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Appendix H: Meta-analysis and Network
meta-analysis Results

Patient information

e What information do people with cataracts and their carers find useful, and what format (for
example written or verbal) do they prefer it to be provided in?

¢ What information on cataract surgery do people and their carers find useful when deciding
whether surgery is appropriate for them, and before, during and after any operation(s) they
elect to undergo? What format (for example written or verbal) do they prefer it to be provided
in?

There were no meta-analyses conducted for these questions.
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H.2 Indicators for referral

e What are the indicators for referral for cataract surgery?
e What are the optimal clinical thresholds in terms of severity and impairment for referral for
cataract surgery?

There were no meta-analyses conducted for these questions.
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Pre-operative assessment and biometry
o What is the effectiveness of different techniques for undertaking biometry?
¢ What are the most appropriate formulae to optimise intraocular lens biometry calculation?

e What is the effectiveness of strategies used to select intraocular lens constants in order to
optimise biometry calculation?

e What other factors should be considered such as, who should undertake biometry and when
should preoperative biometry be assessed?

¢ What is the effectiveness of risk stratification techniques to reduce surgical complications?

e What are the risk factors associated with increased surgical complications in cataract
surgery?

Biometry techniques - Forest plots of outcomes

Ultrasound (immersion and contact) and optical biometry to measure axial length

Mean absolute prediction errors

Ultrasound biometry Optical hiometry Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean S0 Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% Cl
1.1.1 Immersion ultrasound
Fontes 2011 0.26 0.48 70 n1a 0.33 50 17.2% 011 [0.03, 0.258] T
MNaicker 2015 0.4259 0.3062 100 0.4415 03764 100 37.4%  -0.02[0.11,0.08] —H;
Subtotal (95% Cly 170 150 54.6% 0.03 [-0.09, 0.16]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=2.02, df=1 {P=0.16), F=50%
Test for averall effect Z=057 (P=0.487)

1.1.2 Contact ultrasound

Kolega 2015 075 05 0 0A 0.5 20 3.9%  0.25[0.06, 0.56 —
Rajan 2002 06 0.4 50 052 035 50 167%  0.08[0.07,0.23 —_
Raymond 2008 045 042 85 04 037 B4 248% 0050007017 ——
Subtotal (95% CIy 155 154 45.4%  0.08[-0.01,0.17] =

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.40, df=2 {P=0.50), F=0%
Test for overall effect £=1.71 (F = 0.04)

Total (95% Cl) 325 304 100.0% 0.05[-0.01,0.11] o
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 423, df= 4 (P =0.38), F= 6%
Test for overall effect Z=1.54 (P=0.12)

Testfor subdgroup differences: Chi*=0.31, df=1 (P =0.88), F= 0%

05 -025 0 0.25 05
Fawours ultrasound  Favours optical
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Cumulative proportion of eyes within various ranges of absolute prediction errors

Ultrasound biometry  Optical hiometry

Risk Ratio

Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

Study or Subgroup Events Total FEwvents

1.2.1 Less than 0.5D

Fontes 2011 53 70 11 50 27.6%
Kalega 2015 10 20 18 20 B.E%
Maicker 2015 59 100 71 100 28.4%
Rajan 2002 30 a0 28 45 12.4%
Raymond 2009 549 a5 58 a4  25.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 325 299 100.0%
Tatal events iyl 216

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01, Chi*= 560, df=4 (P=0.23), F= 29%
Testforoverall effect Z=113 (F=0.26)

1.2.2 Less than 1.0D

Fontes 2011 2133 70 50 50 40.3%
Kolega 2015 17 20 20 20 4.3%
Maicker 2015 94 100 492 100 30.7%
Rajan 2002 11 a0 39 45  5.49%
Raymond 2009 76 a5 77 84 187%
Subtotal {95% CI) 325 299 100.0%
Total events 284 278

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 397 df=4 (P=041) F=0%

Testfor averall effect: Z=1.42 (P=0.15)

