GRADE assessment
Table 1
[bookmark: _GoBack]Intervention vs. Control Involving Persons with Hearing Impairment (HI) or Vision Impairment (VI) – All Mental Health Outcomes
	Certainty assessment
	№ of Patients 
	Effect
	Certainty
	Importance

	№ of studies
	Study design
	Risk of bias
	Inconsistency
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Other considerations
	Intervention
	Control
	Relative
(95% CI)
	Absolute
(95% CI)
	
	

	11
	randomised trials
	seriousa

	not seriousb
	seriousc
	not seriousd
	publication bias strongly suspectede
	1333
	1409
	-
	SMD 0.14 higher
(0.02 higher to 0.25 higher)
	●○○○
Very low
	


Notes. CI = confidence interval; SMD = standardized mean difference.
a A high overall risk of bias rating was detected for five outcomes (Brody et al., 1999; Jansson-Fröjmark et al., 2012; Wahl et al., 2006). b No downgrade despite significant results for heterogeneity, due to different results for the groups of persons with HI or VI. c The interventions show main differences in the use of psychological components, settings and methods in outcome measures. d The sample size was over 400 participants. e The funnel plot shows no symmetrical distribution.

Table 2
Intervention vs. Control for Psychological Interventions Involving Persons with Hearing Impairment (HI) – All Mental Health Outcomes
	Certainty assessment
	№ of Patients 
	Effect
	Certainty
	Importance

	№ of studies
	Study design
	Risk of bias
	Inconsistency
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Other considerations
	Intervention
	Control
	Relative
(95% CI)
	Absolute
(95% CI)
	
	

	2
	randomised trials
	seriousa
	not seriousb
	seriousc
	seriousd
	none
	97
	89
	-
	SMD 0.82 higher
(0.32 higher to 1.32 higher)
	●○○○
Very low
	



Notes. CI = confidence interval; SMD = standardized mean difference.
a A high overall risk of bias rating was detected for three outcomes (Jansson-Fröjmark et al., 2012). b No downgrade despite significant heterogeneity, due to the different samples, interventions and outcomes in those two studies involving persons with HI. c The interventions show main differences in the use of psychological components, settings and methods in outcome measures. d The sample size was below 400 participants.

Table 3
Intervention vs. Control for Psychological Interventions Involving Persons with Hearing Impairment (HI) or Vision Impairment (VI) 
	Certainty assessment
	№ of Patients 
	Effect
	Certainty
	Importance

	№ of studies
	Study design
	Risk of bias
	Inconsistency
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Other considerations
	Intervention
	Control
	Relative
(95% CI)
	Absolute
(95% CI)
	
	

	All mental health outcomes (VI)

	9
	randomised trials
	seriousa
	not seriousb
	seriousc
	not seriousd
	publication bias strongly suspectede
	1236
	1320
	-
	SMD 0.05 higher
(0.03 lower to 0.12 higher)
	●○○○
Very low
	

	Depression

	7
	randomised trials
	seriousa
	not seriousb
	seriousc
	not seriousd
	none
	474
	520
	-
	SMD 0.1 higher
(0.03 lower to 0.24 higher)
	●●○○
Low
	

	Anxiety

	4
	randomised trials
	seriousf
	not seriousb
	seriousc
	not seriousd
	none
	264
	304
	-
	SMD 0.13 higher
(0.12 lower to 0.38 higher)
	●●○○
Low
	



Notes. CI = confidence interval; SMD = standardized mean difference.
a A high overall risk of bias rating was detected for two outcomes (Brody et al., 1999; Wahl et al., 2006). b No significant heterogeneity was detected. c The interventions show main differences in the use of psychological components, settings and methods in outcome measures. d The sample size was over 400 participants. e The funnel plot shows no symmetrical distribution. f A high overall risk of bias rating was detected for one outcome (Brody et al., 1999).


