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Figure 1. Meta-analysis of data for pain in the short term (0 to 6 weeks)

Intervention
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean

Comparator
SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses

Oliveira 2015 44 24 37 43 3 37  553%
Wrobel 2015 239 83 25 191 75 23 447%
Subtotal (95% ClI) 62 60 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau® =0.09; Chiz=221,df =1 (P =0.14); I’=55%

Test for overall effect: Z =1.03 (P =0.30)

Firm prefabricated foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses

Walther 2013 156 149 10 46 339 10 47.0%
Wrobel 2015 223 65 21 191 75 23 53.0%
Subtotal (95% ClI) 31 33 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.05; Chiz =7.31, df = 1 (P = 0.007); 12 = 86%
Test for overall effect: Z =037 (P=0.71)

Firm prefabricated foot orthoses vs soft prefabricated foot orthoses

Rome 2004 54 219 22 62 241 22 65.5%
Walther 2013 156 149 10 203 201 10 34.5%
Subtotal (95% ClI) 32 32 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau® =0.03; Chir=121,df =1 (P=0.27); IP=17%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.48 (P =0.63)
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Raw data

Study ID Intervention Comparator
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Oliveira 2015 4.4 2.4 37 4.3 3 37
Wrobel 2015 23.9 8.3 25 19.1 7.5 23
Firm prefabricated foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Walther 2013 15.6 14.9 10 46 33.9 10
Wrobel 2015 22.3 6.5 21 19.1 7.5 23
Firm prefabricated foot orthoses vs soft prefabricated foot orthoses
Rome 2004 -54 21.9 22 -62 241 22
Walther 2013 15.6 14.9 10 20.3 20.1 10




Figure 2. Meta-analysis of data for pain in the medium term (7 to 12 weeks)

Intervention Comparator Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean $D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -71.8 206 46 -63.4 215 46 42.6% -0.40 [-0.81, 0.02] ——
Oliveira 2015 35 27 37 42 32 37 347% -0.23[-0.69, 0.22] —
Wrobel 2015 22.4 9 25 235 89 23 22.6% -0.12 [-0.69, 0.45] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 108 106 100.0%  -0.28 [-0.55, -0.01] L

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 0.64, df =2 (P = 0.73); I2= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =2.02 (P =0.04)

Customised foot orthoses vs firm prefabricated foot orthoses

Landorf 2006 718 206 46 -714 232 44 33.6% -0.02 [-0.43, 0.40]
Martin 2001 34 23 71 -32 22 62 49.4% -0.09 [-0.43, 0.25]
Wrobel 2015 224 9 25 23 105 21 17.0% -0.06 [-0.64, 0.52]
Subtotal (95% CI) 142 127 100.0% -0.06 [-0.30,0.18]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi? = 0.07, df =2 (P = 0.97); I*= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.49 (P = 0.62)

Customised foot orthoses vs heel pads
Lynch 1998 -44 31 28 -22 341 26 48.2% -0.70 [-1.25,-0.15] —au—

Pfeffer 1999 19 292 34 229 227 42 51.8% 0.15 [-0.30, 0.60]

Subtotal (95% CI) 62 68 100.0% -0.26 [-1.09, 0.57]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.29; Chi® = 5.44, df = 1 (P = 0.02); I>= 82%
Test for overall effect: Z =061 (P =0.54)

Customised foot orthoses vs night splints

Martin 2001 34 923 71 28 21 60 829%  -027[-062 008 W
Roos 2006 76 26 13 70 15 14 17.1%  0.28[1.04,048] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 84 74 1000%  -0.27 [-0.59, 0.04] <

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chiz =0.00, df =1 (P = 0.99); 1= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.69 (P =0.09)

Firm prefabricated foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses

Landorf 2006 714 232 44 634 215 46 66.8% -0.35 [-0.77, 0.06] ——
Wrobel 2015 23 105 21 235 89 23 332% -0.05 [-0.64, 0.54] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 65 69 100.0%  -0.25[-0.59,0.09] <

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi? = 0.68, df = 1 (P = 0.41); I2= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.46 (P =0.14)
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Raw data

