Telephone delivery

Arnedt 2013 13 049 15 12 07
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=034 (P=073)

Total (95% Cl) 950
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.02; Ghi®= 27.35, df= 22 (P=0.20); F= 20%
Test for overall effect: Z= 570 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 305 df=4 (P= 0.55) F=0%

165

26
29
71
126

17
160
177

15
15

966

1.8%
4.1%
4.0%
2.2%
4.8%
29%
20%
21.7%

1.1%
6.1%
8.2%
15.4%

1.6%
3.5%
11.1%

51%
8.0%
3.4%
4.8%
2.5%
38%
7%
2.0%
5.3%
51%
47.9%

38%
3.8%

100.0%

-1.20[2.10,-0.30]
-0.51 [1.07, 0.04]

016 F0.41, 0.73]

0.00 F0.79, 0.79]
-0.40 [0.80, 0.10]
-0.1% [0.83, 0.53]
-0.50 1.3, 0.33]
0.32 [0.61, 0.03]

-0.70 [1.86, 0.46]
-0.32 F0.75, 0.11]
-0.41 [-0.76, -0.06]
0.39 [0.65, 0.13]

-0.50 [1.45, 0.44]
-0.29 F0.60, 0.02]
-0.31 [0.60, -0.02]

-0.64[1.13,-0.14]
012 F0.47, 0.23]
-0.70 [1.32,-0.08]
-0.30 [0.80, 0.20]
-0.88 [1.61,-0.14]

0,18 [0.40, 0.76]
-0.21 057, 0.14]
-0.40 [1.23, 0.43]
-0.60 [1.07,-0.13]
-0.91 [1.40,-0.42]
-0.43 [0.64, 0.21]

0.10 [0.48, 0.68]
0.10 [-0.48, 0.68]

-0.36 [-0.48, -0.24]

.|1+1|+{

“I'il

] * 4

""++'|+||l|'*i+

-4

203 4

Favors CBT-l Favors Control

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self-help) uses same control data
Lancee 2012 (internet and self-help) uses same control data
Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) uses same control data

*Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data
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Number of awakenings: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S43. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
6.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Taylor 2014 0.66 092 16 0.81 0594 13 126%  -015[-0.83 053] — T
Subtotal {95% CI) 16 13 126% -0.15[-0.83,0.53] —~—ilii—
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfar overall effect: 2= 043 (P=0.67)
6.1.2 Group delivery
Lovato 2014 201 096 TE 233 1.02 4 3MEB% -0.32[-0.75,011] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 76 20 ¥M.6%  0.32[0.75,0.11] -
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=146 (P=0.14)
6.1.4 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2009 1.2 1.07 22 24 138 22 109% -0.88[-1.61,-0149] -
Strom 2014 1.23 087 0 1.44 048 31 449%  -0.21[-0.87,0.19] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 73 558% -0.47[1.10,017] —agliin-—
Heterogeneity: Tauw®= 0.14; Chi®= 2.8, df=1{P=011); F=61%
Testfor overall effect: Z=143 (P=0.18)
Total (95% CI) 144 115 100.0% -0.31 [-0.55, -0.07] <9
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi®= 2.83, df= 3 (P = 0420 F= 0% 52 51 : 15 é
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.582 (P=0.01) Favors CBT Favors Control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=0.44 df=2 (P =0.80) F=0%

Number of awakenings: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $23. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-| Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Currie 2004 In-person 1.64 0.9 31 25 1.7 17 -0.86[-1.73, 0.01]
delivery

Jungquist In-person 2 1 19 2 1 9 0.00[-0.79, 0.79]

2010 delivery

*Currie 2004 (self-help and in-person) pooled data

Number of awakenings: Comorbid medical conditions
Table $24. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Currie 2000 group delivery 25 1.5 31 3.2 2.7 26 -0.70[-1.86, 0.46]
Ritterband internet 1.87 0.9 13 1.69 0.59 13 0.18[-0.40, 0.76]
2012 delivery
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Number of awakenings: In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S44. Diary-determined NWAK, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery

Study or Subgroup  Mean

S0 Total

Comparison Mean Difference
Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.7.1 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 1.3 0.8
Subtotal (95% Cl)

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor averall effect Z=214 (P =003

1.7.2 Group delivery
Yerheek 2006
Subtotal {95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.81 (F=042

1.45 1.2

1.7.3 Internet delivery

Holmogwist 2014 181 1494
Lancee 2016 0.8 0§
Taylor 2017 1.7 172

Subtotal (95% CI)

Testfor overall effect Z=028 (F=077

1.7.5 Telehealth delivery
Haolmgwist 2014 1.91
Subtotal {95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.48 (F = 0.63)

1.94

Total {95% CI) 1

Test for overall effect: Z=014 (F = 0.89)

16
16

18
18

34
26
33
93

34

34

61

2 1 15 17.3% -0.70[1.34,-0.08]
15 17.3% -0.70 [1.34, -0.06]

129 0.94 40 18.0%  0.26[-0.37,0.89]
40 18.0%  0.26 [-0.37, 0.89]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.60, df= 2 (P = 0.74); F= 0%

1681 112 39 13.6%  0.30 [0.44,1.04]
08 08 21 26.3%  0.00[0.49,0.48]
18 175 34 11.2%  -010[0.83 0.79]
94  511%  0.05[-0.31,0.42]
173 1.03 33 136% 018 [-0.56 0.87]
33 136%  0.18 [-0.56,0.92]
182 100.0%  -0.02 [-0.32, 0.28]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi®= B.14, df= 5 (P = 0.28); F=19%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=554 df=3{F =014} F=458%

i E—

——eef——

— e —

-1 -0.5 i 05 1
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
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Sleep efficiency

Figure S45. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Test for overall effect: £=12.89 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subgroup diferences: ChiZ=8.33 df= S (P=010), F=46.4%

CBT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Alessi 2016 £86.92 10.65 54 7621 1048 53 2.3% 1071 [6.71,14.71] e
Currie 2004 {in-person} ar.z g8 16 783 13.4 17 1.2% 9.00 [1.21,16.69]
Drrake 2019 a6 14 a0 76 14 an 1.8% 10.00[4.51,15.48]
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) as B4 16 8421 7.07 26 2.2% 3.79 [-0.36, 7.94] —
Edinger 2007 2351 .81 B6 201 5.8 2 21% 2.41[1.03, 7.89] T
Edinger 2009 26.2 132.86 37T 822 1379 332 1.2% 4.60 [-3.08,12.29] ]
Ellis 2015 7349 1413 20 7502 1619 zn 1.0% -1.43[10.85 7.89]
Harvey 2015 8r83 TN 30 B452 11349 28 20% 3.31[1.67,829] T
Jacohs 2004 834 B7 14 713 158 14 1.0%  12.20([3.31,21.09]
Jungguist 2010 a4 3 19 76 16 a 0.8%  18.00[7.46, 28.54]
Lancee 2016 {n-person) 24 26 26 T4 117 e} 1.7% 9.90 [4.08,15.71]
Pigeon 2012 914 18 6 845 4.4 4 21% 7.00[2.43,11.57] -
Savard 2014 {In-person) 89.71 513 B9 79.48 1164 T 27% 10.23[7.36,13.10] -
Sivertsen 2006 a0e 1389 18 71.7 10 12 1.1% 9.10[0.54, 17.66]
Smith 2015 26 12 42 23 10 42 21% 2.00 [-1.60, 7.60] T
Talbot 2014 9372 483 27 B1.FF7 947 148 18% 1185[6.78,17.12]
Taylor 2014 9548 343 17 844 1363 13 1.3% 11.08[3.49,18.67]
Taylor 2015 791 21 11 B6B  21.7 2 0.3%  12.30[7.20,31.80] —
Taylor 201 Fiin-person) 245 12.64 33 T3 13 332 1.6%  11.40[5.16,17.64]
WU 2008 ans 1349 19 715 1583 17 0.9% 9.00 [-0.58, 18.59] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 590 508 31.4% 7.92 [6.14, 9.70] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 6.62, Chi*= 34.53, df=19(P = 0.02], IF= 45%
Test for overall effect: Z= 8.70 (P = 0.00001)
7.1.2 Group delivery
Alessi 2018 8479 1132 42 7E21 1048 a3 22% B.58 [4.41,12.75] -
Currie 2000 e85 11 Eal 70 18 26 1.2% 15.00 [7.07, 22.93]
Epstein 2007 245 79 24 .2 7T 28 2.4% 2.30[0.31,8.91] —
Espie 2007 7T 166 a5 F27 187 67 19% 4.40[-0.68, 9.48] "ﬁ
Espie 2008 88.25 968 T4 B1E1 1176 40 22% B.64 [2.38,10.90] -
Irwin 2014 233 1.2 48 T45 38 24 21% 2.80[7.24,10.36] -
Laovato 2014 8264 11.77 TE B9.77 1198 iz} 1.9%  12.87[7.78,17.96] —
baorin 1993 8281 685 12 7088 152 11 09% 1183215 21.71]
Morin 1999 848 72 18 7349 114 18 16% 11.31[5.08,17.54]
Rybarczyk 2002 26.5 85 11 768 2.6 12 1.7% 9.70 [4.01,15.39]
Rybarczyk 2005 -Groupidournal of consulting 85.2 78 46 76 13 46 2.2% 9.20 [4.82,13.598] E—
Sandlund 2017 813 118 82 T41 113 71 2.4% 7.20 [3.54,10.86] -
Savard 2005 8416 574 27 846 F28 an 25% -0.44 [-3.83, 2.95] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 606 466  26.3% 7.70 [5.52, 9.89] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1015, Chi®= 41.93, df=12{P < 0.0001);, F=71%
Test for overall effect: Z= 6.91 (P = 0.00001})
7.1.3 Seli-help delivery
Currie 2004 {selfhelp) ar.1 93 15 783 134 17 1.2% 2.80[0.88,16.72]
Ho 2014 82095 1526 102 78 153 104 2.2% 4.95[0.79,8.11] —
Jerelow 2012 TE4 108 45 T45 114 43 21% 1.80[-2.79, 6.459] T
Lancee 2012 (sel-help) 81 11.08 138 7434 1168 160 28% G.EE [4.07, 8.25] B
daorin 2005 88.06  9.04 96 B6.33 285 96 2.8% 1.67 [0.86, 4.20] T
Wan Straten 2009 17133 126 717 132 1 2.5% 0.00[-3.32,3.32] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 523 541  13.6% 3.53 [0.95, 6.11] <
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 6.30, Chi*=14.64, df= 5 (P=0.01), F= 66%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.68 (P = 0.007)
7.1.4 Internet delivery
Espie 2012 (Imagery) g27 1248 55 BE44 1549 109 21% 16.26[11.78,20.74] —_—
Horsch 2017 838 8.3 30 F9.38 2164 48 1.4% 4.42F2.38,11.22] I
Lancee 2012 {nternet delivery) 8096 10.07 131 7434 1162 160 2.8% 6.62[4.12,812] -
Lancee 2015 79.47 10.86 26 6516 15.41 7 1.4% 1431 [7.50,21.12]
Lancee 2016 (internet) raAa 96 21 T4 1.7 23 16% 4.401.80,10.70] I
Ritterband 2008 893 5 22 818 ] 22 2.4% 770 [4.00,11.40] -
Ritterband 2012 8567 6.5 13 7975 11.45 132 1.4% 5.92[1.24,13.09] T
Strom 2004 79.82 16.03 30 746 963 a1 1.6% 2.42[-3.00,8.74] I —
Taylor 2017 (internet) 794 13849 34 T3 13 33 15% B30 0.21,12.81]
Thiart 2015 86 9 G4 82 a 64 27% 4.00[1.05, 6.95] -
van Straten 2014 78.2 108 37T BB2 123 47 20%  11.00[6.05,15.95] —
Wincent 2009 827 1383 589 783 163 59 1.8% 2.40[-2.05, 8.89] 7
Subtotal {95% CI) 532 656 22.T% 7.29 [4.90, 9.68] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 10.74; Chi*= 32 57, df= 11 (P = 0.0006); F = BE%
Test for overall effect: Z= 5.98 (P = 0.00001)
7.1.5 Telephone delivery
Amedt 2013 912 B 14 8386 Ta 14 20% 7EO[2.74,12.46] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 2.0% 7.60 [2.74,12.46] i
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 3.06 (P = 0.002)
7.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005-video (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 838 108 12 7141 6.1 13 1.4% 12.70[5.85,13.59]
Savard 2014 videoy 8706 6.98 54 7048 11.64 77 2.6% 7.58[4.28,10.79] i
Subtotal {95% CI) 66 a0 4.0% 9.21[4.53,13.88] e
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 566, Chi*=1.76,df=1 (FP=0.18), F= 43%
Test for overall effect: Z= 3.86 (P = 0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 2332 2276 100.0% 7.19 [6.10, 8.28] L
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 9.43; Chi*= 154 52, df= 53 (P = 0.00001); [F = BE% _QID _1=D + +

Favors Control

20
Favors CBT-

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self-help) uses same control data
Edinger 2005 usual and sleep hygiene pooled control data
Lancee 2012 (internet and self-help) uses same control data
Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) uses same control data
Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data
Espie 2012 (imagery and usual care pooled control data

Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data, converted SE to SD

Morin 2005 SD calculated from 95% CI

Alessi 2016 (in-person and group) uses same control data, converted SE to SD
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Sleep efficiency (Diary): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S46. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total

Control
Mean

5D Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

8.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Edinger 2007 23581 T G5 801 4.8 2 1a1%
Edinger 2009 B6.8 1886 aFr 822 1378 33 TA%
Jacaobs 2004 a35 g7 14 713 156 14 G4%
Taylor 2014 9548 343 17 844 1363 13 2.0%
Wy 2006 aons 1349 19 7145 153 17 5.6%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 153 85  43.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®=4.51; Chi®= 533, df= 4 (P = 0.25); F= 25%

Test for averall effect 2= 3.69 (P = 0.0002)

8.1.2 Group delivery

Lovato 2014 2264 1177 TE BS.TT 11.96 4 13.1%
Marin 1993 8281 685 12 7083 1412 11 a.a%
Marin 19949 a4.8 72 18 7349 114 18 10.58%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 106 58  29.1%
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif= 015, df=2{P=093); F=0%

Test for overall effect 2= 6.54 (P = 0.00001)

8.1.4 Internet delivery

Ritterband 2009 a9.3 a 22 814 7.3 22 17 6%
Stram 2014 7888 1603 0 Tr46 0 963 a1 10.3%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 52 73 27.8%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 6.97; Chi®=2.00, df=1{F = 016); *= 50%

Testfor overall effect £= 223 (F=0.03)

Total (95% CI) 3 216 100.0%

Heterogeneity TauF=6.10; Chif=14.62, df=9P=010); F= 38%
Test for overall effect 2= 6.29 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=5.71 df=2 (P = 0.06) F=65.0%

3.41 [-1.03, 7.85]
4.60 [-3.08, 12.29]
12.20 [3.1, 21.09]
11.08 [3.49, 16.67]
9,00 [-0.59, 18.59]
6.98 [3.28, 10.68]

12.87 [7.78,17.96]
11,93 [2.15, 21.71]
11.31 [5.08,17.54]
12.20 [8.54, 15.86]

7.70 [4.00, 11.40]
242[-3.90,8.74]
5.71 [0.69, 10.72]

8.19[5.63,10.74]

-

’ J

.20 -10
Favors Control

0

10 20
Favors CBT-

Sleep efficiency (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S47. Diary- determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT- vs. control

CBTA
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total

Control
Mean

Mean Difference

SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

17.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Currie 2004 (in-person) ar.3 88 168 783 134 17
Harwey 20145 g8r.83 741 30 8452 11.39 28
Jungguist 2010 94 3 19 76 16 9
Talbot 2014 9372 483 27T B1FT 45T 15
Taylar 2014 a1 21 11 BEE 217 g
Subtotal (95% CI) 103 77

Heterogeneity: Tau*=18.02, Chi*= 914, df=4 (P =0.06), F=56%
Testfor averall effect £= 3.66 (P = 0.0003)

17.1.3 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 (sel-help) 71 493 19 783 134 17
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 17

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect 2= 218 (P =0.03)

Total (95% CI) 118 a4
Heterageneity: Tau®=11.68; Chi*= 914 df=5 (P =010}, F=45%
Test for averall effect Z= 437 (P = 0.0001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi#=0.04 df=1 {F=084) F=0%

17.2%
259.6%
11.6%
24.9%

4.2%
83.4%

16.6%
16.6%

100.0%

9.00 [1.31, 16.59]

3.31 [1.67,8.29]
18.00 [7.48, 28.54]
11.95 [6.78,17.12]

12,30 [-7.20, 31.80]
9.75[4.52, 14.98]

5.80 [0.88, 16.72]
8.80 [0.88, 16.72]

9.41[5.19, 13.64]

[ —

S —

—

et

-

20 -0
Favors Control

0

1m0
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Sleep efficiency (Diary): Comorbid medical insomnia
Figure S48. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
18.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hyaiene) 88 64 16 8431 F.O07 26 G.4% 378 [0.357.94 ——
Pigeon 2012 915 1.8 6 845 44 4 9.8%  T.O0[243 11.57] —_—
Savard 2014 (in-person) 8871 513 69 79.48 11.64 TTOo11.8%  1023[F.36,13.10] =
Stmith 2015 86 12 42 a3 10 48 8.8% 3.00 -1.60, 7.60] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 133 155  38.5% 6.25 [2.60, 9.89] -