1.2.3 Less than 1.5D

Fontes 2011 Rl 70 50 50 42.0%
Maicker 2015 100 100 47 100 30.5%
Rajan 2002 a0 a0 44 45  13.3%
Raymond 2009 a1 a5 a2 84 14.2%
Suhtotal (95% CI) 305 279 100.0%
Total events 301 273

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2859 df=3 (P=041); F=0%

Testfor averall effect: Z= 080 (P=042)

1.2.4 Less than 2.0D

Fontes 2011 il 70 a0 50 14.7%
Maicker 2015 100 100 100 100 43.9%
Rajan 2002 50 a0 45 45  10.0%
Raymond 2009 84 a5 g4 24 .4%
Subtotal (95% CI) o5 279 100.0%
Total events 304 279

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.00, df=3 (P=1.00); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.00 (P =1.00)

0.82[0.77,1.11]
0.56 [0.35, 0.88]
0.87[0.81,1.17]
0.96 [0.70, 1.33]
1.01 [0.82,1.23]
0.93 [0.82, 1.05]

0.95 [0.89, 1.01]
0.85 [0.70, 1.05]
1.02[0.95,1.10]
0.85[0.80,1.19]
0.95 [0.88, 1.08]
0.97 [0.93, 1.01]

1.00[0.97,1.03]
1.03[0.99,1.07]
1.02 [0.96, 1.04]
0.95[0.92,1.03]
1.01 [0.99, 1.03]

1.00[0.97,1.09]
1.00[0.98, 1.02]
1.00 [0.96, 1.04]
1.00[0.98, 1.02]
1.00 [0.99, 1.01]

—

-

05 o7 15 2
Fawours optical Favours ultrasound

Keratometry (manual and automated) and topography to measure corneal curvature

Mean absolute prediction errors

HKeratometry Topography
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Wei

Antcliff 1995 0.8 065 23 0485 062 23 100

Total (95% CI) 23
Heterogenaity: Mot applicable
Testfar averall effect: 7=1.33(F=018)

23 100
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Cumulative proportion of eyes within various ranges of absolute prediction errors

HKeratometry Topography Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
2.2.1 Less than 0.5D
Anteliff 1995 a 23 16 23 100.0% 0.50[0.27, 093] i
Subtotal (95% Ch 23 23 100.0%  0.50([0.27, 0.93]
Total events a8 16

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=219(FP=0.03)

0.z 0.5 2 g
Favours topography  Favours keratometry

H.3.1.3 Observational studies in people undergoing phacoemulsification cataract surgery with a
history of corneal refractive surgery

Studies including mixed populations of individuals with a history of different types of refractive
surgery (laser-assisted in situ keratomileusis, photorefractive keratectomy and radial
keratotomy) for various indications (myopia, hyperopia)

Mean prediction errors

Keratometry Topography Mean Difference Mean Difference
Studyor Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% C1
3.1.1 Keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs. Pentacam or TMS topography (average 3mm central keratometry values, SRK-T formula)
Canto 2013 1.27 155 46 0.84 214 46 0.43[0.33,1.189] —

3.1.2 Keratometry (ASCRS estimation) vs. Pentacam or TMS topography (average 3mm central keratometry values, SRK-T formula)
Canto 2013 -0.33 1865 46 084 214 46 -1.17[-1.95,-0.389] e e—

-1 -1 0 i 2
Favours keratometry Favours topograptry

Mean absolute prediction errors

Keratometry Topography Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% C1
3.2.1 Keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs. Pentacam or TMS topography {(average 3mm central keratometry values, SRK-T formula)y
Canto 2013 152 1.29 46 169 156 46 -017[-0.745,0.41] e E—

3.2.2 Keratometry (ASCRS estimation) vs. Pentacam or TMS topography (average 3mm central keratometry values, SRK-T formula)
Canto 2013 1.23 113 46 1.69 1.56 46 -0.46[-1.02,010] —_—

-1 05 0 05 1
Favours keratormetry Favours topography
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Studies including individuals with a history of laser-assisted in situ keratomileusis and
photorefractive keratectomy for myopia

Mean prediction errors: keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs topography (SRK-T formula)

