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“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’lMeSH 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]
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SU.EXACT("Insomnia") AND (SU.EXACT("Behavior Therapy") OR SU.EXACT("Psychotherapy") OR SU.EXACT("Biofeedback") OR body monitoring OR
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“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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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 chronic insomnia disorder

Patient population < 18 years of age

Main study objective is NOT evaluating the efficacy/effectiveness of psychological and behavioral therapies for insomnia
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H. Does NOT include one of the following interventions of interest:
Biofeedback

Behavioral treatment for insomnia

Brief therapies for insomnia

Cognitive behavioral therapy for insomnia
Intensive sleep retraining

Mindfulness

Multicomponent behavioral therapy for insomnia
Relaxation therapy

Paradoxical intention treatment

10. Sleep hygiene

11.  Sleep restriction

12.  Stimulus control
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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
Any of the following behavioral and psychological interventions | Compared to any of the following control conditions (must
(must meet at least 1): meet at least 1):

1. Biofeedback 1. Attention control
2. Cognitive behavioral therapy-insomnia 2. Pharmacologic —placebo drug
(i.e., Cognitive therapy, Sleep restriction, and Stimulus control) 3. Quasi-desensitization
Brief therapies for Insomnia (BTI-I, Brief CBT-I) 4. Sleep hygiene or sleep education
Intensive sleep retraining 5. Usual care
6. Wait-list

Multicomponent behavioral therapy for insomnia
Relaxation therapy
(i.e., Abdominal breathing, Imagery training, Autogenic training)
8.  Paradoxical intention treatment
9.  Sleep hygiene
10. Sleep restriction
11.  Stimulus control

3
4,
5. Mindfulness
6
7

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

Internet-delivered
Community-based workshop
Telemedicine (videoconferencing, etc.)

1. In-person one-on-one visit with a trained CBT-I specialist

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

4. Telephone

5. Self-help book

6.

7.

8.

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 (important)
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. PSQl and
actigraphy or diary-assessed SOL>30 minutes for >=3 nights a week)
3. Other sleep complaints/criteria/symptoms that would require adjudication



Abbreviations:

AASM- American Academy of Sleep Medicine
BTIBTIs- Brief Therapies for Insomnia

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




Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT-I)

CBT-l vs. Control
Quality of sleep

Figure S1. Diary-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH 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
2.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 {in-persan) 6.9 1.7 16 LR 18 17 3.0% 1.17[0.42,1.92]
Dirake 2018 363 0.6 a0 312 064 a0 A51% 0.78[0.37,1.19 e
Jangson-Frajmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 6.5 14 15 5.1 14 15 2.9% 0.91[0.15, 1.67]
Lancee 2016 {in-person) 35 0.6 26 249 (IR 23 38% 1.06 [0.46,1.67] E—
Mc Crae 2019 332 344 39 266 335 3T 48% 0.19 [0.26, 0.64] T
Taylor 2014 Taa 117 16  8.81 11 13 2.6% 1.48 [0.64, 2.32]
Taylor 201 7(in-person) 2.3 047 33 1.7 047 33 4.3% 1.04 [0.52,1.56] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 145 188 26.5% 0.88 [0.56,1.19] ’
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.09; Chi*=12.11, df= 6 (P = 0.06), F= 50%
Test for overall effect: Z=45.49 (P = 0.00001)
2.1.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007 28 0.6 34 31 04a 3| 46% -0.54 [-1.01,-0.07] -
Sandlund 2017 326 o7 a2 301 or 71 5.8% 0.36 [0.04, 0.68] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 116 109 10.5% -0.07 [-0.95, 0.80] ——e—
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 036, Chi*=9.48 df=1 (P =0.002); F=89%
Test for averall effect: Z=017 (P=0.87)
2.1.3 Internet delivery
Espie 2012 {Imagery relief) 563 19.43 55 48.04 1543 109 5.8% 0.49[0.16, 0.82] -
Ho 2014 245 0486 207 23 081 105 B.5% 0.35[0.11, 0.58] i
Haorsch 2017 338 041 30 2493 0482 45 4.6% 0.86 [0.39,1.34] e
Lancee 2015 314 0482 36279 041 27 4.3% 067 [0.16,1.18] EE—
Lancee 2016 (internetf 3.2 0.6 21 29 0a 23 3.8% 0.54 [0.07,1.14] T
Strom 2004 314 0486 30 303 073 a1 4.8% 0.16 [0.29, 0.61] I a—
Taylor 2017 {internet) 1.9 058 4 1.7 057 33 46% 0.34 [0.14,0.83] T
Yincent 2009 218 1 59 177 1.08 89 55% 0.39[0.03, 0.78] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 472 455 30.7% 0.43 [0.30, 0.57] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=6.25, df=7 (P=051), F=0%
Test for overall effect: £=6.28 (P = 0.00001)
2.1.4 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 37 05 15 36 (IR 15 31% 019 [0.52,0.91] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 31% 0.19 [-0.52, 0.91] =i
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.53 (P = 0.60)
2.1.5 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 {self-help) ar 1.8 15 48 1.8 17 32% 0.45 [0.22,1.19] T
Jereloy 2012 31 057 a8 3 066 3B 48% 0.16 [0.30,0.62] T
Maorin 2005 348 (.66 80 346 067 a7 59% 0.03 [0.27,0.33] -
an Straten 2009 6.1 11 126 6.1 1 12 6.4% 0.00 [0.25,0.24] -1
Subtotal (95% CI) 259 261 20.2% 0.06 [-0.11, 0.23] >
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.85, df= 3 (P = 0.60);, F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=070(P=0.48)
Total (95% Cl) 1057 1028 100.0% 0.44[0.28, 0.61] L
Heterogeneity: Tauw?=0.10; Chi*= 64.89, df= 21 (P = 0.00001); P = 68% iz l1 o 1l 1’2
Test for overall effec.t: Z=524 (P < 0.00001% Control CBTH
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 24.20, df=4 (P = 0.00013, F=83.5%

*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% Cl]

Taylor 2014 In-person, 7.55 117 16 5.81 1.1 13 1.48[0.64, 2.32)
one-on-one
delivery

Strom 2004 Internet 3.14 0.56 30 3.03 0.73 51 0.16 [-0.29, 0.61]
delivery

Quality of sleep: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table S2. 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% Cl]

Currie 2004 In-person, 6.32 1.75 31 48 1.8 17 0.85[0.23, 1.46)
one-on-one
and self-help
(pooled)

Quality of sleep: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S2. Diary-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% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Epstein 2007 28 06 34 31 05 38 353% -0.84 [1.01,-0.07] —
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) E5 14 15 51 14 15 289% 091 [0.15,1.67] —
McCrae 2019 332 344 39 266 335 a7 35.8% 019 [0.26, 0.64]
Subtotal (95% CI) 88 90 100.0% 0.14 [-0.60, 0.88]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.35; Chi®=11.27, df= 2 (P=0.004), F=82%
Testfor overall effect Z= 037 P=0.71)
Total (95% CI) 88 90 100.0% 0.14 [-0.60, 0.88]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.35; Chi®=11.27, df= 2 (P = 0.004); F= 82% 12 11 1 1=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.37 (F=0.71) Control  CBT4
Testfor subgroup diferences: Mot applicable




Quality of sleep: PSQI
Figure S3. 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 36 54 TES 356 53 57% -0.66 [-1.05,-0.27]
Currie 2004 (in-person) 67 34 16 1M1 42 17 2.2% -1.12[-1.86,-0.38]
Edinger 2009 57 4 16 79 382 18 25% -0.55[-1.24,0.14] -
Harvey 2015 574 374 30 864 332 28 37% -0.81 [-1.34,-0.27] E—
Kaku 2011 74 362 82 10 415 69  T.0% -0.67 [-1.00,-0.34] —
Taylor 2014 331 247 16 TE2 257 13 17% -1.67 [-2.53,-0.80]
Wagley 2013 183 08 20 271 05 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*= B.60, df= B (P = 0.36); F= 9%
Testfor averall effect Z=7.36 (P = 0.00001)

6.1.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 571 374 52 TGS 356 53 57% -0.53[-0.92,-0.14] —_—
Curtie 2000 88 35 31 127 34 26 35% -1.11 [-1.68,-0.55] —

Espie 2007 9.84 417 95  11.3 3.68 g3 TT% -0.37 [-0.67,-0.07] —
Martinez 2014 11.33 403 30 1348 288 27 3.8% -0.60[1.13,-0.07] e
Mira 2011 1155 428 16 132 312 15 24% -0.431.14,0.29] e
Rybarczyk 2002 8.3 3.3 11 107 28 13 1.8% -0.76 [-1.60, 0.07] E———
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  20.8% -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 35 61 6.5% -0.30 [-0.65, 0.04] ]
Currie 2004 (self-help) 91 42 15 111 42 17 24% -0.46[1.17,0.24] -1
Hao 2014 .05 435 103 102 408 104 823% -0.51 [-0.78,-0.23] I
Mao 2017 823 149 52 1006 2.03 52 545% -0.92 [1.33,-0.52] I

Morin 2005 538 317 96 B.E2 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

Horsch 2017 TE 31 46 984 298 B3 57% -0.74F1.13,-0.34] I
van Straten 2014 a9 286 49 116 25 53 5.3% -1.05F1.47,-0.64] _—
Subtotal (95% CI) 95 116 11.0% -0.89[-1.19, -0.58] S

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 15 58 37 15 2.3% -0.38
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15  2.3% 0.38
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable

Testfor averall effect Z=1.03 (P = 0.30)

-l

,0.34] ——
,0.34] —~li—

PN
[=x=

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% CI) 968 941 100.0% -0.66 [-0.78, -0.54] L J
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 32,60, df= 22 (P= 0.07); F= 32% I2 I1 ; 1! é
Testfor overall effect: Z=10.90 (P = 0.00001} Favors CBTI Favars 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 S3. 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% Cl]

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

2009 one-on-one

Taylor 2014 In-person, 3.31 247 16 7.62 2.57 13 -1.67[-2.53,-0.80]
one-on-one




Quality of sleep (PSQI): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S4. 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 05 10 107%  -1.08[1.89,-0.27] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 55  48.2% -0.95[1.33, -0.57] -.-
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 057, df= 2 (P=0.75);, 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] e
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect 2= 3.25 (F = 0.001)
14.1.3 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 (selfhelp) 91 42 15 114 42 17 143% -046 [1.17,0.24] —
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 differences: Chi*=1.60, df=2{P=0.45 *=0%
Quality of sleep (PSQI): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S5. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
CBT- Control Std. 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 8.8 34 3 127 34 26 Z0.4% -1.11 [-1.68,-0.55] —
Hou 2014 2 04 a1 26 06 47 34.4% -1.08 [-1.41, -0.66] ——
Martinez 2014 11.33 4.03 30 1348 288 ar 2T% -0.60[-1.13,-0.07] —
Miro 2011 11.55 4.29 16 132 312 15 13.0% -0.43 114, 0.249] e
Rybarczyk 2002 8.3 33 11 107 28 13 9.5% -0.76 [-1.60, 0.07] I 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% CI) 139 128 100.0% -0.86 [-1.13, -0.60] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00;, Chit=4.21, df=4 (F=0.38); F= 5% I2 I1 b } é

Testfor overall effect Z2=6.48 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subgroup differences: Mat applicable

Favors CBT-1 Favors Control




Quality of sleep (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison
Figure S6. 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 Z=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}; F= 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=0068), F=71%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.24 {F = 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 -1 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 S7. 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 F1.34,0.11] i—
Subtatal (95% CI) 16 15 100.0% -0.61 [1.34, 0.11] r
Heterageneity: Not 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




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

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

CBTH
SD Total Mean

Control

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Weight

3.1.1 In-person one-on-one delivery

Alessi 2016 16.85 20132 54 3631 1498 a3 2.8% -19.46[27.03,-11.89] -
Currie 2004 (in-person) 233 137 16  B4.5 634 17 0.4% -43.20[-75.40,-9.00]

Drake 2019 1612 10,09 50 253 18 50 3.3% -9.18[-14.97,-3.39] -
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 17 14 16 15.38 13.02 26 2.6% 1.62 FB.87,10.11] -1
Edinger 2007 T46 T 66 156 a.1 8 31% -3.14 [-14.68, -1.60] -
Edinger 2009 233 2737 37 278 2528 33 1.8% -4.50 1 6.84, 7.84] I
Ellis 2014 21.43 10.48 20 346 1806 20 24% 1317 [[22.32,-4.07] b
Harvey 2015 201 1913 30 40 57.33 28 0.8% -19.90 F42.21, 2.41] —T
Jacohs 2004 341 256 14 B39 47E 14 0.5% -29.80 [-58.11,-1.49] —
Jungguist 2010 9 4 19 44 7 9 1.1% -35.00[F52.73,-17.27]

Lances 2016 (in-person) 246 171 26 422 411 23 1.1% -17.60 [35.64, 0.44]

Mc Crae 2019
Savard 2014 (in-person) 16 1338 B3 3201

2225 3477 39 39.52 33353 37 1.4%  -16.27 [[31.63,-0.91]
2453 7 3% -17.01 [23.33,-10.69]

I
|

Smith 2015 19.96 243 42 2569 2042 48 2.4% -5.7315.08, 3.62]

Talbot 2014 1427 1222 29 4431 4688 16 0.7% -30.04 [53.44, -6.64]

Taylor 2014 1218 745 16 49.44 4547 13 0.7% -37.26[62.22,-12.30

Taylor 2015 36 36 11 54 42 8 0.3% -18.00[-54.05,18.08] —
Taylor 201 7(in-person) 249 a7 33 501 27.a7 33 1.7% -25.20 [38.37,-12.03]

il 2006 T 164 19 506 397 17 0.9% -18.90 F39.16, 1.36]

Subtotal (95% CI) 606 530 31.2% -15.14[19.58, 10.70] L 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 45857, Chi"= 44.04, df= 12 (P = 0.0006), 7= 59%
Testfor overall effect 7= 6.69 (F = 0.00001)

3.1.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 207 21.34 52 3631 148 a3 27% 1661 [23.48,-7.73] i
Bothelius 2013 596 719 26 T1.5 434 28 0.4% -11.90[-43.87, 20.07] ——
Currie 2000 281 19 31 58.2 947 26 0.8% -30.10[52.16,-8.04]

Epstein 2007 2.1 17 34 23FTE 253 38 2.3% -6.50 F16.37, 3.37] T
Espie 2007 372 4289 107 557 422 94 1.9% -189.50[-30.28,-6.72] n—

Espie 2008 19.26 11.11 74 3229 2822 40 28% -13.03[2213,-3.93] b

Irwvin 2014 0.7 2 50 2491 4.7 258 4.1% -3.40 [-10.32, -6.48] -

Lovato 2014 20 17.44 7B 25 24.54 29 2.3% -5.00 F14.75, 4.75] I
Morin 1893 20062 1165 12 3118 283 11 1.1% -10.56 [28.54, 7.47] E—
Rybarczyk 2002 225 8.4 11 435 334 13 0.8% -26.00[-47.79,-4.21] —_—

Ryharczyk 2005 (Journal of consulting & clinical) 218 203 46 3341 273 46 23%  -11.30[F21.13,-1.47]
Sandlund 2017 3845 271 82 5968 386 71 21%  -20.23[-30.95,-9.51]
Savard 2005 1838 824 27 1772 129 an 3.3% 066 [-4.91,6.23] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 628 504 26.7% -10.99 [14.94, -7.04] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 23.08; Chi®=29.00, df=12 (P = 0.004); 7= 53%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 5.45 (P < 0.00001)

3.1.3 Internet delivery

Espie 2012 {magery relief 21.5 2314 55 56.42 4865 100 21% -34.92[45.91,-23.93]
Hagatun 2019 21.25 2943 B8 45.29 2264 a1 21% -24.04 [34.82,-12.50]
Ho 2014 362 408 103 428 4089 105 2.0% -6.60 F17.72,4.52]
Horsch 2017 22 14 eli) H al 48 2.8% -9.00 [16.77,-1.23]
Lancee 2012 {Internet delivery) 3583 2737 131 4649 20092 160 20% -11.27 [17.98,-4.586] I
Lancee 2015 3221 3523 36 51.08 37.87 27 11% -18.87 [37.21,-0.53]
Lancee 2016 {internef) 365 308 21 422 #Md 23 0.9% -5.70 [-27.05, 15.68]
Ritterband 2009 1812 1284 22 3275 16.49 22 25% 1463 [23.26,-5.00]
Ritterband 2012 1888 1679 13 3523 2231 13 1.4% -1535[-3053,-0.17]

Strom 2004 27.3 2206 30 3549 27.04 51 21% -0.60 F19.43,2.23] I—
Taylar 2017 {internety 296 2072 34 501 27467 a2 1.6% -20560[-24.22,-6.78]

wan Straten 2014 3849 40 37 415 383 47 1.2% -1.60 F18.51,15.31] E —
“incent 2009 2.7 2719 59 325 2TES 59 2.3% -10.80[-20.70,-0.90] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 639 748 251% -14.25[-18.90,-9.60] L 2
Heterngenaity Tau®= 37.02; Chif= 26.51, df= 12 (P = 0.0049); 7= 55%

Testfor overall effect: £2= 6.00 (P = 0.00001)

3.1.4 Telephone delivery

Arnedt 2013 16.1 a8 15 238 124 14 2.7% -7.80 F15.97,0.37] /1
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 14 2.T% -7.80 [-15.97, 0.37] S
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.87 (P = 0.06)

3.1.5 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 (selt-help) 25 198 15 645 624 17 0.4% -39.60[73.52,-5.48]

Jerneloy 2012 451 322 38 622 424 36 1.2% -1710 [F34.32,012]

Lancee 2012 (Selthelp) IT6E2 2711 138 469 3098 160 1% -9.28 [-15.88,-2.68] I
Morin 2005 1492 1211 20 18.02 11.22 ar 2.8% -3.10 [B.65, 0.45] =
“Wan Straten 2009 46 395 136 602 426 121 2.2% -4.20 [-14.46, 6.06] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 397 421 10.6% -7.53 [13.57, -1.50] &>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2115, ChiF=28.58, df= 4 (F=0.07), F= 53%

Testfor overall effect 7= 2 45 (F =001}

3.1.6 Video delivery

Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 8% 2TH 12 485 388 13 06%  -18.70 [-45.99, 6.50) _—
Savard 2014 (Videa) 19.61 15.06 54 32.01 2453 7 30% 12401919, -5.61] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90 3.6% -12.86 [-19.43, -6.28] <
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.28, df=1 {P = 0.60); F= 0%

Testfor overall effect £2= 3.83 (F = 0.0001)

Total (95% Cl) 2351 2307 100.0% -12.68 [-14.88,-10.48] +
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 29.85; Chi*= 133,98, df= 52 (P = 0.00001); F= B1% . B E
Testfor overall effect: Z=11 .28 (F <= 0.00001}) CBT- Contral

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=624 di=5{P=028) F=198%

*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



Sleep latency (Diary): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S9. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Test for overall effect £=4.77 (P = 0.00001}

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 273 df=2{P = 0.26) F= J6.8%

Favours CBT-l Fawours Control

CBT-l 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 one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 T46 7. 66 196 9.1 g 18.0% -8.14 14,68, -1.60] —
Edinger 2009 (Primary Insomnia) 23.3 18 16 27.8 1867 18 10.58% -4.80[-16.84, 7.84] I
Jacobs 2004 341 2586 14 B39 476 14 3.0%  -29.80[F58.11,-1.449]
Taylar 2014 1218 745 16 4944 4542 13 3.8% -3V 26622212300 ————————
Wl 2006 317 164 19 506 3497 17 5.3%  -18.90[39.16,1.36] EE—
Subtotal {95% Cl) 131 70 40.7% -14.43 [-24.49, 4.37] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= B0.95; Chi*= 8.26, df= 4 (P = 0.08), F=52%
Test for overall effect 7= 2.81 (P = 0.004)
8.1.2 Group delivery
Lovato 2014 20 17.44 76 25 2454 28 135% -5.00[-14.75, 4.748] — T
Warin 1993 2062 11.65 12 3118 283 11 4%  -1086[28.54,7.42] .
Subtotal {95% Cl) a8 40 19.8% -6.26 [-14.84, 2.31] S
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.28, df=1 (F=059), F=0%
Test for averall effect Z=1.43 (F=0.15)
8.1.3 Internet delivery
Hagatun 2018 21.25 2953 68 4529 2864 81 12.5% -2404[-34.58, -13.50] e
Ritterband 2004 1812 1284 22 3275 1648 22 148%  -1463[23.36 -540] B
Strom 2014 7.3 2206 30 3549 2704 a1 121% -3E0[-19.43, 2.23] T
Subtotal {95% Cl) 120 124 394% -15.75[-24.03, -7.48] -4
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 27.50; Chif= 411, df= 2 (FP=013), F=91%
Test for averall effect Z=3.73 (P =0.0002)
Total (95% Cl) 339 234 100.0% -12.82 [-18.09, -7.56] &

e 2 — . 12— _ — R = J 1 1 1
Heterogeneity: Tauw®= 28.94; Chi*=16.37, df=9(F = 0.06); P= 459% —E:D _215 b 215 5'0

Sleep latency (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure $10. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-l

Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total

Mean

Control

S0 Total Weight

9.1.1 In-person one-on-one insomnia

Testfor overall effect: Z=5.43 (P = 0.00001}

9.1.5 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 {self-help) 5188 14
Subtotal (95% CI) 15
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable

Testfor overall effect 2=2.28 (F=0.02)

Total (95% CI) 120

Testfor overall effect: Z=5.86 (P = 0.00001;

Currie 2004 {in-persan) 223 137 16 A48 FB4
Harvey 2015 201 1913 30 40 57.33
Jungguist 2010 2] 4 14 44 a7
Talbot 2014 1427 1222 29 4431 4688
Taylar 2015 36 36 11 a4 42
Subtotal (95% CI) 105

Heterogeneity: Tauf= 0.00; Chif= 2.03, df= 4 (P = 0.73); F= 0%

64.5 634

Heterogeneity, Tauw®=0.00; Chi*= 232 df=a{P=0.230} F=0%

17 9.45%
28 1.0%
9 333%
16 191%
8 B1%
78 91.0%
17 90%
17 9.0%
95 100.0%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 029 df=1 (P = 0.59) F= 0%

Mean Difference Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
-42.20 [75.40,-9.00]
-19.90 [-42.21, 2.41] —_—
-345.00 [-52.73,-17.27] —a—
-30.04 [53.44, -6.64] —_—
-18.00 [-54.05, 18.05] _—
-29.71 [-40.44, -18.99] -
-39.50 [[73.52,-548 —————————
-39.50 [73.52, -5.48] ——e—
-30.60 [-40.83, -20.37] -
50 25 D 25 &0
CBTH Control

*Currie 2004 (in-person and self) uses same control data




Sleep latency (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S11. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.1.1 In-person one-on-one insomnia
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 17 14 16 1538 13.02 26 11.2% 1.62 [-6.87,10.11] I
Epstein 2007 1.1 17 34 ITH 253 38 10.0% -6.50 [-16.37, 3.37] ——
McCrae 2019 2225 3477 39 3852 3353 37 B2%  -1B.27 [31.63,-0.91] e —
Savard 2014 15 13.38 69 3201 2453 FT13.3% -17.01 [-23.33,-10.69] —
Smith 2015 1996 243 42 1569 2042 48 10.4% -5.73[-15.08, 3.62] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 200 226 51.2%  -B.48[-16.18,-0.79] -l

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 52.42; Chi*=13.72, df= 4 (P =0.008); F=71%
Test for overall effect £= 216 (P=0.03)

7.1.2 Group delivery

Currie 2000 281 19 31 582 547 26 37% -30.10[52.16,-8.04]

Ryharczyk 2002 225 8.4 11 485 3889 13 3.8% -26.00[47.79,-4.21]

Rybarczyk 2005 (Journal of consulting & clinical) 218 203 46 331 273 46  100% -11.30[21.13,-1.47] e —
Savard 2005 17.94 2073 27 17.23 2038 30 9.3% 0.71[-8.98, 11.40] — 1
Subtotal {95% CI) 115 115  26.8% -13.70 [-26.50, -0.91] —=anifi-—

Heterogeneity, Tau®=107.27;, Chi®=918 df= 3 (P=003);, F=67%
Test for overall effect Z= 210 (P = 0.04)

7.1.3 Internet delivery

Ritterband 2012 19.88 1679 13 3523 223 13 B.3% 15359 [30.53,-017] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 6.3% -15.35[-30.53, -0.17] el
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

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

7.1.6 Video delivery

Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Madicine) 288 276 12 485 388 13 28% -19.70[-4599 6.59) e
Savard 2014 19.61 1506 54 3201 2453 TPO128%  1240[19.19,-561] —_—

Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90 15.6% -12.86[-19.43,-6.28] -
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 028 df=1 (P=0.60); F= 0%

Testfar overall effect: 2= 3.83 (P = 0.0001}

Total (95% CI) 394 444 100.0% -10.63 [-15.44, -5.83] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 34,88, Chi®= 2445 df=11 (P = 0.01); F= 55% -=50 _2=5 ] 2=5
Test for overall effect: 2= 4.33 (P = 0.0001) CBT-l Contral

Test for subgroup differences: Chif=111, df=3{F=0.78) 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 S$12. PSG-determined sleep latency (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
8.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
McCrae 2019 46.37 54.71 39 ¥535 4262 ¥ 10.3%  -2888[5311,-485) —————————
Smith 2014 3086 57.29 38 2003 17.41 46 131% 1083 [8.07, 29.73] N e —
Wiy 2006 212 147 19 527 306 17 151% -31.50[-47.48,-15.53] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 98 100 38.5% -16.41 [-44.38, 11.56] ——e

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 509,38, Chi*=12.44, df= 2 (P=0.002), F= 84%
Testfor overall effect Z=118(FP =029}

8.1.2 Group delivery

Irwin 2014 19.2 23 50 223 221 25 18.0% -310[13.86, 7.66] — T
Morin 1993 16546 10.41 12 1983 11.84 M1 202% -4.3F7 13,82, 4.78] -
Savard 2005 127 596 27 1044 1473 a0 22.4% 2.26 [-3.47,7.99] I—
Subtotal (95% CI) 89 66 61.5% -0.20 [-4.63, 4.23]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChiF=1.79, df= 2 {P=0.41), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=008¢(P =093}

Total {95% Cl) 185 166 100.0% -7.26 [-17.41, 2.90] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=111.29;: Chi*= 22.01, df= 5 (P = 0.0005); F=¥7% -EED _255 5 255
Testfor overall effect £=1.40(F =016} Favars CET-l Favors Control

Testfor subdroup differences: Chi®=1.26 df=1 (P =026, F=205%




Sleep latency (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table S4. PSG-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
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 11 -4.37[-13.52, 4.78]

Sleep latency (PSG): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions

Figure S13. PSG-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean

Control

S0 Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

30.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

McCrae 2019 46.37 5471 39 ThH35 5262 37 4T%
Smith 2015 3086 67.29 38 20003 17.41 46 30.3%
Subtotal (95% CI) i 83 54.9%

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 67015, Chi*= 648, df=1 (P=0.01); F=85%

Testfor overall effect Z=0.42 (P=0.68)

30.1.2 Group delivery

Saward 2004 127 5498 27 1044 1473 0 451%
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 30 45.1%
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=077 (P=0.44)

Total (95% CI) 104 113 100.0%

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 164.05; ChiF= 7.13, df= 2 (P = 0.03); F= 72%

Testfor overall effect Z=0.32{F=0.75)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=0.28 df=1 {P=0.60) F=0%

-28.98 [-53.11,-4.86]

10.83 [-8.07, 28.73]

-8.34 [47.33, 30.65]

2.
2.

