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Supplementary Figure 1. 1RM muscle strength changes (A, T1 minus T0) following the multimodal
prehabilitation program of patients who completed the low row before and after the intervention:
changes in absolute low row load (kg) (graph A), relative changes in absolute low row load (%) (graph
B), changes in low row load normalized for body mass (kg/kg body mass) (graph C), and relative
changes in low row load normalized for body mass (%) (graph D). Based on low row performance at
baseline (T0), patients were divided in quartiles. White and grey dots represent individual patient data
within each quartile, whereas black dots represent the mean value within each quartile and the dotted
line represents the linear regression line of the black dots to show the effect of low row performance at
baseline on the change score. Abbreviations: TO=assessment before the program; T1=assessment after
the program.
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Supplementary Figure 2. 1RM muscle strength changes (A, T1 minus T0) following the multimodal
prehabilitation program of patients who completed the chest press before and after the intervention:
changes in absolute chest press load (kg) (graph A), relative changes in absolute chest press load (%)
(graph B), changes in chest press load normalized for body mass (kg/kg body mass) (graph C), and
relative changes in chest press load normalized for body mass (%) (graph D). Based on chest press
performance at baseline (T0), patients were divided in quartiles. White and grey dots represent
individual patient data within each quartile, whereas black dots represent the mean value within each
quartile and the dotted line represents the linear regression line of the black dots to show the effect of
chest press performance at baseline on the change score. Abbreviations: TO=assessment before the
program; T1=assessment after the program.
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Supplementary Figure 3. 1RM muscle strength changes (A, T1 minus T0) following the multimodal
prehabilitation program of patients who completed the leg press before and after the intervention:
changes in absolute leg press load (kg) (graph A), relative changes in absolute leg press load (%)
(graph B), changes in leg press load normalized for body mass (kg/kg body mass) (graph C), and
relative changes in leg press load normalized for body mass (%) (graph D). Based on leg press
performance at baseline (T0), patients were divided in quartiles. White and grey dots represent
individual patient data within each quartile, whereas black dots represent the mean value within each
quartile and the dotted line represents the linear regression line of the black dots to show the effect of
leg press performance at baseline on the change score. Abbreviations: TO=assessment before the
program; T1=assessment after the program.
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Supplementary Figure 4. 1RM muscle strength changes (A, T1 minus T0) following the multimodal

TO lat pull down (kg/kg body mass)

A lat pull down (%)

A lat pull down (%)

ey Q2 Q3 4
(n=18) (n=20) (n=20) (n=19)
100
; e
75 o
. ®
50—
] - og
254 ° anoo g’
] ® L cg_.&"f@@f%__é%
] o 88Rg oo ®0OC
O—f---mmmmmommeee @ ---- L S ]
] 0 o o
. o fe n=77
-25 Ty mamme EEmmas mmmme!
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
TO lat pull down (kg)
D al @@ o
(n=18)  (n=20)(n=20)  (n=19)
100
3 o
75__ fe)
] [}
504
1 @ (9] (o]
] L/ ° e
25+ 4 Ogﬁ&no O
] 6} \ @%Q;{%% o
] 09 B %80 ®
0—_ """"""""" Dg--a--- % ------ Lo O L e
b ® oC¢C
: o ® n=77
B R e BN S e o e o o s e S B S
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

TO lat pull down (kg/kg body mass)

prehabilitation program of patients who completed the lateral pull down before and after the

intervention: changes in absolute lateral pull down load (kg) (graph A), relative changes in absolute

lateral pull down load (%) (graph B), changes in lateral pull down load normalized for body mass

(kg/kg body mass) (graph C), and relative changes in lateral pull down load normalized for body mass

(%) (graph D). Based on lateral pull down performance at baseline (T0), patients were divided in
quartiles. White and grey dots represent individual patient data within each quartile, whereas black

dots represent the mean value within each quartile and the dotted line represents the linear regression

line of the black dots to show the effect of lateral pull down performance at baseline on the change
score. Abbreviations: TO=assessment before the program; T1=assessment after the program.
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[ Identification ]

Screening & inclusion for data analysis

Patients scheduled for colorectal
surgery (n=156)

Patients who declined
participation (n=22)

Patients participated in the
program (n=134)

!

Dropout (n=27)
Rescheduled operation (n=6)

Patients included in study
analysis (n=101)