Study ID Intervention Comparator
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -71.8 20.6 46 -63.4 21.5 46
Oliveira 2015 35 2.7 37 4.2 3.2 37
Wrobel 2015 22.4 9 25 23.5 8.9 23
Customised foot orthoses vs firm prefabricated foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -71.8 20.6 46 -71.4 23.2 44
Martin 2001 -3.4 2.3 71 -3.2 2.2 62
Wrobel 2015 22.4 9 25 23 10.5 21
Customised foot orthoses vs heel pads
Lynch 1998 -4.4 3.1 28 -2.2 3.1 26
Pfeffer 1999 -19 29.2 34 -22.9 22.7 42
Customised foot orthoses vs night splints
Martin 2001 -3.4 2.3 71 -2.8 2.1 60
Roos 2006 -76 26 13 -70 15 14
Firm prefabricated foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -71.4 23.2 44 -63.4 21.5 46
Wrobel 2015 23 10.5 21 235 8.9 23




Figure 3. Meta-analysis of data for pain in the longer term (13 to 52 weeks)

Study or Subgroup Mean

Intervention
SD Total Mean

Comparator
SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses

Landorf 2006

Oliveira 2015
Subtotal (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Tau® =0.13; Chi2 =351, df =1 (P =0.06); 1= 72%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.83 (P =0.41)
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Raw data
Study ID Intervention Comparator
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 83.1 21.4 46 82.3 18 46
Oliveira 2015 2.6 2.5 37 4.2 3.2 37




Figure 4. Meta-analysis of data for ‘first step’ pain in the medium term (7 to 12 weeks)

Intervention Comparator

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Customised foot orthoses vs firm prefabricated foot orthoses

Martin 2001 -5.3 24 71 -53 24 62
Wrobel 2015 26 24 25 27 21 21
Subtotal (95% CI) 96 83 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi#=0.02, di =1 (P =0.90); 1= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.07 (P =0.94)
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Raw data
Study ID Intervention Comparator
Mean | SD Total Mean SD Total
Customised foot orthoses vs firm prefabricated foot orthoses
Martin 2001 -5.3 2.4 71 -5.3 2.4 62
Wrobel 2015 2.6 2.4 25 2.7 2.1 21




Figure 5. Meta-analysis of data for function in the medium term (7 to 12 weeks)

Intervention Comparator Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S§D Total Mean 8D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -841 199 46 -79.7 223 45  42.0% -0.21 [-0.62, 0.21] —
Oliveira 2015 -81.4 182 37 133 255 37 33.8% -0.36 [-0.82, 0.10] — &
Wrobel 2015 249 122 26 -247 124 26 242% 0.02 [-0.53, 0.56] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 109 108 100.0% -0.21 [-0.47, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2=1.08, df =2 (P =0.58); 12= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =151 (P=0.13)
Customised foot orthoses vs firm prefabricated foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -841 199 46 -81.8 228 44  63.8% -0.11 [-0.52, 0.31]
Wrobel 2015 249 122 26 -247 95 25 36.2% 0.02 [-0.53, 0.57]
Subtotal (95% CI) 72 69 100.0% -0.06 [-0.39, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Tau? =0.00; Chi2=0.13, df =1 (P =0.72); 2= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =037 (P=0.71)
Firm prefabricated foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -81.8 228 44  -79.7 223 45  63.6% -0.09 [-0.51, 0.32]
Wrobel 2015 247 95 25 247 124 26 36.4% 0.00 [-0.55, 0.55]
Subtotal (95% CI) 69 71 100.0% -0.06 [-0.39, 0.27]

Heterogeneity: Tau® =0.00; Chi* =0.07,df =1 (P =0.79); 7= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =035 (P=0.73)
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Raw data

Study ID Intervention Comparator
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -84.1 19.9 46 -79.7 22.3 45
Oliveira 2015 -81.4 18.2 37 -73.3 25.5 37
Wrobel 2015 24.9 12.2 26 24.7 124 26
Customised foot orthoses vs firm prefabricated foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -84.1 19.9 46 -81.8 22.8 44
Wrobel 2015 24.9 12.2 26 24.7 9.5 25
Firm prefabricated foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -81.8 22.8 44 -79.7 22.3 45
Wrobel 2015 24.7 9.5 25 24.7 12.4 26




Figure 6. Meta-analysis of data for function in the longer term (13 to 52 weeks)

Intervention Comparator
Study or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses

Landorf 2006 902 17.8 46 -87.8 206 45 55.1%
Oliveira 2015 -86 14.9 37 -785 228 37 449%
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 82 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau® =0.00; Chi* =072, df =1 (P = 0.40); I*= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =1.56 (P=0.12)
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Raw data
Study ID Intervention Comparator
Mean ‘ SD Total Mean SD Total
Customised foot orthoses vs sham foot orthoses
Landorf 2006 -90.2 17.8 46 -87.8 20.6 45
Oliveira 2015 -86 14.9 37 -78.5 22.8 37
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