7,7.99]
7,7.99]

= 5

L]

—
[A
R

-2.85[-20.13, 14.44]

-
-

— e ——

-
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-25 0 25 a0
Favars CBT-l Favors Control




Sleep latency: In-person delivery vs. comparison
Figure S14. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean §D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.2.1 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 16.85 2013 a4 207 21.34 52 365%  -3.85[11.75,4.09] — &
Bastein 2004 146 648 15 2521 1872 16 21.9% -10.61 [20.82,-0.40] —
Yerbeek 2006 2383 248 18 4031 31.03 40 102% -16.38[31.34, 142 ———————
Yamadera 2013 263 152 200 35 134 28 3AE% -520F1371,3.31) .
Subtotal (95% CI) 107 133 100.0% -7.03[-11.80, -2.26] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 277 df=3 (P=043), F=0%
Test for overall effect: £=2.89 (F = 0.004)
1.2.2 Internet delivery
Halrngwist 2014 39.83 36 34 3306 2623 39 306% 677787, 21.41] e
Lancee 2016 246 171 30 385 308 30 361% -11.90[F24.51,0.71] — &7
Taylor 2017 249 27 33 296 2973 34 333%  -470[18.29,8.89 e
Subtotal (95% CI) a7 103 100.0% -3.79[14.31,6.72] —a
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 38.36;, Chi®*= 360, df= 2 (P=017), F= 44%
Testfor overall effect: =071 (P =0.48)
1.2.3 Telephone delivery
Eastein 2004 146 648 18 2628 2084 14 831% -11.68[23.08 -0.28] —
Holmawist 2014 3983 36 343234 2481 33 46.9% 749728 22.26] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 47 100.0% -2.69 [-21.44, 16.06]  — e ———
Heterogeneity: Tau®=138.44; Chi*= 4.06, df=1 (F=0.04), F=T5%
Testfor overall effect: £=028(FP=078)
1.2.4 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 223 137 20 25 188 20 1000%  -2.70[13.25 7.89] 1_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -2.70[-13.25,7.85]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=0580(FP =062
1.2.5 Video delivery
Savard 2014 15 13.38 81 1961 1506 80 1000%  -4.61[F9.01,-0.21] t
Subtotal (95% CI) a 80 100.0%  -4.61[-9.01,-0.21]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.05 (P = 0.04)
t } 1 }
-20 -10 0 10 20

Favours In-person  Favors comparison

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




Wake after sleep onset

Figure S15. Diary-determined WASO (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
4.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Alessi 2016 22062 28865 54 4469 28.39 53 25% -22.07[-32.88,-11.26] -
Currie 2004 {jn-person) 368 HT 16 47 344 17 1.4%  -1010[-32.65,12.45] T
Drake 2019 2211 15832 50 4603 3261 a0 26% -2382[3301,-13.03] -
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hydiene) 341 1433 16 5576 39.49 26 1.9% -21.66 [-38.38,-4.94] I
Edinger 2007 57.38 3914 BE 731 241 8 1.7% -16.72 [-34.90, 3.46] I
Edinger 2003 30 296 16 493 28 18 1.6% -19.30 [-38.73,013] I
Ellis 2015 4096 2073 20 5482 23.28 20 2.1% -13.86 [27.52,-0.200 -
Harvey 2018 18.03 19.34 30 17.24 2846 28 23% 0.79[-11.82,13.40] T
Jungeuist 2010 12 g 19 44 32 El 1.8% -32.00[53.21,-10.79] —_—
Lancee 2016 (in-person) 16.2 2048 26 384 234 23 2.3% -22.20 [34.69,-0.71] i
hle Crae 2019 20065 1467 39 3784 26.05 37 27% -17.19[26.76,-7.62] -
Savard 2014 (in-person) 2009 133 B9 433 32.87 I 28% -23.21[31.19,-158.23] -
Smith 2015 2264 2553 42 3581 2738 48 2.5% S13A7 F2411,-2.23) -
Talbot 2014 13.82 1093 29 47325 458 16 1.4% -33.43[596.22,-10.64] —_—
Taylor 2014 518 76 16 11.08 22.57 13 23% -5.87 [[18.63, 6.89] -1
Taylor 2015 24 24 il 36 24 8 1.4% -12.00 [-33.86, 9.86) —
Taylor 2017 (in-persan) 225 3562 33479 3612 33 1.8% -25.40[-42.71,-8.09) -
Subtotal (95% CI) 552 484  351% -17.85[-21.78,-13.91] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 18.07, Chi®= 22.24, df=16 (P = 0.14); *= 28%
Test for overall effect: 7= 8.89 (P = 0.00001)
4.1.2 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 2713 301 52 4469 2839 63 2.5% -17.86 [28.78,-6.34] -
Batheliug 2013 542 7B 26 963 670 28 0.7% -42.10[-80.82,-3.38)
Currie 2000 402 406 M 9a 671 26 1.0% -51.30[-80.79,-21.81]
Epstein 2007 288 2245 34 326 3141 38 2.3% -4 101662, 8.42] -
Espie 2007 B6.1 603 95 THEE 531 67 1.9% -10.680 [26.75, 5.76] B
Egpie 2008 3317 3289 74 5962 46.25 43 20% -2645[4217,-10.73] I
Irwin 2014 328 3.6 43 946 8.1 248 3.2%  -21.80[-25.13,-18.47] -
Lovato 2014 546 856 86 1308 543 3z 1.4% -TE.20[-98.38 -54.02] a—
horin 1993 2875 1655 12 6369 51.35 11 0.9% -34.94 [[66.70,-3.18]
Morin 1999 22.29 17 18 81.73 227 18 23% -29.44[-42.54,-16.34] -
Rybarczyk 2002 284 248 Mo117e 77 13 0.5% -89.40[134.11,-44.60]
Rybarczyk 2005 (Journal of consulting & clinical) 22 178 46 485 387 46 2.4% -26.50[-38.81,-14.19]
Sandlund 2017 55.94 4ra 82 76.84 491 71 1.9% -21.31 [38.20,-4.42] I
Savard 2005 525 2428 I7 5116 26 30 3% 1.34 [11.72,14.40] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 642 501 253% -26.08[-34.38,-17.79] L ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 160.28; Chi®= 61.79, df=13 (P = 0.00001); F=79%
Testfor averall effect: Z= 6.16 (P =< 0.00001)
4.1.3 Internet delivery
Espie 2012 {(Imagery relief) 28.5 32189 a5 67.04 4728 104 23% -38.54[50.99,-26.09] -
Hagatun 20149 18.28 2413 B8 3586 2339 81 2.8% -17.28 [25.89,-8.67] -
Ho 2014 30.35 4691 103 426 47.14 105 2.3% -12.25[-25.03,0.53] -
Horsch 2017 27 21 30 44 30 48 2.5% -17.00 [-28.34, -5.66] -
Lancee 2012 (nternet deliven) 56.05 3841 131 80.88 51.22 160 26% -24.83[35.14,-14.52] -
Lancee 2015 38.09 2825 36 T2Y7 4B6E 27 1.8% -3468[55.37 -13.00] —
Lancee 2016 (internet) 248 188 21 34 234 23 2.3% -13.60 [-26.09,-1.11] -
Ritterband 2008 29.89 19.83 22 51.81 26.48 22 2.2% -21.92 [-35.78,-8.06] -
Ritterband 2012 3189 M7 13 3099 14972 13 2.0% 1.00[-14.96, 16.96] T
Strom 2004 3479 4234 30 3384 2557 51 1.9% 1.15[-15.55,17.85] -
Taylor 2017 (internet) 41.4 3965 34478 3612 33 1.8% -6.50 [-24.65, 11.68] T
“incent 2009 538 6223 59 G078 5838 549 1.6% ST2BF2T 2T 2] 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 602 696 25.8% -16.57 [-22.98,-10.17] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 76.13; Chi®= 29.35 df=11 (P = 0.002), F= 63%
Testfor averall effect: Z=5.07 (P = 0.00001)
4.1.4 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 20 134 14 928 373 14 1.8% -3290[53.60,-12.20] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 14 1.5% -32.90[-53.60,-12.20] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z=3.12 (P =0.002)
4.1.5 Self-help delivery
Curtie 2004 (selFhelp) 409 405 15 47 344 17 1.2% -B.10 3232, 2012 T
Jerneloy 2012 32 27 38 304 2849 36 23% 1.60[11.16, 14.36] T
Lancee 2012 (Self-help) 5474 447 138 8088 51.22 160 28% -2614[-37.03-15.25] -
horin 2005 16.28 1679 a0 17.92 1847 a7 1% -1.64 [-6.99, 3.71] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 271 300 9.1% -8.21 [-21.90, 5.48] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 146.59; Ghi®= 16.09, df= 3 (P = 0.0007); F= 82%
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.18 (P =0.24)
4.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) 481 #H7 12 1178 777 13 0.5% -B9.70[-115.59, -23.81]
Savard 2014 (video) 23.25 1978 54 433 3287 7 27% -20005[-29.09,-11.01] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 66 a0 3.2% -39.57 [-87.10, 7.96] —e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 047.85; Ghi®= 4.33, di=1 (P = 0.04); °= 77%
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.63 (P =0.10)
Total (95% CI) 2148 2085 100.0% -18.96[-22.46, -15.46] +
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 95.63; Chi®=175.32, df= 49 (P = 0.00001); F=72% E =DD —5=D 5=D 160
Testfor overall effect: Z=10.62 (F =< 0.00001}) CBT- Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Chit=845 df=5(P=013) = 408%

*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




Wake after sleep onset (Diary): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S16. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Favours CBT-I Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
12.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 A7.38 3914 G673 241 8 107%  -1572[34.90, 3.46]
Edinger 2009 (Primary Insomnia) 30 296 16 493 28 18 106%  -19.30[38.73,0.173]
Taylor 2014 518 716 16 11.05 2257 13 127% -587 1863, 6.89]
Subtotal {95% CI) 98 39 340% -11.29[-20.61, -1.96] £ 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=1.55, df= 2 (P =046), F= 0%
Test for averall effect 2= 237 (F=0.02)
12.1.2 Internet delivery
Hagatun 20149 1828 2413 8 35456 23.34 a1 13.8% 1728 [-2589 -8.67] —_
Ritterband 2009 2989 1983 13 81.81 2658 13 114%  -21.92[-39.95 -3.89] e
Stram 2014 I4TE 4234 30 3364 2557 a1 11.8% 111 1588, 17 .81]
Subtotal (95% CI) 11 115  36.4% 13.32[-25.38, 1.27] -
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 6251 Chi*=4.41 df=2 (P=011), F=55%
Testfor overall effect Z=217 (P=0.03)
12.1.3 Group delivery
Laowato 2014 546 596 g6 1308 543 32 9.8% -76.20[98.38 -5402 ———
Marin 18993 2BTE 1654 12 B3B8 51.35 1 T2% -3494 [[6E.T0,-3.18] e —
Marin 1599 2228 17 18 8173 227 18 126% -29.44 4244 -16.34] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 116 61 29.6% -46.74[-78.12,-15.36] =i
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 633.82, Chif=12.80,df= 2 (P=0.002); F=84%
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.92 (P=0.004)
Total {95% Cl) 325 215 100.0% -22.83[-34.63, -11.04] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 242,37, Chi®= 35,93, df= 8 (P = 0.000013; F= 79% [1 o0 _550 b 550 1DEi
Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.80 (P = 0.0001) Favours CBT-l Favours Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 4562 df=2 (P=010), F=557%

Wake after sleep onset (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S17. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CET- Control

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

11.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

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

11.1.5 Self-help delivery

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test far overall effect: £= 046 {F = 0.65)

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 =053 F=0%

Currie 2004 (in-persomn 368 317 16 47 344 17 15.4%

Harvey 2015 18.03 19.34 30 1724 2846 28 238%
Jungouist 2010 12 a 14 44 32 9 16.4%
Talbot 2014 13.82 1043 29 4725 458 16 15.3%
Taylor 2015 24 24 11 36 24 8 15.8%
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 78 B86.9%

Currie 2004 (self-help) 409 4045 14 47 344 17 131%
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 17 13.1%

Total (95% CI) 120 95 100.0%

1010 [-32.65, 12.45]
0.79[11.82,13.40]
-32.00 F53.21,-10.79]
-33.43 [56.22, -10.64]
-12.00 [-33.86, 9.86]
-16.00 [-30.44, -1.56]

6103232, 20.17]
6.10 [-32.32, 20.12]

-14.45[-26.84, -2.05]

<

-50 0 a0
CBTH Control




Wake after sleep onset: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S18. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*= 718 df=3{F =007}, F=583%

CBTH 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 8576 35949 26 B.4% -21.66 [-38.38, -4.94] I
McCrae 2019 2065 1467 39 3784 2605 F 11.8% 17 A9 26,76, -7 .62] -
Savard 2014 2009 133 B9 433 3287 TPO122%  -2321[31.19,-158.23) -
Srnith 2015 2264 254583 42 3581 2738 48 10.9% S13AT F2411,-2.23) =
Subtotal (95% CI) 166 188  43.1% -19.18[-24.28, -14.09] +
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=2.39, df=3 P =050); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 7.38 (P = 0.00001)
10.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 402 406 M 915 671 26 46% -51.30[-80.79,-21.81] I
Epstein 2007 285 2245 34 326 34 38 10.2% -4 101662, 8.42) -
Rybarczyk 2002 284 248 11 1178 77 13 25% -89.40[134.11,-44 BY]
Ryharczyk 20048 (Journal of consulting & clinical) 22 178 46 485 387 46 103%  -26.50[-38.81,-14.19] -
Savard 2005 4166 4344 27 4028 4267 0 64% 1.38 [21.02, 23.78] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 149 153  34.0%  -27.58 [49.40, 5.76] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 46718, Chi*= 2414, df= 4 (P = 0.0001); F= 83%
Test for overall effect: £= 248 (P =0.01)
10.1.3 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2012 3189 2176 13 3089 1872 13 B.8% 1.00 [-14.96, 16.96] -1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 13 13 8.8% 1.00 [-14.96, 16.96] *
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: 2= 012 (P =0.90)
10.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) 481 A7 12 1178 777 13 2.3% -B.70[115.59,-23.81]
Savard 2014 2325 1878 84 433 3287 TPO11.8%  -20.05[-29.09,-11.01] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90 14.1% -39.57 [-87.10, 7.96] el
Heterogeneity: Tau®=947.85;, Chi®=4.33, df=1 (P=0.04); F=77%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.63 (P =010}
Total (95% CI) 394 444 100.0% -19.60 [-27.31, -11.90] L 2
Heterageneity: Tau®= 110.11; Chi*= 37.22, df= 11 (P = 0.0001); "= 70% T dn & = o
Testfor overall effect: £=4.959 (P = 0.00001) CBT-l Contral

*Edinger 2005 (in-person and self) pooled control data




Wake after sleep onset (Act)

Figure S$19. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs.

control

Testfor overall effect Z=1.52 (F=013)

Heterageneity: Tau®= 26.07; Chi*= 18.74, df=11 (P = 0.07); F= 41%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 384 df=2 (P=015), F= 47 9%

‘

Favours CBTA Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D 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) 487 1782 15 EB3.43 2683 23 T3% -1473[2893-057
Edinger 20049 59.9 284 16 G248 274 18 49% -2.60[-21.44, 16.24] T
MecCrae 2019 4533 2647 38 AT 2574 a7 9.3% -T.39 1814, 4.36] T
Smith 2015 9033 A28 38 11587 EBOES 44 2E%  -2554[-53.24 216
Talbot 2014 104.88 80.29 29 118.84 73 16 1.0% -13.96 [-60.159, 32.23] —
Tavlor 2014 406 1077 16 388 04 13 B.E%  080[11.73,13.33 I
Taylor 201 Fiin-persan) 493 2288 33 47 2011 33 10.6% 230[812,1277 I
Subtotal (95% CI) 186 184 44.3% -4.92 [11.11, 1.26] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 9.75, Chif= 697 df=6 (P =032}, F=14%
Testfor averall effect Z=156 (F =012
11.1.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007 83 1148 H M1 162 0 147% -2.80[9.93 437 -
Eszpie 2007 a9 253 i) 3.8 237 57 127% 820337, 1377 ™
Espie 2008 A283 22 T4  H485 3386 349 2% -1202[-23.86,-0.18] —
Lowato 2014 ire Ira a6 A04 304 3z 9.0% -12E60[-24.69 -051] B
Subtotal (95% CI) 260 158 45.6% -4.61 [-12.54, 3.33] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 40,85, Chi*=815, df= 3(P=0.04); F=63%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.14 (P =0.26)
11.1.3 Internet delivery
Taylor 2017 {internet) 541 2507 34 47 2011 33 101% TAQR3.77,17.97] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 101% 7.0 [-3.77,17.97] >
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.28 (P =0.20)
Total (95% CI) 480 375 100.0% -3.64 [-8.34, 1.07]

T -a0 0
Favours CBT-

a0
Favours Control

100

*Edinger 2005 (in-person and self) pooled control data

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

Wake after sleep onset (Act): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure $20. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH

Control

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference

'V, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CIl

18.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Test for overall effect 2= 0.05 (P = 0.96)
18.1.2 Group delivery

Subtotal (95% CI) 86
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 2= 2.04 (P = 0.04)

Total (95% CI) 118

Tastfor overall effect: £=1.21 (P = 0.23)

Edinger 2009 59.9 294 16 625 274 19 19.4%
Taylor 2014 406 10,77 16 298 2049 13 391%
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 31 58.6%

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; ChifF=0.09, df=1 {P=077) F=0%

Lovato 2014 are 178 a6 504 305 32 4.4%

32 41.4%

63 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau = 10.00; Chi*= 2.39, di= 2 (P = 0.30); F= 16%

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

260 [-21.44, 16.24]
0.80 [11.73,13.33]

-0.24 [-10.67,10.19]

-1
-1

260 [-24.68,-0.51]
2.60 [-24.69, -0.51]

5.41 [-14.16, 3.33]

—_—

—

>

N

-100 -50
Favours CBT-I

0

50
Fawvours Control

100




Wake after sleep onset (Act): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table S5. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
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 S21. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), 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% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
19.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygienea) 341 1433 16 A576 39449 26 201% -21.66[-38.38 -4.94] e
MeCrae 20149 4533 26.47 39 8272 25749 ar 29.3% -T.39 1914, 4.36] —r
Srmith 2014 9033 58.28 38 11587 E9.68 44 Q7% -25454 [-53.24, 216 e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 93 107 59.2% -14.74 [-25.98, -3.50] L 3

Heterageneity: Tau®= 26,78, Chi®= 2,658, df=2 (P = 0.26), F= 29%
Testfor overall effect 2= 257 (P=0.01)

19.1.2 Group delivery

Epstein 2007 B3 NMB )| M1 162 30 40.8% -2.80[-8.93, 4.33] :
Subtotal (95% CI) k| 30 40.8% -2.80[-9.93,4.33]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=077 (P=0.44)

Total {95% CI) 124 137 100.0% -10.15[-19.68, -0.61] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 44 71; Chi®= 6.01, df= 3 (P = 0.11); F= 50% f f f |
Testfor overall effect; 7= 2.09 (P = 0.04) -100 F'af,gurs CBTA ”Famurs Cinmml 100
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 3.09 df=1{P=0.08) F=67.6%
*Edinger 2005 (in-person and self) pooled control data
Wake after sleep onset (PSG)
Figure $22. PSG-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
Favours CBTA Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% Cl
11.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
McCrae 2019 46,37 5471 38 7535 5262 37 141% -28.98[53.11,-4.89) —
Smith 20145 46,08 3341 38 83.258 T0.95 46 146% -37.17 [60.26,-14.08] —
Talbot 2014 39259 41.63 29 a87.63 7312 16 845% -18.38[-57.28, 2057 — —
Subtotal (95% CI) 106 99  37.3% -30.94 [-46.28, -15.61] -
Heterogeneity: Tauw®=0.00; Chi*=071,df=2 (P=070); F=0%
Testfor averall effect £= 3.96 (P = 0.0001)
11.2.2 Group delivery
Imwin 2014 735 361 48  7a1 43 24 16.2% -1.60 [-21.61,18.41] I E—
Marin 1993 3535 2049 12 53.858 43.38 11 123% -18.80 F46.73,9.73) ———
Marin 19949 34.44 22 18 6238 3494 17 1548% -27.94 [-49.25 -6.63) e —
Savard 2005 5154 31.09 27 4445 2724 30 188% T.04[-8.21, 2229 T
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 82 62.7T% -8.62 [-25.23, 8.00] -
Heterogeneity: TauF=173.73; Chi*= 782 df= 3 (F=009); F=62%
Test for overall effect Z=1.02 (F=0.31)
Total {95% Cl) 21 181 100.0% -16.64 [-30.76, -2.51] .
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 216.43; Chi*=1588, df= 6 (P=0.01); F= 62% f t f 1
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.31 (P=0.02) 100 Faigurs CBT4 UFavours Cgﬂtrol 100

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 375 df=1 (P =0.05) F=733%




Wake after sleep onset (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table S6. PSG-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

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

Morin 1993 Group delivery 35.35 20.9 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 S§7. PSG-determined WASO (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, 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
Figure $23. PSG-determined WASO (minutes), 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
19.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
McCrae 2019 46,37 5471 39 7535 52.62 ar 31E%  -2848[53.11,-4.85] —
Smith 2014 46.08 33.41 38 B3.25 F0.85 46 32.2% -37.17 [60.26,-14.08] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 63.8% -33.26 [49.94, 16.57] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=023, df=1 (P=063); F=0%
Testfor averall effect £=3.91 (P = 0.0001)
19.2.2 Group delivery
Savard 2005 41.54 31.09 27 4445 2724 0 36.2% T.04[-8.21,2229 —TE—
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 30 36.2% 7.04 [-8.21, 22.29] B
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Test for overall effect: Z=0.90(F=0.37)
Total (95% CI) 104 113 100.0% -18.59 [48.29, 11.11] *—
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 57447, Chif=12.44, df=2 (P = 0002, F=84% f t T

] -100 -4l 0
Testfor overall effect 2=1.23 (P =022 Favours CBT- Favours Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=12.21, df=1 (P = 0.0005), F= 91.8%




Wake after sleep onset (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison
Figure $24. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Favours In-person  Favors comparison

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 2262 28.685 54 2713 301 52 43.0% -4.81 F16.73,671] ——

Bastein 2004 4085 37.34 18 2237 1876 16 23.4% 18599 [2.43 3958 T

Verbeek 2006 32498 26.03 18 3918 3033 40 335% -6.19 F21.45,8.07] —

Subtotal (95% CI) a7 108 100.0% 0.34[-12.41,13.09] -*—

Heterageneity: Tau®= 65.53; Chi*=4.15 df=2{P=013); F=52%

Test for averall effect: Z=0.05 (P = 0.96)

1.3.2 Internet delivery

Holmovist 2014 4035 4749 34 45068 4371 39 147%  -4.71 2586, 16.44] T

Lancee 2016 162 2049 Io0 248 188 30 651% -6.60 F18.66, 1.46] ——

Taylor 2017 215 328862 33 414 3965 34 202% -18.90[-36.94,-0.96] -

Subtotal (95% C1) 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: 7= 2 44 (P =0.01)

1.3.3 Telephone delivery

Bastein 2004 4085 37.34 18 2172 2839 14 36.4% 1923 [4.82 4328 - &

Holmogwist 2014 4035 4749 3403234 24 33 B3E%  8.01[F10.18, 26.20] —

Subtotal (95% C1) 49 47 100.0%  12.09 [-2.41, 26.60] --‘-—

Heterogeneity: Tau™= 0.00; Chi*=0.83, df=1 (P=047); F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.63 (P = 0.10)

1.3.4 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 368 3.7 20 4049 405 20 100.0% -4.00 [F26.54, 18.54] 1——

Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -4.00 [-26.54, 18.54]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=035{P =073

1.3.5 Video delivery

Savard 2014 2008 133 81 2325 19.78 80 100.0% -316 [F8.37, 2.09] !

Subtotal (95% CI) th] 80 100.0% -3.16 [-8.37, 2.05]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=119{P=023
t t f +
-40 -25 5 a0

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

Wake after sleep onset (Act): In-person delivery vs. comparison
Table S$8. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Study In-person CBT-| Group delivery CBT-I Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Yamadera 15.8 11.18 20 12.5 10.5 25 3.30[-3.10, 9.70]

2013

Table S9. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences for in-person delivery

Study In-person CBT-| Internet delivery CBT-| Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Taylor 2017 49.3 22.8 33 54.1 25.07 34 -4.80 [-16.27, 6.67]




Remission rates

Figure S25. IS|/Diary-determined remission rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study or Subgroup

CBT Control Risk Difference
Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Risk Difference
M-H, Random, 85% CI

5.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 (in-person)

Drake 2018

Edinger 2009

Harvey 2015

Jacobs 2004

Janssan-Frajmark 2012 (J Clin Paycho Med Settings)
Savard 2014 {in-person)

Smith 20145

Talbot 2014

Taylor 2014

Wagley 2013

Wy 2006

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events

Testfor averall effect 2= 8.37 (P = 0.00001)

5.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000
Espie 2007
Fleming 2014
Irwin 2014
Lovato 2014
Morin 1999
Sandlund 2017
Savard 2005
Subtotal (95% CI)
Total events

Test for overall effect 2= 6.85 (P = 0.00001)

5.1.3 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 (sel-help)
Jernelay 2012
Subtotal (95% CI)
Total events

Testfor averall effect 2= 3.43 (P = 0.000&)

5.1.4 Internet delivery
Harsch 2017
Ritterband 2009
Ritterband 2012
Subtotal (95% CI)
Tatal events

Testfor averall effect £= 2.85 (P=0.004)

5.1.5 Video delivery

Savard 2014 Video)

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events

Heterageneity: Mat applicable

Testfor overall effect 2= 243 {F=0.01)

5.1.6 Telephone delivery

Arnedt 2013

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable

Testfor averall effect Z=1.96 (P =0.05)

Total (95% CI)
Total events

Testfor overall effect Z2=11.40 (P = 0.00001}

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.01; Chi®=19.29, df=11 {P = 0.06); F= 43%

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*=14.52, df=7 (F=0.04); F=52%

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.35, df=1 (P =0.595); F= 0%

Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.06; Chi®=13.08, df= 2 (F=0.001); F= 85%

& 16 1 17 2.8% 0.32[0.05, 0.58]
41 49 16 48 4.4% 0.50[0.33, 0.67]
14 19 ] 0 iT% 0.49[0.21,0.76]
14 22 2 19 32% 0.58[0.24,0.82]

a 14 2 14 23% 0.43[0.11,0.75]

4 17 i 15 3.8% 0.24[0.02, 0.45]
54 70 35 TE O 4.8% 0.31 [0.16, 0.46]
az 43 20 48 4.0% 0.33[0.14,0.52]
11 27 i 15 3.8% 0.41[0.21, 0.61]
10 15 2 13 2.3% 0.81 [0.20,0.82]

2 21 1] 10 4.3% 010[-0.09, 0.28]

7 19 2 17 2.8% 0.258[-0.01,0.52]

332 M2 40.8% 0.36 [0.28, 0.44]

204 84
13 az 2 28 39% 0.33[0.14, 053]
az o107 17 94 55% 0.12[0.00,0.23]
a8 73 7 40 4.5% 0.35[0.18, 0.51]
7 a0 ] 25 37% 0.34[0.13,0.55]
a3 76 1 29 532% 0.40[0.27,0.53]
10 18 4 18 24% 0.33[0.03,0.63]
41 a2 18 71 4.8% 0.251[0.10,0.39]
12 23 2 28 4% 0.45[0.22, 0.68]
461 333 33.5% 0.31[0.22, 0.40]

206 56

3 14 1 17 33% 0.14[-0.09,0.37]

11 45 1 44 530% 0.22[0.09,0.35]
60 61 8.5% 0.20 [0.09,0.32]

14 2
17 45 G 62 4.6% 0.281[0.12,0.44]
16 22 i 22 38% 0.73[0.53,0.92]
7 14 2 14 2.3% 0.36 [0.04, 0.68]
21 98 10.7% 0.46 [0.14,0.77]

40 a
a8 57 35 TE O 4.8% 0.21[0.04,0.37]
57 76 4.5% 0.21 [0.04, 0.37]

a8 35
1 14 G 15 21% 0.33[-0.00, 0.67]
15 15 2.1% 0.33 [-0.00, 0.67]

1 fi
1006 895 100.0% 0.33 [0.28, 0.39]

513 192

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi®= 58.68, df= 26 (P = 0.0003}; F=56%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi?= 695 df=5{FP=022) 7= 281%

<
<>
<>

—ai———

-

*

, , , ,
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




Remission rate: Insomnia and no comorbidities

Figure S26. 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: 2= 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: ChfF=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 S27. 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)

17.58%
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: TauF= 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




Remission rate: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S28. 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*= 2341, df=3(P=0.33), F=121%

Favours Control  Favours CBT-I

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

Remission rate: In-person delivery vs. comparison
Figure $29. Diary/ISI-determined remission rate, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

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

Test for subagroup differences: Chi®=0.36, df=2 (F=084), 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 2008 4] 18 & 40 100.0% 018 [-0.06, 0.43] —t
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 40 100.0% 0.18 [-0.086, 0.43] -
Total events A G
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=147 (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 3
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=110(F=0.27)
1.4.5 Video delivery
Savard 2014 54 70 3| 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 0.5
Favors comparison Favors in-person

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




Responder rates

Figure S30. ISI/Diary-determined responder rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Experimental

Control

Risk Difference

Risk Difference

Testfor overall effect Z=15.83 (F = 0.00001;

Testfor subgroup differences: ChiF=679 df=5 (P = 0.24) F= 26.3%

Favours Control

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) 3 14 2 20 3.1% 0.47[0.18,0.76]

Edinger 2007 & 17 1 11 33% 0.26 [-0.02, 0.55] T
Harvey 2015 18 22 ] 19 34% 0.42[0.14,0.70] e —
Jansson-Frajmark 2012 (J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 13 17 1 18 44% 0.70[0.46, 0.94] —
Lancee 2016 (in-person) 21 24 1 24 6.9% 0.68 [0.40, 0.86] —
Subtotal (95% CI) a9 90  21.2% 0.53 [0.36, 0.69] -
Total events 63 10

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.02; Chi*= 894, df=4 (P = 0.06); = 55%

Testfor overall effect £=6.21 (P = 0.00001)

6.1.2 Group delivery

Batheliug 2013 18 26 2 28 5.3% 0.51[0.29,0.72] —
Rybarczyk 2002 a 14 1 16 3.3% 0.1 [0.22,0.79] e —
Ryharczyk 2005 (Journal of consulting & clinical) 348 46 11 46 T2% 0.52[0.35, 0.70] —_—
Sandlund 2017 41 a2 3 UM% 0.46[0.34, 0.58] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 168 161  27.5% 0.48 [0.40, 0.57] <
Total events a5 17

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=044 df= 3 (P =093, F=0%

Testfor overall effect: £=11.22 (P = 0.00001}

6.1.3 Telephone delivery

Arnedt 2013 13 14 7 18 28% 0.40[0.09, 0.71] e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 2.9% 0.40 [0.09, 0.71] ~eouiii———
Total events 13 7

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor averall effect 2= 2.7 (P = 0.01)

6.1.4 Internet delivery

Espie 2012 {Imagery relief) 23 43 10 88 T.A% 0.42[0.286, 0.58] —
Hagatun 2019 40 77 ] 65 10.6% 0.44 [0.31, 0.87] b
Harsch 2017 20 45 7 62 TT¥% 033017, 0.50] e
Lancee 2014 13 25 4 22 40% 0.34 [0.08, 0.59] —_—
Lancee 2016 {internet) 10 26 1 25 A8% 0.34[0.14,0.59] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 216 262  36.0% 0.39 [0.32, 0.47] <

Total events 106 27

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.61, df= 4 (P =081}, F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=10.13 (P = 0.00001}

6.1.5 Self-help delivery

Jerneloy 2012 15 45 1 44 93% 0.31[0.17, 0.46] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 45 44 9.2% 0.31 [0.17, 0.46] -

Total events 15 1

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor averall effect Z=4.21 (P = 0.0001)

6.1.6 Video delivery

Rybarczyl 2005 (Eehavioral Sleep Medicine) & 12 1] 13 3.2% 0.50[0.21,0.79] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 12 13 3.2% 0.50 [0.21, 0.79] —eoniiiine-—
Tatal events 5] o

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.39 (P =0.0007)

Total (95% CI) 555 585 100.0% 0.45 [0.39, 0.50] L 2

Total events 302 62

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=21.21, di= 16 (F=017), F= 25% -_1 —D'.S b D!S 1

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 S$10. 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 6 17 1 1 0.26[-0.02, 0.55]

2007 delivery

Hagatun Internet 40 77 5 65 0.44[0.31, 0.57]

2019 delivery

Responder rate: Comorbid insomnia to psychiatric conditions
Figure S31. Responder rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Favours Control

Study or Subgroup Events Total

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

Risk Difference

Risk Difference

M-H, Random, 95% CI

1.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Harvey 2015

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect £=2 896 (P=0.003)

15 22

22
15

1.1.2 Group delivery

Ryharczyk 2004 (Journal of consulting & clinical)
Subtotal {95% CI)

Total events

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect: £=5.87 (P = 0.00001)

35 46

46
25

1.1.5 Video delivery

Ryharczyk 20048 (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) 3]
Subtotal {95% CI)

Total events G
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect £=3.39 (P = 0.0007)

12
12

Total (95% CI) 80
Total events a6
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 0,38, df =2 (P =083), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=7.37 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 038, df= 2 (F=0.83) F=0%

] 149
19

]

46
46

13

78 100.