Keratometry Topography Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
4.1.1 Keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs. Pentacam topography itrue net corneal power, SRK-T formula)
Kim 2013 1.62 1.24 47 034 175 47 1.34[0.71,1.97] —t
4.1.2 Keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs. Pentacam topography {equivalent K, SRK-T formula)
Kim 2013 168 1.34 47 163 1.4 47 -0.01 [-0.57, 0.55] —
4.1.3 Keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs. Orbscan topography (simulated K, SRK-T formula)
Kim 2013 1.68 1.34 47 -085 1.61 47 2.83[2.03,3.23 —t
4.1.4 Keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs. Orbscan topography {2.0mm diameter central zone of total mean power, SRK-T formula)
Kim 2013 1.62 1.24 47 016 1.9 470 1.52[1.10,1.94] —
4.1.5 Keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs. Orbscan topography {4.0mm diameter central zone of total mean power, SRK-T formula)
Kim 2013 168 1.34 47 037 218 47 1.31[0.58, 2.04] —t

& 3 5 p

Favours keratometry  Favours topography

Mean prediction errors: keratometry (Haigis-L formula) vs topography (SRK-T formula)

Keratometry Topography Mean Difference Mean Difference
Stuchy or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total IV, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
4.2.1 Keratometry (Haigis-L formula) vs. Pentacam topography itrue net corneal power, SRK-T formula)
Kirm 2013 0.03 1.06 47 D34 175 47 -0.31 [-0.89, 0.27] e
4.2.2 Keratometry (Haigis-L formula) vs. Pentacam topography (equivalent K, SRK-T formula)
Kirn 2013 0.03 1.06 47 169 1.41 47 -1.66[-2.16,-1.16] —t
4.2.3 Keratometry {Haigis-L formula) vs. Orbscan topography {simulated K, SRK-T formula)
lim 2013 0.03 1.06 47 -0.95 161 47 0.98[0.43,1.53] e —
4.2.4 Keratometry {(Haigis-L formula) vs. Orbscan topography (2.0mm diameter central zone of total mean power, SRK-T formula)
Kirm 2013 0.03 1.06 47 016 1.9 470 -013[0.48, 023 —
4.2.5 Keratometry (Haigis-L formula) vs. Orbscan topography (4.0mm diameter central zone of total mean power, SRK-T formula)
Kim 2013 0.03 1.06 47 037 218 47 -0.34[-1.03,035] e —

% R 1' ;

Favours keratometry  Favours topography
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Cumulative proportion of eyes within various ranges of absolute prediction errors:
keratometry (SRK-T formula) vs topography (SRK-T formula)

Keratometry Topography Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fized, 95% CI
4.3.1 Less than 0.5D
Kim 2013 - Orhscan 2.0mm diameter central zone g 47 17 47 0289[@012,073 ——+——
Kim 2013 - Orhscan 4.0mm diameter central zone g 47 9 47 0.56 [0.20,1.53] S E— E—
kim 2013 - Qrbscan simulated K ] 47 G 47 0.83[0.27, 2.54] t
Kim 2013 - Pentacam equivalent k a 47 10 47 0.a0([0.18,1.349] —t+———
Kim 2013 - Pentacam true net corneal power i} 47 15 47 033013084 ———+———
4.3.2 Less than 1.0D
Kirn 2013 - Orbscan 2.0mm diameter central zone 16 47 2T 47 0.59 [0.37, 0.95] —
Kirn 2013 - Orbscan 4.0mm diameter central zone 16 47 il 47 0.76 [0.46,1.27] —t—T
Kirn 2013 - Orbscan simulated K 16 47 17 47 0.94 [0.54,1.63] ——
Kim 2013 - Pentacam equivalent K 16 47 18 47 0.89[0.52 1527 —t
Kim 2013 - Pentacam true net corneal power 16 47 24 47 0.67 [0.41,1.08] —t—
4.3.3 Less than 1.5D
Kim 2013 - Orhscan 2.0mm diameter central zone a0 47 33 47 0.91 [0.68,1.21] —H—
Kim 2013 - Orhscan 4.0mm diameter central zone a0 47 27 47 1.11[0.80,1.54] —t—
Kim 2013 - Orbscan simulated K 30 47 21 47 1.43[0497, 2.10] | L —
Kim 2013 - Pentacam equivalent K a0 47 23 47 1.30[0.91,1.87] -t
Kim 2013 - Pentacam true net corneal power 30 47 32 47 0.94 [0.70,1.29] —H—
4.3.4 Less than 2.0D
Kirn 2013 - Orbscan 2.0mm diameter central zone M 47 =] 47 0.79[0.62, 1.01] —
Kim 2013 - Orbscan 4.0mm diameter central zone x| 47 38 47 0.82 [0.64,1.05] —t
Kim 2013 - Orhscan simulated K kil 47 36 47 0.86 [0.66,1.12] —t
Kim 2013 - Pentacam equivalent K x| 47 x| 47 1.00[0.75,1.34] —
Kim 2013 - Pentacam true net corneal power kil 47 41 47 0.76 [0.60, 0.95] —

