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Abstract Background: To minimize the reaction time and position judgment error using
stopwatch-timed measures, we developed a smartphone application to measure performance
in the five-time sit-to-stand (FTSTS) and timed up-and-go (TUG) tests.
Objective: This study aimed to validate this smartphone application by comparing its measure-
ment with a laboratory-based reference condition.
Methods: Thirty-two healthy elderly people were asked to perform the FTSTS and TUG tests in
a randomized sequence. During the tests, their performance was concurrently measured by
the smartphone application and a force sensor installed in the backrest of a chair. The intra-
class correlation coefficient [ICC(2,1)] and BlandeAltman analysis were used to calculate the
measurement consistency and agreement, respectively, between these two methods.
Results: The smartphone application demonstrated excellent measurement consistency with
the lab-based reference condition for the FTSTS test [ICC(2,1) Z 0.988] and TUG test
[ICC(2,1) Z 0.946]. We observed a positive bias of 0.27 seconds (95% limits of agreement,
�1.22 to 1.76 seconds) for the FTSTS test and 0.48 seconds (95% limits of agreement, �1.66
to 2.63 seconds) for the TUG test.
Conclusion: We cross-validated the newly developed smartphone application with the
laboratory-based reference condition during the examination of FTSTS and TUG test perfor-
mance in healthy elderly.
Copyright ª 2016, Hong Kong Physiotherapy Association. Published by Elsevier (Singapore) Pte
Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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Introduction

Many smartphone applications for medical purpose have
been developed and widely used by healthcare providers to
facilitate medical diagnosis, evaluation, patient education,
and treatment [1,2]. It is not surprising that nearly 80% of
medical students and 75% of postgraduate trainees own
smartphones [3]. This trend is expected to grow as this
handheld device allows portable computation of the data
obtained from inbuilt sensors. A smartphone application
can also be custom-made because it is capable of running
third-party software.

Aging is a global health issue and the functional mobility
level has been associated with fall risk [4], rehabilitation
outcome [5], disability level [6], quality of life [7], and
mortality [8] in the elderly. Many clinical tests exist to
measure the functional mobility in the elderly population.
Among them, the five-time sit-to-stand (FTSTS) test and the
timed up-and-go (TUG) test are two of the most common
tools used for clinical evaluation.

The FTSTS test was initially designed to measure the
functional strength of the lower extremities [9]. It is also
widely used to assess the rehabilitation progress, balance
dysfunction, and functional performance in elderly people
with musculoskeletal or neurological conditions clinically
[10e13]. The TUG test is a commonly used functional test
to evaluate basic mobility [14], self-independence in daily
life [15], and fall risk [16] in elderly people. The perfor-
mance of both tests is clinically quantified by a rater using a
stopwatch. In contrast to stopwatch-timed measures,
quantitative measurement using the inbuilt sensors in the
smartphone would eliminate potential human errors, which
include the reaction time delay in using a stopwatch [17]
and human error for position judgment. Hence, the mea-
surement accuracy could be enhanced by a robust mea-
surement using a custom-made smartphone application.

Therefore, this study aimed to examine the measure-
ment consistency and agreement of a newly established
smartphone application with respect to a laboratory-based
reference condition. We hypothesized that the measure-
ment using smartphone application would be comparable to
the findings obtained from the laboratory-based reference
condition.

Materials and methods

Participants

Thirty-two participants (21 women; age, 70.7 � 6.5 years)
were recruited from a local elderly centre. All participants
were independent in all activities of daily living and they
did not need any walking aids during locomotion. The
experiment procedures were approved by the Depart-
mental Research Committee, Department of Rehabilitation
Sciences, The Hong Kong Polytechnic University. Written
consent was obtained from all participants before the test.
The sample size was justified by the method proposed by
Liao [18]. In brief, assuming no discordant pair of mea-
surements was allowed and using alpha and beta at 0.05
and 0.8, respectively, 32 participants were required for this
study.
Testing procedures

All participants were evaluated for their performance in
the FTSTS test and TUG test in a randomized order. The
random sequence was generated by an online program
(www.random.org). For each test, a demonstration was
provided and two practice trials were allowed before the
actual test began [19].