22.4%
22.4%

56.9%
56.9%

20.7%
20.7%

0%

0.42[0.14,0.70]
0.42[0.14, 0.70]

0.52[0.35, 0.70)
0.52 [0.35, 0.70]

0.50[0.21, 0.749]
0.50 [0.21, 0.79]

0.49 [D.36, 0.63]

[

i

-

-1

-0.5
Favours

0 0.5

Control  Favours CBT-I

Responder rate: Comorbid insomnia to medical conditions
Figure S32. Responder rate, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Favours Intervention

Study or Subgroup Events Total

Control
Events Total

Risk Difference

Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

I

Risk Difference
\I-H, Random, 95% CI

2.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene)

Jansson-Frajmark 2012 {1 Clin Psycho Med Settings)

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*=1.47, df=1{P=0.23); F=31%
Test for overall effect: £=5.22 (P = 0.000013

14
17
3

3
13

21

2.1.2 Group delivery

Ryharczyk 2002 g
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 8
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect: £= 3.50 (F = 0.0005)

14
14

Total {95% CI) 45
Total events

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=178, df= 2 {P=041); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=7.33 (P = 0.000013

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chif=0.24 di=1 (P =062, *= 0%

29

2 20
1 14
35

16

51

28.3%
42.3%
70.6%

29.4%
29.4%

100.0%

0.47 (018, 0.76]
0.70 [0.45, 0.94]
0.60 [0.37,0.83]

051 [0.22, 0.79]
0.51 [0.22,0.79]

0.58 [0.42,0.73]

—_—

-

-

-1

}
-0.4

‘
0 05

Favours Control  Favours CBT-l

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

—




Responder rate: In-person delivery vs. comparison

Table $11. ISI -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]

Beliefs and attitudes about sleep

Figure S33. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post

treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 815 df=5{P=015), F= 38.7%

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
McCrae 2019 87.08 37.21 39 12005 38.14 3F AT% -0.87 [-1.34,-0.40]
Savard 2014 (In-person) 1.83 1 70 485  1.55 TE A8% -2.06 [-2.46, -1.65] I
Taylor 2014 216 1.28 16 459 0495 13 47% -206[289,-113] ———————
Taylor 201 7(in-person) 31 172 33 52 23 33 6% -1.02 [-1.54,-0.51] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 158 159 21.8% -1.47 [-2.14, -0.80] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.38; Chi*=18.84, df= 3 (P = 0.0003); F= 84%
Testfor owerall effect £=4.29 (P = 0.0001)
1.1.2 Group delivery
Rybarczyk 2002 138 1.7 11 272 8.8 13 48% -1.27 [-2.16,-0.37] I —
Rybarczyk 2005 -GroupJournal of consultingg 204 104 43 T 8 44 A.7% -0.71 [-1.14,-0.27] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 54 57  10.5% -0.84 [-1.32, -0.37] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*=1.22, df =1 {P=0.27), F=18%
Test for overall effect: £=3.50 (P = 0.0005)
1.1.3 Internet delivery
Hagatun 2019 5245 267 T7 B396 2612 65 58% -1.19[-1.54,-0.83] —
Harsch 2017 4.7 1.4 45 487 1.6 B3  58% -0.11 [-0.49,0.27] 1
Strom 2004 56 145 30 704 212 50 A7% -0.75[1.22,-0.28] —_—
Taylor 2017 (internet) 41 233 34 5.2 23 33 5.6% -0.47 [-0.96,0.02] —
Yincent 2009 33.07 845 59 408 837 59 5.8% -0.91 [-1.28,-0.53] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 245 270 28.8% -0.69 [-1.08, -0.30] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 015, Chi®=18.22 df=4 (P=0.001); F=T78%
Testfor overall effect £=3.47 (P = 0.000a)
1.1.4 Self-help delivery
Bjorvatn 2011 4.8 14 66 5.4 1.8 61 5.8% -0.32 [[0.67,0.03] I
Jerneloy 2012 58 308 43 1227 307 39 55% -2.08 [2.63,-1.54] —
Mao 2017 10084 T.I7 52 8232 1033 52 48% 0.92[0.52,1.33] —
Wan Straten 2009 793 138 126 693 131 121 5.0% 0.74[0.458,1.00] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 287 273 231% -0.17 [-1.26, 0.93] e
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 1.20; Chi*=105.64, df = 3 (F = 0.00001); F= 97%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.30 {(F=0.76)
1.1.5 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 3.2 1 14 4 2 19  521% -0.49[-1.22,0.24] e
Subtotal {95% CI) 15 15 5.2% -0.49 [-1.22,0.24] -
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testforaverall effect Z=1.33 (P =0.19)
1.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 167 8.6 12 27.2 8.8 13 4.8% -1.28 [-2.15,-0.40] —
Savard 2014 {Wideo) 291 149 54 455 155 TE o 5.8% -1.07 [-1.44,-0.70] I
Subtotal {95% CI) 67 89 10.7% -1.10 [-1.44, -0.76] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chif=019, df=1 (F=067), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=6.32 (P = 0.00001)
Total {95% CI) 826 863 100.0% -0.81 [-1.24, -0.38] -
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.78; Chi®= 282.70, df = 17 (P < 0.00001); I*= 34% T 5 1 1
Testfor owerall effect £=3.70 (P = 0.0002) Favors CBT-l Favors Control

*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
Figure S34. 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% Cl
1.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Taylor 2014 216 1.28 16 459 095 13 209% -206F259,-113 ——— =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 16 13 20.9% 2.06[-2.99, 1.13] ——oni—

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £=4.35 (P = 0.0001}

1.1.3 Internet delivery

Hagatun 20149 A245 267 F¥ B34H6 2612 5 41.8% -1.19 [1.54,-0.83] ——

Stram 2004 56 145 o To4 M2 50 37.2% -0.75 [F1.22,-0.28] ——

Subtotal (95% Cl) 107 115 79.1% -1.00 [-1.42, -0.57] .

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.058; Chi*=2.09, df=1 (P=0.18) F= 52%

Test for overall effect £=4.62 (P = 0.00001)

Total {95% CI) 123 128 100.0% -1.21 [-1.76, -0.65] e

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.16; Chi*= 6.47, df= 2 (P = 0.04}; F= 59% 52 51 7 15 é
Test for overall effect: £=4 27 (P = 0.00013 Favors CBT-l Favors Control

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=4.21 df=1(F=004) F=76.3%

Beliefs and attitudes about sleep: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure $35. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post
treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH 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
3.1.1 Group delivery
Ryharczyk 2002 138 1.7 11 27.2 8.8 13 12.2% -1.27 [-2.16,-0.37] I —
Ryharczyk 2005 -GroupiJournal of consulting) 204 104 43 27 a 44 18.6% -0.71 F1.14,-0.27] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 57  30.9% -0.84 [-1.32, -0.37] e

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

McCrae 2019 ar.0s 3T 39 12006 3814 I 181% -0.87 [-1.34,-0.40] —
Savard 2014 (in-persony 1.83 1 7n 455 1.55 TE 191% -2.06 [-2.46, -1.65] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 109 113 37.2% -1.47 [-2.63, -0.30] —i——

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.66; Chi*=14.12 df=1 (P=0.0002); F= 93%
Test for overall effect Z= 247 (P = 0.01)

3.1.6 Video delivery

Rybarczyk 2005 (Behaviaral Sleep Medicing) 187 8B 12 272 98 13 125%  -1.28[2.15,-0.40] —_—
Savard 2014 {video) 281 148 55 455 155 TG 18.5%  -1.07[F1.44,-0.70] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 89 32.0%  -1.10[1.44, 0.76] S 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChiF=0.19, df=1 (P=067), F= 0%
Test for overall effect 2= 6,32 (P = 0.00001}

Total (95% Cl) 230 259 100.0% -1.20 [-1.67, -0.74] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.25; Chi*= 2474, df= 5 (P = 0.0002); F= 80% I2 I1 D 1! é
Test far averall effect Z=5.07 (P = 0.00001) Favors CBT- Favors Control

Testfor subgroup difierences: Chi*=1.30,df=2 (P=0.52), *= 0%




Beliefs and attitudes about sleep: In-person delivery vs. comparison
Figure S36. 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 S50 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.1.1 Group delivery
Yerbeek 2006 46.33 1099 18 48.05 1015 40 100.0% -016 072, 0.39] i—_
Subtotal {95% CI) 18 40 100.0% -0.16 [-0.72, 0.39]
Heterogeneity. Mot applicahble
Test for overall effect: £=0.57 (P=0.47)
1.1.2 Video delivery
Savard 2014 1.83 181 291 149 30 1000%  -0.85F1.17,-0.53 i
Subtotal {95% CI) 81 80 100.0% -0.85 [-1.17, -0.53]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: £=5.15 (P = 0.00001)
1.1.3 Internet delivery
Taylor 2017 a1 172 3341 233 34 1000% -0.48 [0.97, 0.00] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 34 100.0% 10.48 [0.97, 0.00]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £2=1.94 (P = 0.09)
} } } }
-1 -0.4 0 0.5 1
. i Favors In-person delivery  Favors comparison
Test for subgroup differences: Chi®= 481, df=2 (P = 0.09) F=58.4%

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

Daytime fatigue
Figure S37. Fatigue tools-determined daytime fatigue, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
CBTA Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Pigean 2012 425 75 F 545 ar 4 31% -1.71F3.30,-012]
Taylor 2014 581 3.23 16 1277 2 68 13 79% -08G6 [1.74,-0.18] e —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 22 17 11.0% -1.10 [-1.80, -0.41] -*-—
Heterogeneity: Taw®= 0.00; Chi*= 063, df=1 (F=041); F=0%
Test for averall effect Z= 310 (F =0.002
2.1.2 Group delivery
Dirksen 2007 a7 5.3 34 824 L] 38 116% -0.42 [-0.89, 0.04] 7
Lavato 2014 914 5.41 TE 1256 454 29 12.0% -0.62 F1.06,-0.19] B
Martinez 2014 405 0.7y 30 445 0.63 27 10.8% -0.85 [1.08, -0.02] i
Subtotal {95% Cl) 140 94  34.4% -0.53 [-0.81, -0.26] &
Heterogeneity; Tauw®= 0.00; Chi*=040, df=2 (P=082y F=0%
Test for overall effect £= 3.82 (F=0.0001}
2.1.3 Internet delivery
Espie 20149 1891 17787 853 11.84 191596 858 15.5% 0.02 F0.07,0.13] T
Ritterband 2012 45 1832 14 1979 2064 14 82% -0.81 1,27, 0.24] T
Tharndike 2013 3.8 1349 21 182 16.2 22 8T% -0.81 F1.42,-0.19] —_—
Vincent 20049 12.35 382 59 1471 3949 a9 12.8% -0.89 [-0.96, -0.27] —_—
Subtotal {95% Cl) 948 953 46.3% -0.42 [-0.90, 0.05] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.18; Chi*=17.71, df= 3 (P = 0.0005); = 83%
Testfor overall effect: £=1.74 (F=0.08)
2.1.4 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 96 21 15 121 4.7 14 8.3% -0L67 [-1.41, 0.07] S
Subtotal {95% Cl) 15 15 8.3% A0.67 [-1.41,0.07] e
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect Z=1.77 (F=0.08)
Total (95% Cl) 1125 1079 100.0% -0.56 [0.87, -0.25] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.16; Chi*= 40258 df=9 (P = 0.00001); F=T&8% t f

Test for averall effect Z= 353 (F=0.0004)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*f= 275 df= 3P =043 F=0%

2 - 0 1 z
Favors CBT-1 Favors Control

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




Daytime fatigue: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table $12. 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% Cl]

Taylor2014 | In-person 9.81 3.23 16 12.77 2.68 13 -0.96[-1.74, -0.18]
delivery

Lovato Group delivery 9.14 5.41 76 12.56 5.55 29 -0.62[-1.06, -0.19]

2014

Daytime fatigue: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $13. 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% Cl]
Thorndike20 | Internet 38 139 22 16.18 16.16 22 -0.81[-1.42,-0.19]
13 delivery

Daytime fatigue: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S38. Fatigue tools-determined daytime fatigue, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% Cl

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

6.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Subtotal {95% CI) ]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=211 (F=0.04

6.1.2 Group delivery

Testfor overall effect: Z= 2,66 (F=0.008)
6.1.3 Internet delivery

Subtotal {95% CI) 14
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.33(F=0.18)
Total (95% CI) 84

Testfor overall effect: Z=3.33 (F = 0.0009)

Pigeon 2012 425 75 G 944 a7

Dirksen 2007 a7 5.3 34 8.4 7B
Martinez 2014 405 079 30 445 063
Subtotal (95% CI) 64

Ritterband 2012 9.8 18.32 14 1879 20.64

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chif=013,df =1 {P=072, F=0%

4 29% -1.71 F2.30,-0.12]
4 3.9% AT71[3.30,012] —ee i ——
38 444% -0.42 [-0.84, 0.05] ——
27 34E% -0.55 [-1.08,-0.02] ——
65 79.1% 0.48 [-0.83, -0.12] -
14 171% -0.51 [-1.27, 0.24] —_—
14 171% 051 [1.27, 0.24] el
83 100.0%  -0.53 [0.84, 0.22] £ 3
1 1 1

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=2.33,df =3 (P=051), F=0%

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 220, df=2 (P=033) F=93%

2 - 0 1 2
Fawors CBET-1 Favors Control

Daytime fatigue: In-person delivery vs. comparison:

Table $14. Diary-determined quality of sleep,

ost treatment differences for in-person delivery

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

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

2014

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

Holmqyist 12.65 472 32 12.5 475 32 0.03[-0.46, 0.52]

2014




Insomnia severity

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

Test for averall effect: £=10.59 (P = 0.00001)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi=21.02 df=15 (P =0.0008), *= 76 2%

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
3.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Alessi 2016 655 521 54 8494 516 a3 34% -0.46 [-0.84,-0.07] —_—
Drake 2014 T.24 418 a0 14.24 449 a0 32% -1.60[2.048,-1.14] —_—
Harvey 2015 645 544 0 138 532 28 2.8% -1.36 [-1.93,-0.78]
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 105 44 10 181 &3 15 1.9% -1.48 [-2.40, -0.56]
Jungguist 2010 4 4 19 13 3 9 1.9% -1.86 [-2.81,-0.81]
Lancee 2016 7142 28 1645 44 26 2.8% -216[2.83, -1.48]
Pigeon 2012 6 465 G 13 34 4 1.0% -1.80 [-3.02, 0.02]
Savard 2014 {In-person) 576 411 70 11.09 505 TE 35% -1.15[-1.50,-0.80] I
Smith 2015 887 554 45 11.68 692 47 33% -0.44 [-0.86,-0.03] —
Talbot 2014 8 395 27 166 383 18  22% -216[-2.95,-1.36]
Taylor 2014 586 521 18 11.38 472 14 22% -1.14[-1.93,-0.34]
Taylor 2014 147 85 11 226 31 8 1.8% -1 210,-0011]
Taylor 201 7{in-person) 96 632 33 161 B.32 33 30% -1.02 [-1.53,-0.50] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 399 378 327% -1.28 [-1.61, -0.95] -
Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.24; Chi*= 4562, df=12 (P = 0.00001), F= 74%
Test for averall effect. 2= 7.64 (P = 0.00001)
3.1.2 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 541 511 52 894 516 53 34% -0.68 [-1.08,-0.29] —
Bothelius 2013 134 63 26 171 38 28 28% -0.70[-1.25,-0.15]
Dirksen 2007 1438 531 34 1631 503 3| 3% -0.37 [-0.84,0.10] —
Lovato 2014 783 445 TE 1447 4495 29 3% -1.480[1.98,-1.03] I
Sandlund 2017 1074 44 82 16485 41 71 3.8% -1.22 [1.57,-0.87] e
Savard 2005 T.44 481 23 B.32 44h8 28 2.9% -0.19 [0.74, 0.36] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 293 247 18.9% -0.79[-1.18, -0.40] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.18; Chi*=2212, df=5 (P = 0.0008), F=77%
Test for overall effect Z=3.99 (P = 0.0001)
3.1.3 Internet delivery
Bernstein 2017 9.8 585 43 153 462 45 32% -1.04 [-1.48, -0.549] I
Elom 2016 83 41 B8 118 44 65 3.8% -0.82 [1.17,-0.46] na—
Hagatun 2013 873 813 771875 &1 65 3.4% -1.36 [1.73,-1.00] I
Harsch 2017 98 48 43 134 448 63 3.4% -0.77 [1.16,-0.38] —
Lancee 2016 {internet) 124 48 26 165 44 26 28% -0.88 [-1.45,-0.31]
Ritterband 2009 6.599 445 22 155 445 22 24% -1.87 [F2.70,-1.24]
Taylor 2017 (internef) 126 6.41 34 161 B.32 33 3% -0.54 [-1.03,-0.08] —
Thiart 2015 9.2 455 64 1564 4.1 64 34% -1.44[-1.83,-1.08] —
Yincent 2009 1243 543 59 16.95 543 a9 34% -0.81[1.19,-0.44] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 441 442 28.5% -1.04 [-1.28, -0.80]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.08; Chi®*= 2223, df=8 (F=0.009); F= 64%
Test for averall effect. £=8.39 (P = 0.00001)
3.1.4 Self-help delivery
Bjorvatn 2018 136 55 81 141 58 83 36% -0.09 [-0.39,0.22] -
Ho 2014 1215 559 103 1441 512 105  37% -0.36 [-0.64, -0.08] —
Jerneloy 2012 112 46 45 156 47 44 32% -0.94 [-1.38,-0.50] —_—
Marin 2005 a.08 a1 96  9.33 ] 96 3.6% -0.25 [0.53, 0.04] 7
Subtotal (95% CI) 325 328 141% -0.37 [-0.67, -0.08] <
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.06; Chi*=1016, df=3 {(P=002; *=70%
Test for overall effect Z=2.51 (P = 0.01)
3.1.5 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 82 37 15 78 495 15 2.4% -0.88 [1.32,0.18] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 2.4% -0.58 [1.32, 0.15] .
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect Z=1.56 (P=012)
3.1.6 Video delivery
Savard 2014 {ide) 213 414 56 11.09 5.08 TE 35% -0.63[-0.98,-0.27] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 56 76 3.5% -0.63 [-0.98, -0.27] ’
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect. £=3.48 (P = 0.0005)
Total {95% CI) 1529 1486 100.0% -0.95[-1.13, -0.78] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.20; Chi*=161.80, df= 33 (F < 0.00001), F= 80% 12 =1 b 1= é

Favors CBT-I Favors Control

*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 Cl

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




Insomnia severity: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S40. ISI-determined insomnia severity, 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% Cl
7.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Taylor 2014 5486 521 15 11.38 472 14 9.9% -1.14 [1.83,-0.34]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 14 9.9% -1.14 [-1.93, -0.34] -*-—

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=2.81 (P =0.005)

7.3.2 Group delivery

Lovato 2014 TA3 445 7B 1447 485 29 17E%  -1.50[1.98,-1.03] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 76 20 17.6%  -1.50 [1.98, -1.03] -

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £Z=6.19 (P = 0.00001)

7.3.3 Internet delivery

Bernstein 2017 98 585 43 143 482 45 185% -1.04 [-1.48,-0.59] —
Blom 2016 8.3 41 62 11.8 44 G5 21.8% -0.82 [[1.17,-0.46] —
Hagatun 2013 8.73 513 Fr 1573 41 B 21.3% -1.36 [-1.73,-1.00] =
Ritterband 2009 6.59 4.45 221545 445 22 11.0% -1.97 [2.70,-1.24] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 210 197  72.6% -1.22 [-1.62, -0.82] o

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.11; Chi®*=8.70, df= 3 {F = 002} F=649%
Testfor overall effect Z= 598 (P = 0.00001)

Total {95% Cl} 301 240 100.0% -1.25 [-1.55, -0.95] S
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.08; Chi*=11.591, df=5(F =004}, F= 57% 12 I1 5 1! é
Testfar overall effect Z=8.14 (P = 0.00001) Favors CBT-l Favars Contral

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 088 di=3 (P =061} F=0%

Insomnia severity: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S41. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-l Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
7.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Harvey 2015 G45 548 a0 1348 532 28 38E% -1.36 [-1.93,-0.78] —a—
Jungguist 2010 4 4 18 13 fi 9 1848% -186[-281,-091) ————*——
Talbaot 2014 a3 384 27 1BE 383 18 247% S2A6 295,136 —=———
Taylor 20145 147 845 11 226 31 8 17.2% 11 [F2.10,-0.11] -
Subtotal (95% CI) &7 60 100.0% -1.61 [-2.05, -1.16] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.04; Chi®= 378, df= 3 (FP=028); F=21%
Testfor averall effect: £=7.06 (P = 0.00001)
Total {95% CI) &7 60 100.0% -1.61 [-2.05, -1.16] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.04; Chi®=3.79, df= 3 (P = 0.28); F= 21% 52 51 p 15 é
Testfor averall effect: £=7.06 (P = 0.00001) Favors CBT- Favors Control
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable




Insomnia severity: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S42. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-| vs. control

Test for averall effect £= 3.53 (P =0.0004)
Testfor subaroun diffierences: Chi*=10.52, 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
Testfor overall 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 S43. ISQ-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.05;, Chi*= 3.07, df= 2 (P = 0.22), F= 35%
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 38.32 1389 68 A1.4 144 9 247% -0.86 [1.57,-0.158] —
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

'
ot

1] 1

P

Favors CBT-I Favors Control

*Edinger 2005 usual care and sleep hygiene data pooled

Insomnia severity: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table $15 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 14.4 9 -0.86[-1.57,-0.15]

2007 delivery

Edinger In-person 26.5 20.49 41 29.7 20.87 40 -0.15[-0.59, 0.28]

2009 delivery

Insomnia severity: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Table $16. ISQ-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, CBT-| vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Std. Mean Difference,

method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total [95% Cl]
Edinger In-person 36.3 15.6 16 38.36 13.97 26 -0.14[-0.76, -0.49]
2005 delivery

*pooled data of sleep hygiene and usual care groups




Insomnia severity: In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S44. 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: Chif=1608 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




Nights using hypnotics

Figure S45. Diary-determined nights using hypnotics(nights/week), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTA 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 {nternet delivery) 237 214 133 379 228 162 343%  -1.42[1.93,-091] —a—
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
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 $17. 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% Cl]
Morin 1993 Group delivery 25 32 11 2.3 3.1 13 0.20[-2.33, 2.73]

Nights using hypnotics: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions

Table $18. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./ni

ht), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

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

Rybarczyk Video Delivery 0.8 2 12 23 31 13 -1.50[-3,53, 0.53]

2005




Number of nighttime awakenings

Figure S46. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

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

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 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 1.3 08 16 25 1.7 17 18% -1.20[2.10,-0.300 -
Drake 2015 211 118 50 262 1.63 50 41%  -0.81[-1.07,0.09] -
Ellis 2015 1.76 0.57 20 1.6 1.16 20 4.0% 016 [0.41,0.73] T
Jungouist 2010 2 1 19 2 1 ] 2.2% 0.00[F0.79,0.79] -1
Lancee 2016 {in-person) 0g 04 26 1.2 049 23 48%  -0.40[-0.90,0.10] ]
Taylor 2014 0.66 092 16 081 0484 13 29%  -015[-0.83,0.53] -
Taylor 2017 {in-person) 1.7 172 33 23 172 33 20%  -0.50[-1.33,0.33] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 180 165 21.7% -0.32 [-0.61, -0.03] L
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.04; Chi*=8.03, df =6 {F = 0.24); P = 25%
Test far overall effect: Z=219 (P =0.03)
5.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 25 15 k| 32 27 26 11%  -0.70[-1.86, 0.46] T
Lovato 2014 2.01 0496 76 233 1.02 29 G1%  -0.32[0.750.11] -
Sandlund 2017 169 11 82 21 11 71 8.2% -0.41[-0.76,-0.06] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 189 126 154% -0.39 [-0.65, -0.13] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi*=0.39, df= 2 (P=082), F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.90 (P = 0.004)
5.1.3 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 (selt-help) 2 1 18 28 1.7 17 1.6%  -0.80[1.45 0.44] T
Lancee 2012 (sel-help) 205 113 138 234 1.898 160 3.45%  -0.29[-0.60,0.02] N
Subtotal (95% Cl) 153 177 1M1.1%  -0.31 [-0.60, -0.02] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau=0.00; Chi*=017,df=1 {F = 068); F=0%
Test far averall effect: 2= 2.07 (P = 0.04)
5.1.4 Internet delivery
Horsch 2017 1.58 1 30 222 147 48 51%  -0.64 [-1.13,-0.149] -
Lancee 2012 {Internet delivery) 222 149 13 234 1488 160 80% -012[0.47 0.23 T
Lancee 2014 1.78 11 36 248 1.35 27 34% -0.F0[1.32,-0.08] -
Lancee 2016 {internef) 08 08 21 1.2 04 23 48%  -0.30[-0.80,0.200 =7
Ritterband 2009 1.2 1.07 22 24 1.39 22 25% -0.88[1.61,-0.19] -
Ritterband 2012 187 09 13 169 0459 13 38% 0.18 [-0.40,0.76] T
Strom 2004 1.23 067 30 1.44 0498 g1 TA%  -0.21[-0.57,0.158] -
Taylor 2017 {internetf) 18 175 34 22 172 33 20%  -0.40[1.23,043] e
van Straten 2014 1.7 1 ar 23 12 a7 53% -0B0[1.07,-0.13] ]
Vincent 2009 149 1.31 59 24 138 59 51% -0.91[1.40,-0.42] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 413 483  47.9% -0.43[-0.64, -0.21] +
Heterogeneity; Tau = 0.05; Chi*=19.81, df= 9 (P =007 F= 43%
Test for overall effect; 2= 3.93 (P = 0.0001)
5.1.5 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 13 049 15 12 07 15 38% 0.10[-0.48, 0.68] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 15 3.8% 0.10 [-0.48, 0.68] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=034 (P=073)
Total {(95% CI) 950 956 100.0% -0.36 [-0.48, -0.24] }
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi®= 27.35, df = 22 (P = 0.20); F= 20% 54 52 7 é i
Testfor overall effect: 2= 570 (P < 0.00001) Favors BT Favars 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




Number of awakenings: Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S47. 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 1482 107 22 24 138 22 109% -0.88[-1.61,-019] -
Strom 2014 1.23 087 0 1.44 048 31 449%  -0.21[-0.87,0.19] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 73 558% -047[-1.10,017] el
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)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=0.44 df=2 (P =0.80) F=0%