Heterogeneity Tau®= 958, Chi*= 1007, df=3 (F=002); F=T0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 336 (P = 0.0008)

18.1.2 Group delivery

Currie 2000 ah 11 kil 70 18 26 5.0% 15.00[7.07 22.93]

Epstein 2007 84.5 T 34 3.2 T 38 10.3% 3.30 FO.31, B.91] =
Ryharczyk 2002 86.45 5.8 11 768 4.6 13 T.3% 9.70[4.01,15.39] —
Rybarczyk 2005 -Groupidournal of consulting 85.2 7. 46 TG 12 48 9.1% 9.20[4.82 13.68] —
Savard 2005 44.42 1086 27 B4.86 1074 30 T4%  -0.44[6.06 518] T
Subtotal (95% CI} 149 153 39.0%  6.89[2.30,11.49] -

Heterogeneity Tau®= 19.83, Chi*= 1581, df= 4 (P =0.003); F= 75%
Testfor overall effect 7= 294 (P=0.003)

18.1.4 Internet delivery

Ritterband 2012 o667 6.8 13 78756 11458 13 57% 592
Subtotal {95% CI) 13 13 57% 5

Heterogensity, Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.62 (P=0.10)

18.1.6 Video delivery

Rybarczyk 2005-video (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 838 106 12 711 B1 13 B0% 1270([5.85 19.55] —_—
Savard 2014 fvideo) 87.06 698 54 7948 1164 77 10.8%  7.58[4.38 10.78] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90 16.9%  9.21[4.53,13.88] -

Heterooeneity: Tau®= 4.66, Chi*=1.76, df=1 (P =018}, F= 43%
Testfor overall effect. Z= 3.86 (P = 0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 361 411 100.0% 6.92 [4.73, 9.11] 3
Heterogeneity Tau== 8.74; Chi*= 29 46, df= 11 (P = 0.002); = 63% zn _1ID : e 1
Testfor averall effect 2= 6.20 (P = 0.00001) Favors Control  Favors CBT-
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi==110,df=3 (P=0.78 F=0%

*pooled control data (usual care and sleep hygiene) for Edinger 2005

Figure S49. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.2.1 In-person, one-on-one intervention
Alessi 2016 8527  B.498 54 8243 69 53 12.21% 278015, 5.41] I
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hyiene) 88 387 15 8455 B34 23 9.4% 3.45[0.20,6.70] —
Edinger 2007 7648  7.86 63 T 4.5 10  8.8%  -0.452[-3.492 2.88] I
Edinger 2009 80.6 16.08 33 79 1494 33 24% 1.60[-5.89, 9.08] ]
Smith 2015 a3 12 38 78 15 46 3.9% 4.00-1.77,9.77] I E—
Taylor 2017 {in-person) 733 11.449 33 F3z 977 33 4T% 0.10[-5.08, 5.25] . .
Subtotal {95% CI) 236 198 41.4% 2.03 [0.47, 3.59] <

Heterageneity: Tau*= 0.00; Chi*=4.21, df=5{F=052) F=0%
Test for overall effect 2= 2.55 (P =0.01)

7.2.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 8416 713 52 8248 69 53 11.5% 1.67 [-1.02, 4.36] T
Epstein 2007 88.9 45 31 BhZ 8.1 0 9.2% 2.70[-0.60, 6.00] T
Espie 2007 827 4T 69 B84.3 4 a7 18.2%  -1.60[-3.30,0.10] ]

Espie 2008 84.69 6.5 74 89471 B.O8 39 13.4%  -0.02[-2.44 2.40] -
Rybarczyk 2002 TE 137 11 768 8.6 12 1.6% -0.80[F10.145, 8.659] - ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 237 192 54.2% 0.29 [-1.45, 2.04] <5

Heterogeneity: Taw®=1.70; Chi®=7.44, df= 4 (P=0.11); F= 46%
Testfor overall effect Z= 033 (P =074)

7.2.3 Internet delivery

Taylor 2017 (internet) 731 1225 34 F3z 977 33 45% -0D10[5.40, 5.20] — T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 34 33 4.5%  -0.10 [-5.40,5.20] ——a—
Heterageneity: kot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.04 (P=0.97)
Total (95% CI) 507 423 100.0% 0.95[-0.27, 2.17] ].
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.38; Chi*=16.44, df=11 (P = 0.13); F= 33% 5_20 _150 ) 150 QDI
Testfor overall effect Z=1.53 (P=013) Favars Control Favors CETA
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 236 df=2 (P=031), F=151%
* Edinger 2005 (usual and sleep hygiene control data pooled) converted SE to SD
Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data, converted SE to SD
Alessi 2016 (in-person and group) uses same control data, converted SE to SD
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Sleep efficiency (Act): Insomnia and no comorbidities

Table $25. Act-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Edinger In-person, 76.48 7.86 63 77 45 10 -0.52[-3.92, 2.88]

2007 one-on-one

Edinger In-person, 80.6 16.08 33 79 14.94 33 1.60[-5.89, 9.09]

2009 one-on-one

Sleep efficiency (Act): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions

Table $26. Act-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Rybarczyk Group delivery 76 13.7 1 76.8 8.6 13 -0.80[-10.15, 8.55]

2002

Sleep efficiency (Act): Comorbid medical insomnia
Figure S50. Actigraphy -determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH
Study or Subgroup Mean

SD Total Mean

Control

Mean Difference

SD Total Weight IV, Random,95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

18.2.1 In-person, one-on-one intervention
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hyaieng)

Subtotal (95% CI)

Test for overall effect 7= 248 (P =0.01)

18.2.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007

Subtotal {95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.60(F =011}

88.9

Total (95% CI)

Testfor overall effect £=2.83 (P =0.003)

g8 38r
Srnith 20145 83 12

45

15 8455 6.34
38 79 15
53

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.03, df= 1 (P = 0.87%; F= 0%

31 862
Ky |

a1

84

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00; Chi*=018, df=2 {(F=091); F=0%

23 438% 3.45[0.20, 8.70] —
46 138%  4.00[F1.77,9.77] -
69 57.7% 3.58 [0.75, 6.41] -
30 423% 270060, 6.00] —a—
30 423%  2.70 [-0.60, 6.00] -
99 100.0% 3.21 [1.06, 5.36] L 3
-0 -10 0 10 20

Favors Control  Favors CBT-
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Testfor subgroup differences: Chit= 016, df=1 (P = 0.69) F= 0% *pooled
control data (usual care and sleep hygiene) for Edinger 2005
Figure $51. PSG-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
CBTJ Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
7.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Sivertsen 2006 B89 84 189 T62 113 12 10.0% 12700522, 20.18] e —
Srith 2015 83 12 38 7a 15 46 14.3% 400 [-1.77,9.77] I
Wu 2006 g3s 77 19 771 164 17 7.9% 640[2.351519] N
Subtotal (95% CI) 75 75 321% T.38[2.051272] -
Heterogeneity: Tau*=8.77, Chi*= 3.29, df= 2 (P=019); F= 39%
Test for averall effect Z=2.71 (F=0.007)
7.3.2 Group delivery
Irwin 2014 808 889 48 TF9s 103 24 17.5% 1.30[-3.53,6.13] [ e —
Marin 1983 84.58 4.83 12 7821 1018 11 11.9% 637 [0.24,12.88] | e —
Maorin 1999 B86.08 6.1 18 79.81 87 17 169% GAT[1.17,11.17] s —
Savard 2005 B6.61 6.88 27 8538 8.21 30 21.5% 1.23[-2.69, 5.15] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 82 67.9% 3.23 [0.46, 5.99] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau*=1.68; Chi*F=32.79, df=3 (P=028), F=1%
Testfor overall effect Z=2. 28 {(F=0.02)
Total (95% CI) 180 157 100.0% 4.64 [1.88, 7.40] £
Heterageneity: Tau®= 6.20; Chi*= 9.81, df= 6 (P = 0133 F= 39% _520 _150 1 150 250
Test for overall effect Z2= 3,30 (P =0.0010) Favors Control  Favors CBT-l
Test for subgroup diferences: Chi=1.84 df=1{F =018} F=456%
40



Sleep efficiency (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S52. PSG-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-l Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CIl
8.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Wi 2006 a3s  vr 19 ¥71 164 17 172% EB40[2.35,15149] N e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 17 17.2% 6.40[-2.35,15.15] —et
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=143(F=0.15)
8.3.2 Group delivery
Marin 1983 a4.58 483 12 FBZ1 1018 11 30.2%  B3F[0.24,12408] |
Marin 1999 8608 61 18 78.41 ar 17 826% GAF 117, 11.17] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 28 B28%  6.24[2.25,10.23] i
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.96), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.07 (P=0.002)
Total (95% Cl} 49 45 100.0% 6.27 [2.64, 9.90] e
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.00, df= 2 (P =1.00% F= 0% t ; f f

] -20 -10 a 10 20
Test for overall effect: £= 3.39 (P = 0.0007) Favors Control Favors CBT-l
Testfor subgroup diferences: Chif=0.00, df=1{(P=0.97) F=0%

Sleep efficiency (PSG): Comorbid medical insomnia
Table S27. PSG -determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-| vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Smith 2015 In-person, 83 12 38 79 15 46 4.00[-1.77,9.77]
one-on-one
Savard 2005 | Group delivery 86.61 6.88 27 85.38 8.21 30 1.23 [-2.69, 5.15]
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Sleep efficiency (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison:

Figure S53. Diary-determined sleep efficiency, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean

SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.4.1 Self-help delivery

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 058, df=2(FP=0.74), F=0%
Testfor overall effect; 2= 0,88 {F = 0.38)

1.4.3 Internet delivery

Holmogwist 2014 7073 184 34 82 13N 39

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 35.13; Chi®= 8.80, df= 2 (P=0.01); F=77%
Testfor overall effect: Z=035{P=0.72)

1.4.5 Telephone delivery

Bastein 2014 836 1051 14 8214 1018 14 6.0% 1.46
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 14 6.0% 1.46 [-6.

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 038 (P =0.70)

1.4.6 Video delivery

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.86, Chi#=10.19, di= 8 (P=0.248), F=21%
Testfor averall effect: 2=1.91 {P = 0.08)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=081 df=4 (P =094} I*= 0%

Currie 2004 ar.3 aB 16 BT 9.3 15 80% 0.20 -6.18, 6.589]
Subtotal {95% CI) 16 15 8.0% 0.20 [-6.18, 6.58]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0.06 (P = 0.85)

1.4.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 8662 10.65 a4 8479 11.32 52 18.6% 1.83 [-2.36,6.02]
Bastein 2014 836 10451 18 8447 5.2 16 G8%  -0.87[7.84,610]
Yerbeek 2006 8024 13M 18 Fr4T7 1301 40 BE% 2TV F447.10.01]
Subtotal (95% CI) &7 108 28.9% 1.44 [-1.77, 4.66]

6.2% -7.47 [14.90,-0.04]

Lances 2016 84 BB 26 TES 96 21 11.0%  550(0.23,10.77]
Taylor 2017 845 1264 33 794 1389 34 80%  5.10F1.28 11.48)
Subtotal (95% Cl) a3 94 252%  1.38[-6.27, 9.03]

Savard 2014 8873 813 B3 B7.06  6.98 54 31.8% 267 [0.45, 4.88]
Subtotal {95% CI) 69 54  31.8% 2.67 [0.45, 4.89]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z= 236 (P =0.02)

Total (95% CI) 280 285 100.0% 1.91 [-0.05, 3.87]

N
I B
I
——e
.
-
1 1 * 1 1
A0 -5 0 5 10

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section

Sleep efficiency (Act): In-person delivery vs. comparison:

Figure S54. Act-determined sleep efficiency, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean 5D Total IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl

1.5.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 85,27 698 a4 B416 T3 a2 1.11 [1.58, 3.80] —

Yamadera 2013 921 348 20 8845 7 25 360 [0.44, 6.76] —

1.5.3 Internet delivery

Taylor 2017 T3.3 11.49 33 T3 1225 34 0.20[5.49, 5.89] ——
A0 -5 O 5 10
Favours Control  Favours In-person

subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
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Total wake time
Figure S$55. Diary-determined total wake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
10.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Alessi 2016 5313 51.95 54 12504 511 53 B.1%  -71.91[-91.44 -52.38] —
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 59.8 376 16 B066 3671 26 5.8% -20.86 [-44.07, 2.359] ——
Edinger 2007 57.38 32.83 BE 731 244 g B.2% -15.72 [34.20, 2.76] —
Harvey 2015 58,2 33.03 30 8414 EREGE 28 5.4% -25.04 (5398, 210 —
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 482 2048 15 1026 581 18 A1% -54 40 [-BAA8 -23.27] —
Lancee 2016 (in-person) 728 362 26 1261 60 23 5.4% -63.30[81.49 -2511]
Pigenon 2012 7043 2892 12 13225 7545 1 3.8% -61.72[109.21, -14.23]
Savard 2014 {In-person) 4896 2472 B9 1095 B3.06 7T B.4% -60.54 7578 -456.30] —
Sivertsen 2006 949 882 18 1264 66.8 12 3.2% -31.60[-87.08, 24.08] — 1
Taylor 2014 424 625 16 125 11.91 13 6.9% -8.26[146.42,-1.10] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 322 266 54.2% -39.52[58.35, -20.68] -

Heterogeneity, Tau®=723.83, Chif= 74,77 df=9 (P = 0.00001); IF = 88%
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.11 (P = 0.0001)

10.1.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 6549 5487 52 12504 511 53 6.0% -59.55[-79.84 -30.26] —

Morin 1993 7053 28.82 12 13274 7545 ial 3.8% -B222 10971, -14.73]

Savard 2005 70.89 2505 27 BE.88 2889 30 B.5% 2.02[-11.99,16.03] 1
Subtotal {95% CI) o 94 16.3%  -37.74 [-86.78, 11.31] —ei—

Heterngeneity: Tau®=1658.00, Chi®= 2712, df= 2 (P = 0.00001}; F=93%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.51 (F=0.13)

10.1.3 Internet delivery

Espie 2012 (magery) S0 46.42 55 12346 BBA45 109 B.2% -73.46[91.23, -55.69] -

Lancee 2016 (internet) o027 #1.7 21 16241 B0 23 5.2% -59.40[-89.72 -20.08]

Strom 2004 94.4 74,45 30 1194 4815 51 5.2% -25.00 [-54.86, 4.86] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 106 183  16.6% -54.34 [-83.02, -25.67] i

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 466.53; Chi®= 7 .48, df= 2 (P=0.02); F=73%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.71 (P=0.0002)

10.1.4 Video delivery

Savard 2014 Mideo) B4 42 3583 54 1095 6306 7T 6.3% -4508[62.12 -28.04]
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 I 6.3% -45.08 [-62.12, -28.04]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=5.19 (F =< 0.00001}

]

10.1.5 Self-help delivery

Worin 2005 59.8 4717 96 B8.93 4586 96
Subtotal {95% CI) 96 96
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=1.368 (P=0.17)

o @

6% -9.13[22.29,4.03]
6% -9.13 [-22.29, 4.03]

¢

Total {95% CI} 669 716 100.0% -39.60[-53.12, -26.07] -
==  ChiF= - SR } ; } ;
_l;let?;ngenew;lTaﬁu ;;%DSE?S‘; CQLE;gS;?' df=17 (P =< 0.00001}; = 88% hn 20 ) 20 100
estfor overall effect: 2= { ) Favors CBT-l Favors Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 1649 df=4 (P = 0002 *= 757%

*Edinger 2005 usual and sleep hygiene pooled control data, SE converted to SD
Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) uses same control data
Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data
Espie 2012 (imagery and usual care pooled data, SE converted to SD
Morin 2005 SD calculated using 95%Cl
Alessi 2016 (in-person and group) uses same control data, SE converted to SD

Total wake time (Diary): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure $56. Diary-determined total wake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
9.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 57.38 3283 a3 FERET N 8 Z86% -18.72 3420, 276 —
Tavylor 2014 424 B.I5 16 1248 1191 13 46.9% SB2E 1942 -1.10] i
Subtotal {95% CI) 82 21 75.5% 9,23 [-15.91, -2.56] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chif= 044, df= 1 (P = 0.46); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=2.71 (F=0.007)
9.1.2 Group delivery
Marin 1593 v0.A3 28892 12 13275 T545 11 B.0% -62I22[109.71,-1473] —————
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 1 8.0% 62.22[-109.71, 14.73] ——e—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for awerall effect £= 2.7 (F=0.01)
9.1.3 Internet delivery
Stram 2014 4.4 T4.45 30 1194 4915 51 165% -24.00 [54 .86, 4.86] e —
Subtotal {95% CI) 30 51 16.5% -25.00 [-54.86, 4.86] i~
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor owerall effect =164 (F=010)
Total (95% CI) 124 83 100.0% A7.49 [-32.10, -2.87] -
Heterogenelty.Tau‘zI105.29,Chl‘:6.12,df:3(P:D.11), *=581% _1100 —E:D b SID 1ﬁD
Testfor owerall effect £2=2.35 (P=0.02) Favors CBT-l Favors Contral
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 558 df=2 (P = 0.06) F= 64.2%
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Total wake time: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $28. Diary-determined total awake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harvey 2015 | In-person, 58.2 33.03 30 84.14 68.66 28 -25.94 [-53.98, 2.10]
one-on-one