The FTSTS test measured the time taken to complete
five repetitions of the sit-to-stand manoeuvre as quickly as
possible. All participants were asked to sit on an armless
chair at 43 cm in height [6]. Before the test, participants
crossed their arms over their chest, sat upright with their
back in contact with the backrest of the chair. The correct
manoeuvre was demonstrated and included coming to a full
stand (defined as an upright trunk with the hips and knees
extended). The participants had to lean their back against
the backrest at the end of each repetition. The TUG test
measures the time it takes for a participant to stand up
from a chair with the armrests at 46 cm in height, walk for
3 meters to a mark on the floor, turn around, return to the
chair, and sit down [20]. The task should be performed at a
self-paced comfortable walking speed. The test ended
when the participants resumed the starting position [21].
During the test, a participant’s performance was concur-
rently measured by the smartphone application and the
force sensor.

The algorithm of the smartphone application was based
on the data collected from the three-dimensional inertial
measurement unit (IMU) built in an android-based smart-
phone (Galaxy Note II; Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd, Suwon,
Korea). The phone was securely affixed onto a participant’s
chest by Velcro straps during the test. Before actual data
collection, we calibrated the starting position in the FTSTS
test and TUG test by obtaining the three-dimensional IMU
data for 5 seconds. The static standing position was also
collected for 5 seconds for the FTSTS test.

A beep sound followed by an audio script of “3 . 2 . 1”
cued the participant to start. In the TUG test, the time
began to be counted after the beep and was stopped when
the smartphone returned to its original position. In the
FTSTS test, the smartphone continued time-counting until
it detected the last cycle of the stand-to-sit manoeuvre.
The application could be downloaded via the quick
response (QR) code at Appendix 1.

A force sensor (YZC-516; Guangzhou Electrical Measuring
Instruments Factory, Guangzhou, China) was installed at
the backrest of the test chair. In the FTSTS and TUG tests,
time was measured from the moment when the body lifted
off from the backrest until the time when the force sensor
detected contact. Before starting each trial, the sensor was
calibrated. The measurement collected from this reference
condition was regarded as the gold standard in this study.
Statistical analysis

Measurement consistency between the smartphone appli-
cation and the reference condition was compared using
two-way random-effects intra-class correlation [ICC(2,1)].
BlandeAltman analysis was used to assess the agreement
between two measuring methods [22,23]. A zero bias
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represented no difference between the estimated time and
the reference time; a negative bias (i.e., the time
measured using the smartphone application minus the
reference time) indicated an underestimation of the time
by the smartphone application; and a positive bias corre-
sponded to an overestimation of the measured time. Sta-
tistical analyses were performed using SPSS version 17.0
(SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA) and GraphPad Prism version
5.01 (GraphPad Software Inc., La Jolla, CA, USA).
Figure 2. The 95% limits of agreement for the timed up and
go test.
Results

The measurement consistency between smartphone appli-
cation and reference condition was excellent: the ICC (2,1)

in the FTSTS and TUG test were 0.988 (95% confidence in-
terval, 0.976e0.994) and 0.946 (95% confidence interval,
0.889e0.973), respectively. BlandeAltman analysis showed
a positive bias of 0.27 seconds (95% limits of agreement,
from �1.22 seconds to 1.76 seconds; Figure 1) for the FTSTS
test and 0.48 seconds (95% limits of agreement, from
�1.66 seconds to 2.63 seconds; Figure 2) for the TUG test.
The results demonstrated that smartphone application
overestimated the time required during the selected
physical tests.
Discussion

This study validated a newly developed smartphone appli-
cation for assessing the performance of FTSTS and TUG
tests in elderly individuals. We found excellent measure-
ment consistency between the smartphone application and
the reference condition. However, the result demonstrated
that a positive bias of 0.27 seconds and 0.48 seconds for the
FTSTS test and the TUG test, respectively, in the smart-
phone application. Such overestimation in the measure-
ment could be explained by the time lag existing between
the audio cue and the initiation of movement. Another
explanation of the measurement difference may be
attributed to the different mechanism used to detect the
test end point.