Favors CBT- Favors Control

Number of awakenings: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions

Table $19. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
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: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions

Table $20. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
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




Number of awakenings: In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S48. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./night), post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.7.1 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 1.3 0.8 16 2 1 15 167% -0.70[1.34,-0.08]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 15 16.7% -0.70 [-1.34, -0.06] —eel———

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=2.14 (F=0.03)

1.7.2 Group delivery

Yerheek 2006 1.28 1.1 18 125 087 40 20.3% 0.04 [-0.54, 0.62]
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 40  20.3% 0.04 [-0.54, 0.62] ——eni——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect: Z=0.14 (P = 0.89)

1.7.3 Internet delivery

Holmowist 2014 181 1.94 34 161 112 39 12.6% 0.30[0.44,1.04]

Lancee 2016 0.8 0.8 26 ng o0s 21 2TE% 0.00[-0.49, 0.49] —T—
Taylor 2017 1.7 172 33 1.8 173 34 10.2% -010[0.83, 073

Subtotal (95% CI) 93 94 50.4% 0.05[-0.31,0.42] -‘-

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.60, df =2 {F=0.743 F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.29 (F=0.77)

1.7.6 Telehealth delivery

Halmgwist 2014 191  1.94 34 173 1.03 33 126% 018 [-0.86,0.92]
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 12.6% 0.18 [-0.56, 0.92] — e ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=0.48 (F=0.63)

Total (95% CI) 161 182 100.0%  -0.06 [-0.33, 0.21] *

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi®=5.33, df =5 {(F =038} F= 6%
Testforoverall effect: Z=0.42 (F = 0.67)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=4.73 df=3 P =019 F= 36 6%

R -05 0 05 1
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

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



Sleep efficiency

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

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chir= 068 di=5(P =008} 1= 48 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 1065 54 721 1048 53 22% 1071 [671,1471] —
Currie 2004 {in-persony 8r.z 2.8 16 783 124 17 1.2% 9.00[1.21,16.69]
Drake 2019 26 14 an TE 14 an 1.7% 10,00 [4.51,15.49]
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiens) a8 6.4 16 B4.21 7.07 26 21% 379 [-0.3B,7.84] I
Edinger 2007 8351 . 66 201 5.8 K 2.0% 3.41[1.03,7.89] T
Edinger 2009 26.8 18286 3Fr 821 13749 22 1.2% 4.60[-2.09,12.29]
Ellis 2015 7349 1413 20 7502 1619 20 09% -1.53[1085 7.89] I
Harvey 2015 8782 T4 30 8452 11.39 28 1.9% 3.31 .67, 8.29] T
Jacohs 2004 8345 B.7 14 713 148 14 1.0%  12.20([2.21,21.09]
Jungguist 2010 a4 3 149 i 16 a 0.8% 18.00 (746 28.54]
Lancee 2016 {in-person) a4 8.6 26 TF41 117 23 1.6% 9.90[4.09,15.71]
McCrae 2019 2244 9.6 39 Bg0.09 935 37 2.1% 826 [4.10,12.682] I
Pigeon 2012 a1.5 1.8 6 B4s 4.4 4 20% 7.00[2.43 11.57] -
Savard 2014 {In-persony 8871 513 63 7343 11.64 T 26% 10.23([F36,1310] I
Sivertsen 2006 e0e 128 18 Ty 1m 12 1.0% 910 [0.54,17.66]
Smith 2015 86 12 42 83 10 48 20% 3.00 [-1.60, 7 60] T
Talbot 2014 8372 4183 27 B1.77 457 15 18% 1185678 17132]
Taylor 2014 8542 3243 17 844 13283 12 1.2%  11.08 [2.49 12.67]
Taylor 2015 791 21 T BEB 217 a 0.3% 1230[7.20 3180 I
Taylar 201 Fiin-person) 845 1264 33 T3l o132 33 1.6% 1140516, 17.64]
WU 2008 805 128 19 7148 143 17 0.9% 9.00 [-0.59,12.59] 1
Subtotal {95% CI) 629 545 32.1% 7.94 [6.27, 9.60] L 3
Heterogeneity: Taw®= 5.70; Chi®= 34.57, df= 20 (P = 0.02); "= 42%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 9.36 (P = 0.00001)
7.1.2 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 2479 11.32 52 76.21 10.48 X} 2.1% 8.68[4.41,1275] —
Currie 2000 84 11 31 7o 18 26 1.2% 1400([F07 2293]
Epstein 2007 845 74 34 812 7T 38 2.3% 3.30 [F0.31, 6.51] —
Espie 2007 7¥A1 156 95 727 167 67 1.8% 4.40 [[0.68, 9.49] —
Espie 2008 8825 9HEB 74 B1E1 1176 40 21% 6 G4 [2.38, 10.80] -
Irwin 2014 833 1.2 48 TF445 a8 24 2.9% 8.80 (.24, 10.36] -
Laovato 2014 8164 11.77 76 B9.77 11.88 29 1.8% 1287 [F.78 17.96] —
Morin 1993 8281 .85 12 7088 152 11 089% 1183[214 2171]
darin 1993 a4.8 T2 18 7349 114 18 1.48% 11.31[5.08 17.54]
Rybarczyk 2002 26.5 8.5 11 762 26 12 1.7% 970 [4.01,15.39]
Rybarczyk 2005 -GroupiJournal of consulting 852 7.8 46 TE 13 46 1% 9.20[4.82 13.58] —_
Sandlund 2017 813 118 82 TF41 113 71 2.3% 7.20[3.54, 10.86] -
Savard 2005 2416 574 27 848 7.2 20 2.4% -0.44 [-2.823,2.99] -1
Subtotal {95% CI) 606 466 25.1% 7.70 [5.52, 9.89] L 2
Heterogeneity: Taw®=1015; Chi*= 41.93, df= 12 {P < 0.0001); F=71%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 6.91 (P <= 0.00001})
7.1.3 Seli-help delivery
Currie 2004 {self-help) 8ra 9.3 15 73 124 17 1.2% 2800828 1672]
Ho 2014 8295 15268 103 78 1483 104 21% 4.95[0.79,9.11] —
Jerneloy 2012 764 108 45 TF45 114 43 2.0% 1.90 [-2.78, 6.549] T
Lancee 2012 {selt-help) 21 11.08 132 7434 11628 160 2.7% 6.66 [4.07,9.29] -
Morin 2005 8806 904 96 BE.39 885 a6 27% 1.67 [F0.86, 4.20] T
Wan Straten 2009 1.7 133 136 717 133 1 2.4% 0.00 [-3.32,3.32] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 523 541 13.0% 3.53[0.95, 6.11] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 6.30, Chif= 1464, df= 5 (P =0.01), F= B6%
Testfor averall effect: 7= 2 68 (P = 0.007)
7.1.4 Internet delivery
Espie 2012 {Imagend 827 128 55 B6.44 1549 109 20% 16.26[11.78 2074] —
Hagatun 2019 87.25 044 68 7552 914 a1 24%  11.73[2.36,1510] —
Horsch 2017 838 8.3 30 F9.38 21.84 48 1.4% 4,42 [-2.38,11.22] I
Lancee 2012 {internet delivery) 8086 1007 131 7434 1168 160 2.7% 6.62[4.132,8132] -
Lancee 2015 79.47 10286 36 6516 15.41 7 1.4% 1431 [F.50,21.12]
Lancee 2016 (internet) 784 9.6 21 F41 11T 23 1.5% 4.40[-1.90,10.70] T
Ritterband 2008 893 5 22 8186 73 22 2.3% F.F0[(4.00,11.40] -
Ritterband 2012 8567 6.5 13 79.75 11.45 132 1.23% 5.92[1.24,13.09] T
Strom 2004 79.88 16.03 30 Fr4B 983 &l 1.5% 24213.90,874 -1
Taylar 2017 {internet) 784 1348 34 T3l 1321 33 1.65% 6.30 [-0.21,12.81]
Thiart 2015 26 9 64 82 K 64 2.5% 4.00[1.05,6.99] -
van Straten 2014 ¥9.2 108 ar @82 123 47 1.9% 11.00[6.05 15.93] I
Wincent 2009 827 1383 58 TF83 163 549 1.7% 3.40[-2.05,8.89] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 600 707 241% 7.72[5.40,10.04]
Heterogeneity. Taw®= 11.53; Chi®= 38.04, df=12 (P = 0.0001); = 68%
Test for averall effect: Z=6.52 (P = 0.00001)
7.1.5 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 a1.2 B 15 836 74 15 1.9% 7EO0[2.74, 12 46] e
Subtotal {95% CI) 15 15 1.9% 7.60 [2.74,12.46] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z= 3.06 (P = 0002}
7.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005-video (Behavioral Sleep Medicing) 838 106 12 711 61 13 1.4% 1270([585 1955]
Savard 2014 dideoy 8706 6.98 54 7042 11.64 T 2.5% 7.58[4.28 1078] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 a0 3.8% 9.21 [4.53, 13.88] “'
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 5.66; Chif=1.76, df=1 (P=018); F=43%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.86 (P = 0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 2439 2364 100.0% 7.32 [6.25, 8.40] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 8.52; Chi®=162.83, df= 55 (P < 0.00001}; F = 66% -Q:D -‘I}D 5 1:D 210
Testfor overall effect: £=13.40 (P = 0.00001) Favors Control Favors CBT-l

*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% ClI

Alessi 2016 (in-person and group) uses same control data, converted SE to SD




Sleep efficiency (Diary): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure $50. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTA Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
16.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 2351 .1 BE 801 A8 2 126% 3.41 [-1.03, 7.89] T
Edinger 2009 268 18.86 ar 822 1379 33 6.8%  4.60[-3.09, 1229 T
Jacobs 2004 2834 6.7 14 713 14886 14 A.8% 12.20[3.31, 21.09] —
Taylor 2014 9548 343 17 844 1363 13 B.9% 11.08[3.49 1867] —
W™y 2006 205 134 19 7148 1483 17 4.9%  9.00[-0.59, 18.59] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 153 85 36./%  6.98 [3.28, 10.68] <

Heterageneity: Tau®=4.51; Chi*t=533, df =4 (P =029, F=25%
Testfor overall effect, £= 3.69 (F=0.0002)

16.1.2 Group delivery

Lowato 2014 8264 11.77 T B9TFT 11.96 28 11.1% 1287[7.78,17.96) e
Marin 1993 8281 B85 12 7088 142 11 47% 11.93[215, 21.71] e —
Marin 1999 a4.8 T2 18 7349 114 18 8.9% 11.31[5.08,1754] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 106 58  24.7% 12.20[8.54, 15.86] L
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chif=0148, df=2 (P=093); F=0%

Test for overall effect 7= 654 (P = 0.000013

16.1.4 Internet delivery

Hagatun 2018 8725 944 63 7A52 914 a1 184% 11.73[8.36,15.10] I
Ritterband 2004 883 5 22 86 73 22 1448% 770400, 11.40] I
Strarm 2014 T8EE 16.03 an 7746 963 a1 8.7% 242380, 874 [ e
Subtotal {95% CI) 120 124 38.6%  7.89[3.23, 12.56] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®*=11.93;, Chi*f=7 16, df=2 (P=003); F=72%

Test for overall effect 2= 3.32 (P = 0.0009)

Total (95% CI) 379 267 100.0% 8.75[6.34,11.15] &

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 6.86; Chi*=18.36, df=10{P=0.05), F= 46%
Test for overall effect Z=7.12 (P = 0.000013
Test for subgroup differences; Chi*=427 df=2{P=0121 F=53.2%

1 |
=20 -10 a 10 20
Fawvors Control  Fawvors CBT-

Sleep efficiency (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S51. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), 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
17.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 {in-persam) 7.3 88 16 TB3 134 17 17.2% 9.00[1.31, 16.69] I —
Harwey 20145 g8r.83 741 30 8452 11.39 28 196% 3.31 [1.67,8.29] T
Jungguist 2010 94 3 19 76 16 9 11.5% 18.00[7 46, 28.94] -
Talbot 2014 9372 483 27T B1FT 45T 15 249% 11.85[6.78, 1712 —
Taylar 2014 a1 21 11 BEE 217 g 4.2% 12.30[-7.20,31.80]
Subtotal (95% CI) 103 77 834% 9.75[452 14.98] el

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 {selt-help) 7.1 493 19 T8I 134 17 16.6% 8.80 [0.8

Subtotal (95% CI) 15 17 16.6%  8.80[0.88, 16.72] et
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor averall effect Z=218 (F=0.03)

88, 16.72] -

Total (95% CI) 118 94 100.0%  9.41[5.19, 13.64] -l
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1168, Chi*= 0914, df=5{(P=010);, F=45%
Testfor overall effect 2= 4.37 (P = 0.0001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=004 df=1 {F= 084 7= 0%

20 0 0 10 20
Favors Control Favors CBT-




Sleep efficiency (Diary): Comorbid medical insomnia

Figure $52. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 0.96 df=3 (P =081 F=0%

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
18.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 88 6.4 16 8421 T7.07 6 8.7% 379 [-0.36, 7.94] I
McCrae 2019 88.45 9.6 39 8009 935 37 84% 8.36 [4.10,12.62] —
Pigeon 2012 91.5 1.4 B 845 4.4 4 B0% 7.00([2.43,11.57] I
Savard 2014 (in-person) 89.71 513 £9 79.48 11.64 F7108% 1023 [7.36,13.10] —
Smith 2015 86 12 42 83 10 48 8.0% 3.00 [-1.60, 7.60] T
Subtotal {95% Cl) 172 192 44.0% 6.72 [3.82, 9.61] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 658, Chi*=10.37, dfi=4 (P=003); F=61%
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.55 (P = 0.00001)
18.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 85 11 31 70 18 26 4.4% 15.00([7.07,22.93] e —
Epstein 2007 84.5 74 34 8.2 7T 38 948% 3.30[-0.31, 6.891] e
Rybarczyk 2002 86.5 5.5 11 7B.8 8.6 13 BA5% 9.70[4.01,15.39] —
Rybarczyk 2005 -Groupiournal of consulting) 882 T.8 46 Th 13 46 83% 9.201[4.82, 13.58] I
Savard 2005 84.42 10.86 27 B4.86 1074 30 BE%  -0.44 [-B.0B, 5.18] i —
Subtotal {95% Cl) 149 153  354%  6.89 [2.30, 11.49] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 18.83; Chi*=15.81, df= 4 (P=0.003), F= 75%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 2894 (P=0.003)
18.1.4 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2012 85.67 B.5 13 7975 11.45 13 50% 582[1.24,13.08] T
Subtotal {95% Cl) 13 13 5.0% 5.92[-1.24,13.08] -
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testforaverall effect Z=1.62 (F=0.10)
18.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005-video (Behaviaral Sleep Medicine) 838 106 12 7141 6.1 13 53%  12.70[5.85, 19.55] I —
Savard 2014 {videa) 87.06  £.98 54 7948 11.64 7710.2% 7.58[4.38,10.79] —
Subtotal {95% Cl) 66 90 15.5%  9.21[4.53,13.88] -
Heterageneity: Tau®= 5.66; Chi*=1.76, df=1 (P =018); *= 43%
Testfor averall effect: Z= 3.86 (P =0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 400 448 100.0% 7.04 [5.02, 9.05] L 2
Heterogeneity Tau®= 7.66, Chi*= 28.83, df= 12 (P = 0.003); = 60% } } p }
Test for overall effect: Z = 6.85 (P = 0.00001) 20 10 u 1o 20

Favors Control Favors CBTH

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




Sleep efficiency (Actigraphy)
Figure $53. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT- Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.2.1 In-person, one-on-one intervention
Alessi 2016 85.27 B.98 54 8248 69 53 11.3% 278015, 5.41] —
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) ag 387 19 84455 B34 23 B9% 3.45([0.20,6.70] ——
Edinger 2007 TE.48 7.6 63 7 4.5 10 85% -0.52[3.92 288 T
Edinger 2009 806 16.08 33 78 1494 33 25% 1.60 [5.849, 9.09] —
MiCrae 2019 81.25 9.68 39 VEFS 837 a7 B.2% 4500022, 8.78]
Smith 2015 83 12 38 74 18 46 3.9% 400 F1.77,9.77] ]
Taylor 201 Fin-person) 733 11449 33 F3: 977 33 47% 010 [5.05, 5.29] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 275 235 45.9% 2.32 [0.86, 3.79] &

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 534, df=6 (P = 0.50);, F= 0%
Test far averall effect Z= 310 (F = 0.002)

7.2.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 8416 713 52 8248 69 53 11.1% 167 [1.02, 4.36] T
Epstein 2007 8849 4.5 31 BE.2 a1 a0 8.8% 270 [0.60, 6.00] T
Espie 2007 827 a1l 69 B4.3 4 57 1589%  -1.60[-3.30,0.10] -

Espie 2002 294.69 6.5 74 89471 608 39 123% -0.02[-2.44,2.40] —_r
Rybarczyk 2002 TE 13T 11 TE.S 8.6 13 1.7% -080[10.15, 8.499] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 237 192  49.7% 0.29 [-1.45, 2.04] E 3

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

7.2.3 Internet delivery

Taylor 2017 {internef) 731 1225 34 F3r 977 33 45%  -010[-5.40,5.20 I —
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 4.5%  -0.10[-5.40, 5.20] —~—
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect Z=0.04 (F = 0.97)

Total (95% CI) 546 460 100.0% 1.20 [-0.05, 2.45] l’

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 1.79; Chi®=19.46, df=12 (F = 0.08); F=38% o 10 g e o

Test far overall effect: Z=1.88 (P = 0.06) Fa_-\.-grs Control Favors CBT-I

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*= 336 df=2{P=019) F=405%

* 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

Sleep efficiency (Act): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table $21. Actigraphy-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 $22. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
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 $54. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), 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
18.2.1 In-person, one-on-one intervention
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 88 3.87 15 B4.55 6.34 23 35.0% 3.451[0.20, 6.70] —
MeCrae 2019 81.25 968 39 TE.T7A 937 37 201% 450022 8.78] e
Smith 2015 a3 12 38 7q 14 46 11.1% 400 [-1.77,9.77] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 92 106 66.2% 3.86 [1.50,6.22] *.-
Heterogeneity: Tau®*=0.00; Chi*= 015, df= 2 {F=093) F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 320 (P =0.001)
18.2.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007 888 445 3 B62 B 30 338% 270 [-0.60, 6.00] T
Subtotal (95% CI) Kk | 30 33.8% 2.70 [-0.60, 6.00] e
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=160(FP=0.11)
Total (95% CI) 123 136 100.0% 3.47 [1.55, 5.39] L 3
Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.46, df= 3 (P = 0.93); F= 0% I—ED _150 3 150 n
Testfor overall effect: £=3.94 (P = 0.0004) Favors Contral  Favars CBT-
Testfor subdroup diferences: Chi*=0.31, df=1{F=0.58) F= 0%

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

Sleep efficiency (PSG)

Figure S55. PSG-determined sleep efficiency (%), 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, 85% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
7.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
McCrae 20149 86.33 158 39 T9.64 1326 37 11.6% 6.69 [0.61, 12.77] -
Sivertsen 2006 289 &4 18 FE2Z 113 12 8.8% 1270[5.22 2018] -
Smith 2015 g3 12 38 74 15 46 12.5% 400 F1.77,9.77] I e —
\Wu 2006 835 77 19 771 1649 17 B.6% G640[2.3515.19] B
Subtotal (95% CI) 114 112 39.2% 7.00 [3.45, 10.56] -'-
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.20; Chi®= 3.30,df= 3 (P=0.35); F= 9%
Testfor overall effect £2=3.86 (P=0.0001)
7.3.2 Group delivery
Irviin 2014 208 &4 48 7945 103 24 157% 1.30[-3.53,6.13] T
Maorin 1993 8458 4.83 12 78.21 1018 11 10.3% B.37 [F0.24,12.99] | e —
Maorin 1999 86.08 6.1 18 79.91 ar 17 15.0% GAT[AT, 11.17] e —
Savard 2005 86.61 6.88 27 8538 B2 30 19.7% 1.23[2.68,5.15] —T
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 82 60.8% 3.23 [0.46, 5.99] -
Heterogeneity: Tau*=1.68;, Chif= 379, df=3 (P=028);, F=21%
Testfor averall effect Z=2.28 (P=0.02)
Total (95% CI) 219 194 100.0% 4.81[2.34,7.29] -.-
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 4.06; Chif=10.41,df=7 (P=0173 F= 33% _520 —1IIJ ] 150 QIU
Testfor aoverall effect £2=3.82 (P=0.0001) Favors Control  Favors CBTA
Test for subgroup differences: Chif=271 df=1{P=010 F=F3.0%




Sleep efficiency (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure $56. 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] e ——
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%
Test for 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
Figure S57. PSG-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTA Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
18.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
MecCrae 20149 86.33 13.8 39 ¥9.64 1326 a7 238% B.69 [0.61,12.77] e —
Srmith 2015 83 12 kL] T4 15 46 261% 400 F1.77,977] I e —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 7T 83  49.8% 5.27 [1.09, 9.46] el

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 040, df=1{FP=0.483) F=0%
Test for overall effect 2= 247 (P =0.01)

18.3.2 Group delivery

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=1.91, df=1(P=0.17) F= 47 %

Savard 2005 86,61 6.88 27 8538 8N 0 50.2% 1.23[-2.69,515] —i—

Subtotal (95% Cl) 27 30 50.2% 1.23 [-2.69, 5.15] -

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect £= 062 (F=0.54)

Total (95% Cl) 104 113 100.0% 3.25[0.12, 6.38] 5

Heterogeneity: Tau = 1._0?; Zhi =_2.30, dfi=2(P=032), F=13% _-20 _1-0 b 1'D 2'D
Test for averall effect: Z=2.04 {F = 0.04) Favors Control  Favors CBT-l




Sleep efficiency (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure $58. Diary-determined sleep efficiency, 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% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.4.1 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 873 8.8 16 BT 83 15 8.0% 0.20[-6.18,6.58] R —
Subtotal {95% CI) 16 15  8.0%  0.20[-6.18,6.58] ——eni———

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 0.06 (F = 0.99)

1.4.2 Group delivery

Alessi 2016 86.62 10.65 A4 B4.79 11.32 52 15.6% 1.83 [2.36, 6.02] T
Bastein 2004 836 1041 15 B4.47 5.2 16 6.9%  -087[7.84, 6.10]

Yerbeek 2006 G024 13.M 18 77.47 13 40 B.A5% 277 [4.47,10.01]

Subtotal (95% CI) a7 108 28.9% 1.44 [1.77, 4.66] e

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.00; ChiF=0.48, df=2 (P=078); F=0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.88 (F = 0.38)

1.4.3 Internet delivery

Halmagvist 2014 TOF3 184 34 782 131 39 B.2% -7.47[-14.90,-0.04]

Lancee 2016 a4 0.6 26 785 96 21 1M.0% 550[0.23,10.77] —
Taylar 2017 845 1264 33 794 13498 34 8.0% 510[1.28,11.48] N I —
Subtotal (95% CI) 93 94  25.2% 1.38 [-6.27,9.03] — e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3513, ChF=8.80,df =2 (P=001), F=7T%

Testfor overall effect Z=035(F =072

1.4.5 Telephone delivery

Bastein 2014 836 1051 15 8214 1018 14 B.0% 1.46[-6.07, 8.94]

Subtotal (95% CI) 15 14 6.0% 1.46 [-6.07, 8.99] e ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0.38(F=0.70)

1.4.6 Video delivery

Savard 2014 89.73 513 B9 8706 6.498 54 1.8% 267 [0.45, 4.89] —a—
Subtotal (95% CI) 69 54  31.8% 2.67 [0.45, 4.89] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.36 (F=0.02)

Total (95% CI) 280 285 100.0% 1.91 [-0.05, 3.87] -
Heterogeneity: Tau?=1.86; Chi*=10.19, df= 8 (P = 0.28), F= 21% _150 55 3 é 150

Test for overall effect; £=1.91 (F = 0.06)

A ) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=0.81, df=4(F=0.94) F=0%

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

Sleep efficiency (Act): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure $59. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.5.2 Group delivery
Alessi 2016 8527 EBS98 54 B416 T3 52 1.11[1.58, 3.80] —
Tamadera 2013 921 3.88 20 88458 7 25 3.60[0.44, 6.76] —
1.5.3 Internet delivery
Taylor 2017 3.3 11.449 33 731 12235 34 0.20[5.49, 5.88] S —

RUTIR: 0 5 10

Favours Control Favours In-person

*each

subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section



Total wake time

Figure S60. Diary-determined total wake time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Test for overall effect: Z=5.74 (P = 0.00001)

Testforsubgroup differences: Chi*=16.49 df=4 (P = 0002, *= 75.7%

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% -53.30 [-B1.49 -256.11]
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% -31.50[-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] B =
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 723.83; Chi®*=74.77 df=9 (P = 0.00001); F= 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 1983 7043 2892 12 13275 7645 11 3.8% -B222F109.71,-1473]
Savard 2005 709 2505 27 BBEBE 2889 30 B.5% 2.02[11.99,16.03] T
Subtotal {95% CI) o 94 16.3%  -37.74 [-86.78, 11.31] ——engi——
Heterogeneity Tau®= 1658.00 Ch®=27.12, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 93%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.51 (F=0.13)
10.1.3 Internet delivery
Espie 2012 {magery) 50 46.42 55 12346 6845 109 B.2% -73.46[-91.23 -55.69] I
Lancee 2016 (internet) 1027 417 21 1621 B0 23 5.2% -59.40[-89.72 -29.08]
Strarm 2004 94.4 7445 30 1194 4915 a1 5.2% -25.00 [-54.86, 4.86] — |
Subtotal {95% CI) 106 183  16.6% -54.34[-83.02, -25.67] el
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 B.6% -9.13[-22.29,4.03 ]
Subtotal {95% CI) 96 96 6.6% -9.13 [-22.29, 4.03] -
Heterogeneity: ot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.368 (P=0.17)
Total {95% CI} 669 716 100.0% -39.60[-53.12, -26.07] -

== - ChiF= - E= ' ' ' '
Heterogeneity Tau®= 680.63; Chi*= 145.87, df= 17 (P = 0.00001); = 88% T =5 P e PEYS

Favors CBT-l Favors Control

*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 S61. Diary-determined total wake time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Testfor subaroup differences: Chif= 558 df=2 (P = 0.06), F= (4.2%

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); 2= 51% _1500 —EED 7 SID 150
Testfor owerall effect £2=2.35 (P=0.02) Favors CBT-l Favors Contral




Total wake time: Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table $23. Diary-determined total wake time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
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: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S62. Diary-determined total wake 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% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
28.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 58.8 376 16 B806B 3671 26 18.0% -20.86 [44.07, 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); F= 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% 2.11 [-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 77 204% -45.08 [-62.12, -28.04] -
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=5.19 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 193 236 100.0% -39.51[-58.84, -20.18] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 401.43; Chi*=19.40, df=5 (P = 0.002), F=T4% t + + t
Testfor averall effect: 2= 4.01 (P < 0.0001) 1o Fa-'?gurg CBT_|UFa-v-mg gguntml 100
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=9.10, df=2 (P=0.01), F=78.0%
*pooled control data (usual care and sleep hygiene) for Edinger 2005
Total wake time (Actigraphy)
Figure S63. Actigraphy-determined total wake time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
CBTA Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
10.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 {Sleep hygiene) 58.8 19.36 15 7757 3423 23 254% -1B8.77 [-35.85,-1.69] —
Edinger 2007 105.97 37.82 66 1034 248 10 238% 257 [145.31,20449] —
Taylor 2014 1468 8.08 T 1847 1255 13 507%  -3.79 1287529 —-
Subtotal (95% Cl) 88 46 100.0%  -6.08 [-16.42,4.25] -
Heterageneity: Tau®= 33,37, Chi®= 324, df= 2 (P = 0.20); F= 38%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.15(F = 0.25)
Total (95% CI) 88 46 100.0% -6.08 [-16.42,4.25] <
Heterogeneity: Tau = 3337, Chif= 324 dfi=2({P=0.20) F=38% -_1 o0 —5'0 o S'D 100
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.15 (P = 0.25) Favors CBT- Favors Control
Tectfor subgroup differences: Mot apulicable

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

Total wake time (Actigraphy): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table S24. Act-determined total wake 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

Edinger In-person, 105.97 37.82 66 103.4 24.8 10 2.57 [-15.31, 20.45]

2007 one-on-one

Taylor2014 | In-person, 14.68 8.09 7 18.47 12.55 13 -3.79[-12.87, 5.29]
one-on-one




Total wake time: Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Table $25. Act-determined total wake time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

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

Edinger In-person, 58.8 19.36 15 71.57 34.23 23 -18.77]-35.85, -1.69]

2005 one-on-one

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

Total wake time (PSG)
Figure S64. PSG-determined total wake time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total VWeight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
9.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Sivertsen 2006 a1.4 35 18 129.8 644 12 296% -78.40[118.11,-3869 — &
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 12 20.6% -78.40[-118.11,-38.69] ——e—

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=3.87 (F=0.0001)