Total wake time: Comorbid medical conditions

Figure S57. Diary-determined total awake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTJ Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
28.1.1 Inperson, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 58.8 376 16 8066 3671 26 18.0%  -20.86 F44.07, 2.35] —
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 ¢J Clin Paycho Med Settings) 48.2 205 18 1026 5841 15 14.9% -54.40[85.58,-23.23)
Pigean 2012 T0.53 28492 12 132,25 7545 11 9.8% -61.72[H108.21,-14.23] ———————
Savard 2014 {in-persan) 4895 2472 B3 1095 B306 TN A% -60.54 [75.78,-45.30] —
Subtotal (95% CI} 112 129  63.7% -48.02[-69.84, -26.20] .
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 295.13; Chi*= 8.20, df= 3 (P = 0.04); "= 63%
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.31 (P = 0.0001)
28.1.2 Group delivery
Savard 2005 69.52 5508 27 G741 5428 30 15.9% 211 [F26.33, 30.59] I —
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 30 15.9% 211 [-26.33, 30.55] ~atl--
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testforoverall effect 2= 015 (P=0.88)
28.1.4 Video delivery
Savard 2014 {video) G4.42 35493 54 1095 6306 7Y O204% -45.08 [62.12,-28.04] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 77 20.4% -45.08[-62.12,-28.04] -
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=5.19 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 193 236 100.0% -39.51[-58.84, -20.18] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 401.43; Chi*= 19.40, df= 5 (P = 0.002) F= T4% ; t } }
Test for overall effect: Z= 4.01 (P =< 0.0001) -100 F;.fours CEIT—IUFavors gonmml o0
Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi®= 910, df= 2 (P=0.013, = 78.0%

*pooled control data (usual care and sleep hygiene) for Edinger 2005

Figure S58. Actigraphy-determined total wake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor subdroup differences: Mot applicable

CBT] Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
10.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 58.8 19.36 14 7757 3423 23 254% -18.77[-35.85,-1.69] —
Edinger 2007 105.97 37.82 66 1034 248 10 238% 257 [18.31, 20.49] —_—
Taylar 2014 1468 8.08 T 1847 12455 13 807%  -3.79[12.87,529]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 88 46 100.0% -6.08[-16.42,4.25] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 33.37; Chi®= 324 df= 2 (P =0.20); F= 38%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.15{FP =0.249)
Total (95% CI) 88 46 100.0% -6.08 [-16.42,4.25] L
Heterageneity: Tau = 3%.3?, Chi = 324 df=2(P=020) F=38% Do 2 p a0 10
Testfor overall effect Z=1.15 (P = 0.25) Favors CBT-l Favors Control

*Edinger 2005 usual and sleep hygiene pooled control data, SE converted to SD

Table $29. Act-determined total wake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Edinger In-person, 105.97 37.82 66 103.4 248 10 2.57 [-15.31, 20.45]

2007 one-on-one

Taylor 2014 In-person, 14.68 8.09 7 18.47 12.55 13 -3.79[-12.87,5.29]
one-on-one
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Total wake time: Comorbid medical conditions

Table $30. Act-determined total wake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Edinger In-person, 58.8 19.36 15 7157 34.28 23 -18.77[-35.87, -1.67]

2005 one-on-one

*pooled control data (usual care and sleep hygiene) for Edinger 2005

Figure $59. PSG-determined total wake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor overall effect Z=1.71 (F = 0.09)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=5.21 df=1 (P =002} F=80.8%

Fawors CBT-l Favors Control

CET- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
9.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Sivertsen 2006 a1.4 35 18 1298 641 12 29.6% -7840[118.11,-3868) — & ——
Subtotal {95% CI) 18 12 20.6% -78.40 [-118.11,-38.69] ——e——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor owerall effect: 2= 3.87 (F=0.0001}
9.3.2 Group delivery
Marin 19493 631 18.36 12 101.02 5005 11 328% -37.92 6927 -6.47] —
Savard 2005 A8.2 2498 27 OB1.79 34497 30 3TE% -3.58 2041, 13.23] J
Subtotal {(95% CI) 39 41 70.4% 1810 [-51.34,15.14]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 424 54, Chi®= 358, df=1 (P = 0.06), F=72%
Test for owerall effect Z£=1.07 (F=0.249)
Total (95% CI) 57 53 100.0% -36.98 [-79.33, 5.37] ——engii——
Heterogeneity: Taur= 1167 67, Chif=13.22 df= 2 (P=0.0013; F= 85% FIm o b o i

Table $31. PSG-determined total wake time (min), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Morin 1993 Group delivery 63.1 18.36 12 101.02 50.05 11 -37.92 [-69.27, -6.57]
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Total wake time (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S60. Diary-determined total wake time, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.8.1 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 5313 45185 54 540 5487 42 1889% -1236[-32.72 8.00] —_— 1
Bastein 2004 7316 4846 148 B9.78 4441 16 7.9% 3382841, 3617]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 69 68  26.8% -7.98 [-25.27, 9.31] -*-—

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 0.64, df=1 (P =042}, F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.80 (P =0.37)

1.8.2 Internet delivery

Lances 2016 728 362 XBo102F7 A7 2 157% -2990[-52.52 -7.28] s —
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 21 157% -29.90[-52.52, -7.28] e ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z= 259 (P =0.010)

1.8.3 Telephone delivery

Bastein 2004 7316 4846 148 B8.74 3043 14 9.8% 442 [-24.83, 3367)
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 14 9.8% 4.42[-24.83, 33.67] —-*——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=030(F=077)

1.8.5 Video delivery

Savard 2014 45396 2472 B9 F4.42 3543 84 A7 E% -15.46[-26.68 -4.24] —i—

Subtotal (95% Cl) 69 54 47.6% -15.46 [-26.68, 4.24] il

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect 2= 270 (P =0.007)

Total (95% CI) 179 157 100.0% -13.69 [-23.20, -4.18] -l

!I-_ietnta;ogenemrl:lT?ru :;?ZDSZChFl' _:04.05095 di=4(P=033);F=13% An 35 b 5 a0

estfor overall efiect 7= 2.82 (P = 0.003) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 385 df=3{P=037) F=241% * each
subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
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Total sleep time
Figure S61. Diary-determined TST (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
9.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 (n-person) 402 T2 16 342 72 17 0.8% 60.00[10.85 109.14]
Drake 2019 73 78 a0 381 B6 50 21% 12.00[16.32, 4037 T
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 4332 604 16 43746 5953 36 1.6%  6.74[-27.93 39.41] b
Edinger 2007 371.29 48328 66 3763 374 8 21% -5 [33.23,23.21) b
Edinger 2008 e A7 16 3651 2041 18 43% 6.0 [-7.62, 20.62] T
Ellis 2015 349.33 71 20 34412 604 200 1.2% 5.21 [-35.64, 46.06] [
Harvey 2015 436 8019 30 44167 97349 28 1.0%  -567[-51.76, 40.47] T
Jacohs 2004 3552 444 4 3IM3 TET 14 1.0% 34.00[132.42 3043 T
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 {J Clin Peycho Med Setfings) iga3 227 16 3837 60T 14 17% 1.60[-31.20, 34.40] -
Jungouist 2010 408 38 19 352 73 9  0.8% A56.00([578 106.22)
Lancee 2016 (in-persan) 3951 562 26 3618 596 23 1.7% 33.30[0.74, B5.86] —
Pigean 2012 XL B 3788 28 4 1.8%  -3.80[-34.68, 27.08] T
Savard 2014 (In-person) 430.03 52.69 69 42594 7138 TO30% 4.09[-16.30, 24.48] 1T
Sivertsen 2008 352 524 18 3507 647 18 1.3% 1.30[-37.16, 39.76] T
Smith 2015 363.33 7037 42 404.41 TH.69 48 1F% -41.08[73.44-872 na—
Talbot 2014 4374 7a 27 3842 4414 14 1.4% 4320 [7.07,79.33] —_—
Taylor 2014 4522 57.34 16 452 594 13 1.1% 0.20[-42.65, 43.04] T
Taylor 2015 390 156 i M2 132 8 01% 78.00[51.87, 207.87) ]
Taylor 201 7iin-person) 330 62.93 33 318 68393 33 1.6% 12.00[21.26, 45.26) T
WU 2006 3635 A0.4 19 326 758 17 1T1% 50.90 [8.33, 93.47]
Subtotal {95% CI) 529 461 31.4% 11.08 [1.35, 20.80] L

Heterogeneity: Tau®=171.91; Chi*= 31.20, df = 19 (P = 0.04); F=39%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 223 (P=10.03)

9.1.2 Group delivery

Curtie 2000 366 95 31 330 84 26 0.8% 36.00[10.74,82.74) B
Epstein 2007 396 442 34 4051 527 38 2.8%  -010[31.4913.29] —

Espie 2007 3444 714 85 3545 864 6T 24% -10.20[35.38,14.98 —
Esple 2008 417.24 6555 T4 30573 068 41 16% 2151 [11.67, 54.69] -
Irwi 2014 3818 B7 4B 3721 248 24 50% 970 -052,19.97] =
Lovato 2014 3386 576 78 3336 582 29 24%  GO0[18.74,30.74] -+
Morin 1883 3414 4238 12 31883 7034 11 0.6% 2247 [25.49, 7043 -
Morin 1899 352 624 18 3507 B4F 18 1.3%  1.30[37.16,30.76] —
Rybarczyk 2003 3341 373 11 3784 S68 13 13% -44.30[5224 -A36] _—

Ryl arczyk 2005 -GroupiJoumal of consulting) 3717 597 46 3712 665 4B 23% 0502533, 2633 -
Sandlund 2017 38421 562 82 36081 B01 1 33%  23.40[4.87, 41.93) —
Savard 2005 3785 4458 27 38748 5546 30 2.3%  -7.08[33.89,18.03 —
Subtotal (95% CI) 556 414 267%  4.02[551,13.55] L

Heterngeneity Tau®= 8870, Chi®=18.20, df= 11 (P=008);, F= 40%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.83 (P =0.41)

9.1.3 Internet delivery

Espie 2012 (Imageny) 34506 8008 65 33526 8272 109 21%  980[17.60, 37.20) -
Harsch 2017 a7 B2 30 39749 G648 48 2.0% 19.51 [9.47, 48.54] T
Lancee 2012 {Internet deliverd 3B6.48 5942 131 36602 595 160 4.3% 2046 [6.73, 34.19] -
Lancee 2015 arsed 5971 36 3343 il 27T 1.5% 41.83[5.92, 77.14] —
Lancee 2016 (nternet) 826 &7 21 3618 596 23 1.5% 2080[13.87,55.47] T
Ritterhand 2009 404.92 B1.46 22 380.04 5982 22 1.5% 2488[-10.96, 6072 T
Ritterband 2012 396.05 4964 13 373.05 B36 132 1.1%  23.00[-20.96, 66.8E6] I
Strom 2004 T2 e a0 IT4 534 51 1.7% 0.60[-32.07,33.27] b
Taylor 2017 (internef) 330 69.97 34 318 68393 33 1.6%  12.00[21.26, 45.26) T
wan Straten 2014 arz 60 ar 336 66 47 2.2% 36.00[8.99, 63.01] I
Wincent 2009 age8e 924 a9 366 966 59 1.6% 22.80[11.31, 56.91] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 468 592 21.0%  20.69 [12.47, 28.91] +
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi®= 4.96, df= 10 (P = 0.89); F= 0%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.93 (P = 0.00001)

9.1.4 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 {sel-help) 390 96 148 342 72 17 0.6% 48.00[11.43,107.43) T

Ho 2014 3B7.56 BE.A1T 103 3858 8872 104 25% 1.76[-22.38, 25.90] T
Jernelov 2012 i3z 612 a8 383 YE6 36 1.8% -19.80[-51.24, 11.64] T
Lancee 2012 (self-help) 391.48 B1 138 36602 595 160 4.3% 2546 ([11.73,39.19] -
Marin 2005 443.32 B7.76 96 438.95 65996 96 3.3% 4.37[-14.95, 23.29] -_T—

“an Straten 2009 3599 F4Y7 126 a7 BBE 12 3.8%  -11.10[-28.98, 6.78) -
Subtotal (95% CI} 516 534 15.9% 4.87 [-11.59, 21.32] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 260,07, Chif=16.73, df= 5 (P=0.008), F= 68%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 0.58 (P = 0.56)

9.1.5 Telephone delivery

Amedt 2013 406.8 67 16 317 576 16  1.0% 15610[29.61,59.81] 1T
Subtotal {95% CI) 15 15 1.0% 1510 [-29.61, 59.81] i
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.66 (P =0.51)

9.1.6 Video delivery

Rybarczyk 2005-videno (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) 3715 48 12 3784 568 13 1.3% -G.A0[-46.02, 3427 e
Savard 2014 (Video) 43528 5391 54 42594 7138 TT29% 9.34 [-12.30, 30.98] T
Subtotal (95% CI} 66 90 4.0% 5.82 [-13.33, 24.97] o
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.47, df=1 (P = 0.48), F= 0%

Testfor overall effect: 7= 0.60 (F = 0.55)

Total (95% CI) 2150 2106 100.0% 9.80 [4.96, 14.83] (]
Heterogeneity, Tau® = 89.83; Chi*= 79.16, di= 51 (F = 0.007); F= 36% o Tt T 2

Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.93 (P = 0.0001)
Testfar subgroup differences: Chit= 815 df=5(P=015) F=367%

Favars Control  Favors CBT-I

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self-help) uses same control data
Edinger 2005 (usual and sleep hygiene) pooled control data, converted SE to SD
Lancee 2012 (internet and self-help) uses same control data
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Lancee 2016 (in-person and internet) uses same control data
Savard 2014 (in-person and video) uses same control data
Espie 2012 (imagery and usual care) pooled control data, converted SE to SD
Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data, converted SE to SD

Total sleep time (Diary): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S62. Diary-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 759, df=9 (P =058} F=0%

CBT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
10.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 a71.29 4828 GE 3763 3TA 8 102% -5.01[33.23,23.21] B
Edinger 20049 ATME M7 16 3651 201 18 408% G.80[7.62, 2062 ..
Jacohs 2004 3552 444 14 3212 TBET 14 38% 3400[12.42 8047 T
Taylar 2014 4522 57.38 16 452 84945 13 4.4%  0.20[-42.6% 43.09] I —
WL 2006 I63s 504 19 326 7aB 17 4.58% 50.90[8.33,93.47] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 131 70 63.7% 11.65[-5.23, 28.54] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®=124 61, ChF=6.07, df=4 (P =015); F= 34%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.35 (P=0.18)
10.1.2 Group delivery
Laowvata 2014 I396 576 78 3336 G882 29 13.3% G.00[18.74,30.74] -
Marin 1993 1.4 4228 12 31893 70.34 11 3.5% 2247 [-25.49,70.43] N E—
Marin 1999 352 A4 18 3807 EB4T 18 55% 1.30[37.16, 38.76] — 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 108 58 22.3% T.45[-11.64, 26.54] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.49, df=2 (P=078), F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.77 (P = 0.44)
10.1.3 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2009 404.92 61.46 22 38004 5982 22 B.3% 24881096, 6073 T
Strom 2014 F? B1E 30 3714 Aa3d 51 TH% 0EBO[-32.07,33.27] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 73 14.0% 11.62 [-12.52, 35.76] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 096, df=1 (P=0.33), F=0%
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.94 (P = 0.35)
Total (95% CI) 29 201 100.0% 9.00 [0.02,18.02] P

1

1 1
-100 0 100

May 12, 2020

o i -200 200
Test for averall eﬁec.t. Z=1596(F = 0.08) Favars Control Favars BT
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 012 df=2 (P =094) F= 0%
Total sleep time (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S63. Diary-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
CBT4 Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI| IV, Random, 95% CI
26.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 {in-person) 402 72 16 342 72 17 178% B0.00O([10.85 10915] e —
Harvey 20156 436 8019 30 44167 97.349 28 19.8% -A67 [-51.76, 40.42] e
Jungguist 2010 408 34 14 3482 73 9 16.8% A6.00 [5.78,106.22] e —
Talbot 2014 437 .4 7a 27 3942 444 19 311% 4320[7.07,79.33] ——
Taylor 2015 390 1496 11 312 132 % 26% 78.00[-51.87 207.87]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 103 77 87.8%  39.35[13.72, 64.98] S
Heterogeneity: Tau*=190.85, Chi*=515, df=4 (P=027), F=22%
Test for overall effect Z=3.01 (P = 0.003)
26.1.4 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 (self-help) 340 214 14 342 72 17 122% 48001143, 107.43)] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 17 12.2% 48.00 [-11.43,107.43] S
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.53 (F=011)
Total (95% Cl) 118 94 100.0%  40.12[19.05,61.19] .-
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 31.26, Chi®= 523, df =4 (P =0.239); F=4% t t } t
e _ =200 -100 0 100 200
Test for overall eﬁec.t. L=3730(P = 00002 Favors Control Favors CBT-I
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.07 df=1{P =079 F= 0%
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Total sleep time (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S64. Diary-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
25.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 4332 504 16 43746 5933 26 G.6% 5.74[-27.87,39.35 —
Jangson-Frojmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 3|83 227 18 3837 BO7 14 6.8% 1.60[-31.20, 34.40] I —
Pigeon 2012 ars 1Ty B 3786 28 4 T.5% -3.80[34.68, 27.08] —
Savard 2014 {in-person) 43003 5269 B9 425894 7238 TPOo132% 4.09[16.30,24.48] I
Smith 2015 36333 TO37 42 40441 TEES 48 T.0% -41.08[73.44,-872) -
Subtotal {95% CI) 148 170 41.2% 5.42[-21.54,10.71] -
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 11517, Chi= 6.08, df= 4 (F = 0.19); F= 34%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.66 (P=0.51)
25.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 366 96 H 330 a4 26 8% 36.00[10.74,8274] I
Epstein 2007 396 442 34 40581 A2 7 38 11.8% -910[31.49,13.248] I
Rybarczyk 2002 3341 373 11 3784 468 13 5.4% -44.30[-82.24, -6.36]
Rybarczyk 2005 -Group{Journal of consulting) 3717 597 46 371.2 EBS 46 98% 0.50[-25.33, 26.33] [ —
Savard 2005 37919 6339 27 38736 62493 30 6.8% -8.17 [-41.02, 24.68] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 149 153 37.6% -6.77[-25.78,12.23] -l
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 207.35; Chi®= 733, df=4 (P = 012); F= 45%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.70 (P = 0.48)
25.1.3 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2012 396.05 4964 13 37305 636 13 4.2% 23.00[-20.86, 66.86] I B —
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 4.2% 23.00 [-20.86, 66.86] —ene i ——
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.03 (P =030}
25.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005-video (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) 375 48 12 3784 468 13 4.7% -6.90[-48.02, 34.22] ]
Savard 2014 {(vided) 432.58 539 54 42594 7238 TPO123% BG4 [15.00,28.28] S
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90  17.0% 3.70[-15.44,22.85] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chif= 0.33, df=1 (F = 0.57); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=038 (P=0.70)
Total {95% CI) 376 426 100.0%  -3.28 [12.95,6.39] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 75.83; Chi*=15.95, df =12 (P = 0.19); F=25% -:’;D _215 3 215 5=D
Testfor overall effect Z= 067 (P=0.51) Favors Control Favors CBT-
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 2.00, df= 3 (P=057), F= 0%