The reaction time between the audio feedback and
participant’s actual movement was included in the
Figure 1. The 95% limits of agreement for the five-time sit-
to-stand test.
smartphone application. By contrast, the measurement by
force sensor only accounted for the time spent in the
physical tasks. Thus, the influence of participants’ reaction
time was eliminated in the reference condition. Further-
more, the original sitting position was recorded in the
smartphone application before the test. Participants may
lean on the backrest naturally during calibration but that
position may be different with the position where the body
was just in contact with the backrest. Positive biases
therefore occurred for these reasons. The reaction time for
healthy elderly ranged from 0.27 seconds to 0.35 seconds
[6]; therefore, the true biases would be even less than the
findings reported in the BlandeAltman analyses. A mean
difference of � 0.63 seconds in the TUG test may indicate
higher fall risk in the elderly [24]. Taken together with the
minimal detectable differences in the FTSTS (0.54 seconds)
and TUG tests (0.63 seconds) [24,25], the average mea-
surement biases presented in our smartphone application
should be clinically negligible. However, if we considered
the greatest possible biases (i.e. 1.76 seconds and
2.63 seconds in the FTSTS and TUG tests respectively), the
accuracy of the smartphone application may need further
improvement.

During the early phase of the sit-to-stand or stand-to-sit
manoeuvre in a healthy elderly person, the trunk must bend
forward for w40� [26,27]. Because this smartphone appli-
cation measures the test performance by using the orien-
tation of the trunk, our smartphone application algorithm
in measuring performance of frail elderly people remains
unanswered because frail elderly people have a lower
change in sagittal plane acceleration during the sit-to-stand
or stand-to-sit in comparison to healthy elderly people [28].

Limitations

This study had several limitations. First, we did not test the
smartphone application in any disease population and the
generalization of our findings is therefore limited. Second,
we did not compare the measurement agreement between
the smartphone application and the clinical method. It re-
mains unknown whether the smartphone application pro-
motes a more robust measurement in the selected physical
tests. Third, this smartphone application was developed
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using android codes. Smartphone of other operating plat-
forms are therefore incompatible.

Conclusion

In this study, we cross-validated the newly developed
smartphone application with laboratory-based reference
condition during examination of FTSTS and TUG test per-
formance in healthy elderly individuals. The positive bias
presented by the smartphone application was not clinical
significant.

Conflicts of interest

None.

Acknowledgments

This study was not under any funding or any financial
support.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data related to this article can be found at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hkpj.2015.11.001.

References

[1] Bierbrier R, Lo V, Wu RC. Evaluation of the accuracy of
smartphone medical calculation apps. J Med Internet Res
2014;3:16. e32.

[2] Mosa AS, Yoo I, Sheets L. A systematic review of healthcare
applications for smartphones. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak
2012;12:67.

[3] Payne KB, Wharrad H, Watts K. Smartphone and medical
related app use among medical students and junior doctors in
the United Kingdom (UK): a regional survey. BMC Med Inform
Decis Mak 2012;12:121.

[4] Drozdzowska B, Wiktor K, Pluskiewicz W. Functional status
and prevalence of falls and fractures in population-based
sample of postmenopausal women from the RAC-OST-POL
Study. Int J Clin Pract 2013;67:673e81.

[5] Vochteloo AJ, Moerman S, Tuinebreijer WE, Maier AB, de
Vries MR, Bloem RM, et al. More than half of hip fracture
patients do not regain mobility in the first postoperative year.
Geriatr Gerontol Int 2013;13:334e41.

[6] Lord S, Murray S, Chapman K, Munro B, Tiedemann A. Sit-to-
stand performance depends on sensation, speed, balance, and
psychological status in addition to strength in older people. J
Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci 2002;57:M539e43.

[7] Karakaya MG, Bilgin SC, Ekici G, Kose N, Otman AS. Functional
mobility, depressive symptoms, level of independence, and
quality of life of the elderly living at home and in the nursing
home. J Am Med Dir Assoc 2009;10:662e6.

[8] Kammerlander C, Riedmuller P, Gosch M, Zegg M, Kammer-
lander-Knauer U, Schmid R, et al. Functional outcome and
mortality in geriatric distal femoral fractures. Injury 2012;43:
1096e101.