9.3.2 Group delivery

Moarin 1993 631 18.36 12 101.02 5005 11 32.8% -37.92 [69.27,-6.57] —
Savard 2005 8.2 298 27 B1.¥9 34497 30 3TE% -3A9 2041, 13.23] J
Subtotal (95% CI) 39 41 70.4%  -18.10 [-51.34,15.14]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 424,54, Chi*= 3598, df=1 (P =008}, P=72%
Testfor owerall effect 2= 1.07 (F=0.28)

Total (95% CI) 57 53 100.0% -36.98 [-79.33, 5.37] —e
Heterogeneity: Tau :_115?'5?;%' =13.22 df=2(P=0001); F=85% 00 0 B i o
Testfor owerall effect Z2=1.71 (F = 0.09) Favors CBT-l Favors Contral

Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=5.21, df=1 {P=0.03}), F= 80.8%

Total wake time (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Table $26. PSG-determined total wake time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

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

Morin 1993 Group delivery 63.1 18.36 12 101.02 50.05 1 -37.92 [-69.27, -6.57]




Total wake time (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S65. Diary-determined total wake time (minutes), 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 453,86 2472 69 G442 35493 a4 476% -15.46 [-26.68 -4.24] —i—

Subtotal (95% CI) 69 54  A7.6% -15.46 [-26.68, 4.24] ~all

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect 7= 2.70 (P = 0.007)

Total (95% Cl) 179 157 100.0% -13.69 [-23.20, -4.18] e

Heterogeneity, Tau*=16.70; Chi*= 488, df=4 (F=0.33);, F=13% -E:IZI _2-5 b 215 5'0

Testfor overall effec.t: I=2182 (P:_ 0.003) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=3.95 df=3(P=0237),F=241% *each

subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section




Total sleep time

Figure S66. Diary-determined TST (minutes), 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% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
9.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 {in-person} 402 T2 18 342 T2 17 0.8% 60.00[10.85,108.13]
Drake 2018 arz e a0 261 BB a0 20% 1200[16.22, 40.22] T
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiene) 4332 4G04 16 42746 5052 28 1.8% 574 [-27.93,39.41] -1
Edinger 2007 371.29 48282 BB 32FE.3 3T 2 20%  -5.01[3323,23.21] T
Edinger 2009 IFe N7 16 2651 201 12 4.0% 6.50 [7.62, 20.62] T
Ellis 2015 34032 71 20 34412 EB04 20 11% 5.21 [[35.64, 46.06] e —
Harvey 2015 438 3019 30 441687 97.39 28 09% 567 [51.76,40.42] T
Jacobs 2004 2652 444 14 2312 767 14 09% 2400[1242 80432 I
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 {J Clin Psycho Med Settings) 3|83 227 19 3837 607 149 1.6% 1.60 [31.20, 34.40] "
Jungquist 2010 408 34 19 352 73 =] 02%  56.00[5.78, 106.22]
Lancee 2016 {in-persony 2051 662 26 326182 586 22 1.6% 3320 [0.74, 65.86] —
McCrae 2019 40096 222 37 M001 7076 i) 1.4% -12.05[-54.49,18.29]
Pigeon 2012 IFs 7T 6 278.@ 2 4 1.7%  -2.80[-34.68 27.08] I
Savard 2014 (In-person) 43003 5269 69 42594 7238 7 2.0% 4.09[-16.20, 24.489] -,
Sivertsen 2006 352 514 18 3507 647 12 1.2% 1.30 [-37.16, 39.76] I
Smith 2015 36233 7037 42 40441 76.689 42 1.6% -41.08[73.44,-872] I—
Talbot 2014 4374 Ta 27 3947 444 14 1.4% 4320 [F.07,73.33] m—
Taylor 2014 4522 57.35 16 452 685 13 1.0% 0.20 [-42 645, 43.05] . —
Taylor 2015 380 156 11 iz 132 a 01% 78.00[51.87, 207 .87] —
Taylor 2017 (in-persany 330 BB.53 a3 318 68583 a3 1.6% 12.00[21.26, 45.26] T
Wil 2006 3635 4604 19 3126 758 17 1.1% A0.80 [8.33, 33.47]
Subtotal (95% CI) 566 500  31.3% 9.80[0.21,19.38] \ 4
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 178.05, Chi*= 33.26, df= 20 (P = 0.03); = 40%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 200 (F = 0.05)
9.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 366 96 a1 330 a4 26 09% 36001074, 8274] T
Epstein 2007 396 4472 34 4051 537 ag 26%  -910[-31.49,13.28]
Espie 2007 3444 714 95 3546 BE4 BT 23% -10.20[-35.38, 14.98]
Espie 2008 417.24 B5.55 T4 38573 068 41 1.6% 2151 [11.67, 54 68] T
Irwin 2014 ae a7 48 3721 248 24 4.8% 9.70 [-0.52,18.82] ™
Laovata 2014 336 5TE 78 3336 582 29 23% 6.00[-18.74,30.74) T
Marin 1993 3414 4228 12 31883 7034 11 09% 2247 [-2549,7043] e
Marin 1995 352 534 18 3507 G647 18 1.2% 1.30 [[37.16, 39.76) I
Rybarczyk 2002 3341 373 11 3784 568 13 1.3% -44.30[-82.24,-6.36]
Rybarczyk 2005 -Group(Journal of consulting) 3717 5897 46 3712 GBS 46 2% 0.50 [-25.33, 26.33)
Sandlund 2017 38421 562 82 36081 601 Il 3.2% 23.40[4.87, 41.83] —
Savard 2005 a79.5 44.58 27 387.48 5546 a0 2.2%  -7.98[-33.89,18.03] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 556 414 25.5% 4.02 [-5.51,13.55] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®=98.70; Chi*=18.20, df = 11 (P = 0.08), F= 40%
Testfor overall effect Z= 083 (P =0.41)
9.1.3 Internet delivery
Espie 2012 (Imagery) 34306 80.09 55 33526 92172 109 20% 9.80 [-17.60, 37.20] T
Hagatun 2019 Jgg 5469 B 353 5283 a1 3% 15.00[-4.47,34.47] *7
Horsch 2017 a7 62 30 397.49 EB6.48 4 1.9% 19.51 [-9.57, 48.59] T
Lancee 2012 {Internet delivery) 38648 5942 131 3BE0Z 595 160 41% 2046 [6.73,34.19) -
Lancee 2015 37584 5971 36 334301 T4 27 1.4% 41.53[5.92,77.14] —
Lancee 2016 {internet) 2826 &7TT 21 26182 5896 22 1.6% 2080 [-13.87, 55.47] T
Ritterband 2009 404.92 B1.46 22 380.04 5082 22 1.4%  24.88[10.96,60.72] T
Ritterband 2012 306.05 4064 12 37306 636 12 1.0%  22.00[-20.86, 66.86] T
Strom 2004 IFz e 30 3714 534 a1 1.6% 060 [-32.07,33.27] -
Taylor 2017 (internet) 330 B9.97 34 e Beo3 k) 1.6% 12.00[21.26, 45.26] T
wan Siraten 2014 arz B0 r 338 BB 47 21% 36.00[2.99,62.01] I
Vincent 2009 2838 024 1) 3B UBE 1) 1.6%  22.80[11.21,56.91] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 536 643  23.1%  19.83 [12.26, 27.40] +
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi*=5.23, df =11 {P=092), F=0%
Test for overall effect Z= 913 (F = 0.00001)
9.1.4 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 {self-help) eieln) 96 15 342 Tz 17 0.6% 42.00[11.43,107.43] I
Ho 2014 38756 89851 103 3858 8872 104 2.4% 1.76 [-22.28, 25.00]
Jernelov 2012 3732 61z 3 3\ 756 36 1.7% -19.80[-51.24, 11.64]
Lancee 2012 {self-help) 391.48 61 138 36602 5945 160 41%  25.46[11.73,38.18]
Marin 2005 44332 B7.7E 96 43895 6596 a6 31% 4.37 [14.55, 23.29]
Van Straten 2009 3588 747 126 ar1 BB 1M 33% 11102898 6.78]
Subtotal (95% CI) 516 534 15.3%  4.87 [-11.59,21.32]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 260.07, Chi*= 1573, df= 4 (P = 0.008); 7= 68%
Test for overall effect: 7= 058 (F = 0.56)
9.1.5 Telephone delivery
Arnedt 2013 406.8 67 15 3917 G776 14 1.0% 15102861, 58.81] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 1.0% 15.10 [-29.61, 59.81] i
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 7= 066 (F=051)
9.1.6 Video delivery
Rybarczyk 2005-videa (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 3715 48 12 3784 568 13 1.1% -6.080[48.02 34.22] /T
Savard 2014 (Video) 43528 53.91 54 425484 7238 77 27% .34 [-12.30, 30.98)
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 90 3.9% 5.82 [13.33, 24.97]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 047 df=1 (P =0.49); F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z=0.60 (P = 0.55)
Tatal {95% CI) 2255 2196 100.0% 9.66 [4.86, 14.46] (3

. . ' ; | +

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 97.24; Chi®= 81.69, df = 53 (P = 0.007); P= 35% RTT ELT T 200
Test for overall effect 2= 385 (P = 0.0001) Favars Control  Favors CBT|
Testfor subnroup differences: Chi*= 812, df=5(P=0.15), F=384%

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

CBT-l Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
24.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 A71.29 4828 BE  3¥6.3 371 a B8.4% -5.01[33.23,23.21] T
Edinger 2009 3TeE A7 16 3651 201 18 336% B.40 [-7.62, 20.62) -
Jacobs 2004 3552 444 14 312 T&T 14 31% 34.00[12.42 80.42) N
Taylor 2014 4522 AT.35 16 452 AH5 13 3.6% 0.20[4265, 43.09] . R
"o 2006 3635 504 18 3126 7458 17 3.7% 50490 ([8.33,93.47) —
Subtotal (95% CI) 131 70 52.5% 11.65[-5.23, 28.54] »

Heterageneity: Tau®=124.61; Chi*=6.07, df= 4 (P=0.19) = 24%
Test far averall effect £=1.35(F=013)

24.1.2 Group delivery

Lovato 2014 3396 576 T8 3336 582 28 109% GO0[18.74, 3074 T
Morin 1993 3414 4228 12 318893 7034 1" 29% 2247 [25.49,70.43] -1
Marin 1999 352 524 18 3507  B4T 18 4.5% 1.30[37.16, 39.76] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 108 58 184% T.45[-11.64, 26.54] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif= 044, df=2 (P=0.78), F= 0%
Testfar overall effect £= 077 (F=0.44)

24.1.3 Internet delivery

Hagatun 2015 368 54.69 68 353 5283 81 17.7%  15.00[4.47, 34.47] ™
Ritterband 20093 40492 61.46 22 38004 5982 22 52% 24881096, 60.72) T
Strom 2014 ar: 818 o 3IF4 534 51 £.3% 0.B0[-32.07,33.27] 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 120 124  20.2% 13.67 [-1.49, 28.83] >

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi#=1.01, df= 2 (P = 0.60); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: £=1.77 (F=0.08)

Total (95% Cl) 350 252 100.0% 10.06 [1.88, 18.25] i d
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi®= 7.89, df= 10 (P = 0.64); F= 0% N — t

Test far averall effect £=2.41 (F=0.02) <00 Fal'ourus Control UFaw:urs C:EIIEIIEI 200
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=0.25 df=2(P=088) F=0%

Total sleep time (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Figure S68. Diary-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBTH Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
26.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Currie 2004 {in-parsan) 402 T2 16 342 72 17 17.5% 6B0.00[10.85, 109.14] e —
Harvey 2014 436 80.19 30 44167 47.39 28 198%  -5.67 [-51.76, 40.42] I —
Jungouist 2010 408 34 19 352 73 9 16.8% 56.00[5.78, 106.22] —
Talbot 2014 4374 Ta 27 3942 444 19 3.1% 43.20[7.07, 79.33] —
Taylor 2015 390 146 11 32 132 8 2E% 78.00[451.87, 207.87]
Subtotal (95% CI) 103 77 87.8%  39.35[13.72, 64.98] 4

Heterogeneity: Tau®=190.85; Chi®= 515, df=4 (P=027); F=22%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.01 (P = 0.003)

26.1.4 Self-help delivery
Currie 2004 (selfhelp) 390 o] 14 342 72 17 122% 48.00[-11.43,107.43] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 17 12.2% 48.00[-11.43,107.43] e o
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=1.53 (P =011}

Total (95% Cl) 118 94 100.0%  40.12[19.05,61.19] <4
Heterogeneity: Tau =.31.25;Ch| =823, df= AP =039 F=4% BT 00 b b0 200
Test for overall effect 2= 3.73 (P =0.0002) Favors Contral  Favors CET

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.07, df=1{P =079, F= 0%




Total sleep time (Diary): Insomnia and comorbid medical conditions
Figure S69. Diary-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
25.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2004 {Sleep hygiene) 4332 &04 16 42746 5933 26 B.2% A.74 [27.87, 39.39] ]
Jansson-Frajmark 2012 ¢J Clin Psycho Med Settings) I|a3 227 18 3837 607 15 BA4%  1.60[31.20, 34.40] I E—
McCrae 20189 40096 822 37 419.01 FYTE k] 5.4% -18.05[-54.459 18.39] — 1
Pigeon 2012 s 1wy B 3788 28 4 T1% -3.80[-34.68 27.08] — T
Savard 2014 {in-person) 430,03 5269 69 42594 7238 TPO128% 409 [16.30, 24.48] I
Smith 20145 36333 TLET 42 404,41 THES 48 BB% -41.08[73.44 -877] e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 185 209  44.4% -6.74 [-20.80,7.32] -"-
Heterogeneity: Tau®=73.72, Chi*=6.57, df= 6 (P=0.25), F=24%
Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.94 (P = 0.35)
25.1.2 Group delivery
Currie 2000 366 96 3 330 a4 26 3.8% 36.00[10.74,82.74]
Epstein 2007 396 442 344051 527 3| O11.3%  -910[F31.49,13.29] e
Rybarczyk 2002 331 373 11 3784 568 13 50% -4430[82.24,-636) ———
Ryharczyk 2005 -Groupidournal of consulting) 3aT1F 848y 46 3712 GBS 46 9.3% 0.50 [-25.33, 26.33] I E—
Savard 2005 37918 B339 27 38736 6293 a0 B4% -8.17 [-41.02, 24 68] — 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 149 153 355% B.77[-25.78,12.23] -l
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 207.35; Chi®=7.33, df= 4 (P =0.12); F= 45%
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.70{F =0.48)
25.1.3 Internet delivery
Ritterband 2012 396.05 4964 13 37305 636 13 3.9% 23.00[-20.86, 66.86] I
Subtotal {95% CI) 13 13 3.9% 23.00 [-20.86, 66.86] —————
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect: 2= 1.03 {F = 0.30)
25.1.6 Video delivery
Ryharczyk 2005-video (Behavioral Sleep Medicine) 371a 48 12 3784 568 13 4.4% -B.90[-48.02 34.27] ]
Savard 2014 (videa) 432488 5391 54 42594 7238 TPOOo11.8% 6.64 [-15.00, 28.28] 1T
Subtotal {95% CI) 66 90 16.2% 3.70 [-15.44, 22.85] ~all
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.33, df=1 (P =047, F=0%
Testfor averall effect: Z= 038 (P =0.70)
Total (95% CI) 413 465 100.0% -4.05[13.27,5.17] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®=64.94; Chi*=16.58, df= 13 {F=022), F= 22% -5'0 _2|5 ﬁ 2|5 5'0

Testfor overall effect: 2= 086 (P=0.39)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=2.24 df= 3 (P =0.82) F=0%

Favors Control

Favors CBT-l

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




Total sleep time (Actigraphy)

Figure S70. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Favors Control Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
9.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiens) 4297 44493 15 42376 5516 23OTT% A.94 [26.08, 37.96] I —
Edinger 2007 33974 435 63 336 407 10 9.0% ITEL2IET, 3T I
Edinger 2009 3269 238 16 3412 214 18 13.0% -14.30[-29.74,1.14] ]
Mecrae 20149 ar5.82 83w 39 38626 8099 A7 B.A%  -10.44 47449 26.61] T
Smith 20145 279.34 g3a2 3| 32706 83 44 FT¥% 47 TF2[T9.86,-15.88] .
Talbot 2014 3504 996 27 3474 1206 15 24% 3.00 FBRET, T4.67]
Taylor 2014 421 62 BYTS 16 44016 56.09 13 50% -18.54 [B3E1, 26.53] 1
Taylar 201 Fiin-persaon) 288 BBA3 33 a3 BEEA3 33 T4% -30.00 [-63.26, 3.26] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 247 193 58.8% -14.34 [-26.38, -2.31] &
Heterageneity: Tau®= 5532, Chi®=8.99, df =7 (P =028, F=18%
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.34 (P =0.02)
9.2.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007 407 4497 3 4007 548 30 9.3% G.30 [19.958, 32.58] I
Espie 2008 388,32 4704 T4 42532 4302 39 12.3% -27.00 4437 -9.63] —_
Laowvata 2014 Ig5.8 512 TE 417 582 29 10.0% -61.20[85.42 -36.98] I
Rybarczyk 2002 4458 1137 11 466.5 67 13 2.2% -2070[97.13, 94.73] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 192 111 33.8%  -26.89 [-57.11, 3.34] i
Heterageneity: Tau®= GB5.7F, Chi*=13.81, df= 3 (P = 0.003); F= 73%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.74 (P =0.08)
9.2.3 Internet delivery
Taylar 2017 {internet) 300 B8.497 34 M8 68493 33 4% -18.00[51.26, 14.26] ———
Subtotal {95% CI) 34 33 7.4% -18.00 [-51.26, 15.26] e
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect Z=1.06 (P =0.259)
Total (95% CI) 473 337 100.0% -19.15[-31.29, -7.00] L 3
e 2 — . 2= — — SR = J 1 1 1
Heterogeneity: Tau —.232.42,Ch| =2548 df=12{P=001); F=53% _1100 —E:D b 5'0 1ﬁD
Testfor averall effect Z=3.09 (P =0.002 Favors Control Favars CBTA
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=058, df=2 (P=075), F=0%
*Edinger 2005 (usual and sleep hygiene) pooled control data, converted SE to SD
Taylor 2017 (in-person and internet) uses same control data, converted SE to SD
Total sleep time (Act): Insomnia and no comorbidities
Figure S71. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control
CBT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
10.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2007 33978 4348 63 336 407 10 252% AT 2367, 3147 —
Edinger 2009 32648 238 16 3412 218 18 302%  -14.30[F28.74,1.14] —
Taylor 2014 42162 BY.75 16 44016 56.09 13 17.9% -18.54 6361, 26.53] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 95 41 T734% 1066 [-23.55, 2.23] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.359, df=2 (F=0.50), F=0%
Testfor awerall effect Z=1.62 (F=011)
10.2.2 Group delivery
Lovato 2014 3/58 5272 TE 417 &B2 29 26E% -B1.20[-B5.42 -36.98] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 76 29  26.6% -61.20 [-85.42, -36.98] -‘-
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor owerall effect: 2= 4,95 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 171 70 100.0% -23.00 [-51.11, 5.11] -‘-
Hetemgenew.Tau‘:.619.05,Ch|=:14.43,df:3(P:D.DDE), [*=79% 0 =0 b a0 100
Testfor owerall effect Z=1.60 (F=0.11) Favors Control  Favars CBT-l
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=13.04 df=1 (P = 00003}, F=92.3%




Total sleep time (Act): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions
Table S27. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

Study Delivery CBT-l Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
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 S72. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
25.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2005 (Sleep hygiens) 4297 44493 15 42376 5512 23 228% A.94 [26.07 37.95] —
MeCrae 20149 AT582 A3 39 38626 80949 A7 19.8%  -10.44 [47.49, 26.61] —
Srnith 2015 279.34 B3A2 I8 3PF06 83N 44 23.0% -47F2[F9.56,-15.88] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 92 104 65.8% -17.69 [-50.27, 14.89] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 53519, Chi*= 566, df= 2 (F=0.08), F=65%
Test for averall effect Z=1.06 (P = 0.25)
25.2.2 Group delivery
Epstein 2007 407 497 34007 548 30 IF.0% G.30 [19.98, 32.558] ——
Rybarczyk 2002 4458 1137 11 466.5 67 13 F.2%  -20070[97.13, 95.73] I E—
Subtotal {95% CI) 42 43 34.2% 3.45[-21.41, 28.30] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.43,df=1 (F=051) F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.27 (P =0.759)
Total (95% CI) 134 147 100.0% -11.50 [-34.08, 11.08] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 312,48 Chif=7.90, df=4 (P=0.10); F= 49% _1500 _550 3 550 160
Test for averall effect Z=1.00 (P =0.32) Favors Control Favors CBTA
Testfor subgroup differences: Chit=1.02 df=1 (FP=031) F=21%

Total sleep time (PSG)

Figure S73. PSG-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

9.3.2 Group delivery

It 2074 38358 43.8
Morin 1933 35508 38.82
Marin 19949 3607 34.4
Savard 2004 3658 3547

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total (95% CI)

CBT-l
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total
9.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
McCrae 20189 37T.ES 11622 39
Sivertsen 2006 3438 56.5 18
Smith 2015 347.09 81.9 38
Talbot 2014 416.4 ar 27
Wy 2008 3649 4 432 19
Subtotal (95% CI) 141

43
12
18
27

105
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 1362, Chi*=3.21, df= 3 (P=0.36), F=T%
Testfor overall effect 2= 053 (P = 0.249)

246
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 270.08; Chi*=15.59, df=8 (P =0.08), F= 49%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.30(FP=0.149)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi= 061, df=1 (P=043) F= 0%

Control
Mean

36592 111.82 ar
32249 G0.2 12
37829 0422 46
382.8 7E.B 15
38 7.3 17
127

Heterageneity Tau®= 784.73, Chi*=10.82, df=4 (F=0.03), F= 63%
Testfor overall effect £=1.09 (P = 0.28)

3788 537 24
31893 r034 1"
3738 49.4 17
36039 40849 a0
82

209

7.0%
8.9%
10.4%
7.0%
11.8%
45.1%

19.4%

7.9%
13.8%
17.8%
54.9%

100.0%

11.77 [-39.45, 62.99]
20,90 [[22.01, 63.81]
-31.20 [-63.88, 6.48]
33601727, 34.47]
51.40[17.94, 34.86]
17.28 [-13.89, 48.45]

47020010, 29.50]
3615 [F10.86, 33.16]
-13.10 [41.49, 15.24]
5.41 [F14.44, 24.26]
3.72 [-9.96, 17.40]

10.59 [-5.38, 26.56]

it .

100

-600 0 50 100
Favors Control  Favors CBT-




Total sleep time (PSG): Insomnia and no comorbidities

Figure S74. PSG-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

CBT-l Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
10.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Wy 2006 3694 432 149 318 &73 17 345%  51.40[17.94, 84 86) O E—
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 17 34.5% 51.40[17.94, 84.86] ——e
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect £=3.01 (F=0.003)
10.3.2 Group delivery
Marin 1993 35508 3882 12 31893 7034 11 288% 36151086, 83.16] s —
Marin 1998 3607 344 18 3738 444 17 366% -1310[-41.49, 1524 —
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 28 655%  7.81[-39.90, 55.53] ——eei——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 820,16, Chi®= 3.09, df=1 (P = 0.08), F= 68%
Testfor overall effect Z=032(P=0.7%)
Total (95% CI) 49 45 100.0% 23.38 [-20.18, 66.93] *

. 2 — . P2 —_ — — SR = l I t I I
ST T N

- : o Favers Control  Favors CBET-

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 2148 df=1(F=014) F=535%

Total sleep time (PSG): Insomnia and comorbid psychiatric conditions

Table $28. PSG-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, CBT-I vs. control

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

Talbot 2014 | In-person, 416.4 87 27 3828 76.8 15 33.60[-17.27, 84.47)
one-on-one

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

Figure S75. PSG-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
25.3.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
McCrae 2019 A7T.ES 11622 39 365.92 11162 37 14.0% 1177 [-39.45, 62.99]
Smith 2015 347.08 81.9 38 3v8.29 G422 46 258% -31.20[-68.88, 6.48] - &
Subtotal (95% Cl) 77 83 39.9% -13.36[-54.86, 28.13] —en
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 386.93; Chi*=1.75,df=1 {(P=019); F= 43%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.63 (P =0.83)
25.3.2 Group delivery
Savard 2005 36038 5014 27 36789 4458 30 BDA% VBT [-32.35,17.13] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 27 30 604% -7.61[-32.35,17.13] ool
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Test far averall effect: Z£= 0.60 (P = 0.55)
Total (95% CI) 104 113 100.0% -11.01 [-30.18, 8.17] -ﬁ-
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chif=1.94, df= 2 (P = 0.38); F= 0% I f t |
. -100 -a0 ] a0 100
Test for overall effect: Z=1.12 (P =0.26) Favors Control Favors CBTJ
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=0.05 df=1{P=082) F=0%




Total sleep time (Diary): In-person delivery vs. comparison:
Figure S76. Diary-determined sleep efficiency, post treatment differences for in-person delivery

In-person delivery Comparison
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total WMean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.10.1 Self-help delivery

Currie 2004 402 72 16 390 a6 14 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 15 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 039 (P =070}

1.10.2 Group delivery

Bastein 2004 aT015 51.47 16 37082 433 16 2849%
Verheek 2006 34505 729 18 367.33 729 40 19.8%
Yamadera 2013 3591.9 46.06 20 3482 385 25 61.3%
Subtotal (95% CI) 53 81 100.0%

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

Holmowist 2014 2958.2 93 34 3684 714 39 321%
Lancee 2016 3951 462 26 3828 av.T 21 340%
Taylor 2017 330 62.93 33 330 B69.97 34 338%
Subtotal (95% CI) 93 94 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1474.63; Chi*=11.39, df= 2 (P = 0.003); F=82%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.75 (P =0.45)

1.10.4 Telephone delivery

Bastein 2004 aT015 51.47 15 35146 605 14 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 14 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=089 (P =037

1.10.5 Video delivery

Savard 2014 43003 5269 B9 435283 53901 54 100.0%
Subtotal {(95% CI) 69 54 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.54 (P = 0.58)

1.10.6 Telehealth delivery

Holmowist 2014 298.2 93 34 3564 G549 33 1000%
Subtotal {95% CI) 34 33 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: 2= 2.87 (P = 0.003)

12.00 [-45.04, 72.04]
12.00 [-48.04, 72.04]

-0.67 [34.26, 32.92]
-22.28 -62.83, 18.27]
3.70 F21.50, 28.90]
-2.71 [-20.76, 15.34]

-70.20 [-108.66, -31.74]
12.50 [-20.30, 45.30]
0.00 [33.26, 33.26]
18.28 [-66.17, 29.61]

18.69 [-22.33, 59.71]
18.69 [-22.33, 59.71]

-5.25 [24.26, 13.76]
-5.25[-24.26, 13.76]

-58.20 [-96.62, -19.78]
58,20 [96.62, -19.78]

=

——

; , ,
=100 =40 0 a0
Favours Comparison Favours in-person

t
100

subgroup of delivery method is reported separately in the results section

*each



Table §29. Summary of findings table for CBT-| for the psychological and behavioral treatment of 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 (II); Savard 2005 (JJ); Lancee 2012 (KK); Ritterband 2009 (LL); Ritterband 2012 (MM); Van Straten 2014 (NN); Rybarczyk, BSM 2005
(00); 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 (1ll); Bernstein 2017 (JJJ); Morin 2005 (KKK); Alessi 2016 (LLL); Horsch 2017 (MMM); Hagatun 2019 (NNN);

McCrae 2019 (O00)