0.2 05 2 5

Favours topography  Fawours keratometry
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Cumulative proportion of eyes within various ranges of absolute prediction errors:
keratometry (Haigis-L formula) vs topography (SRK-T formula)

Study or Subgroup

Topography
Total Events Total M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl

Risk Ratio

4.4.1 Less than 0.5D

Kim 2013 - Orbscan 2.0mm diameter central zone
Kim 2013 - Orbscan 4.0mm diameter central zone
Kim 2013 - Orhscan simulated K

Kim 2013 - Pentacam equivalent k

Kim 2013 - Pentacam true net corneal power

4.4.2 Less than 1.0D

Kim 2013 - Othscan 2.0mm diameter central zone
Kim 2013 - Orbscan 4.0mm diameter central zone
Kim 2013 - Orhscan simulated K

Kim 2013 - Pentacam equivalent K

Kim 2013 - Pentacam true net corneal power

4.4.3 Less than 1.5D

Kim 2013 - Orbscan 2.0mm diameter central zone
Kim 2013 - Orbscan 4.0mm diameter central zone
Kim 2013 - Orbscan simulated K

Kim 2013 - Pentacam equivalent K

Kim 2013 - Pentacam true net corneal power

4.4.4 Less than 2.0D

Kim 2013 - Orbscan 2.0mm diameter central zone
Kim 2013 - Orbscan 4.0mm diameter central zone
Kim 2013 - Orbscan simulated k

Kim 2013 - Pentacam equivalent K

Kim 2013 - Pentacam true net corneal power

Keratometry
Events
30 47
30 47
a0 47
il 47
30 a7
38 47
38 47
38 47
38 47
38 47
43 47
43 47
43 47
43 a7
43 47
47 47
47 47
47 47
47 47
47 47

47
47
47
47
a7

1,761
3330

14,273
78,6.23]

5.00[2.30,10.88]

30001
20001

14101
1810
22401
2110
1.881

1.300
1.58901
20501
18701
1.3401

1,20
1,230
1,30
1511
11411

66, 5.41]
.25,3.20]

.06, 1.87]
.28, 2.56]
A40,3.35]
A43,3.11]
A6, 2.16]

06, 1.60]
23, 2.07]
AT, 2.85]
.38, 2.54]
.08, 1.66]

.05, 1.38]
07,1.437]
11,1.53]
23,1.85]
02,1.28]

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% C|
.
e
-
-
-
—_—
e
L
e
S
L
.
-
-
—
-+
—+
—+
e
"
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Favours topography  Fawours keratometry
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H.3.2 Intraocular lens formulas: Network meta-analyses results: Virgin eyes without a history of corneal refractive surgery
H.3.2.1 Model fit statistics for all outcomes

Table 1: Model fit statistics used to select fixed or random effect models for all comparisons and outcomes

VIRGIN EYES WITHOUT A HISTORY OF CORNEAL REFRACTIVE SURGERY
Axial length less than 22.00mm