*pooled control data (usual care and sleep hygiene) for Edinger 2005

Figure S65. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Control
Mean

Favors Control
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total

S0 Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

9.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau®=100.16; Chi*=8.94, df= 6 (P = 0.20); F= 30%
Testfor averall effect: £=2.09 (P = 0.04)

9.2.2 Group delivery

Heterogeneity: Tau®= B65.77,; Chi*=13.81, df= 3 (P =0.003); F= 73%
Testfor overall effect: £=1.74 (P = 0.08)

9.2.3 Internet delivery

Tawlor 2017 (internef)
Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.06 (P = 0.29)

300 E69.97 34

Total (95% CI) 434

Testfor overall effect: Z=2.98 (P=0.003)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 051, df= 2 (F=078) F=0%

Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 4297 44.93 18 42376 5516
Edinger 2007 33975 4345 63 336 407
Edinger 2009 3269 238 18 312 M9
Smith 2015 27934 63.52 38 32706 833
Talbot 2014 3504 996 27 3474 1208
Taylor 2014 421 62 B7.75 16 44016 56.09
Taylor 201 F{in-persan) 288 B8.93 33 318 EBB.93

Epstein 2007 407 497 I 4007 5418
Espie 2008 39832 4794 T4 42532 4302
Lovato 2074 3458 922 TG 417 582
Ryharczyk 2002 4458 1137 11 4665 67
Subtotal (95% CI) 192

318 E3.93

Heterogensity: TauF = 255.06; Chi*= 26,18, of = 11 (P = 0.009); F= 56%

33
33

300

2.3%
9.6%
13.6%
8.3%
27%
5.5%
2.0%
56.1%

9.9%
12.9%
10.6%

2.5%

35.9%

8.0%
8.0%

100.0%

5.94 [-26.08, 37.96]
3752367, 31.17]
-14.30 29.74,1.14]

-47.72[-79.56,-15.88]

300 [69.6T, T4.67]
-16.54 FB3.61, 26.53]

-30.00 [53.26, 3.26]
14,84 [28.74, 0.94]

5.30 [-19.98, 32.59]
-27.00 [44.37,-9.63]

-61.20 [[95.42,-36.98]

-20L70 [97.13, 55.73]
-26.89 [-57.11, 3.34]

-18.00 [51.26, 15.26]
-18.00 [-51.26, 15.26]

19.71 [-32.66, -6.76]

~-

<

| , , ,
00 -0 0 A0 100
Favers Control  Favors CBTH

*Edinger 2005 (usual and sleep hygiene) pooled control data, converted SE to SD
Taylor 2017 (in-person and intemet) uses same control data, converted SE to SD
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Total sleep time (Act): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S66. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor overall effect Z=1.60 (F=0.11)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=13.04 df=1 (P=00003), F=923%

CBT4 Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
10.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 33875 4345 53 336 407 10 252% ITAF23ET, 3117 —
Edinger 2009 3269 238 16 3412 218 18 30.2% S14.30F28.74,1.14] —
Taylor 2014 42 B2 BTTA 16 44016 5608 13 1749% -18.54 6361, 26.453] — 1
Subtotal {95% CI) 95 41 T734%  -10.66 [-23.55, 2.23] &
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.00; Chi*=1.349, df=2 (P =050}, F=0%
Testfor owerall effect Z=1.62 (F=011)
10.2.2 Group delivery
Lowato 2014 358 5272 7H 417 882 29 26.6% -61.20[-85.42, -36.98] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 76 29 26.6% -61.20[-85.42,-36.98] -l
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=4.95 (P = 0.00001)
Total {95% CI) 171 70 100.0%  -23.00 [-51.11, 5.11] B
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 61906, Chi*= 1443, df= 3(P = 0.002); F=7494% 100 =0 5 20 100

Favaors Control  Favors CBTH

Total sleep time (Act): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $32. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Talbot 2014 | In-person, 350.4 99.6 27 3474 120.6 15 3.00[ -68.67, 74.67]
one-on-one

Total sleep time (Act): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions

Figure S67. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.81 (P=042)

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 620,22, Chi*=T7.90, df= 3{P=0.08);, F= 62%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 067 df=1(P=041) F=0%

CBTJ Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
25.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 4297 44.93 18 42376 5412 23 28.5% 5.94 [26.07, 37.94]
Smith 2015 279.34 B3.52 38 327.06 833 44 28.6% -47.72[79.596,-15.88] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 57.0% -20.92[-73.50, 31.67]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1174.40; Chi*= 543, df=1 {F=0.02), F= 82%
Testfor averall effect: Z=078 (F=0.44)
25.2.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007 407 447 31 4007 548 30 32.0% 6,30 [19.98, 32.58]
Ryharczyk 2002 4458 1137 11 4665 67 13 11.0% -Z0.70[-97.13, 65.73] 4%
Subtotal (95% CI) 42 43 43.0% 3.45 [-21.41, 28.30]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 043 df=1{FP=0481), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 027 (P=0.79)
Total {95% Cl) 95 110 100.0% -12.20 [-41.53,17.14] *

00 80 0 4D
Favors Control  Favors CBTH

100
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Figure S68. PSG-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
10.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Sivertsen 2006 3438 564 18 3229 602 12 98% 2090[22.01,63.81] —
Smith 2014 M4r09 .49 38 3r8.29 9432 46 11.3%  -31.20[68.85, 6.48)] - 1
Talhot 2014 416.4 a7 27 3828 TVEBA 18 78% 33601727, 84,47
Wy 2006 3694 432 19 318 ar3 17 128% 81401794, 84 86 e —
Subtotal {95% Cl) 102 90 41.8% 18.45[-19.97, 56.86] e
Heterageneity: Tau®= 1096.30; Chif=10.74, df= 3P =001}, F=72%
Test for averall effect Z=094 (P=0.35)
10.3.2 Group delivery
Irwvin 2014 3835 438 48 3FB8 53T 24 163%  470[-2010,29.50] I .
haorin 1993 35508 3882 12 31893 7034 11 87% 3614[10.86 8316 N e —
Morin 1999 3607 344 18 3738 4445 17 147% -13.10[41.49,15.29] - 1
Savard 2005 3658 3557 27 36039 4089 0 184% 547 [14.44 25 26] —_
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 82 58.2% 3.72 [9.96,17.40] L
Heterageneity: Tau®=13.62; Chi*=3.21, df=3 (P =0.36), F= 7%
Testfor overall effect =053 (P =0.59)
Total (95% CI) 207 172 100.0% 10.72 [-6.66, 28.11] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 32412, Chi*= 1547, df= 7 (F=0.03); F= 99% f f I f {
Test for overall effect Z=1.21 (P= 023 -100 50 o 50 100
- : o Favors Control Favors CBT-

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 0480, df=1(F=048) F=0%

Total sleep time (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities

Figure $69. PSG-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
10.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Wy 2006 3694 432 19 318 ar3 17 3458%  81.40[17.94, 84 86 O E—
Subtotal {95% Cl) 19 17 345% 51.40[17.94, 34.86] —eaB i ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect Z=3.01 (F=0.003)
10.3.2 Group delivery
haorin 1993 35508 3882 12 31893 7034 11 288% 36151086, 83.16] e
haorin 1998 I60F 344 18 3738 444 17 366% -1310[-41.49,15.29)] s
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 28 65.5%  7.81[-39.90, 55.53] — R —
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 82016; Chi*=3.09, df=1 (FP=0.08), F= 68%
Testfor averagll effect Z=032 (P=0.749)
Total (95% CI) 49 45 100.0% 23.38 [-20.18, 66.93] —_—
Heterageneity: Tau®= 1137849, Chi*=9.01, df= 2 (P =001}, F=78% o0 A0 b a 100

Testfor overall effect Z=1.05 (P =0.29

Testfor subdroup differences: Chit= 219 df=1(FP=014) F=535%

Favars Control

Favors CBT-I

Total sleep time (PSG): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $33. PSG-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Talbot 2014 | In-person, 4164 87 27 3828 76.8 15 33.60 [-17.27, 84.47]
one-on-one
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Total sleep time: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions (PSG)

Table $34. PSG-determined total sleep time(minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Smith 2015 In-person, 347.09 819 38 378.29 94.22 46 -31.20 [-68.88, 6.48]
one-on-one

Savard 2005 | Group delivery 360.38 50.14 27 367.99 4458 30 -7.61[-32.35.17.13]

Total sleep time (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S70. Diary-determined sleep efficiency, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Testfor overall effect: Z= 075 (P = 0.45)

1.10.4 Telephone delivery

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Test for averall effect Z= 2.97 (P =0003)

Bastein 2004 aT015 5147 15
Subtotal {95% CI) 15
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable

Test for overall effect Z=089 (P =037}
1.10.5 Video delivery

Savard 2014 43003 5269 64
Subtotal {95% CI) 69
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.54 (P = 0.58)
1.10.6 Telehealth delivery

Holmowist 2014 298.2 93 34
Subtotal (95% CI) 34

60.5 14
14

351.46

435.28 5391 54
54

56,4 B5.48 33
33

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 1474.63; Chi*=11.39, df= 2 (F = 0.003); F= 32%

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

3,89.71]

18.69 [-22.
22.33, 59.71]

Lo

-5.25 |24.26, 13.76]
5,25 [-24.26, 13.76]

-58.20 [-96.62, -19.79]
-58.20 [96.62, -18.78]

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total MNean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.10.1 Self-help delivery |
Currie 2004 402 T2 16 3490 96 14 100.0% 12.00 [-48.04, 72.04]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 15 100.0% 12.00 [-48.04, 72.04] —*—
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 039 (P =0.70)
1.10.2 Group delivery
Bastein 2004 aT015 5147 15 370.82 433 16 28.9% -0.67 [34.26, 32.92] .
Werbeek 2006 345056 7249 18 367.33 Ti4 40 19.8% -22.28 [-62.83,18.27] — 1
Yamadera 2013 3519 46.06 20 3482 385 25 51.3% 3.70[-21.50, 28.90] f
Subtotal (95% CI) 53 81 100.0% -2.71 [-20.76, 15.34]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.16, df= 2 (P = 0.56);, F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=029 (P =077
1.10.3 Internet delivery
Halmovist 2014 298.2 93 34 3EE4 T14 39 321% -70.20 108.66,-31.74]  —
Lancee 2016 3851 A6.2 26 3B2E ATT 21 340% 12.40 [-20.30, 45.30] —
Taylar 2017 330 68593 33 330 69.97 34 338% 0.00 [-33.26, 33.26] ;
Subtotal (95% CI) 93 94 100.0% -18.28 [-66.17, 29.61]

=

——

-100 -50 0 50
Favours Comparison Favours in-person

subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section
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Table S35 - Summary of Findings table for CBT-I for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in adults

References: Currie 2004 (A); Jansson-Frojmark 2012 (B); Lancee 2016 (C); Taylor 2014 (D); Epstein 2007 (E); Espie 2012 (F); Lancee 2015 (G) Strom 2004
(H); Vincent 2009 (1); Arnedt 2013 (J); Ho 2014 (K); Jernelov 2012 (L); Van Straten 2009 (M); Edinger 2005 (N) ); Edinger 2007 (O); Edinger 2009 (P) ; Ellis
2015 (Q); Harvey 2015 (R); Jacobs 2004 (S); Jungquist 2010 (T); Savard 2014 (U); Smith 2015 (V); Talbot 2014 (W); Kaku 2011 (X), Taylor 2015 (Y); Wu 2006
(2); Bothelius 2013 (AA); Currie 2000 (BB); Espie 2007 (CC); Espie 2008 (DD); Irwin 2014 (EE); ); Lovato 2014 (FF); Morin 1993 (GG); Rybarczyk 2002 (HH);
Rybarczyk, JCC 2005 (I1); Savard 2005 (JJ); Lancee 2012 (KK); Ritterband 2009 (LL); Ritterband 2012 (MM); Van Straten 2014 (NN); Rybarczyk, BSM 2005
(O0); Morin 1999 (PP); Wagley 2013 (QQ); Fleming 2014 (RR); Bjorvatn 2011 (SS); Pigeon 2012 (UU); Dirksen 2007 (VV); Martinez 2014 (WW); Thorndike
2013 (XX); Blom 2016 (ZZ); Thiart 2015 (AAA); Miro 2011 (BBB); Sivertsen 2006 (CCC); Taylor 2017 (DDD); Drake 2019 (EEE); Sandlund 2017 (FFF), Espie
2019 (GGG); Bjorvatn 2018 (HHH); Mao 2017 (ll); Bernstein 2017 (JJJ); Morin 2005 (KKK); Alessi 2016 (LLL); Horsch 2017 (MMM)