Quality of sleep * ®D0O0O The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 2012 patients
) y P LOW ac 0.44 points higher2 [0.28 to 0.61 points higher] compared to (19 RCT) A-MDDD-FFF.KKKMMM.000
[Diary]
control
Quality of sleep SDDO 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) ADEJKP.RXBBHH, ILNN.00,QQ,SS,WW,BBB Il KKK LLL MMM
control
Sleep latency * SISI]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 12.68 minutes 4295 patients
[Diary] MODERATE:  lower? [10.48 min to 14.88 mins lower] compared to control (47 RCTs) AC-W.Y.ZAA-NN, 00,DDD,EEE FFF KKK.LLL MMM.NNN,.00O
Sleep latency CIS1S]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 7.26 minutes 351 patients
[PSG] MODERATE ¢  lower2 [17.41 min lower to 2.90 mins higher] compared to (6 RCTs) V.ZEEGG.1.000
control
Wake after sleep onset * ®P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 18.95 minutes 3756 patients
[Diary] LOW ac lower? [15.43 to 22.46 minutes lower] compared to control (44 RCT) ACDEFGHIJKLN, OP.QRTUV.W.Y.AABB,CC,DD.EE,
FF,GG,HH,I,JJ,KK,LL,MM,00,PP EEE,FFF KKK LLL, MMM,NNN,000
Wake after sleep onset CISICI@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 3.64 minutes 955 patients
[Act] MODERATE ¢  lower? [8.34 mins lower to 1.07 min higher] comparedto (11 RCT) D.EN.P.V.W.CC,DD,FF,0DD,000
control
®DO00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 16.64 minutes 392 patients
\[Iggl((;] after sleep onset LOW ac lower2 [30.76 min lower to 2.51 mins higher] compared to (7 RCT) V.W.EE.GG.JJ.PP.0CO
control
Remission rate* SDDO The percentage of patients achieving ‘remission” in the 1775 patients
[|S|, Diary] MODERATE ¢ CBTI group was 33% higher1 [28% to 39% higher] (25 RCT) A, BDJLPRSUV,WZBB,CCEEFF,JJLLMM,PPQQRR EEEFFF, MMM
compared to control
Responder rate* SDDO The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the 1152 patients
[ISl, Diary] MODERATE¢  CBTI group was 44% higher [39% to 51% higher] (17 RCT) BCF.GJLN.ORAA HHILOO,PP.FFFMMMNNN
compared to control
Beliefs and attitudes aboutsleep ©PDO The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 1580 patients
[DBAS] VERY LOW abc  0.81 points lower’ [0.35 to 1.26 points lower] compared to (16 RCT) DH1LLMURH1,00,55,0DD i, MMMNNN.000
control
Daytime fatigue D00 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) DLJFFMMUUWY, WW.XX, GGG
control
Insomnia severity CICIC]@) The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 2827 patients
[|S|] MODERATE ¢ 095 pOintS |0We|'1 [078 to 113 pOintS Iower] compared tO (30 RCT)B,C,D‘I,J,K,L‘R,T,U,V,W,Y,AA‘FF,JJ,LL,UU,\/\/,ZZ‘AAA,DDD,EEE,FFF,HHH,JJJ,KKK,
control LLL,MMM,NNN
Insomnia severity SDOO The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 200 patients
[1sqQ] LOW ac 0.32 points lower? [0.73 points lower to 0.09 points higher] (3 RCT)NoP
compared to control
Nights using hypnotics CISIC]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.14 nights per 858 patients
[Diary] MODERATE:  week lower2 [0.66 to 1.63 nights per week lower] compared (5 RCT)MHHKK 0055
to control
Number of nighttime awakenings @©®PO 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.GHI.JQ.T BB/FF, KKLL MM NN,DDD,EEE FFF MMM
Number of nighttime awakenings ®©POO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.33 points 100 patients
[Act] LOW ac lower2 [0.19 to 0.48 points lower] compared to control (1 RCT)poD




Sleep efficiency SDDO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 7.32% higher2 4440 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢  [6.25% to 8.40% higher] compared to control (50 RCTs) ACDEFGHILKL MN.OP.QRSTUVY.Z88,CC,
DD,EE FF,GG,HH,II,JJ,KK,LL,MM,NN,
00,PP,UU,AAA,CCC,DDD,EEE,FFF,KKK,LLL, MMM,NNN,000
Sleep efficiency (CISICI@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.20% higher2 923 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE ¢  [0.05% lower to 2.45% higher] compared to control (11 RCTs) EN.OP.V,CC.ODHH.DDDLLLO0O
Sleep efficiency (CISICI@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 4.81% higher2 413 patients
[PSG] MODERATE ¢  [2.34% to 7.29% higher] compared to control (8 RCTs) V:2EEGG.PR.CCC.000
Total wake time P00 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) BCDFHANORU, G6,JJ,UUCCCRKKLLL
Total wake time P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 6.08 minutes 134 patients
[Act] LOW ac lower2 [16.42 minutes lower to 4.25 minutes higher] (3 RCTs) bNo
compared to control
Total wake time CICIOl0) 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) ceJucce
compared to control
Total sleep time CICIS]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 9.66 minutes 3983 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ higher? [4.86 minutes to 14.46 minutes higher] compared to (49 RCTs) ABCDEFGHLIKLMNOP.QRS, T.U,V.W..2BB,CC,0D EE.FF.G6.HH,
control 11,JJ,KK,LL,MM,NN,00,PP,UU,CCC,DDD,EEE,FFF,MMM,NNN,000
Total sleep time SDOO The mean difference in the CBTI group was 19.15 minutes 817 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ac lower® [7.00 minutes to 31.29 minutes lower] compared to (12 RCTs) DENOPVIMODFF, HADD.000
control
Total sleep time SO000 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 10.59 minutes 455 patients
[PSG] VERY LOW abc  higher? [5.38 minutes lower to 26.56 minutes higher] (9 RCTs) V:WZEEGG,J PP, CCC,000

compared to control

* Critical Outcome

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

b Inconsistent subgroup differences

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




Table $30. Summary of findings table for CBT-I for the psychological and behavioral treatment of 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); Hagatun 2019 (N),Bernstein 2017(0)

Quality of sleep * SO00 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) L
Quality of sleep * SPO0O 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)cD
Sleep latency * CISIC]e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 12.82 minutes lower [7.56 min to 569 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ 18.09 mins lower] compared to control? (10 RCTs) CDEFGHILLN
Sleep latency P00 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 * P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 22.83 minutes lower [11.04 to 34.63 540 patients
[Diary] LOW ac minutes lower] compared to control’ (9 RCTs) CDEHIJKLN
Wake after sleep onset SP00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 5.41 minutes lower [14.16 mins lower 181 patients
[Act] LOW abc to 3.33 min higher] compared to control? (3RCT) coH
Wake after sleep onset SPO0O 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) 1k
Remission rate* SPDO The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the CBTI group was 47% 278 patients
[1SI, Diary] MODERATE ¢ higher [33% to 61% higher] compared to control! (6 RCT)COFGH
Responder rate* SPDO The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the CBTI group was 44% 222 patients
[18I, Diary] MODERATE 2 higher [31% to 57% higher] compared to control! (2RCT)DN
Beliefs and attitudes about sleep P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.21 points lower [0.65 to 1.76 points 251 patients
[DBAS] LOW abe lower] compared to control! (3RCT)CLN
Daytime fatigue P00 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)cH
Insomnia severity P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.25 points lower [0.95 to 1.55 points 541 patients
[1s1] LOW be lower] compared to control! (6 RCT) CHIMNO
Insomnia severity [CIIS]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.45 points lower [1.13 points lower to 258 patients
[1sQ] MODERATE 2 0.23 points higher] compared to control? (2RCT)DE
Nights using hypnotics P00 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 SDeO0 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.31 points lower [0.07 to 0.55 points 259 patients
[Diary] LOW 2¢ lower] compared to control2 (4 RCTs) CHL
Sleep efficiency D00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 8.75% higher [6.34 % to 11.15% 646 patients
[Diary] LOW ac higher] compared to control? (11 RCTs) CLN
Sleep efficiency CISIC]e) 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? (2 RCTs) DE
Sleep efficiency D00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 6.27% higher [2.64% to 9.9% higher] 94 patients
[PSG] LOW zc compared to control2 (3RCTs) 61
Total wake time D00 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 control? (4 RCTs) CEIL
Total wake time D00 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) cE
Total wake time D00 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 D00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 10.06 minutes higher [1.88 minutes 611 patients
[Diary] LOW ac lower to 18.25 minutes higher] compared to control2 (11 RCTs) &t
Total sleep time D00 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) CDEH




Total sleep time SP00 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! (3 RCTs) &Ik

* Critical Outcome

a.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 S31. Summary of findings table for CBT-I for the psychological and behavioral treatment of insomnia in adults with
insomnia and psychiatric comorbidities

References: Currie 2004 (A); Freeman 2015 (B); Harvey 2015 (C); Wagley 2013 (D);); 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 SPDO 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) A€

Sleep latency * P00 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)ACEFGHI
Wake after sleep onset * SP00 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
Wake after sleep onset (CISIC]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 13.96 minutes lower [57.28 mins lower 45 patients

[Act] MODERATE = to 20.52 min higher] compared to control2 (1RCT)!

Wake after sleep onset CISIC]e) 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* SP00 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)AcDH!
Responder rate* SP00 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)CcEFS
Cognitive function SP00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.9 points lower [0.53 to 1.28 points 123 patients
[DBAS] LOW 2 lower] compared to control" (3RCT)EFS
Daytime fatigue SP00 The std mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.81 points lower [0.19 to 1.42 44 patients

[MFI, FFS] LOW ac points lower] compared to control! (1RCT)t
Insomnia severity CISIC]e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.61 points lower [1.16 to 2.05 points 147 patients

[1s1] MODERATE = lower] compared to control! (4 RCT)CHLS
Nights using hypnotics SP00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.5 nights per week lower [3.53 nights 25 patients

[Diary] LOW ab lower to 0.53 nights per week higher] compared to control2 (1RCT)¢

Number of nighttime awakenings SDO0O 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 SPO0O The mean difference in the CBTI group was 9.52% higher [7.05 % to 11.99% 353 patients
[Diary] LOW ac higher] compared to control2 (7 RCTs) ACEFGHIY
Sleep efficiency P00 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 P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 25.94 minutes lower [53.98 mins lower 58 patients

[Diary] LOWa to 2.10 minutes higher] compared to control? (1RCTs) ¢

Total sleep time P00 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)ACEFGHI
Total sleep time [CIIS]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 27.47 minutes lower [69.89 minutes 103 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE = lower to 14.94 minutes higher] compared to control2 (3RCTs) BE!

Total sleep time [CIIS]@) 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 $32. Summary of findings table for CBT-I for the psychological and behavioral treatment of 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 (1); Miro 2011 (J); Hou 2014 (K); Pigeon 2012 (L); Dirksen 2007 (M); Chen 2008 (N); Mathews 2014 (O); McCrae 2019 (P); Rybarczyk
2005 (JCC) (Q); Rybarczyk 2005 (BSM (R); Rybarczyk 2002 (S)

Quality of sleep * SPO0O The standardized mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.14 points higher [0.60 178 patients
[Diary] LOW abe points lower to 0.88 points higher] compared to control2 (3 RCT) ABP
Quality of sleep [CISIC]@) 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 * (CISIC]e) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 10.63 minutes lower [5.83 min to 220 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ 15.44 mins lower] compared to control? (11 RCTs)ACDEF.GHPQRS
Sleep latency P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 2.89 minutes lower [20.31 min lower 202 patients
[PSG] LOW ac to 14.53 mins higher] compared to control? (3 RCTs)H+P
Wake after sleep onset * P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 19.60 minutes lower [11.90 to 27.31 761 patients
[Diary] LOW ac minutes lower] compared to control? (11 RCTs) ACDEFGHIPQRS
Wake after sleep onset P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 10.15 minutes lower [0.61 mins to 261 patients
[Act] LOW abe 19.68 min lower] compared to control? (4 RCT) cbIP
Wake after sleep onset P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 18.59 minutes lower [48.29mins lower 217 patients
[PSG] LOW abc to 11.11 mins higher] compared to control? (3RCT) HIP
Remission rate* [CIIS]@) The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the CBTI group was 30% 465 patients
[1SI, Diary] MODERATE ¢ higher [23% to 38% higher] compared to control! (6 RCT)BEFGHI
Responder rate* SP00 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
Beliefs and attitudes about sleep P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 1.20 points lower [0.74 to 1.67 points 489 patients
[DBAS] LOW ac lower] compared to control! (5 RCT)DPARS
Daytime fatigue [CISIS]@) 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)FIMN
Insomnia severity P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.78 points lower [0.43 to 1.12 points 401 patients
[181] LOW a¢ lower] compared to control! (5 RCT)BEIMN
Insomnia severity P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 0.31 points lower [1.74 points lower to 42 patients
[1sQ] LOW abe 1.11 points higher] compared to control? (1RCT)c
Number of awakenings P00 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)cQ
Sleep efficiency [CISIS]@) The mean difference in the CBTI group was 7.04% higher [5.02 % to 9.05% 771 patients
[Diary] MODERATE ¢ higher] compared to control? (12 RCTs) ACDEFGHLPARS
Sleep efficiency P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 3.47% higher [1.55% to 5.39% higher] 259 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ac compared to control? (4 RCTs) ACHP
Sleep efficiency P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 3.25% higher [0.12% lower to 6.38% 217 patients
[PSG] LOW ac higher] compared to control2 (3RCTs) GHP
Total wake time P00 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 (5 RCTs) BCDGL
Total wake time P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 16.96 minutes lower [1.22 minutes to 38 patients

[Act] LOW ac 32.71 minutes lower] compared to control2 (1RCTs) ¢
Total wake time P00 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 P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 4.05 minutes lower [13.27 minutes 801 patients
[Diary] LOW ac lower to 5.17 minutes higher] compared to control? (13 RCTs) AHLPARS
Total sleep time P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 11.50 minutes lower [34.08 minutes 281 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ac lower to 11.08 minutes higher] compared to control2 (5 RCTs) ACHPS
Total sleep time P00 The mean difference in the CBTI group was 11.01 minutes lower [30.18 minutes 217 patients
[PSG] LOW ac lower to 8.17 minutes higher] compared to control? (3 RCTs) e#p




* 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




Brief Therapies for Insomnia (BTI)

Quality of sleep: Diary

Figure S77. Dairy-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, BT vs. control

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

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.79 (P = 0.07)

Total (95% CI) 111

Test for overall effect: Z=1.79 (P=0.07)
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

BBT-I Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight
17.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Buysse 2011 64.39 246 38 8515 243 40 32T7%
MeCrae 2018 3.07 063 32 308 062 0 336%
Wang 2016 G589 B.7E 40 ABFF7 B.94 38 336%
Subtotal (95% CI) 111 109 100.0%
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Quality of sleep: PSQI

Figure S78. PSQI-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, BTl vs. control

BBT-
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total
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Control
5D Total Weight
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5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

37.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Test for averall effect: Z=1.92 (P = 0.09)
Total (95% CI) &8

Test for averall effect: Z=1.92 (P = 0.09)
Testfor subgroup diferences: Mot applicable

Buysge 2011 6.8 048 39 983 047 40 Z4.4%
Germain 2006 6.65 341 17 m 27 18 253%
Germain 2012 54 312 12 59 34 13 25.0%
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Sleep latency: Diary

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

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

BBT-I Control Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl
18.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Buysse 2011 18971 317 38 3017 31 40 87 4% -1046[-11.84,-9.08]
Germain 2006 16.8 1003 17 2685 2202 18 1.3% -10.058[-21.2581.18]
Germain 2012 10.8 5.4 12 214 142 10 1.9% -10.60[-20001,-1.19]
MeCrae 2007 1847 1018 11 287 1577 ] 1.2% -1013[22.051.79]
McCrae 2018 2737 2504 32 3479 32249 30 0.8% -TAZ 8T 70T
Figeon 2017 179 102 13 385 433 14 0.3% -20.60[-43.95 2.749]
Wang 2016 181 8486 40 297 13.04 34 TA% -11.60[-16.46 -6.74]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 164 160 100.0% -10.54 [-11.83, -9.25]
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.10,df= 6 {F=098); F=0%
Testfor averall effect: Z=15.98 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% Cl) 164 160 100.0% -10.54 [-11.83, -9.25]
Hetarogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=1.10,df= 6 ({F=0.98); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=15.98 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
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Sleep latency: PSG

Table $33. PSG-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, BT! vs. control

Study Delivery BTI Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
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 S80. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, BTI vs. control

Testfor averall effect Z= 4.32 (P = 0.0001)
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

BBT- 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 516 38 4FET 503 40 36.2% -19.65[-21.90,-17.40] ]
Germain 2006 7T 2922 17 3555 2848 18 105%  -TBI[27.00,11.34] I
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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%
Test for averall effect Z= 432 (P = 0.0001)
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Wake after sleep onset

Table S34. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, BT vs. control

Study Delivery BTI Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Buysse 2011 | In-person, 46.62 3.99 39 55.38 397 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 $35. PSG-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, BT vs. control

Study Delivery BTI Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
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, 45.1 19.7 12 33 245 12 12.10 [-5.69, 29.89]
2012 one-on-one
delivery




Remission rate
Figure S81. Remission rate, post treatment differences, BTI 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% 0.22 011, 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 $36. Responder rate, post treatment differences, BTI vs. control

Study Delivery method BTI 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 1 2 13 0.21[-0.14, 0.56]
one, delivery

Beliefs and attitudes about sleep
Table S37. Dysfunctional Beliefs and Attitudes about Sleep (DBAS)-determined beliefs and attitudes about sleep, post
treatment differences, BT vs. control

Study Delivery BTI 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 S82. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, BT vs. control

BBT-l Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl 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] e—
Germain 2014 TBZ 4T 20 10 45 16 255% -0.46 [-1.13,0.21] —=
Pigean 2017 13.9 B4 13 152 7 14 235% -0.19 [-0.95, 0.57] —
Wang 2016 7.6 1.499 40 11.36 2.52 39 291% -1.49 [-1.949,-0.98] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 85 82 100.0% -0.81[-1.43,-0.18] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.29; Chi*=10.27 df=3 (F=002; F=71%
Testfor averall effect £2= 252 (P=0.01)
Total (95% CI) 85 82 100.0% -0.81[-1.43,-0.18] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.29; Chif=10.27, df=3(P=0023 F=71% 54 52 p é i
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Number of awakenings

Table $38. Diary-determined number of awakenings (nights/week), post treatment differences, BT! vs. control

Study Delivery BTI Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
McCrae In-person, 1.64 0.56 11 1.86 047 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 S83. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, BT vs. control
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Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
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Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.07; Chi*=6.11, df=6 (P=0.41) F= 2%
Test for overall effect: Z=12.52 (P = 0.00001)
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Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi*= 611, df=6 (F=0.41), F= 2%
Test for overall effect Z=12.52 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

5.08[4.42, 5.74]
0.41 [-5.56, 6.38]
4.70[1.08, 5.34]
B.12[1.09,11.15]
1,73 [-4.33, 7.74]
8.30 [-2.40, 19.00]

9.00 [3.62, 14.38]
5.05 [4.26, 5.84]

5.05 [4.26, 5.84]

—_—

+

-0

-10 0 10 20
Favors Control  Favors BBT-l

Table $39. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, BTI vs. control

Study Delivery BTI 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

Table $40. PSG-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, BTI vs. control

Study Delivery BTI 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




Total sleep time
Figure S84. Diary-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, BTI vs. control

Test far overall effect: £= 3.34 (P = 0.0008)
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

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 38839 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]
MeCrae 2007 390497 F1.02 11 44388 2883 9 TH% -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 38697 38.54 39 3611 E1.449 37T MA4A% -413[27.39,19.13)] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 149 147 100.0%  -23.89[-37.88, -9.89] <
Heterogeneity Tau®= 87 87, Chi*= T B2, df=5 (P =018); F= 34%
Test for overall effect: £=3.34 (P = 0.0008)
Total (95% Cl) 149 147 100.0%  -23.89[-37.88, -9.89] <
hoe 2 — . - —_ — R = J 1 1 1
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 97 87 Chi*=7 62, df=5(P=018), F=34% —1hD —:’50 b 5'0 1|'JD

Favaors Control  Favors BET-

Table S41. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, BT! vs. control

Study Delivery BTI 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

Table $42. PSG-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, BTI vs. control

delivery

Study Delivery BTI Control Mean Difference, [95% Cl]
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




Table S43. Summary of findings table for BTls for the psychological and behavioral treatment of 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* [CICI0]0) The standardized mean difference in the BTII 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 [CIC0]0) The standardized mean difference in the BTII group was 0.76 points lower! [0.28 96 patients
[PSQI] LOWac points to 1.25 points lower] compared to control (3RCT)CPE
Sleep latency* (GISIC]@) The mean difference in the BTII group was 10.54 minutes lower2 [9.25 mins to 324 patients
[Diary] MODERATE: 11.83 mins lower] compared to control (7 RCT)ABCDFGH
Sleep latency (GISIC]@) The mean difference in the BTII group ranged from 3.50 to 3.62 minutes higher2 103 patients
[PSG] MODERATE= compared to control (2RCT)AD
Wake after sleep onset* [CICI0]0) The mean difference in the BTII group was 16.16 minutes lower? [8.83 mins to 324 patients
[Diary] LOWab 23.48 mins lower] compared to control (7 RCT)ABCDF.GH
Wake after sleep onset CISIC]e) The mean difference in the BTII group ranged from 8.76 to 8.95 minutes lower2 141 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE: compared to control (2 RCT)AH
Wake after sleep onset D00 The mean difference in the BTII group ranged from 7.20 minutes lower to 12.10 103 patients
[PSG] LOWac minutes higher2 compared to control (2RCT)AD
Remission rate* CISIC]e) The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the BTII group was 34% 229 patients
[Diary/1SI] MODERATE:? higher! [22% lower to 45% higher] compared to control (5 RCT)ACEFH
Responder rate* CISIC]e) The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the BTII group ranged from 57 patients
[Diary/ISI] MODERATE: 21% to 26% higher! compared to control (2RCT)EG
Beliefs and attitudes about sleep D00 The mean difference in the BTII group was 0.22 points lower? [0.66 points lower to 79 patients
[DBAS] LOWab 0.22 points higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Insomnia severity D00 The mean difference in the BTII group was 0.81 point lower? [0.18 to 1.43 points 167 patients
S]] LOW b lower] compared to control (4 RCT)8DE!
Number of awakenings PO The mean difference in the BTII group ranged from 0.22 to 0.50 fewer awakenings 47 patients
[Diary] MODERATE= compared to control (2RCT)!
Sleep efficiency CISIC]e) The mean difference in the BTII group was 5.05% higher? [4.26% to 5.84% higher] 304 patients
[Diary] MODERATE® compared to control (7 RCT)ABCDF.GH
Sleep efficiency SPDO The mean difference in the BTII group | ranged from 3.81% lower to 2.83% higher2 141 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE: compared to control (2 RCT)AH
Sleep efficiency SPO0O The mean difference in the BTII group ranged from 4.60% lower2 to 0.70% higher 103 patients
[PSG] LOW ac compared to control (2 RCT)AD
Total sleep time CISIC]e) The mean difference in the BTII group was 23.89 minutes lower2 [9.89 mins to 296 patients
[Diary] MODERATE: 37.88 mins lower] compared to control (6 RCT)ABCFHI
Total sleep time CISIC]e) The mean difference in the BTII ranged from 3.96 minutes to 32.28 minutes lower? 141 patients
[Actigraphy] MODERATE: compared to control (2 RCT)AH
Total sleep time CISIC]e) The mean difference in the BTII 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]

¢ Inconsistent results

 Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold




Stimulus Control

Quality of sleep

Table S44. Diary-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% Cl]

Sidani 2019 | In-person, 3.02 0.55 95 2.94 0.50 78 -0.15[-0.15, 0.45]
one-on-one
delivery

Table $45. 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 2.72 19 -0.86 [-1.54,-0.17]
one-on-one
delivery

Sleep latency

Figure S85. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Stimulus control Control
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean

S0 Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

15.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Harris 2012 38.94 2939
Sidani 2019 22 2441
Subtotal (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 283.85; Chi*=5.20,df=1{P=002); F=81%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.08 (P =0.28)

17 BR.ES 37.72
95 252 16
12

15.1.2 Group delivery

Lacks 1983 (Stimulus contraly 3367 2017 15 5389 2661
Morin (Stimulus) 1988 3987 79.73 5 3088 1956
Subtotal {95% CI) 23

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 310.28, Chi*=3.78,df =1 {(F=0.05), F=74%
Test for overall effect £=0.47 (P = 0.64)

Total (95% CI) 135
Heterageneity: Tau®= 134 66, Chi*=9.40, df=3{F=002), F=638%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.45 (P =0.15)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chif= 014, df=1{P=0.70}, F=0%

14
78
a7
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10
26

123

20.2%
36.4%
56.6%

24.6%
18.8%
43.4%

100.0%

-29.71 [-51.68, -7.74]
320 [8.21, 2.81]
14,26 [-39.88, 11.36]
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Figure S86. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Stimulus control Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean

Mean Difference

SD Total Weight

IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

16.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Harris 2012 4266 37.53 17 80.31 57.38 14
Sidani 20149 26.8 2418 94 322 236 78
Subtotal (95% CI) 112 97

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 385.15; Chi®= 3.86, df=1 (P=0.08); F=74%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.13 (P = 0.26)

16.1.2 Group delivery

Maorin (Stimulus) 1988 4288 43.57 8 714 3922 10
Subtotal (95% CI) 8 10
Heterogeneity: Mot applicatile

Testfor aoverall effect: Z=1.44 (P=0.159)

Total (95% Cl) 120 107

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 247.29; Chi*=5.00,df= 2 (P=0.08); F=60%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.63 (F=010)
Test for subaroup differences: Chif= 018 df=1 (P=0E67) F=0%

26.9%

51.9%

78.8%

21.2%
21.2%

100.0%

-37.65 [-69.02,-6.28]
-5.40 F12.63,1.83]
-17.76 [48.50,12.97]

-28.52 [67.28,10.24]
-28.52 [-67.2

.28, 10.24]

-18.98 [41.78, 3.83]

|l

-A0

-25 0

25
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a0




Wake after sleep onset
Table S$46. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), 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, 92.47 44 17 100.19 46.49 19 -7.72[-37.29, 21.85]
one-on-one
delivery

Remission rate
Table $47. ISI/Diary determined remission rate, post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

Study Delivery method Stimulus Control Control Risk Difference [95% ClI]
Events Total Events Total
Sidani 2019 In-person, delivery 31 95 1" 78 0.1910.06, 0.31]

Insomnia severity
Table S48. ISI-determined insomnia severity, post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

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

Sidani 2019 | In-person, 10.33 4.71 95 13.04 4.76 78 -0.57[-0.88, -0.26]
one-on-one
delivery

Number of nighttime awakenings
Table S49. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./ni

hts), post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

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

Morin 1988 Group delivery 1.92 1.13 8 2.61 1.07 10 -0.69[-1.72,0.34]

Sidani 2019 | In-person 1.3 1.0 95 2.0 24 78 -0.70[-1.27,-0.13]
delivery

Sleep efficiency
Table $50. Diary-determined 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, 81.57 7.34 17 68.24 14.14 19 13.33[6.08, 20.58]
one-on-one
delivery

Sidani 2019 | In-person, 84.01 12.55 95 80.93 7.69 78 3.08[0.03, 6.13]
one-on-one
delivery

Table §51. Actigraphy-determined total sleep efficiency (%)

, post treatment differences, stimulus control vs. control

delivery

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




Total sleep time
Figure S87. Diary-determined total sleep time (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
34.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Harris 2012 38795 AT 36 17 358026 TBYE 19 2B3%  3Y.B9[6.30, 81.68] T =
Sidani 2019 3899 Tvi5 95 3936 A543 T8 B1.8% -3.70[2261,1521] L
Subtotal (95% CI) 112 97  88.0% 12.04[-27.34, 51.42]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 558.18; Chi®= 2.87, df=1 (P = 0.09); F= 5%
Test far overall effect: Z=0.60 (P = 0.55)
34.1.2 Group delivery
Marin {stimulus) 1988 3544 8326 8 34016 70.29 10 12.0% 14.24 [-58.06, 86.54]
Subtotal (95% CI) 8 10 12.0% 14.24[-58.06, 86.54] — e —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.39 {F=0.70)
Total (95% CI) 120 107 100.0%  9.32 [-17.54, 36.19] -?—
Heterogeneity: Tau®=211.11; Ghi®= 2.96, df= 2 (P = 0.23%; F= 32% ; t T f f
Testf Il effect: Z= 0.68 (P = 0.50 -180 -0 0 30 100

est for overall effect 2= 0.68 (P = 0.30) Favors Control Favors Stimulus control

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P=0.96) F=0%

Table $52. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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 $53. Summary of findings table for stimulus control for the psychological and behavioral treatment of insomnia in adults

References: Harris 2012 (A); Lacks 1983 (B); Morin 1988 (C); Sidani 2019 (D)

Quality of sleep P00 The standardized mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 0.15 points 173 patients
[Diary] LOW=® lower? [0.15 points lower to 0.45 points higher] compared to control (1RCTP
Quality of sleep P00 The standardized mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 0.86 points 36 patients
[PSQI] LOWab lower! [0.17 points lower to 1.54 points lower] compared to control (1RCT)A
Sleep latency* SDO0O The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 14.4 minutes lower2 [35.22 258 patients
[Diary] LOWab mins lower to 6.41 mins higher] compared to control (4 RCT)ABCD
Wake after sleep onset* D00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group ranged was 18.98 minutes 237 patients
[Diary] LOWab lower? [41.78mins lower to 3.83 mins higher] compared to control (3 RCT)AcD
Wake after sleep onset D00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 7.72 minutes lower2 [37.29 36 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins lower to 21.85 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Remission rate* SO000 The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the Stimulus control group was 173 patients
[1S1] MODERATE @ 19% higher' [6% to 31% higher] compared to control (1RCT)pP
Insomnia severity D00 The standardized mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 0.57 points 173 patients
[1sl] LOWab lower! [0.88 to 0.26 points lower] compared to control (1RCT)®
Number of awakenings D00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group ranged from 0.69 to 0.70 lower! 181 patients
[Diary] LOWab number of awakenings compared to control (2RCT)cP
Sleep efficiency SDO0O The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 7.65% higher! [2.33% 209 patients
[Diary] LOW ab lower to 17.64% higher] compared to control (2RCT)AD
Sleep efficiency D00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 3.69% higher? [3.41% 36 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ab lower to 10.79% higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total sleep time CISIC]e) The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 9.32 minutes higher? 227 patients
[Dairy] VERY LOWabe [17.54minutes lower to 36.19 minutes higher] compared to control (3RCT)ACO
Total sleep time SP00 The mean difference in the Stimulus control group was 3.38 minutes lower? [48.70 36 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ab mins lower to 41.94 mins higher] 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]