[9] Csuka M, McCarty DJ. Simple method for measurement of
lower extremity muscle strength. Am J Med 1985;78:77e81.
[10] de Groot IB, Bussmann HJ, Stam HJ, Verhaar JA. Small in-
crease of actual physical activity 6 months after total hip or
knee arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2008;466:2201e8.

[11] LeBrasseur NK, Sayers SP, Ouellette MM, Fielding RA. Muscle
impairments and behavioral factors mediate functional limi-
tations and disability following stroke. Phys Ther 2006;86:
1342e50.

[12] Runge M, Rehfeld G, Resnicek E. Balance training and exercise
in geriatric patients. J Musculoskelet Neuronal Interact 2000;
1:61e5.

[13] Whitney SL, Wrisley DM, Marchetti GF, Gee MA, Redfern MS,
Furman JM. Clinical measurement of sit-to-stand performance
in people with balance disorders: validity of data for the five-
times-sit-to-stand test. Phys Ther 2005;85:1034e45.

[14] Lundin-Olsson L, Nyberg L, Gustafson Y. Attention, frailty, and
falls: the effect of a manual task on basic mobility. J Am
Geriatr Soc 1998;46:758e61.

[15] Podsiadlo D, Richardson S. The timed “Up & Go”: a test of
basic functional mobility for frail elderly persons. J Am Ger-
iatr Soc 1991;39:142e8.

[16] Shumway-Cook A, Brauer S, Woollacott M. Predicting the
probability for falls in community-dwelling older adults using
the Timed Up & Go Test. Phys Ther 2000;80:896e903.

[17] Peters DM, Fritz SL, Krotish DE. Assessing the reliability and
validity of a shorter walk test compared with the 10-Meter
Walk Test for measurements of gait speed in healthy, older
adults. J Geriatr Phys Ther 2013;36:24e30.

[18] Liao JJ. Sample size calculation for an agreement study.
Pharm Stat 2010;9:125e32.

[19] Mong Y, Teo TW, Ng SS. 5-repetition sit-to-stand test in sub-
jects with chronic stroke: reliability and validity. Arch Phys
Med Rehabil 2010;91:407e13.

[20] Schoppen T, Boonstra A, Groothoff JW, de Vries J, Goeken LN,
Eisma WH. The timed “up and go” test: reliability and validity
in persons with unilateral lower limb amputation. Arch Phys
Med Rehabil 1999;80:825e8.

[21] Thrane G, Joakimsen RM, Thornquist E. The association be-
tween timed up and go test and history of falls: the Tromso
study. BMC Geriatr 2007;7:1.

[22] Bland JM, Altman DG. Statistical methods for assessing
agreement between two methods of clinical measurement.
Lancet 1986;1:307e10.

[23] Bland JM, Altman DG. Comparing methods of measurement:
why plotting difference against standard method is
misleading. Lancet 1995;346:1085e7.

[24] Schoene D, Wu SM, Mikolaizak AS, Menant JC, Smith ST,
Delbaere K, et al. Discriminative ability and predictive validity
of the timed up and go test in identifying older people who
fall: systematic review and meta-analysis. J Am Geriatr Soc
2013;61:202e8.

[25] Schwenk M, Gogulla S, Englert S, Czempik A, Hauer K.
Testeretest reliability and minimal detectable change of
repeated sit-to-stand analysis using one body fixed sensor in
geriatric patients. Physiol Meas 2012;33:1931e46.

[26] Ikeda ER, Schenkman ML, Riley PO, Hodge WA. Influence of
age on dynamics of rising from a chair. Phys Ther 1991;71:
473e81.

[27] Kralj A, Jaeger RJ, Munih M. Analysis of standing up and sitting
down in humans: definitions and normative data presentation.
J Biomech 1990;23:1123e38.

[28] Galan-Mercant A, Cuesta-Vargas AI. Differences in trunk
accelerometry between frail and non-frail elderly persons in
functional tasks. BMC Res Notes 2014;7:100.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hkpj.2015.11.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1013-7025(15)30005-1/sref28

	A validation study of a smartphone application for functional mobility assessment of the elderly
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Participants
	Testing procedures
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion

	Conflicts of interest
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix A. Supplementary data
	References