Quality of sleep * SP0O0O The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 1936 patients
uality P LOW ac 0.46 points higher? [0.29 to 0.63 points higher] compared to (18 RCT) AM.DDD-FFFKKK MMM
[Diary]
control
Quality of sleep DO The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 1839 patients
[PSQI] MODERATE ¢  0.66 points lower? [0.54 to 0.78 points lower] compared to (21 RCTs) ADEJKPRXBBHH, IINN,00,0Q.S5,WW.BBB ILKKK,LLL MMM
control
Sleep latency * CIS1S]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 12.33 minutes 4100 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢  lower2[10.12 min to 14.54 mins lower] compared to control (45 RCTs) AC-W.Y.ZAA-NN, 00,DDD EEE FFF KKK.LLL MMM
Sleep latency CISIS]e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 4.7 minutes 275 patients
[PSG] MODERATE ¢  lower? [14.67 min lower to 5.27 mins higher] compared to (5 RCTs) V.2EEGGJ
control
Wake after sleep onset * eB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 19.13 minutes 3561 patients
[Diary] LOW ac lower? [15.40 to 22.86 minutes lower] compared to control (42 RCT) ACDEF.GHIJKLN, OP.QRT.UVW.Y,AABB,CCDD.EE,
FF,GG,HH,II,JJ,KK,LL,MM,00,PP,EEE FFF KKK,LLL, MMM
Wake after sleep onset CIS1S]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 3.34 minutes 749 patients
[Act] MODERATE ¢  lower? [8.46 mins lower to 1.77 min higher] comparedto (10 RCT) DEN.P.VW.CC.DDFF.DDD
control
P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 14.68 minutes 316 patients
}Ig;lge] after sleep onset LOW ac lower? [30.29 min lower to 0.92 mins higher] compared to (6 RCT) V:W.EEGG.JPP
control
Remission rate* SPB0O The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the 1775 patients
[|S|1 Dlary] MODERATE c CBT' grOUp was 33% higher1 [28% tO 39% hlgher] (25 RCT) A, BD,J.LPR,SU,V,WZBB,CC,EEFF,JJ,LLMM,PP,QQ,RR EEE,FFF, MMM
compared to control
Responder rate* CIS1S]e) The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the 1009 patients
[ISI, Diary] MODERATE ¢  CBTI group was 44% higher! [39% to 51% higher] (16 RCT) BCF.GILN.ORAA, HHILOO,PR.FFF MMM
compared to control
Beliefs and attitudes aboutsleep SDBO The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 1362 patients
[DBAS] VERY LOW abc 0.78 points lower' [0.31 to 1.26 points lower] compared to (14 RCT) DA.JLMUHH00,55.00D 1, M
control
Daytime fatigue eB00 The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 2250 patients
[MFI, FFS] LOW ac 0.56 points lower! [0.25 to 0.87 points lower] compared to (10 RCT) D1JFFMMUULW, WWXX, GGG
control
Insomnia severity SPB0O The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 2430 patients
[lSl] MODERATE c 094 pOintS Iower1 [076 to 112 pOintS Iower] compared to (27 RCT)B,C,D,I,J,K,L,R,T,U,V,W,Y,AA,FF,JJ,LL,UU,VV,ZZ,AAA,DDD,EEE,FFF,HHH‘JJJ,KKK,
control LLL A
Insomnia severity SP00 The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 200 patients
[1sqQ] LOW ac 0.32 points lower2 [0.73 points lower to 0.09 points higher] (3 RCT)NoP
compared to control
Nights using hypnotics CISle) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.14 nights per 858 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢  week lower? [0.66 to 1.63 nights per week lower] compared (5 RCT)MHHk«.008s
to control
Number of nighttime awakenings ©DDBO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.36 points 1683 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ lower2[0.24 to 0.48 points lower] compared to control (19 RCT)ACD.GHIJQT.BE,FF, KK.LLMMNN.DDD,EEE FFF MM
Number of nighttime awakenings ©DOO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.33 points 100 patients
[Act] LOW ac lower? [0.19 to 0.48 points lower] compared to control (1 RCT)PD
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Sleep efficiency CIS1S]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 7.19% higher2 4234 patients
[Diary] MODERATE:  [6.10% to 8.28% higher] compared to control (48 RCTs) ACDEFGHIIKL MN.OPQRST.UVW.Y.Z88,0C,
DD, EE,FF,GG,HH,II,JJ,KK,LL,MM,NN, 0OO,PP,UU,AAA,CCC,DDD EEE,FFF KKK,LLL,MMM
Sleep efficiency CIS1S]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.95% higher2 847patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE ¢  [0.27% lower to 2.17% higher] compared to control (10 RCTs) EN.OP.V.CC.DDHHDDDLLL
Sleep efficiency CIS1S]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 4.64% higher2 337 patients
[PSG] MODERATE:  [1.88% to 7.40% higher] compared to control (7 RCTs) v2EEGGUPP.CCC
Total wake time SB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 39.60 minutes 1231 patients
[Diary] LOW ac lower! [26.07 to 53.12 minutes lower] compared to control (15 RCTs) BCDFHNORU, GGULUUCCORKKLL
Total wake time eB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 6.08 minutes 134 patients
[Act] LOW ac lower? [16.42 minutes lower to 4.25 minutes higher] (3 RCTs) bNO
compared to control
Total wake time eB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 36.98 minutes 110 patients
[PSG] LOW ac lower? [79.33 minutes lower to 5.37 minutes higher] (3 RCTs) ce.ucce
compared to control
Total sleep time DO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 9.89 minutes 3788 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ higher2 [4.96 minutes to 14.83 minutes higher] compared to (47 RCTs) ABCDEFGHLIKLMNOP.QRS, T.UV.W.Y.28B,CC.DD.EE FF.CC HH,
COntI’OI 11,JJ,KK,LL, MM,NN,00,PP,UU,CCC,DDD,EEE,FFF, MMM
Total sleep time SP00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 19.71 minutes 741 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW a¢ lower? [6.76 minutes o 32.66 minutes lower] compared to (11 RCTs) PENOFVWODER io00
control
Total sleep time 000 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 10.72 minutes 379 patients
[PSG] VERY LOW abc  higher? [6.66 minutes lower to 28.11 minutes higher] (8 RCTs) VW 2ZEEGG. PP, CCC

compared to control

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants

b Inconsistent subgroup differences

e Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]
" Meets the clinical significance threshold
2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold

Table $36 - Summary of Findings table for CBT-I for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in adults with
Insomnia and no comorbidities

References: Edinger 2001 (A); Soeffing 2008(B); Taylor 2014 (C); Edinger 2009 (D); Edinger 2007 (E); Jacobs 2004 (F); Wu 2006 (G);
Lovato 2014 (H); Morin 1993 (1); Ritterband 2009 (J); Morin 1999 (K); Strom 2004 (L); Blom 2016 (M)

Quality of sleep * 000 The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.77 points higher [0.52 110 patients
[Diary] VERY LOW abe points lower to 2.07 points higher] compared to control! (2RCT)ct

Quality of sleep * SP00 The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.08 points lower [2.17 63 patients

[PSQI] LOW abe points lower to 0.02 points higher] compared to control! (2RCT)¢p

Sleep latency * SIS1]e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 10.64 minutes lower [5.99 min to 454 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ 15.28 mins lower] compared to control? (9 RCTs) COEFGHLIL
Sleep latency D00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 17.11 minutes lower [43.65 min lower 58 patients

[PSG] LOW ac to 9.43 mins higher] compared to control? (2RCTs) 6!

Wake after sleep onset * ee00O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 24.10 minutes lower [9.30 t0 38.90 421 patients
[Diary] LOW ac minutes lower] compared to control® (8 RCTs) CDEHIIKL
Wake after sleep onset D00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 5.41 minutes lower [14.16 mins lower 181 patients

[Act] LOW abe to 3.33 min higher] compared to control2 (3 RCT) cbH

Wake after sleep onset ee00O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 24.51 minutes lower [7.51 min lower 58 patients

[PSG] LOW ac to 41.52 mins higher] compared to control' (2RCT) ¥
Remission rate* CISIS]@) The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the CBTI group was 47% 278 patients

(IS, Diary] MODERATE ¢ higher [33% to 61% higher] compared to controlt (6 RCT) coFGHI
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Responder rate* CIS1S]@) The percentage of patients considered ‘responders” in the CBTI group was 55% 54 patients
[1SI, Diary] MODERATE 2 higher [10% to 99% higher] compared to controlt (2RCT)K
Cognitive function SB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.34 points lower [0.06 to 2.62 points 109 patients
[DBAS] LOW abe lower] compared to control! (2RCT)CL
Daytime fatigue eB00 The std mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.7 points lower [0.32 to 1.08 134 patients
[MFI, FFS] LOW ac points lower] compared to control! (2RCT)CcH
Insomnia severity SB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.13 points lower [0.66 to 1.60 points 267 patients
S]] LOW be lower] compared to control! (3RCT)ChM
Insomnia severity CISIS]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.45 points lower [1.13 points lower to 258 patients
[1sQ] MODERATE @ 0.23 points higher] compared to control2 (2RCT)PE
Nights using hypnotics eB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.2 nights per week higher [2.33 24 patients
[Diary] LOW abe nights lower to 2.73 nights per week higher] compared to control (1RCT)!
Number of nighttime awakenings SD00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.31 points lower [0.07 to 0.55 points 259 patients
[Diary] LOW ac lower] compared to control? (4 RCTs) C:HIL
Sleep efficiency [CI10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 8.19% higher [5.63 % to 10.74% 527 patients
[Diary] LOW ac higher] compared to control? (10 RCTs) ot
Sleep efficiency SeDO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.16% lower [3.25% lower to 2.94% 139 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE = higher] compared to control? (2RCTs) bE
Sleep efficiency [CI10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 6.27% higher [2.64% to 9.9% higher] 94 patients
[PSG] LOW ac compared to control? (3 RCTs) &k
Total wake time [CIC10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 17.49 minutes lower [2.87 to 32.1 207 patients
[Diary] LOW abe minutes lower] compared to control2 (4 RCTs) CEIL
Total wake time [CIC10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 2.49 minutes lower [10.58 minutes 96 patients
[Act] LOW abe lower to 5.61 minutes higher] compared to control? (2RCTs) c&
Total wake time [CIC10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 37.92 minutes lower [6.57 minutes to 23 patients
[PSG] LOW ac 69.27 minutes lower] compared to control' (1RCT)!
Total sleep time [CI]0e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 9 minutes higher [0.02 minutes lower 492 patients
[Diary] LOW ac to 18.02 minutes higher] compared to control2 (10RCTs) &t
Total sleep time Se00O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 23 minutes lower [51.11 minutes lower 241 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW abe to 5.11 minutes higher] compared to control? (4 RCTs) COEH
Total sleep time ee00O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 23.28 minutes higher [20.18 minutes 94 patients
[PSG] LOW abe lower to 66.93 minutes higher] compared to control® (3RCTs) &K

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants

b Inconsistent subgroup differences or overall inconsistency

e Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold

Table S37 - Summary of Findings table for CBT-I for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in adults with
Insomnia and psychiatric comorbidities

References: Currie 2004 (A); Freeman 2015 (B); Harvey 2015 (C); Wagley 2013 (D); Rybarczyk 2002 (E); Rybarczyk 2005 (JCC) (F); Rybarczyk 2005 (BSM
(G); Jungquist 2010 (H); Talbot 2014 (1); Taylor 2015 (J); Jansson-Frojmark 2012 (K); Thorndike 2013 (L)

Quality of sleep * SPO0O The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.82 points higher [0.15 47 patients

[Diary] LOW ac points to 1.48 points higher] compared to control’ (1RCT)A

Quality of sleep SPeO The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.78 points lower [0.55 316 patients
[PSQI] MODERATE ¢ points to 1 point lower] compared to control! (7 RCT) A6

Sleep latency * SPO0O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 23.02 minutes lower [15.20 min to 339 patients
[Diary] LOW ac 30.84 mins lower] compared to control’ (8 RCTs)ACEFGHIL
Wake after sleep onset * D00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 24.57 minutes lower [10.63 to 38.50 339 patients

[Diary] LOW ac minutes lower] compared to control! (8 RCTs) ACEFGHLY
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Wake after sleep onset SPeO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 13.96 minutes lower [57.28 mins lower 45 patients

[Act] MODERATE @ t0 20.52 min higher] compared to control2 (1RCT)!
Wake after sleep onset CISle) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 18.38 minutes lower [60.15 mins lower 102 patients
[PSG] MODERATE to 32.23 min higher] compared to control2 (1RCT)!
Remission rate* CIl0e) The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the CBTI group was 31% 196 patients
[ISI, Diary] LOW ac higher [13% to 48% higher] compared to control' (5 RCT)ACDAI
Responder rate* [CIl0e) The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the CBTI group was 50% 188 patients
[ISI, Diary] LOW ac higher [38% to 62% higher] compared to control' (4RCT)CEFE
Cognitive function eB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.9 points lower [0.53 to 1.28 points 123 patients
[DBAS] LOW ac lower] compared to control! (3RCT)EFG
Daytime fatigue SB00 The std mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.81 points lower [0.19t0 1.42 44 patients
[MFI, FFS] LOW ac points lower] compared to control' (1RCT)L
Insomnia severity SEDO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.61 points lower [1.16 to 2.05 points 147 patients
(11 MODERATE 2 lower] compared to control! (4 RCT)CHY
Nights using hypnotics [CI10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.5 nights per week lower [3.53 nights 25 patients
[Diary] LOW b lower to 0.53 nights per week higher] compared to control? (1RCT)e
Number of nighttime awakenings DDO0 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.54 points lower 1.25 points lower to 93 patients
[Diary] LOW ac 0.59 points higher] compared to control! (2 RCTs)AH
Sleep efficiency SP00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 9.52% higher [7.05 % to 11.99% 353 patients
[Diary] LOW ac higher] compared to control? (7 RCTs) ACEF.GHIY
Sleep efficiency eB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.80% lower [10.15% lower to 8.55% 24 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ac higher] compared to control? (1RCT)E
Total wake time eB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 25.94 minutes lower [53.98 mins lower 58 patients
[Diary] LOW 2 to 2.10 minutes higher] compared to control? (1RCTs) ¢
Total sleep time eB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 17.69 minutes higher [5.66 minutes 371 patients
[Diary] LOW abe lower to 41.04 minutes higher] compared to control2 (9 RCTs)ACEFGHLI
Total sleep time CIS1S]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 27.47 minutes lower [69.89 minutes 103 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE 2 lower to 14.94 minutes higher] compared to control2 (3RCTs) BE!
Total sleep time CIS1S]e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 33.60 minutes higher [17.27 minutes 42 patients
[PSG] MODERATE @ lower to 84.47 minutes higher] compared to control! (1RCTs)!

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants
b Inconsistent subgroup differences or overall inconsistency

e Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold

Table S$38 - Summary of Findings table for CBT-I for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in adults with
Insomnia and medical comorbidities

References: Epstein 2007 (A); Jansson-Frojmark 2012 (B); Edinger 2005 (C); Savard 2014 (D); Ritterband 2012 (E); Currie 2000 (F); Savard 2005 (G); Smith
2015 (H); Martinez 2014 (I); Miro 2011 (J); Hou 2014 (K); Pigeon 2012 (L); Dirksen 2007 (M); Chen 2008 (N); Mathews 2014 (O);

Quality of sleep * ee00O The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.15 points higher [1.27 102 patients
[Diary] LOW abe points lower to 1.57 points higher] compared to control? (2RCT) A8
Quality of sleep CISIS]@) The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.88 points lower [0.61 243 patients
[PSQl] MODERATE ¢ points to 1.14 points lower] compared to control’ (4 RCT) GJKL
Sleep latency * CISIS]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 8.46 minutes lower [1.97 min to 14.96 220 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ mins lower] compared to control? (6 RCTs)ACDEFGH
Sleep latency SB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 3.11 minutes higher [2.83 min lower to 126 patients
[PSG] LOW ac 9.05 mins higher] compared to control? (2 RCTs) !
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Wake after sleep onset * P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 15.79 minutes lower [8.16 t0 23.43 543 patients

[Diary] LOW ac minutes lower] compared to control? (7 RCTs) ACDEFGHI
Wake after sleep onset SP0O0O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 6.32 minutes lower [12.41 mins lower 184 patients
[Act] LOW abe to 0.23 min higher] compared to control? (3 RCT) ¢p!
Wake after sleep onset CIl0e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 14.18 minutes lower [57.47mins lower 141 patients
[PSG] LOW abc t0 29.11 mins higher] compared to control? (2RCT)
Remission rate* CISle) The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the CBTI group was 30% 465 patients
[1S1, Diary] MODERATE ¢ higher [23% to 38% higher] compared to control! (6 RCT)BEFGHI
Responder rate* SP00O The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the CBTI group was 59% 66 patients

[1SI, Diary] LOW ac higher [43% to 75% higher] compared to control! (2RCT)BC
Cognitive function SDO0O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.56 points lower [0.59 to 2.53 points 201 patients
[DBAS] LOW ac lower] compared to control! (1RCT)E
Daytime fatigue SEDO The std mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.53 points lower [0.22 to 0.84 167 patients
[MFI, FSS] MODERATE ¢ points lower] compared to control! (4 RCT)FoMN
Insomnia severity [CI10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.78 points lower [0.43 to 1.12 points 401 patients
(s1 LOW ac lower] compared to control’ (5 RCT)BEINN
Insomnia severity CI10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.31 points lower [1.74 points lower to 42 patients
1sql LOW abe 1.11 points higher] compared to control? (1RCT)C
Number of awakenings [CIC10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.11 points lower [0.7 to 0.92 points 83 patients
[Diary] LOW ab lower] compared to control? (2RCTs)6Q
Sleep efficiency DO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 5.87% higher [3.46 % to 8.29% 543 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ higher] compared to control2 (8 RCTs) ACDEFGHL
Sleep efficiency [CIC10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 3.11% higher [1.05% to 5.18% higher] 186 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ac compared to control? (3 RCTs) AcH
Sleep efficiency [CI10e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 2.1% higher [1.14% lower t0 5.35% 141 patients
[PSC] LOW ac higher] compared to control2 (2RCTs) &H
Total wake time Se00O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 37.64 minutes lower [19.71 to 55.58 351 patients
[Diary] LOW abe minutes lower] compared to controlt (5RCTs) BCDGL
Total wake time CII0e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 16.96 minutes lower [1.22 minutes to 38 patients
[Act] LOW ¢ 32.71 minutes lower] compared to control2 (1RCTs) ¢
Total wake time Se00O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.37 minutes lower [23.05 minutes to 57 patients
[PSG] LOW ac 20.31 minutes higher] compared to control? (1RCT) ¢
Total sleep time SB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.7 minutes lower [10.28 minutes 583 patients
[Diary] LOW ac lower to 8.87 minutes higher] compared to control? (9 RCTs) AHiL
Total sleep time Se00O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 8.76 minutes lower [37.36 minutes 184 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ac lower to 19.83 minutes higher] compared to control2 (3 RCTs) ACH
Total sleep time SB00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 14.95 minutes lower [36.36 minutes 141 patients
[PSG] LOW ac lower to 6.46 minutes higher] compared to control? (2 RCTs) &#

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants
b Inconsistent subgroup differences or overall inconsistency

e Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Brief Behavioral Therapies (BBT)
Quality of sleep: Diary

Figure S71. Dairy-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

BBT- Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight

5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% ClI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

17.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Buysse 2011 6439 246 39 8514 243 40 327%
McCrae 2018 3.07 063 32 305 082 30 336E%
Wang 2016 B6.89 B.76 40 5677 6.94 39 336%
Subtotal (95% CI) 111 109 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.70; Chi®= 66.76, df= 2 (P = 0.00001}; F=97%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.78 (P =0.07)

Total (95% CI) 11 109 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.70; Chi*= 66.76, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 97%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.78 (P =0.07)

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
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Quality of sleep: PSQI

Figure S72. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

BBT- Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean

5D Total Weight

5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

37.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Buysge 2011 6.89 048 39 983 047 a0 24.4%
Germain 2006 6.65 3.41 17 1 27 18 253%
Germain 2012 66 32 12 88 34 13 250%
Germain 2014 6 316 20 713 346 16 254%
Subtotal (95% CI) 88 87 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 4.58; Chi®= 85.87, df=3 (P = 0.00001); F=97%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.92 (P = 0.05)