. ) FE 43.024 137.8 -
7 (Carifi, Cooke, Day, Doshi, Moschos, Ozcura, Mean absolute 87 582 37 RE
Srivannaboon) error RE - : 36.72 0.267 (0.174,
44,558 0.424)
FE 0 22.47 i
5 (Aristod , Day, Eom, Kane, Sri b Within 0.25D -1.143 28 FE
(Aristodemou, Day, Eom, Kane, Srivannaboon) ithin e 158.73 . 0.124 (0.004,
5 ’ 0.439)
11 (Aristod Carifi. Cooke. Dav. Doshi. E FE 344.21 97.82 -
ristodemou, Carifi, Cooke, Day, Doshi, Eom, -
Kane, Moschos, Ozcura, Percival, Srivannaboon) B B30 RE 215-55 ZEEsk 52.32 o 8-328)(0-345= RE
11 (Aristodemou, Carifi, Cooke, Day, Doshi, Eom FE 42195'16 83.66 )
Kane, Moschos, ,Ozcur&;, Perci\;al, S’rivanna’boon)1 LTI 276.86 18.295 52 0.653 (0.367 RE
RE 50.87 ’
9 1.035)
FE 43.015 9.174 -
3 (Carifi, Kane, O Within 2.0D -1.091 12 FE
(Carifi, Kane, Ozcura) ithin RE 44.106 9.731 0.593 (0.024,
1.834)
Axial length 22.00 to 24.50mm
FE . 6.015 - FE
20.877
2 (Ozcura, Srivannaboon) Z_?srn ezl -0.027 6 1004 (0.051
RE -20.85 6.028 1.048) ’
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FE

;26.75 12.98 )
3 (Aristodemou, Kane, Srivannaboon) Within 0.25D -1.491 14
RE 128.24 12.62 0.069 (0.005,
3 : 0.360)
FE 138.89 12.8 -
4 (Aristodemou, Kane, Ozcura, Srivannaboon) Within 0.5D 14124 -2.357 16 0.046 (0.002
RE 13.65 ’
7 0.242)
FE 1970 13.68 -
4 (Aristodemou, Kane, Ozcura, Srivannaboon Within 1.0D -1.358 16
( ) RE 121.15 13.7 0.090 (0.003,
7 : 0.465)
FE 43.439 7.367 -
2 (K Within 2.0D -1.011
(Kane, Ozcura) ithin 2.0 a2 Adas 0 7 782 8 0.745 (0.044,
1.918)
Axial length 24.50 to 26.00mm
Mean absolute FE -6.133 3.991 -
1 (Sri b 0.009 4
(Srivannaboon) error RE 6.142 3.986 0.964 (0.040,
1.949)
FE 99.785 11.55 -
3 (Aristod , Kane, Sri b Within 0.25D -1.785 14
(Aristodemou, Kane, Srivannaboon) ithin RE 101,57 12.01 0.132 (0.0086,
0.726)
FE ;13.31 15 )
4 (Aristodemou, Kane, Percival, Srivannaboon) Within 0.5D -2.338 17
RE 115.65 15.63 0.129 (0.004,
7 : 0.755)
6 (Aristod El-Naf K Mitra, Percival FE ;13.40 209 i
(_ ristodemou, EI-Nafees, Kane, Mitra, Percival, .. 4 op A7 21
Srivannaboon) RE 115.10 20.49 0.227 (0.012,
2 : 1.052)
1 (Kane) Within 2.0D FE 26.195 -0.029 6.666 6 -

10

FE

FE

FE

FE

FE

FE

FE

FE

FE
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Axial length greater than 26.00mm

2 (Bang, Cooke)

2 (Aristodemou, Kane)

5 (Aristodemou, Bang, Cooke, Kane, Percival)

8 (Aristodemou, Bang, Cooke, El-Nafees, Kane,

Mitra, Percival, Petermeier)

2 (Bang, Kane)

