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[bookmark: _Toc131450226]Exclusion Criterias
[bookmark: _Hlk131445502]The exclusion criteria were as follows: (1) age <60 years; (2) incomplete questionnaire and evaluation data or missing relevant information records; and (3) stroke, AD, and other medical diseases that affected activity.

[bookmark: _Toc131450227]The basic characteristcs of the two groups
The results of basic anthropometry, balance, gait, and physical strength tests showed that the fall and non-fall groups had a significant difference in the standing time of the instep touching the toes (in front of the right foot) (11.41 s vs 11.97 s); no significant difference was found in the other indicators. FRQ-Q1 (53.8% vs 3.3%), FRQ-Q3 (50.4% vs 30.2%), FRQ-Q4 (16.0% vs 8.4%), FRQ-Q5 (66.4% vs 44.2%), and FRQ-Q6 (36.1% vs 25.1%) were significantly lower in the fall group than in the non-fall group. That is, the individuals in the fall group were more likely to answer that they had fallen in the last year, sometimes felt unsteady walking, needed to hold the furniture to remain steady when walking at home, worried about falling, and needed hand support to stand up from a chair. In addition, a significant difference was found in the FRQ-Total score between the fall and non-fall groups. The average FRQ-Total score in the fall group was 4.72, which was higher than that in the non-fall group (2.7).


[bookmark: _Toc131450228][bookmark: _Hlk131446599]eTable 1
eTable 1. Logistic regression analysis of fall risk prediction for the study participants
	
	Regression coefficient
	SEx
	Z-value
	OR (95% CI)
	P

	Model 1
	
	
	
	
	

	FRQ-Q1
	3.709
	0.467
	7.948
	40.79 (16.35–101.8)
	<0.001

	FRQ-Q3
	0.667
	0.295
	2.262
	1.95 (1.09–3.47)
	0.024

	Single-leg standing time (left foot), s
	–0.353
	0.146
	–2.417
	0.7 (0.53–0.94)
	0.016

	Model 2 
	
	
	
	
	

	History of hypotension
	0.999
	0.452
	2.211
	2.71 (1.12–6.58)
	0.027

	FRQ-Total
	0.432
	0.063
	6.842
	1.54 (1.36–1.74)
	<0.001

	Toe to toe (left foot), s
	–0.207
	0.092
	–2.250
	0.81 (0.68–0.97)
	0.024
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eTable 2. AUC of fall risk prediction models
	Model
	AUC (95% CI)
	P value
	Continuous NRI
	P value
	Categorical NRI
	P value
	IDI
	P value

	Model 1
	0.803 
(0.7491–0.8569)
	0.068
	0.4682 
(0.3141–0.6223)
	<0.01
	0.507 (0.2905– 0.7235)
	<0.01
	0.2047
(0.1473–0.2621)
	<0.01

	Model 2
	0.752 
(0.6981–0.8059)
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
	Ref
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[bookmark: _Hlk131449926]eFigure 1. Selection results of LASSO regression variables.
(A) Model 1, including FRQ-Q1–FRQ-Q12; (B) Model 2, including FRQ-Total
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