Total {95% CI) &8 87 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 4,58, Chi®= 8587 df= 3 (P = 0.00001}; F=97%
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.92 (P = 0.05)

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
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Sleep latency: Diary

Figure S73. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

BBT- Control Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl
18.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Euysze 2011 1971 317 39 3017 31 40 87.4% -10.46[-11.84,-9.08]
Germain 2006 16.8 1003 17 2685 22.02 18 1.3% -10.05[21.25 1.18]
Germain 2012 108 54 12 214 1472 10 1.9% -1060[-2001,-1.19]
McCrae 2007 1847 1016 11 287 14877 q 1.2% -1013[22.051.79]
MecCrae 2018 2737 25048 32 3479 3239 ] 0.8% -7AZ 2187, 7.09]
Figeon 2017 178 102 13 385 433 14 0.3% -20B0[-43.95 2.748]
Wang 2016 181 B48 40 297 1304 KE] TA% -11.60[-16.46, -6.74]
Subtotal (95% CI) 164 160 100.0% -10.54 [-11.83,-9.25]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; ChiF=1.10,df =6 {F=098) F=0%
Testfor owerall effect: Z=15.98 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% Cl) 164 160 100.0% -10.54 [-11.83, -9.25]
Heterogeneity. Tau®=0.00; Chif=1.10,df=6{F=098); F=0%
Test for owerall effect: Z=15.98 (F = 0.00001)
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

4
4
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Sleep latency: PSQI

Table $39. PSG-determined sleep latency (min), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Buysse 2011 | In-person, 29.21 4.81 39 25,59 4.74 40 3.62[1.51,5.73]
one-on-one
delivery
Germain In-person, 18.2 11.9 12 14.7 8.7 12 3.50 [-4.84, 11.84]
2012 one-on-one
delivery

Wake after sleep onset: Diary
Figure S74. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

BBT-l Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
19.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Buysse 2011 2802 a6 39 4¥EY 803 40 36.2% -19.65 [-21.90,-17.40] L]
Germain 2006 2773 2922 17 35485 28.489 18 10.8%  -F.83[F27.00,11.34] e
Germain 2012 a7 ] 12 183 147 1m0 17.3% -8.60 [21.55, 4.349] —
MeCrae 2007 20458 1046 11 3r51 225 9 138% -16.83[3288 -0.89] E—
MeCrae 2018 4084 31.87 32 4601 336 30 131% 5T [E21.49,11.148] — 7
Pigean 2017 274 2386 13 9.4 487 14 56% -32.00[-60.559,-3.449]
Wang 2016 G396 5512 40 120,74 99.11 39 3.8% -51.78[ET.27,-16.29]
Subtotal (95% CI) 164 160 100.0% -16.16[-23.48, -8.83] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 37.28; Chi*=11.00, df= 6 (P = 0.09); F= 45%
Testfor averall effect Z=4.32 (P = 0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 164 160 100.0% -16.16 [-23.48, -8.83] &
HYs 2 _ . 2 — — SR = } } } }
e o = 00T =53 N
. : : BET- Control

Wake after sleep onset
Table-S40. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Buysse 2011 | In-person, 46.62 3.99 39 55.38 3.97 40 -8.76 [-10.52, -7.00]
one-on-one
delivery
McCrae In-person, 32.05 17.06 32 41 15.1 30 -8.95 [-16.96, -0.94]
2018 one-on-one
delivery

Table-S41. PSG-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Buysse 2011 | In-person, 85.26 8.49 40 92.46 8.38 40 -7.20 [-10.92, -3.48]
one-on-one
delivery
Germain In-person, 451 19.7 12 33 245 12 12.10 [-5.69, 29.89)
2012 one-on-one
delivery
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Remission rate
Figure-S75. Remission rate, post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

BBT- Control Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Evenis Total Weight M-H, Random, 85% CI M-H, Random, 85% CI
Buysse 2011 1 kL] 5 40 30.6% 0.41 [0.23, 0.60] —
Germain 2006 ] 17 3 18 14.6% 0.36 [0.07, 0.66] I —
Germain 2014 ] 17 5 16 11.9% 0.22[-0.11, 0.55] I e —
MeCrae 2007 10 11 3 9 105% 058 [0.22 093 —_—
MecCrae 2018 ] 3z 2 I 32A% 0.21 [0.04, 0.39] —
Total {95% CI) 116 113 100.0% 0.34 [0.22, 0.45] .
Total ewents a8 18
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 4.74, df= 4 (P= 0313 F=16% 5_1 -D= 5 D EI=5 15
Testfor overall effect: £= 5492 (F = 0.00001) Fa'mi.lrs Contral  Favours EIEiTI

Responder rate
Table-S42. Responder rate, post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery method BBT Control Risk Difference [95% Cl]
Events Total Events Total
Germain 2014 In-person, one-on- 13 17 8 16 0.26[-0.05, 0.58]
one, delivery
Pigeon 2017 In-person, one-on- 4 11 2 13 0.21[-0.14, 0.56]
one, delivery

Beliefs and attitudes about sleep
Table $43. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post
treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Wang In-person, 4.88 0.89 40 5.09 0.99 39 -0.22[-0.66, 0.22]
2016 one-on-one
delivery

Insomnia severity
Figure-S76. |SI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

BBT- Control 5td. Mean Differance 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
39.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Germain 2012 6.8 5 12 118 5 13 21.8% -0.87 [1.80,-0.13] —
Germain 2014 782 471 20 10 45 16 255% -0.46 [-1.13,0.21] =7
Pigeon 2017 139 61 13 152 7 14 235% -0.19 [-0.95, 0.57] —
Wang 2016 TH6 1.99 40 11.36 2.52 39 291% -1.49 [-1.99,-0.98] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) &5 82 100.0% -0.81[-1.43,-0.18] -
Heterogeneity, Tau*=0.29; Chif=1027 df=3(P=002F=71%
Testfor averall effect Z= 2,52 (P = 0.01)
Total (95% CI) &5 82 100.0% -0.81[-1.43,-0.18] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.29; Chif=10.27, df= 3 (P= 0023 F=71% 54 52 3 é --Ii
Test for overall effect; Z= 2,52 (P =0.01) Favors BET- Favars Cantrol
Testfor subgroup diferences: Mot applicable
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Number of awakenings

Table-S44. Diary-determined no. of awakenings (nights/week), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
McCrae In-person, 1.64 0.56 1 1.86 0.47 9 -0.22 [-0.67,0.23)
2007 one-on-one
delivery
Pigeon 2017 | In-person, 15 1 13 2 1.2 14 -0.50[-1.33, 0.33]
one-on-one
delivery

Sleep efficiency

Figure-S77. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Test for overall effect: £=12.52 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

BBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
42.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Buysse 2011 8733 1.83 39 8225 1.47 40 86E8% 5.081[4.42,5.74] .
Germain 2006 B6.82 1046 17 BEA1 FA7 18 1.7% 0.41 [-5.56, 6.38] I E—
Germain 2012 94.8 3 12 901 52 10 46% 4.70[1.06, 8.34] —
McCrae 2007 B88.48 537 11 B2.36 5.87 3 24% 6.121[1.08,11.19]
MeCrae 2018 B0.47 1212 32 vaT4 122 o 1T% 1.73[-4.33,7.749] R —
Pigean 2017 875 12 13 78.2 162 14 0.5% B8.30[2.40,159.00]
Wang 2016 21 10 40 714 33 21% 3.00[3.62, 14.38]
Subtotal (95% CI) 164 160 100.0% 5.05 [4.26, 5.84] L
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.07; Chi*=6.11, df =6 (P=0.41), F= 2%
Test for overall effect Z=12.52 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 164 160 100.0% 5.05[4.26, 5.84] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.07; Chi*=6.11, df=6 (P=041), F= 2% R 0 b 10 .

Favors Control  Favors BBT-l

Figure-S45. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Buysse 2011 | In-person, 82.82 1.16 39 79.99 1.15 40 2.83[2.32,3.34]
one-on-one
delivery

McCrae In-person, 86.39 7.36 32 82.58 7.05 30 -3.81[0.22, 7.40]

2018 one-on-one
delivery

Figure-S46. PSG-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Buysse 2011 | In-person, 74.86 1.67 39 74.16 1.64 40 0.70 [-0.03, 1.43]
one-on-one
delivery

Germain In-person, 84.5 6.5 12 89.1 5 12 -4.60 [-9.24,0.04]

2012 one-on-one
delivery
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Total sleep time
Figure-S78. Diary-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

BET- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
43.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Buysse 2011 33947 1064 39 35839 103 40 49.3% -18.92[23.54,-14.30] [ |
Germain 2006 33304 B4 17 38305 7272 18 8.0% -60.01[-105.40,-14.63]
McCrae 2007 39097 F1.02 11 443498 28133 9 7.9% -53.01 [-99.01,-7.01]
MeCrae 2018 35515 EB.46 32 39043 FT.O4 30 11.58% -35.28 [-71.65,1.09] E—
Figeon 2017 3337 1168 11 3662 1342 13 1.9% -32.480[-132.497, 67.97]
Wang 2016 35697 3384 34 3611 B1.49 a7 M4% -4 13 [-27.39,1913] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 149 147 100.0% -23.89 [-37.88, -9.89] ‘-
Heterogeneity Tau®= 97.87; Chi®= 7.62, df= 5 (P = 0.18); F= 34%
Test for overall effect: £=3.34 (P = 0.0008)
Total (95% Cl) 149 147 100.0% -23.89[-37.88, -9.89] -‘-
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 97.87; Chi*= 762, df= 5 (P = 0.18); F= 34% 3 IDD —:%D 3 SID 160
Test for overall effect: £= 3.34 (P =0.0008) Favors Control Favars BETA
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Table-S47. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Buysse 2011 | In-person, 338.16 8.14 39 370.44 8.02 40 -32.28 [-35.84, -28.72]
one-on-one
delivery

McCrae In-person, 371.79 47.69 32 375.75 63.46 30 -3.96 [-32.04, 24.12]

2018 one-on-one
delivery

Figure-S48. PSG-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, BBT vs. control

Study Delivery BBT Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Buysse 2011 | In-person, 324.82 943 39 333.31 9.31 40 -8.49[-12.62, -4.36]
one-on-one
delivery

Germain In-person, 355.6 64.9 12 389.7 40 12 -34.10 [-77.23, 9.03]

2012 one-on-one
delivery
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Table S49 — Summary of Findings table for BBT for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in adults

. References: Buysse 2011 (A); Wang 2016 (B); Germain 2006 (C); Germain 2012 (D); Germain 2014 (E); McCrae 2007 (F); Pigeon 2017 (G); McCrae 2018
(H); Pigeon 2017 (1)

Quality of sleep* eB00 The standardized mean difference in the BBTI group was 1.73 points higher! [0.16 220 patients
[Diary] LOWabe points lower to 3.62 points higher] compared to control (3 RCT)ABH
Quality of sleep [CIl0e) The standardized mean difference in the BBTI group was 0.76 points lower! [0.28 96 patients
[PSQI] LOWac points to 1.25 points lower] compared to control (3RCT)cDE
Sleep latency* SPB0O The mean difference in the BBTI group was 10.54 minutes lower2 [9.25 minsto 324 patients
[Diary] MODERATE 11.83 mins lower] compared to control (7 RCT)ABCDFGH
Sleep latency CISle) The mean difference in the BBTI group ranged from 3.50 to 3.62 minutes higher2 103 patients
[PSG] MODERATE= compared to control (2RCT)AP
Wake after sleep onset* SP00 The mean difference in the BBTI group was 16.16 minutes lower? [8.83 minsto 324 patients
[Diary] LOWab 23.48 mins lower] compared to control (7 RCT)ABCDFGH
Wake after sleep onset SPB0O The mean difference in the BBTI group ranged from 8.76 to 8.95 minutes lower2 141 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE® compared to control (2 RCT)AH
Wake after sleep onset SP00 The mean difference in the BBTI group ranged from 7.20 minutes lower to 12.10 103 patients
[PSG] LOWac minutes higher? compared to control (2RCT)AD
Remission rate* DO The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the BBTI group was 34% 229 patients
[Diary/1SI] MODERATE: higher! [22% lower to 45% higher] compared to control (5 RCT)ACEFRH
Responder rate* DO The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the BBTI group ranged 57 patients
[Diary/ISI] MODERATE® from 21% to 26% higher! compared to control (2RCT)EG
Beliefs and attitudes about sleep SP00 The mean difference in the BBTI group was 0.22 points lower? [0.66 points lower 79 patients
[DBAS] LOWab to 0.22 points higher] compared to control (1RCT)®B
Insomnia severity SB00O The mean difference in the BBTI group was 0.81 point lower? [0.18 to 1.43 points 167 patients
1S LOWab lower] compared to control (4 RCT)BDE!
Number of awakenings DO The mean difference in the BBTI group ranged from 0.22 to 0.50 fewer 47 patients
[Diary] MODERATE? awakenings compared to control (2RCT)H
Sleep efficiency BP0 The mean difference in the BBTI group was 5.05% higher2 [4.26% to 5.84% 304 patients
[Diary] MODERATE® higher] compared to control (7 RCT)ABCDF.GH
Sleep efficiency CICIS]0) The mean difference in the BBTI group | ranged from 3.81% lower to 2.83% 141 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE= higher2 compared to control (2 RCT)AH
Sleep efficiency SB00 The mean difference in the BBTI group ranged from 4.60% lower? to 0.70% higher 103 patients
[PSG] LOWac compared to control (2 RCT)AD
Total sleep time (CISIS]@) The mean difference in the BBTI group was 23.89 minutes lower2 [9.89 minsto 296 patients
[Diary] MODERATE? 37.88 mins lower] compared to control (6 RCT)ABCFHI
Total sleep time CISIS]e) The mean difference in the BBTI ranged from 3.96 minutes to 32.28 minutes 141 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE® lower2 compared to control (2 RCT)AH
Total sleep time CIS1S]@) The mean difference in the BBTI group ranged from 8.49 minutes to 34.10 minutes 103 patients
[PSG] MODERATE= lower2 compared to control (2 RCT)AD

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants

b-Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

e Inconsistent results

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Stimulus control

Quality of sleep
Table-S50. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery Stimulus Control Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Harris 2012 In-person, 8.73 2.71 17 11.11 272 19 -0.86 [-1.54, -0.17]
one-on-one
delivery

Sleep latency
Figure-S79. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Stimulus control Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
12.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Harrig 2012 38.894 2939 17 BB.65 3772 19 32.2% -29.71[591.68,-7.74] - &
Subtotal {95% Cl) 17 19 32.2% -29.71 [-51.68, -7.74] —e

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar averall effect 2= 265 (P = 0.008)

12.1.2 Group delivery

Lacks 1883 (Stimulus control) ~ 33.67 2017 14 53.88 28.61 16 37.3% -20.21 [37.55,-2.87] —
Morin (Stimulus) 1988 39.82 2923 8 3088 19.56 10 305% 884 1477, 32.45] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 23 26 67.8% -6.83[-35.21, 21.54] ——e——

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 31028, Chi*= 3.78, df=1 (F = 0.08), F=T4%
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.47 (P = 0.64)

Total (95% CI) 40 45 100.0% -14.40 [-35.22, 6.41] —~aaii——
Heterogeneity Tau®= 22439, Chi*= 5.97, df= 2 (P = 0.08), F= 67% i Er 5 s a0
Testfor overall effect Z=1.36{(F=0.18) Stimulus control Control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=1.56 df=1 (P=0.21} = 35 9%

Wake after sleep onset
Table $51. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery Stimulus Control Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 In-person, 42.66 3753 17 80.31 57.38 19 -37.65 [-69.02, -6.28]
one-on-one
delivery

Morin 1988 Group delivery 42.88 43.57 8 714 39.22 10 -28.52 [-67.28, 10.24]

Wake after sleep onset
Table $52. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery Stimulus Control Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 In-person, 9247 44 17 100.19 46.49 19 -7.72[-37.29, 21.85]
one-on-one
delivery

Number of awakenings
Table $53. Diary-determined no. of awakenings (no./nights), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery Stimulus Control Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Morin 1988 Group delivery 1.92 1.13 8 261 1.07 10 -0.69 [-1.72,0.34]

Sleep efficiency
Table S54. Diary-determined total sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery Stimulus Control Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean | SD | Total Mean | SD | Total
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Harris 2012

In-person,
one-on-one
delivery

81.57

7.34

17 68.24 14.14 19 13.33 [6.08, 20.58]

Table $55. Actigraphy-de

termined total sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery Stimulus Control Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 | In-person, 75.61 9.82 17 71.92 11.91 19 3.69[-3.41,10.79]
one-on-one
delivery

Total sleep time
Table $56. Diary-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery Stimulus Control Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 | In-person, 387.95 57.36 17 350.26 76.76 19 37.69 [-6.30, 81.68]
one-on-one
delivery

Morin 1988 Group delivery 354.4 83.26 8 340.16 70.29 10 14.24 [-58.06, 86.54]

Table 857. Actigraphy-de

termined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery Stimulus Control Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 In-person, 365.12 65.98 17 368.5 72.74 19 -3.38[-48.70, 41.94]
one-on-one
delivery

Table S58 — Summary of Findings table for Stimulus control for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in

adults

References: Harris 2012 (A); Lacks 1983 (B); Morin 1988 (C)