¢ Double imprecision

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold




Sleep Restriction

Quality of sleep
Figure S88. Dairy-determined quality of sleep, post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Sleep restriction Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
23.2.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Drake 2019 353 063 50 312 064 50 33.3% 064 [0.24,1.04] -
Sidani 2019 301 D058 82 284 05 T8 37.49% 013 [-0.18,0.44] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 132 128 71.2% 0.37 [-0.13, 0.87]

Heterogeneity: Tau®*=0.10; Chi®=3.90, df=1 (P =0.08); F=T4%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.44(P=0.15)

23.2.2 Video delivery

Riedel 1995 {group) a8 1.55 a0 45 1.7 25  28.8% 0.801[0.31,1.300 —a—
Subtotal (95% CI) 50 25 28.8% 0.80 [0.31, 1.30] <&
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect Z= 316 (F=0.002)

Total (95% CI) 182 153 100.0% 0.49 [0.07, 0.92] L
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 010, ChifF=6.83, di=2 (P=0.03); F=71% 54 Iz ) é i
Testfor overall efiact 2= 2.28 (P = 0.02) Favours Control  Favours Sleep restriction

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=1.46, dfi=1 (F=023) F= 31 6%

*Pooled data video and group for Riedel 1995

Sleep latency: Diary
Figure $89. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Sleep restriction Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CIl
23.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Drake 2019 1835 1043 a0 253 183 50 36.9% -6.95[12.79 -1.11] — &
Friedrman 2000 1846 17.07 28 236 222 11 2.9% -A14[-19.70,9.47)
Sidani 2019 1989 1649 g1 2512 16 73 48.5% -5.30[10.40 -0.20] —i—
Subtotal (95% CI) 160 139 91.3%  -5.96[9.67,-2.24] -

Heterogeneity: Tauw®= 0.00; Chi*=019, df=2(P=091) F=0%
Test far averall effect: 7= 314 (P=0.002)

23.1.2 Group delivery

Riedel 1995 {group) ¥4 T 25 427 335 248 8.3% -15.30[-30.74, 0.14]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 53% -15.30[-30.74,0.14] ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test far averall effect: £=1.94 (P = 0.049)

23.1.3 Video delivery

Riedel 19948 {wideo anh) F8 362 25 427 335 248 34% -480[24.23 1443
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 34% 4.90[-24.23,14.43] — e —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test far averall effect: 7= 0.50 (F = 0.62)

Total (95% CI) 210 189 100.0%  -6.42[-9.96, -2.87] -
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=1.54, df= 4 (P= 0.82); F=0% _250 _150 p 150 250
Testfor overall effect Z=3.54 (P = 0.0004) Favours sleep restriction  Favours control

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=1.35 df=2{F=04811, F=0%

*Riedel 1995 (group and video) uses same control data

Sleep latency: PSG
Table $54. PSG-determined sleep latency (minutes), 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, 9.69 13.88 15 11.6 10.9 4 -1.91[-14.69, 10.87]
2000 one-on-one
delivery




Wake after sleep onset: Diary

Figure $90. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Test for averall effect Z=4.40 (P = 0.0001)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=223 df=2{P=033) F=101%

Favours Sleep restriction  Favours control

Sleep restriction Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
24.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Drake 2019 3028 21.849 a0 46.03 3261 50 228% -159.75[-26.64,-4.86] e
Friedrman 2000 402 31.23 28 843 a0 11 7% 14104583, 17.63]
Sidani 20149 227 BT g2 322 236 T8 EBEE%  -950[-1586,-3.14)] —-
Subtotal (95% CI) 160 139 92.0% -11.18 [-16.59, -5.77] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 0498, df=2{P=061), F= 0%
Testfor averall effect Z=4.05 (P = 0.0001)
24.1.2 Group delivery
Riedel 1995 {graup) 372 346 25 HBAE 478 28 4 6% -2830[-5263,-3.87] e —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 25 25  4.6% -28.30[-52.63,-3.97] ——e
Heterageneity: Mat applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=228 (F=0.02
24.1.3 Video delivery
Riedel 1995 {video onl) fz9 534 X5 BRS 478 5 34% -2B0[-30.72, 2557
Subtotal (95% Cl) 25 25 34% -2.60 [-30.72, 25.52] — e ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.18 (P = 0.86)
Total (95% CI) 210 189 100.0% -11.67 [-16.86, 6.47] -
Heterageneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 3.20, df= 4 (P = 0.52); F= 0% _550 _255 ] 255 SID

*Riedel 1995 (group and video) uses same control data

Wake after sleep onset: Actigraphy
Table $55. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), 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, 29.01 23.34 27 27.6 39 10 1.41[-24.32, 27.14]
2000 one-on-one
delivery

Table $56. PSG-determined WASO (minutes), 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, 426 20.14 15 29 17.7 4 13.60[-6.52, 33.72]
2000 one-on-one
delivery

Remission rate
Table $57. ISI/Diary-determined remission rate, post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Study Delivery method Sleep Restriction Control Risk Difference [95% CI]
Events Total Events Total
Drake 2019 In-person, one-on- 28 49 16 48 0.24[0.05, 0.43]
one, delivery
Sidani 2019 In-person, one-on- 22 82 1 78 0.13[0.00,0.26]
one, delivery




Insomnia severity

Table S58 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% Cl]

Drake 2019 | In-person, 8.64 418 50 14.24 4.49 50 -1.28[-1.71,-0.85]
one-on-one
delivery

Sidani 2019 | In-person, 10.05 451 82 13.07 4.76 78 -0.65[-0.97,-0.33]
one-on-one
delivery

Number of nighttime awakenings

Table $59. Diary-determined number of awakenings, post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

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

Sidani 2019 | In-person, 14 1.2 82 2 24 78 -0.60[-1.19, -0.01]
one-on-one
delivery

Sleep efficiency

Figure S91. Diary-determined sleep efficiency (%), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Sleep restriction

Control

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Testfor overall effect: £= 234 (F=0.02

Test for subdgroup differences: Chi*=0.27, df=2 (P = 0.88), F= 0%

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

49.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Drake 2019 33 13 a0 i 14 A0 21.4% TO0[1.70,12.30] I —
Friedman 2000 81.28 11.72 28 762 a7 11 122%  509[210,12.28] e
Sidani 2019 g5.04 789 82 84.01 1255 95 53.3% 1.03 [-2.02, 4.08] —ili—

Subtotal (95% CI) 160 156 86.9% 3.75[-0.33,7.84] eaa———
Heterogeneity, TauF=6.73, Chi*=410, df=2 (P=013), F=51%

Testfor overall effect. £=1.80 (F=0.07)

49.1.2 Group delivery

Riedeal 1935 {group) T48 188 25 B9.8 18 25 63% 510[5.10,15.30]

Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 6.3% 5.10[-5.10,15.30] — e —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z= 098 (F = 0.33)

49.1.3 Video delivery

Riedel 1995 {idea) 1.3 172 25 698 18 25 6.8% 1.50[-8.26,11.26)

Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 6.8% 1.50 [-8.26, 11.26] e —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=0.30(F = 0.76)

Total (95% CI) 210 206 100.0% 3.09 [0.50, 5.68] e
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 0.86; Chif= 4.36, df= 4 (P = 0.36); F= 8% _150 |5 3 é 150

Favours Contraol Favours Sleep restriction

*Riedel 1995 (group and video) uses same control data

Table S60. Actigraphy-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, 89.51 5.86 27 89.4 6.6 10 0.11[-4.24, 4.76]
2000 one-on-one
delivery




Table S61. 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

Total sleep time

Figure $92. Diary-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, sleep restriction therapy vs. control

Sleep restriction Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 58D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CIl IV, Random, 95% CI
50.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Drake 20189 3453 T4 a0 361 B 50 18.4% -8.00[35.48 15.48] — T
Friedman 2000 34047 4750 28 3589 3r8 11 146% -18.33[48.22 12.56] L
Sidani 2019 3688 461 82 3936 543 T8 AB7%  -24.80[-40.45 -5.15] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 160 139  89.7% -20.31[-32.75, -7.86] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.10,df=2 (P=0.58); F=0%
Testfor overall effect £= 3.20 (P = 0.001)
50.1.2 Group delivery
Riedel 1834 (group) 277 8aT 25 3343 987 28 6.3% -57.30[-108.54, -6.06]
Subtotal {95% CI) 25 25 5.3% -57.30 [-108.54, -6.086] ——*——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z= 219 (F=0.03)
50.1.3 Video delivery
Riedel 1895 (video) 3322 902 25 3343 987 25 a.1% -210[F54.51, 60.31]
Subtotal {95% CI) 25 25 5.1% -2.10 [-54.51, 50.31] ——*——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Testfor overall effect Z=0.08 (F=0.94)
Total (95% Cl) 210 189 100.0% -21.34 [-33.13, -9.56] .-
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chit= 3.54, df=4 (P =047 F= 0% a1 im _550 3 550 1&”3
Testfor averall eﬁec_t: =353 (P:, 0.0004 Favours Control  Favours Sleep restriction
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=2.44 df=2(P=0.300, F=17.9%

*Riedel 1995 (group and video) uses same control data

Table S62. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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 S$63. PSG-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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, 339.99 38.95 15 383.9 43,91 4 -43.91[-90.52, 2.70]
2000 one-on-one
delivery




Table S64. Summary of findings table for sleep restriction for the psychological and behavioral treatment of insomnia in adults

References: Riedel 1995 (A); Friedman 2000 (B); Epstein 2012 (C); Drake 2019 (D); Sidani 2019 (E)

Quality of sleep® SDO0O The standardized mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 0.49 points 335 patients
[Diary] LOWab higher? [0.07 to 0.92 points higher] compared to control (3 RCT)ADE
Sleep latency* CISIC]e) The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 6.42 minutes lower? [2.87 374 patients
[Diary] MODERATE® mins to 9.96 mins lower] compared to control (4 RCT)ABDE
Sleep latency SDO0O 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* CISIC]e) The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 11.67 minutes lower![6.47 374 patients
[Diary] MODERATE® mins to 16.86 mins lower] compared to control (4 RCT)ABDE
Wake after sleep onset SDO0O 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 D00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 13.6 minutes higher2 [6.52 19 patients
[PSG] LOW ab mins lower to 33.72 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Remission rate* D00 The percentage of patients achieving “remission” in the Sleep restriction group 257 patients
[IS1] LOWab ranged from 16% higher! [6% to 26% higher] compared to control (2RCT)DE
Responder rate* SPO0O The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the Sleep restriction group 73 patients
[IS1] LOWab ranged from 35% higher! [14% to 55% higher] compared to control (1RCT)C
Insomnia severity SP00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 0.95 points lower! [0.33 to 260 patients
[IS1] LOWab 1.57 points lower] compared to control (2RCT)0E
Number of awakenings SP00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 0.60 fewer awakenings' 160 patients
[Diary] LOWac [1.19 to 0.01 fewer no.of awakenings] compared to control (1RCT)E
Sleep efficiency SPO0O The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 3.09% higher2 [0.50% 416 patients
[Diary] LOW ab lower to 5.68% higher] compared to control (4 RCT)ABDE
Sleep efficiency SPO0O The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 0.11% higher2 4.54% lower 37 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ab to 4.76% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Sleep efficiency SPO0O The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 5.61% lower2 [11.55% 19 patients
[PSG] LOW ab lower to 0.33% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total sleep time SP00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 21.34 minutes lower? 374 patients
[Diary] LOW ab [33.13 mins to 9.56 mins lower] compared to control (4 RCT)ABDE
Total sleep time SP00 The mean difference in the Sleep restriction group was 40.26 minutes lower2 [4.36 37 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins to 76.16 mins lower] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total sleep time P00 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, missing data]

 Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold




Relaxation Therapy

Quality of sleep

Table $65. Diary-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]

Means 2000 | In-person 34 04 28 3 04 29 0.99[0.43, 1.54]
delivery

Creti 2005 Audio delivery 3.31 0.68 14 3.32 0.65 13 -0.011[-0.77,0.74]

Quality of sleep (PSQI)

Table $66. 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 7.5 36 14 10.7 2.8 13 -0.96 [-1.76,-0.15
2002

Sleep latency

Figure S93. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

Relaxation Control
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean

SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

8.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery

Means 2000 248 1549 28 302 202 29
MNicassio 1982 42.32 3877 10 839 46.96 10
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 39

Heterogeneity. Tau®= 447,63, Chi*= 332, df=1 (F=0.07); F=70%
Testfor averall effect £=1.07 (F=0.28)

8.1.2 Audio delivery

Creti 2005 288 258 14 349 24 13
Rybarczyk 2002 374 306 14 435 389 13
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 26

Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.96); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect £=1.34 (F=018)

8.1.3 Group delivery

Lacks 1983 (relaxation) 4947 27.43 19 5388 2881 16
Marin {Imagen’ 1958 26.34 15.84 8 3098 19.96 10
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 26
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.99); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect Z= 072 (F=047)

Total (95% CI) 93 9
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 369, df=5 (P = 0.60), F=0%
Testfor overall effect £=214 (P =0.03)

Test for subdgroup differences: Chif= 0.78, df= 2 (P = 0.68), F=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]
-41.56 [-79.32,-3.84]
18.68 [-52.87, 15.50]

-10.20 [-28.98, 8.58]
<1110 37,63, 15.43]
10.50 [-25.83, 4.83]

-4.41 [23.08,14.25]
-4.64 20,99, 11.71]
4,54 [16.84, 7.76]

-7.21 [-13.83, -0.60]

-
—‘-—

<

50 35 0 25 &N

Relaxation

Control




Wake after sleep onset
Figure S94. 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] el
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 S67. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), 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 771 415 14 102.1 57.1 13 -25.0 [-62.89, 12.89]

02

Responder rate
Figure $95. 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% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
13.1.1 In-person, one-on-one delivery
Edinger 2001 3 25 ? 25 35E% 0.04 013, 0.21]
Espie 1989 {J Behavion 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; ChF=012,df=1(P=073}; F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.33 (P=0.74)

13.1.2 Audio delivery

Rybarczyk 2002 A 17 i 16 30.8% 047 [0.23,0.71] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 17 16 30.8% 0.47 [0.23, 0.71] el
Total events g 1]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: £=3.78 (P = 0.0002)

Total {95% CI) 56 54 100.0% 0.16 [-0.11, 0.43] el

Total events 12 3

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.05; Chi®*= 1086, df=2 (F=0.004); F=82% 5_1 —DI 5 b DIS 1!
Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (P =0.25) Favours Contral  Favours BT

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=10.23 df=1 (P =0.001}, F=90.2%




Beliefs and attitudes about sleep
Table S68. 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, 4.4 1 28 4.7 1.1 29 -0.28[-0.80, 0.24]
one-on-one
Nights using hypnotics
Table $69. 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 S70. 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 246 1.24 8 2.61 1.07 10 -0.15[-1.24,0.94]

(Imagery) delivery

1988

Sleep efficiency
Figure S96. 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; Chif= 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 = 1523, Chi®=6.24, df= 2 (P = 0.04); F= A8% o a0 b 1 20
Testfor overall effect Z=1.60(F=011) Favors Control  Favors Relaxation

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=017 df=1 (P = 0.68) F=0%

Table S71. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), 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 774 12.8 14 76.8 8.6 13 0.60[-7.57, 8.77]

02




Total sleep time
Figure $97. Diary-determined total sleep time (minutes) 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
20.1.1 Audio delivery
Creti 2004 3246 B36 14 3414 M4 13 43.0% -16.80[57.00, 23.400 —
Rybarczyk 2002 ATIE 545 14 3784 4668 13 39.3%  -5.80[47.85, 36.29] I E—

Subtotal {95% Cl) 28 26 82.2% -11.55[-40.61,17.51]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 014, df=1 {F=071); F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=078 (F=0.44)

20.1.2 Group delivery
Morin (Imagery) 1988 360.63 64.69 8 34016 7029 10 17.8% 2047 [42.04, 82.98]

~——
Subtotal {95% CI) 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*= 0497, df=2(F=0E62) F=0% -5=U _2=5 Ij 2|5 5=|:|
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.44 (P = 0.66) Favors Control  Favors Relaxation
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 083 dfi=1{F=036) F=0%

Table S72. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), post treatment differences, relaxation therapy vs. control

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

Rybarczyk Audio delivery 439.8 109.1 14 466.5 67 13 -27.50 [-95.27, 40.27]

2002




Table S73. 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* SO0 The standardized mean difference in the RT group was 0.52 points higher! [0.46 84 patients
[Diary] VERY LOWabc points lower to 1.50 points higher] compared to control (2RCT)AB
Quality of sleep [CICI0]0) 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* P00 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* [CICI0]0) The mean difference in the RT group was 15.67 mins lower2 [39.15 mins lower to 129 patients
[Diary] LOWac 7.81 mins higher] compared to control (3RCT) ABCF
Responder rate* SO0 The percentage of patients considered “responders” in the RT group was 16% 109 patients
[Diary/ISI] VERY LOWabe higher! [11% lower to 43% higher] compared to control (3RCT)ceH
Beliefs and attitudes about sleep [CIC0]0) 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 [CICI0]0) 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)¢
Number of awakenings [CICI0]0) 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 [CIC0]0) 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 (3 RCT)ABC
Sleep efficiency [CIC0]0) The mean difference in the RT group was 0.6% higher2 [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 lower? [32.21 mins lower to 72 patients
[Dairy] LOWac 20.49 mins higher] compared to control (3RCT)BCF
Total sleep time D00 The mean difference in the RT group was 27.5 minutes lower2 [95.27 mins lower to 27 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWac 40.27 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)C

* Critical Outcome

a.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




Sleep Hygiene

Sleep latency

Table S$74. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), 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 15.1 11.13 17 15.9 16.8 9
2005 delivery

-0.80 [-12.98, 11.38]

Wake after sleep onset

Table S75. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), 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 50.5 284 17 65.7 312 9
2005 delivery

-15.20 [-39.65, 9.29]

Wake after sleep onset

Table S76. Actigraphy-determined WASO (minutes), 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 59.6 243 17 72.2 39.6 9 -12.60 [-40.93, 15.73]
2005 delivery
Responder rate
Table S77. 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 2 12 0 8 0.17 [-0.09,0.43]
2005 delivery
Sleep efficiency
Table S78. 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 83.3 7.2 9
2005 delivery

1.40 [-4.36, 7.16]

Table S79. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), pos

t 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 85.4 5.77 17 82.6 9.3 9
2005 delivery

2.80 [3.87, 9.47]




Total wake time

Table S80. Diary-determined total wake time (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 76.4 35.57 17 88.7 45 9
2005 delivery

-12.30 [-46.22, 21.62]

Table $81. Actigraphy-determined total wake time (minutes

, 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
2005 delivery

-18.30 [54.72, 18.12]

Total sleep time

Table $82. Diary-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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 4248 61.85 17 4325 54.3 9 -7.70[-53.78, 38.38]
2005 delivery

Table $83. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (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 421.6 51.13 17 428.7 78.3 9 -7.10 [-63.74, 49.54]
2005 delivery




Table S84. Summary of findings table for sleep hygiene for the psychological and behavioral treatment of insomnia in adults
References: Edinger 2005 (A)

Sleep latency* [CIC0]0) 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* [CICI0]0) 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 [CICI0]0) The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 12.60 minutes lower? [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% higher? [4.36% lower to 26 patients
[Diary] LOWab 7.16% higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Sleep efficiency SDO0O 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 SDO0O The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 12.3 minutes lower2 [46.22 26 patients
[Dairy] LOWab mins lower to 21.62 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total wake time D00 The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 18.3 minutes lower2 [54.72 26 patients
[Actigraphy] LOWab mins lower to 18.12 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total sleep time D00 The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 7.7 minutes lower2 [53.78 26 patients
[Dairy] LOWab mins lower to 38.38 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total sleep time D00 The mean difference in the Sleep hygiene group was 7.1 minutes lower2 [63.74 26 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ab mins lower to 49.54 mins higher] 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]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold

2 Does not meet the clinical significance threshold




Biofeedback

Sleep latency
Table $85. 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 1273 10 83.9 46.96 10 -52.58 [-82.74, -22.42]
1982 one-on-one
delivery

Table $86. Summary of findings table for biofeedback for the psychological and behavioral treatment of insomnia in adults

References: Nicassio 1982 (A)

Sleep latency *
[Diary] O©B00
LOW ab

The mean difference in the Biofeedback group was 52.58 minutes lower' [22.42 20 patients
min to 82.74 mins lower] compared to control (1RCT)A

* Critical Outcome

a.<200 participants

b- Risk of bias [no patient blinding and selective outcome reporting]

" Meets the clinical significance threshold? Does not meet the clinical significance threshold




Paradoxical Intention

Sleep latency
Table $87. 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 $88. Diary-determined number of awakenings (no./ni

ht), 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, 0.5 0.54 8 1.25 0.71 9 -0.75[-1.35,-0.15]
one-on-one
delivery

Table $89. Summary of findings table for paradoxical intention for the psychological and behavioral treatment of insomnia in

adults

References: Ascher 1978 (A); Lacks 1983 (B)

Sleep latency* SO000 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 [CIC0]0) 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

2.95% 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




Intensive Sleep Retraining (ISR)

Quality of sleep
Table $90. 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% Cl]

Harris 2012 In-person 8.88 3.05 16 11.11 2.72 19 -0.76 [-1.45, -0.07]
delivery

Sleep latency
Table $91. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), 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 38.41 16.24 16 68.65 37.72 19 -30.24 [-48.97, -11.51]
delivery

Wake after sleep onset

Table $§92. 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 $93. Diary-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 79.85 8.84 16 68.24 14.14 18 11.61[3.77, 19.45)
delivery

Table S$94. Actigraphy-determined sleep efficiency (%), pos

t treatment differences, ISR vs. control

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

Harris 2012 In-person 76.57 11.91 16 71.92 11.91 18 4.651[-3.37, 12.67]
delivery

Total sleep time
Table S95. Diary-determined total sleep time (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 403.23 55.37 16 350.26 76.76 18 52.97 [8.32, 97.62]
delivery

Table $96. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes

, post treatment differences, ISR v

s. control

delivery

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]




Table $97. Summary of findings table for ISR for the psychological and behavioral treatment of insomnia in adults

References: Harris 2012 (A)

Quality of sleep SPO0O 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 * P00 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 (1RCT)
Wake after sleep onset * P00 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 (1RCT)A
Sleep efficiency SP00 The mean difference in the ISR group was 11.61% higher [3.77 to 19.45% higher] 34 patients
[Diary] LOW ab compared to control (1RCT)A
Sleep efficiency P00 The mean difference in the ISR group was 4.65% higher? [3.37% lower to 12.67% 34 patients
[Actigraphy] LOW ab higher] compared to control (1RCT)
Total sleep time P00 The mean difference in the ISR group was 52.97 minutes higher' [8.32 t0 97.62 34 patients
[Dairy] LOW ab mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)A
Total sleep time P00 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 (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




Mindfulness

Quality of sleep
Table $98. 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% Cl]
Zhang 2015 | Group delivery 8.17 2.61 30 11.47 3.58 30 -1.04[-1.58, -0.50]

Sleep latency
Table §99. Diary-determined sleep latency (minutes), 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 48.6 30.7 11 52.4 53.5 105 -3.80[-15.52, 7.92]

Wake after sleep onset
Table $100. Diary-determined WASO (minutes), post treatment differences, mindfulness vs. control

Study Delivery Mindfulness Control Mean Difference, [95% CI]
method Mean SD Total Mean SD Total
Wong 2017 Group delivery 57.7 52.6 111 67.7 68.5 105 -10.00[ -26.35, 6.35]

Remission rate
Table $101. 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 $102. 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, 14.1 4 11 149 47 105 -0.18[-0.45, 0.08]
one-on-one




Sleep efficiency
Table $103. 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 8.22 19 80.76 13.6 16 3.03[-4.59, 10.65]
Wong 2017 In-person, 68.5 141 111 68.4 16.3 105 0.10[-3.97, 4.17]
one-on-one
Table S104. 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 4.88 16 -1.75[-6.43, 2.93]
Table $105. PSG-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 83.24 10.71 19 85.19 6.79 16 -1.95[-7.80, 3.90]

Total wake time
Table $106. Diary-determined total wake time (minutes), 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 |  73.47 34.69 19 85.71 72.08 16 -12.24-50.85, 26.37]
Table $107. Actigraphy-determined total wake time (minutes), 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 $108. PSG-determined total wake time (minutes), 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 $109. Diary-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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 379.31 64.32 19 364.82 83.13 16 14.49] -35.47,64.45]

Wong 2017 In-person, 3184 66.2 11 31741 76.6 105 1.30[-17.84, 20.44]
one-on-one

Table $110. Actigraphy-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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]




Table $111. PSG-determined total sleep time (minutes), 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 $112. Summary of findings table for mindfulness for the psychological and behavioral treatment of insomnia in adults

References: Zhang 2015 (A); Ong 2014 (B), Wong 2017 (C)

Quality of sleep SDO0O 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 SDO0O The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 3.80 mins lower2 [15.52 mins ~ 216patients
[Diary] LOW®be lower to 7.92 mins higher] compared to control (1RCT)¢
Wake after sleep onset SDO0O 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)¢
*Remission rate D00 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 D00 The standardized mean difference in the mindfulness group was 0.53 points lower' 251 patients
[1S1] LOW abec [1.32 points lower to 0.27 points higher] compared to control (2RCT)8BC
Sleep efficiency SDO0O The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 0.75% higher? [2.84% lower to 251 patients
[Diary] LOW abec 4.34% higher] compared to control (2RCT)8C
Sleep efficiency D00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 1.75% lower? [6.43% lower to 35 patients
[Act] LOW abec 2.93% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Sleep efficiency SPO0O The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 1.95% lower? [7.8% lower to 35 patients
[PSG] LOW abec 3.9% higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total wake time SP00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 12.24 minutes lower2 [50.85 35 patients
[Diary] LOW abec minutes lower to 26.37 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total wake time SP00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 0.02 minutes lower2 [15.77 35 patients
[Act] LOW abec minutes lower to 15.81 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total wake time SP00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 8.2 minutes lower2 [20.40 35 patients
[PSG] LOW abec minutes lower to 36.80 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total sleep time 000 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 2.99 minutes higher2 [14.88 251 patients
[Diary] VERY LOW ab.cd minutes lower to 20.86 minutes higher] compared to control (2RCT)8BC
Total sleep time 000 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 11.73 minutes lower2 [49.33 35 patients
[Act] VERY LOW ab.cd minutes lower to 25.87 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®
Total sleep time SP00 The mean difference in the Mindfulness group was 22.82 minutes lower2 [53.40 35 patients
[PSG] LOW abc minutes lower to 7.76 minutes higher] compared to control (1RCT)®