Quality of sleep D00 The standardized mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 0.86 points 36 patients
[PSQl LOWab lower? [0.17 points lower to 1.54 points lower] compared to control (1RCT)A
Sleep latency* eB00O The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 14.4 minutes lower? [35.22 85 patients
[Diary] LOW b mins lower to 6.41 mins higher] compared to control (3 RCT)ABC
Wake after sleep onset* SP00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group ranged from 28.52 minutes 54 patients
[Diary] LOWab lower! to 37.65 minutes lower compared to control (2RCT)AC
Wake after sleep onset ee00O The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 7.72 minutes lower? [37.29 36 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins lower to 21.85 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Number of awakenings SB00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 0.69 points lower' [1.72 18 patients
[Diary] LOWab points lower to 0.34 points higher] compared to control (1RCT)¢
Sleep efficiency SB00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 13.33% higher? [6.08% to 36 patients
[Diary] LOWab 20.58% higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Sleep efficiency ee00O The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 3.69% higher? [3.41% 36 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab lower to 10.79% higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total sleep time D00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group ranged from 14.24 minutes to 54 patients
[Dairy] LOWab 37.69 minutes higher! compared to control (2RCT)AC
Total sleep time D00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 3.38 minutes lower2 [48.70 36 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins lower to 41.94 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants

b-Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold
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2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Sleep restriction
Quality of sleep

Table $59. Dairy-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Drake 2019 In-person, 3.53 0.63 50 3.12 0.64 50 0.64 [0.24, 1.04]
one-on-one
delivery

Riedel 1995 | Group and 25 1.55 50 45 1.7 10 0.8[0.31, 1.30]
video delivery

*Pooled data video and group for Riedel 1995

Sleep latency: Diary

Figure-S80. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Testfor overall effect 2= 286 (F=0.003)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chit=1.13 df=2 (P=0.57), F=0%

Sleep restriction Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 85% CI
23.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Drake 2019 18.35 1043 50 28.3 183 50 F1.7%  -B.A5[F12.79,-1.11] ——
Friedman 2000 18.46 17.07 28 236 222 11 11.8%  -514[F19.70,9.42]
Subtotal (95% CI) 78 61 83.2% -6.70[-12.12,-1.28] -l
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi®=0.05, df=1 (P=0.82), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 242 (F=0.02)
23.1.2 Group delivery
Riedel 1895 {group) 274 207 25 427 335 25 103% -1530[30.74,0.14]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25  10.3% -15.30 [30.74,0.14] —es N ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=1.94 (P = 0.05)
23.1.3 Video delivery
Riedel 18895 {video only) 378 362 25 427 334 25 B.5% -480[-24.23,14.43]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 6.5% -4.90[-24.23,14.43] —— R —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.50 (P = 0.62)
Total (95% CI) 128 11 100.0% -7.46[12.41,-2.52] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.18,df= 3 (P = 0.76); F=0% -2'0 -1'0 o 1'0 2'0

Favours sleep restriction Favours control

*Riedel 1995 (group and video) uses same control data

Sleep latency: PSG

Table $60. PSG-determined sleep latency (min), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Friedman In-person, 9.69 13.88 15 116 10.9 4 -1.91[-14.69, 10.87]
2000 one-on-one
delivery
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Wake after sleep onset: Diary
Figure-S81. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Sleep restriction Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
24.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Drake 2018 30258 21.89 50 46.03 32.61 50 GB1% -15.75[26.64,-4.86] ——
Friedman 2000 402 31.23 28 843 a0 11 8.0% -1410[-45.83,17.63]
Subtotal (95% CI) 78 61 76.2% -15.58[-25.87,-5.28] -l

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.01, df=1 (P =092} F=0%
Test for overall effect 2= 2 96 (P = 0.003)

24.1.2 Group delivery

Riedel 1995 (group) 372 3986 25 BAS5 478 25 13.6% -2B.30[52.63, -3.97] e —
Subtaotal (95% CI) 25 25 13.6% -28.30[-52.63,-3.97] ——e
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Testfor overall effect: 2= 228 (P =002}

24.1.3 Video delivery

Riedel 1994 (video only) 6289 9345 25 EB55 478 25 102% -260[30.72, 2552
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 10.2% -2.60[-30.72,25.52] ———
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z= 018 (P = 0.86)

Total {95% Cl) 128 111 100.0% -15.99 [-24.97, -7.00] o
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.87, df= 3 (P = 0.60); *= 0% 20 3 1 Py =
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.43 (F = 0.0005) Favours Sleep restriction Favours control

Testfor subaroup diferences: Chi*=1.86 df=2 (P=0.349) F=0%
*Riedel 1995 (group and video) uses same control data

Wake after sleep onset: Actigraphy
Table S61. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs.
control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Friedman In-person, 29.01 23.34 27 27.6 39 10 1.41[-24.32,27.14]
2000 one-on-one
delivery

Table $62. PSG-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Friedman In-person, 426 20.14 15 29 17.7 4 13.60[-6.52, 33.72]
2000 one-on-one
delivery

Remission rate
Table-S63. ISI/ Diary-determined remission rate, post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery method Sleep Restriction Control Risk Difference [95% Cl]
Events Total Events Total
Drake 2019 In-person, one-on- 28 49 16 48 0.24[0.05, 0.43]
one, delivery

Insomnia severity
Table-S64. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Drake 2019 In-person, 8.64 418 50 14.24 4,49 50 -1.28[-1.71, -0.85]
one-on-one
delivery
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Sleep efficiency

Figure-S82. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Sleep restriction Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
49.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Drake 2019 83 13 50 TE 14 50 47 5% T.O0[1.70,12.30] —a—
Friedman 2000 81.29 11.72 28 FBZ 47 11 258% A09[-210,12.248] N
Subtotal (95% Cl) 78 61 73.2% 6.33 [2.06, 10.59] -*-—
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.00; Chi*= 018, df=1(F = 0.68);, F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=2.91 (P=0.004)
49.1.2 Group delivery
Riedel 1994 {group) 7449 188 25 BY98 18 25 128%  810[510,15.30]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 25 25 12.8% 510[-5.10,15.30] ——*——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect Z=088 (P=0.33)
49.1.3 Video delivery
Riedel 1994 {videaq) 1.3 172 25 BY98 18 25 14.0%  1.50[-8.26,11.26]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 14.0% 1.50 [8.26, 11.26] —e N —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect Z=0.30 (P =0.78)
Total (95% Cl) 128 111 100.0% 5.50 [1.85, 9.15] =il
Heterogeneity; Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 0.97, df= 3 (P = 0.81% 7= 0% _150 55 3 % 150
Testfor averall eﬁec_t: £=1285 (P=_ 0.003) Favours Contral Favours Sleep restriction
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®= 080, df=2 (P = 0.67) F= 0%

*Riedel 1995 (group and video) uses same control data

Table-S65. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Friedman In-person, 89.51 5.86 27 89.4 6.6 10 0.11[-4.24, 4.76]
2000 one-on-one
delivery

Table-S66. PSG-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Friedman In-person, 84.49 7.59 15 90.1 4 3 -5.61[-11.55, 0.33]
2000 one-on-one
delivery
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Total sleep time
Figure-S83. Diary-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Sleep restriction Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI| IV, Random, 95% CI
50.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Drake 20149 353 74 a0 361 GG 50 41.8%  -B.00[-35.48,19.48] —
Friedman 2000 340,87 57.58 28 3589 378 11 33.5% -18.33[49.22 12.56) —
Subtotal (95% CI) 78 61 T754%  12.56[-33.10,7.97] i
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00;, Chi*=0.24, df=1 (P =062, F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.20(FP=0.23)
50.1.2 Group delivery
Riedel 1995 (group) 277 BAT 25 3343 987 25 126% -57.30[10854,-606) — =
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 12.6% -57.30 [-108.54, -6.08] ——eel———
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=219(F=0.03)
50.1.3 Video delivery
Riedel 1995 (video) 3322 902 25 3343 987 25 12.0% 210 [-54.81, 50.31]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 12.0%  -2.10[-54.51, 50.31] e
Heterogeneaity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect 7= 008 (P =0.94)
Total (95% Cl) 128 111 100.0%  -16.96 [-35.31, 1.39] B
o L S N

] - Favours Control Favours Sleep restriction
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 287 di= 2 (F=0.24) F= 30.2%

*Riedel 1995 (group and video) uses same control data

Table-S67. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Friedman In-person, 381.94 27.82 27 422.2 55.4 10 -40.26 [-76.16, -4.36]
2000 one-on-one
delivery

Table-S68. PSG-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep Restriction Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Friedman In-person, 339.99 38.95 15 383.9 43,91 4 -43.91[-90.52, 2.70]
2000 one-on-one
delivery
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Table S69 — Summary of Findings table for Sleep restriction for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in
adults

References: Riedel 1995 (A); Friedman 2000 (B); Epstein 2012 (C); Drake 2019 (D)

Quality of sleep* [CIC10e) The standardized mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 0.71 points 175 patients
[Diary] LOWab higher? [0.42 to 1.0 points higher] compared to control (2RCT)AP
Sleep latency* SP0O0O The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 7.46 minutes lower? [2.52 214 patients
[Diary] LOWab mins lower to 12.41 mins higher] compared to control (3 RCT)A8D
Sleep latency SP0O0O The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 1.91 minutes lower? [14.69 19 patients
[PSG] LOWab mins lower to 10.87 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Wake after sleep onset* SP0O0O The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 15.99 minutes lower! 7.00 214 patients
[Diary] LOWab mins to 24.97 mins lower] compared to control (3 RCT)A8D
Wake after sleep onset SP00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 1.41 minutes higher2 37 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab [24.32 mins lower to 27.14 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Wake after sleep onset SP00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 13.6 minutes higher? [6.52 19 patients
[PSG] LOWab mins lower to 33.72 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Remission rate* [CI10e) The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the Sleep restriction group was 170 patients
[1S1] LOWab 20% higher' [9% to 32% higher] compared to control (2RCT)cP
Responder rate* [CI10e) The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the Sleep restriction group 73 patients
[1S1] LOWab ranged from 35% higher! [14% to 55% higher] compared to control (1RCT)C
Insomnia severity [CI10e) The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 1.28 points lower? [0.85 to 100 patients
1S LOW=b 1.71 points lower] compared to control (1RCT)®
Sleep efficiency [CI0e) The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 5.50% higher? [1.85% 214 patients
[Diary] LOWab lower to 9.15% higher] compared to control (3RCT)ABD
Sleep efficiency CIOe) The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 0.11% higher? 4.54% lower 37 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab to 4.76% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Sleep efficiency eB00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 5.61% lower? [11.55% 19 patients
[PSG] LOWab lower to 0.33% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®B
Total sleep time SPO0O The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 16.96 minutes lower? 214 patients
[Diary] LOWab [35.31 mins lower to 1.39 mins higher] compared to control (3RCT)AkBD
Total sleep time SB00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 40.26 minutes lower? [4.36 37 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins to 76.16 mins lower] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total sleep time D00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 43.91 minutes lower? 19 patients
[PSG] LOWab [90.52 mins lower to 2.7 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)®

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants
b-Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Relaxation therapy
Quality of sleep

Table $70. Diary-determined quality of sleep (minutes), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Relaxation Therapy Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Means 2000 | In-person 34 04 28 3 04 29 0.9910.43, 1.54]
delivery

Creti 2005 Audio delivery 3.31 0.68 14 3.32 0.65 13 -0.01[-0.77,0.74]

Quality of sleep (PSQI)

Table $71. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Relaxation Therapy Control Std. Mean Difference,

method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Rybarczyk Audio delivery 75 36 14 10.7 2.8 13 -0.96 [-1.76, -0.15
2002

Sleep latency

Figure S84. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Relaxation Control

Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean

5D Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% C|

2.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Means 2000 248 159 28 302 202 29
Micassio 1982 42.32 3877 10 838 46.96 10
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 39

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 457 53, Chi®= 332, df=1 (P =007, F=70%
Test for overall effect £=1.07 (P = 0.28)

8.1.2 Audio delivery

Creti 2005 288 2598 14 39 24 13
Rybarczyk 2002 T4 306 14 4845 3849 13
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 26

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P =0.96), F=0%
Testfor overall effect £=1.34 (P =0.18)

8.1.3 Group delivery

Lacks 1983 (relaxation) 4947 27.43 19 5388 2861 16
Marin magen’ 1538 26.34 1584 8 3088 1546 10
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 26
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P =0.549), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=072 (P =0.47)

Total (95% Cl) 93 91
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 3.69, df= 5 (P = 0.60); *= 0%

Test for overall effect Z=214 (P =003

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 0.78, df= 2 (F = 0.68) = 0%

49.4%
31%
52.4%

12.4%
6.2%
18.6%

12.6%
16.4%
28.9%

100.0%

-5.40[-14.82, 4.07]
41,58 [79.32,-3.84]
18.68 [-52.87, 15.50]

10,20 [-28.99, 8.58]
110 F37.63, 15.43]
10.50 [-25.83, 4.83]

-4.41 [-23.08, 14.26]
-4.64 [-20.89,11.71]
4,54 [-16.84, 7.76]

7.21 [13.83, -0.60]

_.__
———

-~

<

50 .25 O

Relaxation

25 a0
Control
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Wake after sleep onset
Figure-S85. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Relaxation Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% C|
9.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Means 2000 13 122 28 208 174 29 41.9% STE0[148.73, 03] g
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 29 41.9% -7.80 [15.73,0.13] L 2

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect £=1.93 (F = 0.09)

9.1.2 Audio delivery

Creti 2005 0.6 T0.8 14 738 §8&82 13 15.6% 16.80 [-30.91, 64.51] B
Rybarczyk 2002 49.3 349 14 M7 7rF 13 16.4% -63.500[11452 -2248 —————
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 26 32.0% -26.09[-109.68, 57.50] e —

Heterageneity, Tau®= 3066.12; Chif=6.36, df= 1 (P=0.013; F= 34%
Test for averall effect 7= 061 (F=0.54)

9.1.3 Group delivery
Moarin lmageryd 1988 4675 2369 8 T14 3822 10 261%  -14.65[-43.98, 14.68] — &
Subtotal (95% CI) 8 10 26.1%  -14.65 [43.98, 14.68] -
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=0598 (F=0.33)

Total {95% CI) 64 65 100.0% -15.67 [-39.15, 7.81] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 325.94; ChiF=7.77, df= 3 (P=0.05); F=61% t t t }
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.31 (F =015 [ Igglaxation uCnntrDI 50 1o

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 037, df= 2 (P=083, 7= 0%

Wake after sleep onset (Act)
Table S72. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Relaxation Therapy Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Rybarczyk20 | Audio delivery 7741 415 14 102.1 57.1 13 -25.0 [-62.89, 12.89]

02

Responder rate
Figure-S86. Diary-determined responder rate (%), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Relaxation therapy Control Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
13.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2001 3 25 2 25 356% 0.04 013, 0.21]
Espia 1989 {J Behavior 1 14 1 13 337% -0.01 [-0.20, 0.149]
Subtotal (95% CI) 39 38 69.2% 0.02 [0.11, 0.15]
Total events 4

3
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=012,df =1 (P=0.73), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=033(F=074

13.1.2 Audio delivery

Fybarezyk 2002 a 17 0 16 30.8% 047 [0.23,0.71] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 16 30.8% 0.47 [0.23,0.71] -
Total events 8 a

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect £=3.78 (F = 0.0002)

Total (95% CI) 56 54 100.0% 0.16 [0.11, 0.43] ~ni——

Total events 12 3

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi®=10.86, df=2 (P = 0.004); F=82% I f 1 {
) -1 -0.5 ] 0.5 1

Testforoverall effect Z=114 (P=0.25) Favours Contral Favours RT

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=1023 df=1 {F=0001) F=90.2%
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Beliefs and attitudes about sleep
Table S73. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post
treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Relaxation Therapy Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Rybarczyk20 | Audio delivery 18.5 7.9 14 27.2 8.8 13 -1.01[-1.82, -0.20]
02
Means 2000 | In-person, 44 1 28 47 1.1 29 -0.28[-0.80, 0.24]
one-on-one
Nights using hypnotics
Table S74. Diary-determined nights using hypnotics (nights/week), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control
Study Delivery Relaxation Therapy Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Rybarczyk20 | Audio delivery 0.9 1.9 14 2.3 3.1 12 -1.40[-3.42,0.62]
02

Number of awakenings
Table S75. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Relaxation Therapy Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Morin Group 2.46 1.24 8 261 1.07 10 -0.15[-1.24,0.94]

(Imagery) delivery

1988

Sleep efficiency
Figure-S87. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Relaxation Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
19.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Means 2000 884 54 28 B56 81 28 424% 2.80 [-0.76, 6.36] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 20 42.4% 2.80 [-0.76, 6.36] Sl

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=154 {F=012)

19.1.2 Audio delivery

Creti 2005 F 14 72 B 13 203% -1.00[10.48, 8.48]
Ryharczyk 2002 204 65 14 711 BA 13 372% §.40[4.65, 14.14] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 26 57.6% 5.04 [-5.01,15.10] ————

Heterogeneity: Tau®=39.43; Chi#= 3.69, df=1 (P=0.0%8); F=73%
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.98 (F=0.33)

Total (95% CI) 56 55 100.0% 4.48 [-1.01, 9.98] .
Heterogeneity: Tau : 18.23; Chi*=6.24, df=2 {(P=0.04); F=68% '-2IZI -1'D b 1'EI 2IZI'
Testfor averall effect Z=1.60(F=0.11) Favors Control  Favors Relaxation