* 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




Specific group (Older adults,

Component of sleep hygiene

Duration of

Included in the

Reason for not including in

Study Name Gender Age Intervention Control Delivery method Type of Insomnia Treatment delivered by clinician, nurse etc. included in (no.
veterans) . . . meta-analyses
intervention (Y/N) of sessions) Y/N
Arnedt 2013 3M, 27F 39.1[CBT-1 information pamphlet Telephone Mixed = therapists Y 8 sessions Y E
laceb
Ascher 1978 10M, 15F 39|Paradoxical intention praceso in-person Mixed - - - 4 weekly sessions Y -
no treatment
The therapists (4 female and 1 male) were certified
G Jinical psychologist:
Bastein 2004 16M, 20F 41.8|cBT-1 in-person L Mixed 5 [l IR Y 8 weekly sessions % 5
Telephone or doctoral students in psychology with prior clinical
K K Insomnia with i L .
2017 299M, 850F 43[caT internet control internet i sublcinical depression symptoms ~[SHUTi, no live interaction Y 6 weekly sessions N adjusted data
Bjorvatn 2011 65M, 90F 29.9|CBT-1 sleep hygiene Self-help Mixed 5 Self-help book Y 3 months Y g
I ith
Bjorvatn 2018 116M, 48F 56{cBT-1 sleep hygiene self-help nsomnia wi diagnosed with OSA Self-help book ¥ 3 months v -
comorbidities
final year of a 5y Master of Science
I th t for clinical psychologist:
Blom 2016 32M, 116F 48|cBT-1 internet control internet nsomnia wi 5 ISR A ETmiE AT EBTEEEED Y 8 weeks treatment period % &
comorbidities participated in
the study.
Treatment was delivered by four primary health-care
nurses and one social worker, with 2 days of training
how to use th 1. Th ]
Bothelius 2013 oM, 55F 50.7|CBT-I waitlist Group Mixed - ekt ad Stiasie v 5 sessions Y -
Volunteering had no formal training in sleep
medicine, but all of them had relatively solid training
in CBT.
2 2 teleph
Buysse 2011 22M, 54F 71.7(BBT-1 information control in-person Mixed Older adults Nurse clinician Y C:HE:S‘“"S SR % L
Each group was facilitated
by two IAPT psychological wellbeing practitioners,
Insomnia with recent graduates, most but not all with psychology
Cape 2016 143F,96 M 59.8|CBT-I Usual care Group - Y 5 sessions N adjusted data
undergraduate degrees, who had undertaken a 1-
Vear 1 day per week certificate course in low-intensity
psychological interventions.
I ith Patient: d it 1| Dat: ted d d|
Chen 2008 15M,11F 50.3|CBT-1 sleep hygiene group nsomnia wi atients Undergoing peritoneal o chiatrist Y 4 weeks N SRS IR EETL
comorbidities dialysis interquartile range
therapy
[l
Creti 2005 13M, 28F (progressive muscle waitlist audio nsomnia and no Older adults (55 and older) audio tapes - 2 weeks Y -
relaxation, only the relaxation comorbidities
aspect included)
Each therapy group was led by a primary therapist
LT i
Currie 2000 27M, 33F 45|CBT-I waitlist Group Insomm.a .W.\!h Chronic pain and a cotherapist. The t.h?rap‘s's were six doctoral Y 7 sessions Y -
[comorbidities students or interns in clinical psychology, all of whom
had some previous training in CBT interventions
Three mental health professionals (a PhD
in-person (one-on-one ) Insomnia with psychologist, a
Currie 2004 42M18F 43.3|cBT-I waitiist g Alcoholics master's level social worker and an addiction Y 5 sessions v g
self-help comorbidities
counsellor)
served as therapists for the IT and SHTS conditions
| th 3 weekh w2
Dirksen 2007 72F 58.2|CBT-1 sleep hygiene group nsomnia wi Breast cancer survivors Master’s level Registered Nurse therapist Y P A % L
comorbidities telephone calls
h lizes in behavioral sl
Drake 2019 150 F 56.44|CBT-1 sleep hygiene in-person (one-on-one ) Mixed Postmenopausal women g e who speciaiues in behavioral steep v 6 sessions v -
tered h fizes in behavioral s
Drake 2019 150 F 56.44/Sleep restriction sleep hygiene in-person Mixed Postmenopausal women :55:.22 (UEEIE DR EBIURESETIRETD 5 2 weeks % &
One male and one female therapist, beginning- level
T-| I [
Edinger 2001 40 M, 35 F 55.3|C5T placebo therapy in-person (one-on-one ) nsomnia and no - clinical psychologist, naive to behavioral insomnia Y 6 sessions N adjusted data
therapy comorbidities
therapy.
Edinger 2003 18M,2F 51[BBT-I sleep hygiene in-person Mixed Veterans beginning-level clinical Y 2 sessions N [Adjusted data
leep hygiene, I | th ) ) - )
Edinger 2005 2M,45F 48.6|CBT-1  eap yglane, in-person (one-on-one ) nsomnia wi Fibromyalgia 2 licensed male clinical psychologists N 6 sessions Y -
usual care comorbidities
) ) i Insomnia with ) ) ' ) 6 weekly individual
Edinger 2005 M, 45 F 48.3[Sleep hygiene Usual care in-person Fibromyalgia Two licensed male clinical psychologists v v -
comorbidities session
| d
Edinger 2007 43Mm, 43¢ 55.4|CBT-1 waitlist in-person (one-on-one ) e - Two licensed male clinical psychologists ¥ ranged 1-8 sessions v -
| d
Edinger 2009 70M, 11 F 54.2(CBT-1 sleep hygiene in-person (one-on-one ) nsomnia ancno 5 2 licensed clinical psychologists N 4 sessions % L
comorbidities
a practicing health psychologist
Elis 2015 18M, 22F 32.9cBT-I waitiist in-person (one-on-one ) Mixed E and somnologist with 5 years’ experience delivering Y 1 session v E
cBT-1
o
Engle-Friedman 1992 18M, 35F 5756 o herapy measurement control group in-person Mixed Older adults Graduate students Y 5 weeks N Mean and SD not provided
©026) (progressive relaxation)
The therapist was a master's-level clinical nurse
comnia with specialist in psychiatric-mental health nursing. She 4 session (in-person
Epstein 2007 All Females 57.1,501  |CBT-I sleep hygiene Group/telehealth Breast cancer survivors was trained in the delivery of the intervention as part Y roup) +2 (individual v g

comorbidities

of another study and had four years of experience in
delivering the intervention in another study

telephone) sessions




CBT-1

Insomnia and no

Treatment was implemented by a masters’ level
psychiatric-mental
health clinical nurse specialist, with some substitution

4 sessions (individual

Epstein 2012 64M, 115F 68.9|Sleep restriction waitlist Group Older adult (55 or older), veterans [for vacations and illness by a PhD level nurse (DRE) Yin CBT-I sessions)+ 2 sessions Adjusted data
Stimulus control with the same clinical background. The master’s level (phone)
nurse was an experienced
mental health therapist
masters’ level psychiatric-mental health clinical nurse
insomnia and no specialist, with some substitution for vacations and 5 weeks (4 week group
Epstein 2012 6aM, 115F 68.9|Sleep restriction waitlist group/telehealth 2 ar Older adults (55 and older) pecialist > v and 2 weeks over the adjusted data reported
comorbidities illness by a PhD level nurse (DRE) with the same
o phone)
clinical background
masters’ level psychiatric-mental health clinical nurse
- . . I It d ialist, with bstitution fa i d 4 k i +2 "
Epstein 2012 13M, 31F 70.23(stimulus control waitlist eroup/telehealth nsomnia and no Older adult (55 or older) [ U D T N ST = I - i Adjusted data
comorbidities iliness by a PhD level nurse (DRE) with the same week phone sessions
clinical background
) Placebo, The SD values in the study
Espie 1989 (Behaviour Relaxation therapy, Imagery relief, The senior author conducted all therapy sessions represent the night to night
Pl viou 23M, 47F 44.9|Stimulus control, gery reliet, in-person Mixed - orau u Py sessl - 8 weeks treatment period P el ie!
Research and Therapy) N N no treatment, across treatments. variability measure, and not
Paradoxical Intention
the SD for the mean values.
Six Health Visitors conducted the treatment sessions
Espie 2001 44m, 95F s1lceTl waitlist Group Mixed - after extensive training from a Clinical Psychologist, a v 6 sessions Adjusted data
senior Health Promotion Officer and a Pharmacist
Ti d ity to delit CBT-I, with t-
Espie 2007 64M, 137F 54.3|CBT-1 Usual care Group Mixed General practice reined community nurses to defiver with pos v 5 sessions -
qualification and certification
S— trained four experienced cancer nurses, who were
Espie 2008 103 F only 61/ceT-1 Usual care Group 2 v cancer released on a part-time basis from oncology nursing N 5 sessions -
comorbidities . "
duties, to deliver CBT
Espie 2012 4am, 120 F 29|cBT-1 Usual care internet Mixed B [an animated “virtual therapist” (The Prof). Y 6 sessions B
Insomnia and
Espie 2019 382V, 1329F 48{caT sleep hygiene internet ;Sr::r!a a”ES ne E Fully automated digital program Y 6 sessions -
o mean or SD provided, scale
- ' insomnia and no ) - was better or much better
Fernando 2013 17M, 28F 55.5|Sleep restriction sleep hygiene in-person E Primary care clinicians v 6 weeks
comorb and same worse or much
worse
Insomnia with psychiatric  [engaged in mental healthcare data not presented as mean
Feuerstein 2017 15M, 19F 49(CBT-1 sleep hygiene internet CaEil = computer-based not mentioned 6 sessions U L
comorbidities treatment and standard deviation
eomm o trained four experienced cancer nurses, who were < condory anatves paper doto
Fleming 2014 35 M, 78F 60.5|CBT-1 Usual care Group 2 an Cancer released on a part-time basis from oncology nursing N 5 sessions 21y analysis pape
comorbidities " . already included in Espie 2008
duties, to deliver CBT
" Insomnia with pts with persistent delusions and . o "
Freeman 2015 34 M, 16F 40.9 (18-65)|CBT-1 Usual care in-person (one-on-one ) e AT Graduate psychologist v 8 sessions adjusted data
1043M, 2676F, 36 A , i ; - Post treatment data not
Freeman 2017 other 24.7|cBT-1 Usual care internet Mixed university student animated therapist, online ¥ 6 sessions presented, only follow up for
10 weeks provided
Insomnia and
Friedman 2000 13M, 26F 64.2|Sleep restriction sleep hygiene in-person ;Sr::r:a andno Older adults (55 and older) Therapist Y 4 weeks L
ters-level adult psychiatric and T T boost
Germain 2006 10M, 25F 70.2(BBT-1 information control in-person Mixed Older adults (65 and above) masters-ievel adult psychiatric ant Y session + booster -
primary care nurse session 2 weeks later
) ) Insomnia and ) ) 5 sessions + 3 teleph
Germain 2012 45M, 12F 40.9(BBT-1 pharmacologic placebo group nsomnia ancno Veterans A masters’ level licensed therapist Y sesslons + 3 telepnone B
comorbidities calls
(Germain 2014 65M, 11F 38.4|BBT-| information control in-person Mixed Veterans masters’ level clinical social worker Y 2 sessions -
. N . " " . N . Numbe f partici 1t t
Greeff 1998 22M 45.5|Relaxation therapy o treatment control in-person Mixed Chronic alcoholics relaxation training offered by a psychologist - 10 sessions re‘;’;‘ﬂ:" particlpants no
I d
Hagatun 2019 59M, 122F 44.9cBT-1 patient education internet nsomnia anc no - computer-based ¥ o weeks -
comorbidities
Insomnia and no
Harris 2012 15M, 24F 41.2|Intensiy ! trainii ! hygit in-| . - " - 5 ki i -
arts MENETREEEERENG |FEEpITBe [FEE comorbidities In-laboratory ISR was successfully applied U
Insomnia and no The SCT and sleep hygiene treatment components
Harris 2012 23M, 56F 40.9|stimulus control sleep hygiene in-person 'a an - were provided by experienced clinical psychologists Y 5 sessions -
comorbidities
N—— administered by doctoral- or master's-level
Harvey 2015 22M, 36 F 36.6|CBT-1 pseudoeducation in-person (one-on-one ) e Bipolar disorder therapists. Weekly supervision was conducted by a v 8 sessions -
licensed clinical psychologist
Insomnia and
Hauri 1981 18 M, 30 F 41.3|EMG biofeedback control in-person nsomnia and no Middle aged Technician N/A 15 sessions 5D not provied
comorbidities
sleep hygiene and relaxation
leep hygi Jaxati insomni h ined in th
Hauri 1997 7M, 19F 47.7|S1eeP hygiene and relaxation | . o in-person nsomnia and no - Therapist v 6 sessions therapy were combined In the
therapy comorbidities intervention and no sd
provided
treatments materials.
Ky teleph t from the author (YYH),
Ho 2014 90M, 222F 38.5|CBTl waitlist self-help + telephone support |Mixed - weekly telephone support from the author (YYH), a v delivered weekly for 6 -
psychology graduate, using a semi-structured script,
weeks
internet B iders with 15 Fbehavioral
Holmaqvist 2014 18M, 55F - CBT-1 in-person [l Mixed - care prOYI‘ ers wi . LEISE T A Y 6 weeks -
telehealth sleep medicine experience-
Horsch 2017 57M, 94F 39.66|CBT-1 waitiist internet (mobile app) Mixed - - v 67 weeks -
Insomnia with
Hou 2014 42M, 56F 53.45|CBT-1 usual care roup [ hemodialysis Physicians N 2 weeks -




Relaxation therapy,
Stimulus control,

Insomnia and no

8 sessions of Biofeedback
or pseudobiofeedback

The 's for each group were
not reported in the study;

Hughes 1978 12 M,24F 34.. ido-biofeedback in-| - Th the ist:
Ughes g Biofeedback training pseudo-bloteechac (n-persan comorbidities ree theraplsts 4 sessions of RT unable to calculate mean
2 sessiosn of SC difference.
Each intervention was taught by one therapist who
had at least one year experience in delivery of the 16 sessions (Each
treatment modality but no prior experience in sleep participated in 120
Irwin 2014 18M, 57F 65.4|CBT-1 Sleep education Group Mixed older adults, 55 and older medicine, and supervised by another therapist who minutes of group class -
had extensive (> 10 years) experience in the time weekly for 4
treatment modality to maintain therapist fidelity in months)
delivery of the treatments as manualized.
commia and o All treatments were administered based on a 4 sessions (individual
Jacobs 2004 15M,33F 47.6|cBT-1 Placebo tablet in-person (one-on-one ) e s Voung and middle aged adults  [structured manual by a predoctoral and postdoctoral sessions)+ 1 (telephone K
o i session)
therapists were certified cognitive behavior therapists
. . . . N . Post treatment data not
Jansson 2005 29 M, 105F 49.5|CBT-1 Usual care Group Mixed - that had received training and guidance in 6 sessions !
e oo available, only follow up
administering this group treatment
The three therapists were trained psychologist:
Jansson-Frojmark 2012 (J Clin ) A Insomnia with . ' © |1ree fherapists were frainec peyeho OBists
¢ 12M, 20F 55.7|CBT-1 waitlist in-person (one-on-one ) o Hearing impairment, Tinnitus and had previous experience in working with 7 sessions -
Psychol Med Settings) comorbidities o previ
insomnia patients.
Therapists (for self-help with telephone support
Jernelov 2012 13m,76F 46.4|CBT-1 waitlist self-help (book) Mixed - roup)in the present study were in their final year of 6 telephone sessions -
training as clinical psychologists
N i Insomnia with L .
Jungquist 2010 21F,8M 48.7|CBT-I Contact/measurement control in-person (one-on-one ) comorbidities Chronic pain Masters prepared nurse therapist 8 sessions -
Kaku 2011 130M, 21F 36.2|CBT-I waitlist in-person Mixed - 2 physicians and 2 nurses 30 mins for 20 days -
Therapists were a male and female graduate student
in clinical psychology. They were trained and
Lacks 1983 16w, 455 40|Progressive Relaxation acebo group Insomnia and no . supervsed by an experienced inician and used 4 weekly roup sessions i
therapy comorbidities detailed treatment manuals to standardize therapy
procedures.
Therapists were a male and female graduate student
in clinical psychology. They were trained and
Insomnia and ised b fenced clinician and used )
Lacks 1983 16M, 48F 40.6|Paradoxical intention placebo group nsomnia anc no - PLERER 7 ENETREGIN R IO8E 4 weekly group sessions L
comorbidities detailed treatment manuals to standardize therapy
procedures.
Therapists were a male and female graduate student
in clinical psychology. They were trained and
I d d by ienced clinician and used
Lacks 1983 16M, 48F 40.6{stimulus control placebo group nsomnia anc no supervised by an experienced cinician and use 4 weekly sessions -
comorbidities detailed treatment manuals to standardize therapy
procedures.
Paradoxical intenti ] N
Ladouceur 1986 om, 18F 41,g[P2radoxicalintention [ roup Mixed 5 - 4 weeks o means and standard
Stimulus control sleep provided
’ self-help, ) ;
Lancee 2012 247M, 434F 51.8|CBT-I waitlist N Mixed - - 6 weeks intervention -
internet
Lancee 2015 13M, 50F 48.73|CBT-I waitlist internet Mixed - - 6 weekly sessions -
the face-to-face condition, allsix individual treatment
Lancee 2016 21M,73F 41.6|cBT-1 waitlist in-person (one-on-one ) Mixed - sessions were administered by a psychologist 6 sessions -
online specialized in
insomnia treatment.
Lancee 2016 9M,51F 43.15|CBT-I in-person internet Mixed - - 6 sessions -
The group sessions were administered by five trainee
I d hologists (four femal le) with experi
Lovato 2014 55M, 127F 63.76|CBT-I waitlist Group nsomnia ancno Older adults psychologists (four female, one male) with experience 4 sessions -
comorbidities in
CBT-I
) ) hiatrist and a national second: hological
Mao 2017 30M, 74F 85.8|CBT-1 sleep hygiene self-help Mixed - psychiatrist and a natlonal seconcary psychological 8 weeks B
K Insomnia with - . .
Martinez 2014 64F 47.58|CBT-I sleep hygiene group comorbiditios Fibromylagia three female therapists 6 weekly sessions -
e 4 session (in-person
Insomnia with ractice nurse with specialized training in BT
Matthews 2014 S6 F 52.51(c8T-1 in-person ( ) Breast cancer survivors e = group) +2 sessions No SD provided
o
h
the individual weekly sessions in an office setting [rienz)
| d tal health lor, social worker, 2 + 2 teleph
McCrae 2007 7™ 13F 77.2|88T-1 sleep hygiene in-person neomnia ane no Elderly (65 year and older) menta, e t counselor, sodia WOrKe, of sessions v 2 felephone -
comorbidities provisionally licensed counselor calls
[S—— The therapists were three predoctoral students in
McCrae 2018 20M, 42F 69.5|BBT-I self-monitoring control in-person comorbidities Older adults (65 and above) UF's APAaccredited 4 sessions -
ing psychology program
McCrae 2019 76F 53|CBT-I waitlist in-person CBT-I Pain due to fil p! students in clinical 8 sessions -
" . . post treatment data not
Insomnia with mental health professionals (Masters-level famil
McCurry 2014 55M, 190F 73.1|cBT-l education control group Pain CEEET V v 6 weekly sessions provided only follow up data
comorbidities counselor and PhD psychologist) "
available
orogressive Relaxation Insomnia and no Therapists were three graduate students trained by
Means 2000 17M, 39F 21,9 roBressiv xatl waitlist in-person ! College students advanced graduate students proficient in the PR 3 sessions -
therapy comorbidities
procedure.
Insomnia with
Miro 2011 445 46.45|CBT-1 sleep hygiene rou Fibromyalgia CBT therapists 6 weekly sessions
g e comorbidities HEES & g
Dat: ted
Morgan 2012 65M, 128F 66.6|CBT-1 usual care self-help Mixed Older adults (55 and above) telephone support offered by trained advisers 7 weeks C:ﬁ:g":se” ed asamean
- Relaxation therapy (i - i ' - Two advanced graduate students in clinical -
Morin 1988 2m, 6F elaxation therapy (Imagery | in-person Mixed Geriatrics (55 and older) U ECEIEL GO SRS IM G 6 sessions -

training)

psychology served as therapists




Two advanced graduate students in clinical

Morin 1988 sm, 11F 67.4|Stimulus control waitlist group Mixed Older adult (55 or older) ° - 6 sessions -
served as therapists
- — Insomnia and no " R Ry N
Morin 1993 7M, 17F 67.1cBT-1 waitlist Group v Older adults (60 years or older)  |A clinical psychologist conducted all therapy sessions. Y 8 sessions E
Morin 1956 S eslcor iacebo drug roup Insomia and no Older adults (defined as 55 yrs or CBT sessions led by a licensed clincal psychologist or . s scssions i
comorbidities older)  post doctoral fellow in clinical psychology.
Morin 2005 65M, 125F 46{cBT waitlist self-help (manual) Mixed - - Y 6 booklets mailed weekly E
o ) I - All treatment sessions were conducted by the first Number of participants not
Nicassio 1974 9M, 21F 45.1|Relaxation therapy no treatment control in-person Mixed - - 4 weeks
author reported
EMG biofeedback, !
- f ) Biofeedback placebo, | ' i i
Nicassio 1982 oM, 31F 43.5|Progressive Relaxation in-person Mixed - authors acted as therapists N/A 10 sesions -
no-treatment control
therapy,
Nicassio 1982 9M, 31F 4 therapy EMG placebo in-person Mixed - authors of this investij acted as therapists - 6 weeks -
: MBTI was delivered by the first author, who has
) | Insomnia and no e SeTeret Y ; )
Ong 2014 oM, 26F a3 If. ing in-person 2 ar - specialized training in mindfulness - 8 week intervention E
comorbidities i : R
meditation and behavioral treatments for insomnia
18-55 f I i d Numb f parti It t
Ott 1983 22M, 34F Y7 9 paradoxical intention no treatment Group nsomnia ancno - Not mentioned - 2 week treatment umber of participants not
age comorbidities reported
) — i Insomnia with — one of two experienced CBT psychologists familiar -
Pigeon 2012 7™, 14F 50.7|CBT-1 waitlist in-person (one-on-one ) e (Chronic pain e S Y 10 sessions E
Insomnia with Study therapists in both 2 2teleph
Pigeon 2017 24M, 3F 58.4|BBT-1 sleep hygiene in-person nsomnia wi Depressed veterans udy therapists in bor Y sessions + 2 telephone -
comorbidities conditions were graduate level psychology students calls
! - " o Insomnia and One maleand three female psychol duat -
Riedel 1995 43m, 82F 67.4|Sleep restriction waitlist group+video, video nsomnia ancno Older adults (60 years or older) [, M€ anc three female psychology graduate Y 4 sessions L
comorbidities students served as therapists.
| d
Ritterband 2009 10M, 34F 44.86|CBT-1 waitlist internet nsommia and no - - Y o -week intervention K
comorbidities
: (Cancer survivors (predominantly
: - | Insomnia with : " ‘ )
Ritterband 2012 am, 24F 56.7|CBT-1 waitlist internet s highly-educated Caucasian - Y 6- week intervention E
women of non-Hispanic ethnicity)
Relaxation therapy (home - Insomnia with Comorbid geriatric insomnia (55 yr
Rybarczyk 2002 am, 10F 65.6|based audio relaxation waitlist audio a wi d geriatric I 1a oy - 6 weeks -
comorbidities of age)
treatment)
— Insomnia with comorbid geriatric insomnia (55 yr — ) )
Rybarczyk 2002 12M, 12 67.8|CBT-1 waitlist Group o co-led by two clinical geropsychologists Y 8 sessions E
comorbidities of age)
Rybarczyk 2005 (Behavioral . . )
I th -led by two clinical hologist:
Sieep Medicine) 11M, 14F 69.5|CBT-1 waitlist . nsomnia wi Older adults (55 and older) co-led by two clinical geropsychologists Y 8 sessions -
Video comorbidities *(same data as Rybarczyk 2002 for in-person and group)
anly used video and controldata
Rybarczyk 2005 (Journal of —— Older adults with osteoarthritis,  |The CBT sessions were led by two clinical
Consulting and Clinical 30M, 62F 69|CBT-I stress management, wellness training |Group b coronary artery disease, or psychologists Y 8 sessions E
Psychology) pulmonary disease) experienced in CBT treatment of insomnia.
I d . of tici| 1t t
Sanavio 1990 16M,24F 39.6{EMG biofeedback waitlist in-person nsomnia andno - 3 trainees in behavior therapy served as therapists N/A 6 sessions no- of participants no
comorbidities |provided
Sandlund 2017 45M, 120F 54.5(CBT-1 waitlist Group Mixed Primary care setting ed by nurses Y 7 sessions E
inistered by a master-level ist with
X Insomnia with I N N
Savard 2005 (J Clin Oncol) ~ |S7F 54.09|CBT-1 waitlist Group e it Breast cancer survivors experience in the administration of this particular v 8 sessions -
treatment protocol.
(CBT-I sessions were administered by certified
Savard 2014 242 F 54.4|CBT-1 waitlist in-person (Ereamar) reeimia f”_‘th Breast cancer psychologists and o o 6 sessions L
video comorbidities PhD students in clinical psychology with significant
experience
Si triction,
Sidani 2019 91M, 164F 54.3| eep restriction, Sleep education in-person Mixed - therapist - 6 sessions -
stimulus control
The therapy sessions were facilitated by 2 clinical
Sivertsen 2006 14M, 16F 60.8|CBT-1 Placebo tablet in-person (one-on-one ) Mixed Older adults (B.S. and 5.0.) and administered at the Y 6 sessions E
outpatient university clinic
With the exception of 2 advanced
psychology doctoral candidates (1 man and 1
woman), all of
Insomnia with the interventionists were postdoctoral clinical
Smith 2015 21 M, 79F 59.4|CBT-1 behavioral desensitization in-person (one-on-one ) omorbidities Knee Osteoarthritis psychology fellows ¥ 8 sessions -
(n=5 [3 womenl) or faculty (n=2) with experience in
behavioral medicine. All but 2 of the interventionists
delivered
both treatments.
i d (Older adults (defined as 50 [Advanced doctoral students in clinical psychol
Soeffing 2008 17M, 30F 64.16|CBT-I placebo (sham biofeedback) in-person (one-on-one ) nsomnia and no Grerlis (R e Dy | e e s e ey Y 8 sessions adjusted data
comorbidities older) served as therapists
Two clinical psychologists served as therapists for e-
i insomnia and no o o )
Strom 2004 38M, 71F 44.1cBT-1 waitiist internet e s - mail interaction and monitoring of homework v 5-week intervention -
assignments
i th (CBT-I delivered by a licensed clinical psychologist
Talbot 2014 14M, 31F 37|cBT-I waitlist in-person (one-on-one ) nsomnia wi Post traumatic stress disorder SEG O EIN IR B EIE0 Y 8 sessions E
comorbidities board-certified psychiatrist
Therapy was conducted by three doctoral-level
nsomnia and no graduate students who were thoroughly trained in
Taylor 2014 20M, 14F 19.71|cBT-1 waitlist in-person (one-on-one ) omorbidities College students CBT-1 and supervised by a licensed psychologist with Y 6 sessions -
expertise in CBT-l and certified in
behavioral sleep medicine
Insomnia with dvanced doctoral student with trai
Taylor 2015 2M,13F 50.5(CBT-1 Usual care in-person (one-on-one ) nsomnia wi Psychiatric IIER LRI LS M S LA LS LRI Y 5 sessions L

comorbidities

and experi CBT-I-led all the sessions




in-person (one-on-one ),

CBTi was administered by civilian licensed clinical

Taylor 2017 83m,27F 32.73|cBT-1 Minimal contact e Mixed Military personnel clinical 6 sessions K
fellows, and a licensed clinical social worker
Thiart 2015 33M, 95F 48[CBT-I waitlist internet Mixed teachers Trained coaches 6 sessions -
Insomnia with line format, no clinical t i
Thorndike 2013 10M, 34F 44.9|CBT-l waitlist internet nsomnia wi - oniine format, no clinical support or supervision 9 weeks R
comorbidities proided
master's level mental health 2 sessions + 2 telephone data not presented as mean
Troxel 2013 13M, 26F 72.5|BBT- information control in-person Mixed Older adults (60 years or older) o B L
nurse. calls and standard deviation
) ) Secondary analysis paper data
I th 2 2 teleph
Tyagi 2014 20M,50F 72.6(BBT-1 information control in-person nsomnia wi Older adults Therapist sessions + 2 telephone already included in Buysse
comorbidities calls
2011
- ) ) 6 week self- hel
Van Straten 2009 84m, 163F s2|car-l waitlist self-help (booksvideo) Mixed - - oweeksel help -
intervention
The coaching was performed by A.v.S., four master’s
van Straten 2014 35M, 83F 49.4|CBT-1 waitlist internet Mixed - students in psychology, and one experienced CBT - week guided Internet -
therapist (L.E.) who also trained and supervised the intervention
others.
Verbeek 2006 24M, 34F 44.4|CBT- in-person [group Mixed - - 6 weekly sessions -
[The main teaching component was present in an
Not : A ' audiovisual mode with occasional text material ) )
Vincent 2009 39M, 79F N CBT-1 waitlist internet Mixed - N . y 5-week intervention -
provided appearing in the background to highlight particular
points
Rl -
Vincent 2013 80M, 148F 49|cBT-1 waitlist internet Mixed e e e e secondary analysis paper re;’em g analy:
ppearing & Eoga of Vincent 2009 P
points
Vitiello 2013 55M, 190F 73.1|cBT-I education control group Mixed Osteoarthritis Master's-level family counselor and PhD psychologist 6 weekly sessions adjusted data
The intervention was administered by the same
master's level therapist
. N I ia with P . ith minimal i iith CBT for i ia. The .
Wagley 2013 oM, 21F 45.9|cBT-1 waitlist in-person (one-on-one ) nsomnia wi Psychiatric outpatients with minima] experience wi or insomnia. The 2 sessions L
comorbidities therapist was trained by a doctoral-level
psychologist with extensive experience in delivering
CBT-I.
2 sessions + 2 teleph
Wang 2016 36M, 46F 41.6(BBT-l sleep hygiene in-person Mixed Two clinical psychologists served as therapists C:IF:S‘“"S elepnone -
) [ ) i Insomnia with - 2 sessions + 2 telephi
Wilckens 2016 25M, 54F 71.7|BBT-1 information control in-person nsomma wi Older adults mental health nurse practitioner e same data as Buysse 2011
comorbidities calls
sleep psycho-education with exercise Insomnia and no the MECT-| programme was delivered by qualified
Wong 2017 47M, 169F 56.1|Mindfulness P Psy( ucation with exercise | oup 'a an - instructors with more than 2 years of teaching 9 week intervention -
control comorbidities )
experience of MBCT
g ive Relaxati — i ) 2 clinicall ienced graduate students served )
Woolfolk 1976 6M, 18F 44,37 oBTessve Relaxation waitlist in-person Mixed - Gl YR G DR AH L 4 weeks D not provided
therapy therapists
16 sessions (Al
somnia and no The CBT group was treated by a licensed clinical treatments lasted 8
Wu 2006 36 M, 41F 38+ 12|CBT-I Placebo tablet in-person (one-on-one ) 2 an - psychologist, weeks. Each patient -
comorbidities ) ) )
2 manual was used during each session received CBT two times a
week)
Insomnia and
Vamadera 2013 20M, 25F 59.3|CBT-1 in-person roup nsommia anc no 5 Psychiatric sleep physician 3 sessions 5
comorbidities
Insomnia and
Zhang 2015 35M, 25F 78.1|Mindfulness waitlist group nsomnia anc no Older adults than 75 years Trained MBSR teacher 5 weeks -

|comorbidities