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=017 df=1 (P = 0.68) F=0%

Table S76. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Relaxation Therapy Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Rybarczyk20 | Audio delivery 774 12.8 14 76.8 8.6 13 0.60 [-7.57, 8.77]
02
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Total sleep time

Figure-S88. Diary-determined total sleep time (min) post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Relaxation Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
20.1.1 Audio delivery
Creti 2004 3246 B36 14 3414 M4 13 43.0% -16.80[57.00, 23.400 —
Ryharczyk 2002 3726 A48 14 3784 4568 13 393% -580[-47.85, 36.29] ) E—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 28 26 B82.2% -11.55[-40.61,17.51] -‘-—
Heterogeneity: Tau== 0.00; Ch= 0.14, df=1 (P=0.71}; F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.78 (F = 0.44)
20.1.2 Group delivery
Warin {magend 1988 IB06E3 6469 8 34016 7029 10 17.8% 2047 [-42.04, 82.97]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 8 10 17.8% 20.47 [-42.04, 82.98] — e ——
Heterogeneity: ot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.64 (F =082
Total (95% Cl) 36 36 100.0% -5.86[-32.21, 20.49] -’-—
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.00; Chi®= 0.97, df= 2 (P = 0.62); F= 0% _550 _255 D 255 5=III
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.44 (P = 0.66) Favors Control  Favors Relaxation
Testfar subdgroup differences: Chif=0.83 df=1{F =036 F=0%

Table $77. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Study Delivery Relaxation Therapy Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Rybarczyk20 | Audio delivery 439 109.1 14 466.5 67 13 -27.50[-95.27, 40.27]

02

Table S78 — Summary of Findings table for Relaxation therapy for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral

insomnia in adults

References: Means 2000 (A); Creti 2005 (B); Rybarczyk 2002 (C); Nicassio 1982 (D); Lacks 1983 (E); Morin 1988 (F); Edinger 2001 (G); Espie 1989 (H)

Quality of sleep* SO00 The standardized mean difference in the RT group was 0.52 points higher' [0.46 84 patients
[Diary] VERY LOWabe points lower to 1.50 points higher] compared to control (2RCT)AB
Quality of sleep D00 The standardized mean difference in the RT group was 0.96 points lower! [0.15 27 patients
[PSQI] LOWac points lower to 1.76 points lower] compared to control (1RCT)C
Sleep latency* SDO0O The mean difference in the RT group was 7.21 mins lower? [0.60 mins to 13.83 184 patients
[Diary] LOWac mins lower] compared to control (6 RCT) ABCDEF
Wake after sleep onset* eB00 The mean difference in the RT group was 15.67 mins lower? [39.15 mins lower to 129 patients
[Diary] LOWac 7.81 mins higher] compared to control (3RCT) ABCF
Responder rate* 000 The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the RT group was 16% 109 patients
[Diary/1SI] VERY LOWabe higher! [11% lower to 43% higher] compared to control (3RCT)ceH
Beliefs and attitudes about sleep D00 The mean difference in the RT group ranged from 0.28 to 1.01 points lower! 84 patients
[DBAS] LOWac compared to control (2RCT) €
Nights using hypnotics SPO0O The mean difference in the RT group was 1.4 nights per week lower? [3.42 nights 26 patients
[Diary] LOWac per week lower to 0.62 nights per week higher] compared to control (1RCT)C
Number of awakenings SPO0O The mean difference in the RT group was 0.15 points lower? [1.24 points lower to 18 patients
[Diary] LOWac 0.94 points higher] compared to control (1RCT)F
Sleep efficiency SPO0O The mean difference in the RT group was 4.48% higher? [1.01% lower t0 9.98% 111 patients
[Diary] LOWac higher] compared to control (3RCT)p8C
Sleep efficiency SPO0O The mean difference in the RT group was 0.6% higher? [7.57% lower to 8.77% 27 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWac higher] compared to control (1RCT)C
Total sleep time D00 The mean difference in the RT group was 5.86 minutes lower2 [32.21 mins lower to 72 patients
[Dairy] LOWac 20.49 mins higher] compared to control (3RCT)BCF
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Total sleep time SDO0O The mean difference in the RT group was 27.5 minutes lower? [95.27 mins lower to 27 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWac 40.27 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)C

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants
b Inconsistent subgroup differences

e Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Sleep hygiene
Sleep latency

Table $79. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Edinger In-person 15.1 1113 17 159 16.8 9 -0.80 [-12.98, 11.38]
2005 delivery
Wake after sleep onset
Table $80. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control
Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Edinger In-person 50.5 284 17 65.7 312 9 -15.20 [-39.65, 9.25]
2005 delivery
Wake after sleep onset
Table $81. Actigraphy-determined wake after sleep onset (min), post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control
Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Edinger In-person 59.6 243 17 722 39.6 9 -12.60 [-40.93, 15.73]
2005 delivery
Responder rate
Table $82. Diary-determined responder rate, post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control
Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Risk Difference [95% CI]
method Events Total Events Total
Edinger In-person 8 14 2 12 0.40[0.07,0.74]
2005 delivery
Sleep efficiency
Table S83. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control
Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Edinger In-person 84.7 7.01 17 833 7.2 9 140 [-4.36, 7.16]
2005 delivery

Table S84. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), pos

t treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control
Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Edinger In-person 85.4 5.77 17 82.6 9.3 9 2.80[-3.87,9.47]
2005 delivery
Total wake time
Table S$85. Diary-determined total awake time (min), post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control
Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Edinger In-person 76.4 35.57 17 88.7 45 9 -12.30 [-46.22, 21.62]
2005 delivery
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Table $86. Actigraphy-determined total awake time (min), post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Edinger In-person 72 30.92 17 90.3 51 9 -18.30 [-54.72, 18.12]

2005 delivery

Total sleep time
Table S87. Diary-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control.

Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Edinger In-person 4248 61.85 17 4325 54.3 9 -7.70 [-53.78, 38.38]

2005 delivery

Table $88. Actigraphy -determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, sleep hygiene vs. control

Study Delivery Sleep hygiene Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Edinger In-person 421.6 51.13 17 428.7 78.3 9 -7.10 [-63.74, 49.54]

2005 delivery

Table S89 - Sleep Hygiene for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in adults

References: Edinger 2005 (A)

Sleep latency* P00 The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 0.8 minutes lower2 [12.98 26 patients
[Diary] LOWab mins lower to 11.38 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Wake after sleep onset* SB00O The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 15.20 minutes lower? [39.65 26 patients
[Diary] LOWab mins lower to 9.25 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Wake after sleep onset SDO0O The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 12.60 minutes lower2 [40.93 26 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins lower to 15.73 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Sleep efficiency D00 The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 1.4% higher2 [4.36% lower to 26 patients
[Diary] LOWab 7.16% higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Sleep efficiency D00 The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 2.8% higher? [3.87% lower to 26 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab 9.47% higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total wake time eB00 The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 12.3 minutes lower? [46.22 26 patients
[Dairy] LOWab mins lower to 21.62 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total wake time eB00 The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 18.3 minutes lower? [54.72 26 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins lower to 18.12 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total sleep time SDO0O The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 7.7 minutes lower? [53.78 26 patients
[Dairy] LOWab mins lower to 38.38 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total sleep time SPO0O The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 7.1 minutes lower? [63.74 26 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins lower to 49.54 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants
b-Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Biofeedback

Sleep latency
Table $90. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, biofeedback vs. control

Study Delivery Biofeedback Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Nicassio In-person, 31.32 12.73 10 83.9 46.96 10 -52.58 [-82.74, -22.42]
1982 one-on-one
delivery

Table $91 - Summary of Findings table for Biofeedback for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in adults
References: Nicassio 1982 (A)

Sleep latency * The mean difference in the Biofeedback group was 52.58 minutes lower' [22.42 20 patients

[Diary] E‘%ﬁ?o min to 82.74 mins lower] compared to control (1RCT)A
a|

* Critical Outcome

a.<200 participants

b-Risk of bias [no patient blinding and selective outcome reporting]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Paradoxical Intention

Sleep latency
Table S92. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, paradoxical intention vs. control

Study Delivery Paradoxical Intention Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Ascher 1978 | In-person, 28.63 16.64 8 56.88 34.06 17 -28.25[ -48.13, -8.37]
one-on-one
delivery

Lacks1983 Group delivery 52.5 21.93 14 53.88 28.61 16 -1.38 [-19.50, 16.74]

*Ascher 1978 (control and waitlist pooled data)

Number of awakenings

Table $93. Diary-determined number of awakenings (min), post treatment differences, paradoxical intention vs. control
Study Delivery Paradoxical Intention Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ascher 1978 | In-person, 05 0.54 8 1.25 0.71 9 -0.75[-1.35, -0.15]
one-on-one
delivery

Table $94 — Summary of Findings table for Paradoxical intention for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral
insomnia in adults
References: Ascher 1978 (A); Lacks 1983 (B)

Sleep latency* 000 The mean difference in the Paradoxical intention group was 18.31 minutes lower2 55 patients
[Diary] VERY LOWabe [40.36 mins lower to 3.74 mins higher] compared to control (2RCT)A8
Number of awakenings [CI10e) The mean difference in the Paradoxical intention group was 0.75 points lower? 17 patients
[Diary] LOWab [0.15 points to 1.35 points lower] compared to control (1RCT)A

* Critical Outcome

a.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants
b-Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]
¢Inconsistency

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Intensive Sleep Retraining (ISR)

Quality of sleep
Table $95. PSQI-determined sleep quality, post treatment differences, ISR vs. control

Study Delivery ISR Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]

Harris 2012 In-person 8.88 3.05 16 11.11 272 19 -0.76 [-1.45, -0.07]
delivery

Sleep latency
Table $96. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, ISR vs. control

Study Delivery ISR Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 In-person 38.41 16.24 16 68.65 37.72 19 -30.24 [-48.97, -11.51]
delivery

Wake after sleep onset
Table $97. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, ISR vs. control

Study Delivery ISR Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 In-person 60.71 59.01 16 80.31 57.38 19 -19.60 [-58.35, 19.15]
delivery

Sleep efficiency

Table $98. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, ISR vs. control

Study Delivery ISR Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 In-person 79.85 8.84 16 68.24 14.14 18 11.61[3.77, 19.45]
delivery

Table $99. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, ISR vs. control

Study Delivery ISR Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 In-person 76.57 11.91 16 7192 11.91 18 4.651[-3.37, 12.67]
delivery

Total sleep time

Table $100. Diary-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, ISR vs. control
Study Delivery ISR Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Harris 2012 | In-person 403.23 55.37 16 350.26 76.76 18 52.97 [8.32, 97.62]
delivery
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Table $101. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (min), post treatment differences, ISR vs. control

Study Delivery ISR Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Harris 2012 In-person 392.28 62.54 16 368.5 72.74 18 23.78 [-21.70, 69.26]
delivery

Table S102 — Summary of Findings table for ISR for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in adults

References: Harris 2012 (A)

Quality of sleep SB00 The standardized mean difference in the ISR group was 0.76 points lower! [0.07 35 patients
[PSQI] LOWab points to 1.45 points lower] compared to control (1RCT)A
Sleep latency * eB00 The mean difference in the ISR group was 30.24 minutes lower! [11.51 min to 35 patients
[Diary] LOWab 48.97 mins lower] compared to control (1 RCT)A
Wake after sleep onset * SP00 The mean difference in the ISR group was 19.60 minutes lower? [58.35 mins lower 35 patients
[Diary] LOWab to 19.15 mins higher] compared to control (1 RCT)A
Sleep efficiency Se00O The mean difference in the ISR group was 11.61% higher" [3.77 to 19.45% higher] 34 patients
[Diary] LOWab compared to control (1 RCT)A
Sleep efficiency [CI10e) The mean difference in the ISR group was 4.65% higher? [3.37% lower to 12.67% 34 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab higher] compared to control (1 RCT)A
Total sleep time SP00 The mean difference in the ISR group was 52.97 minutes higher? [8.32t0 97.62 34 patients
[Dairy] LOWab mins higher] compared to control (1 RCT)A
Total sleep time SP00 The mean difference in the ISR group was 23.78 minutes higher? [21.70 mins 34 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab lower to 69.26 mins higher] compared to control (1 RCT)A

* Critical Outcome

2.95% Cl crosses clinical significance threshold and/or <200 participants
b-Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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Mindfulness
Quality of sleep
Table $103. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control

Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Zhang 2015 | Group delivery 8.17 261 30 1147 3.58 30 -1.04[-1.58, -0.50]

Sleep latency

Table $104. Diary-determined sleep latency (mins), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Wong 2017 Group delivery 486 30.7 111 524 53.5 105 -3.80[ -15.52, 7.92]

Wake after sleep onset

Table $105. Diary-determined WASO (mins), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% ClI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Wong 2017 | Group delivery |  57.7 526 111 67.7 68.5 105 -10.00[ -26.35, 6.35]

Remission rate
Table $106. ISI-determined remission rate (%), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control

Study

Delivery method

Mindfulness

Control

Events Total

Events

Total

Risk Difference [95% Cl]

Ong 2014

Group delivery

8 19

1

16

0.36[0.11, 0.61]

Insomnia severity

Table $107. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Std. Mean Difference,
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% CI]
Ong 2014 Group delivery |  10.27 47 19 155 55 16 -1.01[1.72,-0.30]
Wong 2017 | In-person, 144 4 111 149 47 105 -0.18[-0.45,0.08]
one-on-one

Sleep efficiency

Table $108. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery |  83.79 8.2 19 80.76 136 16 3.03[-4.59, 10.65]
Wong 2017 | In-person, 685 14.1 11 684 163 105 0.10(-3.97, 4.17]
one-on-one
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Table $109. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study

Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery 81.78 8.95 19 83.53 488 16

1.75[6.43, 2.93]

Table $110. PSG-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study

Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery 83.24 10.71 19 85.19 6.79 16

-1.95[-7.80, 3.90]

Total wake time

Table $111. Diary-determined total wake time (mins), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery | 7347 34.69 19 85.71 72.08 16 -12.24[-50.85, 26.37]

Table $112. Actigraphy-determined total wake time (mins), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study

Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery 61.46 25.15 19 61.44 2248 16

0.02[-15.77,15.81]

Table $113. PSG-determined total wake time (mins), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study

Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery 78.01 53.93 19 69.81 30.94 16

8.20[-20.40, 36.80]

Total sleep time

Table S114. Diary-determined total sleep time (mins), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery |  379.31 64.32 19 364.82 83.13 16 14.49] -35.47 64.45]
Wong 2017 | In-person, 318.4 66.2 111 317.1 766 105 1.30[-17.84, 20.44]
one-on-one

Table $115. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (mins), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control
Study

Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery 364.85 47.68 19 376.58 63.03 16

-11.73[-49.33, 25.87]
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Table $116. PSG-determined total sleep time (mins), post treatment differences, Mindfulness vs. control

Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Ong 2014 Group delivery 380.84 52.25 19 403.66 39.94 16 -22.82[-53.40, 7.76]

Table S117 — Summary of Findings table for Mindfulness for the treatment of Psychological and Behavioral insomnia in
adults

References: Zhang 2015 (A); Ong 2014 (B), Wong 2017 (C)

Quality of sleep [CI10e) The standardized mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 1.04 points lower? 60 patients
[PSQI] LOWab [0.50 to 1.58 points lower] compared to control (1RCT)A
*Sleep latency SP00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 3.80 mins lower2 [15.52 mins ~ 216patients
[Diary] LOWbe lower to 7.92 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)¢
Wake after sleep onset SP00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 10.00 mins lower2 [26.35 mins  216patients
[Diary] LOWbe lower to 6.35 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)C
*Remission rate SP00 The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the CBTI group was 36% 35 patients
[1S1] LOWab higher! [11% to 61% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Insomnia severity [CIC10e) The standardized mean difference in the mindfulness group was 0.53 points lower! 251 patients
[1S1] LOWabe [1.32 points lower to 0.27 points higher] compared to control (2RCT)BC
Sleep efficiency [CI10e) The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 0.75% higher? [2.84% lower to 251 patients
[Diary] LOWabe 4.34% higher] compared to control (2RCT)BC
Sleep efficiency Se00O The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 1.75% lower? [6.43% lower to 35 patients
[Act] LOWabe 2.93% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Sleep efficiency CI0e) The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 1.95% lower? [7.8% lower to 35 patients
[PSG] LOWabe 3.9% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total wake time eB00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 12.24 minutes lower2 [50.85 35 patients
[Diary] LOWabe minutes lower to 26.37 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®B
Total wake time D00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 0.02 minutes lower2 [15.77 35 patients
[Act] LOWabe minutes lower to 15.81 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®B
Total wake time ee00O The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 8.2 minutes lower2 [20.40 35 patients
[PSG] LOWabe minutes lower to 36.80 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®B
Total sleep time SO00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 2.99 minutes higher?[14.88 251 patients
[Diary] VERY LOWabed minutes lower to 20.86 minutes higher] compared to control (2RCT)BC
Total sleep time 000 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 11.73 minutes lower2 [49.33 35 patients
[Act] VERY LOWabed minutes lower to 25.87 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®B
Total sleep time eB00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 22.82 minutes lower2 [53.40 35 patients
[PSG] LOWabe minutes lower to 7.76 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®B

* Critical Outcome

a.<200 participants

b-Risk of bias [no patient blinding, allocation concealment]
¢, Imprecision

d Crosses Cl on both sides

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold
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