Mean absolute
error

Within 0.25D

Within 0.5D

Within 1.0D

Within 2.0D

FE

RE
FE
RE
FE
RE

FE

RE
FE
RE

26.224

19.062

20.289
73.422

75.57

160.51
161.87

196.07
176.81

44.466
43.464

11

1.227

-2.148

-1.369

19.255

1.002

6.711

16.31

13.25
10.05
10.93
24.45
24.31

64.1

35.1
13.49
10.79

13

12

28

35

10

1.010 (0.059,
1.948)

0.294 (0.021,

1.623)

0.260 (0.008,

1.540)

0.122 (0.007,

0.457)

0.974 (0.508,

1724)

1.033 (0.095,

1.933)

FE

FE

FE

RE

FE
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H.3.2.2 Full dataset: Axial length subgroup — less than 22.00mm

MEAN ABSOLUTE ERROR - random effects model

© sr«T

e BarrettUniversalll

e Haigis

e HofferQ

e Holladay2

e Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef
ﬂ Holladay2 PreSurgRef
© Holladay2-LT

o LadasSuperFormula

@ Olsen_standalone

@ 2

r/

P

1
-

12
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Figure 1: AL <22.0mm: Mean absolute error - random effects model — evidence network

Table 2: AL <22.0mm: Mean absolute error - random effects model — input data

© (2] — [e)
2 S o - S (=
2 2 & - @ c
£ ) 5| S S 5 $
2 0 g g gz | 8y |8 7 o
-~ 2 5 2 5 52 |&g | & 8s | %
% B = T £ £ £92 £5 £ SE e o
Cooke & (2016) 0.40 0.39 0.41 0.48 0.44 0.43 0.40 0.46 0.39
(0.51) (0.48) (0.51) (0.49) (0.47) (0.47) (0.48) (0.57) (0.49)
Doshi et al. (2017) 0.54 1.36 0.59
(0.46) (0.75) (0.36)
Ozcura et al. (2016) 0.70 0.76
(0.64) (0.65)
Carifi et al. (2015) 1.34 1.03 0.95 0.82
(1.04) (0.87) (0.78) (0.77)
Srivannaboon et al. 0.44 0.42 0.44 0.45
(2013) (0.40) (0.33) (0.31) (0.30)
Day et al. (2012) 0.52 0.44 0.46
(0.42) (0.35) (0.39)
Day et al. (2012) 0.50 0.37 0.50
(0.37) (0.28) (0.37)
Day et al. (2012) 0.79 0.86 0.74
(0.56) (0.58) (0.58)
Day et al. (2012) 0.85 0.77 0.83
(0.56) (0.51) (0.61)
Moschos et al. (2014) 0.97 0.43 0.72
(0.38) (0.22) (0.51)

13




Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Table 3: AL <22.0mm: Mean absolute error - random effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (MD and 95%

credible interval)

(&) o —
5 2. | & 5 Lt S
= | © | T (] C
c QN N ¥ N N o ©
2 o & T D 5D & @ ?,
L g 5 2 8 5@ | % kE 82 | §,
& 83 £ £ £ 2 23 £ SE o5 p
-0.01 -0.03 -0.05 -0.52 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.06 -0.01
SRKT (-0.22, (-0.30, (-0.14, (-1.00, - |(-0.17, (-0.19, - (-0.21, (-0.18, (-0.22,
0.20) 0.24) 0.04) 0.04 0.25) 0.24) 0.21) 0.29) 0.21)
-0.07 0.02 0.09 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.07 0.00
BarrettUniversalll (-0.57, (-0.20, (-0.12, - (-0.15 (-0.17 - (-0.20, (-0.16, (-0.21,
0.44) 0.23) 0.30) 0.26) 0.24) 0.22) 0.29) 0.21)
-0.04 0.03 -0.03 -0.05 0.04 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.05 -0.01
Haigis (-0.25, (-0.48, (-0.22, (-0.27, (-0.18, (-0.19, (-0.24, (-0.22, (-0.18, (-0.23,
0.18) 0.54) 0.15) 0.17) 0.25) 0.23) 0.26) 0.21) 0.28) 0.20)
-0.06 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.04 -0.06 0.03 -0.08 -0.03 -0.09
HofferQ (-0.27, (-0.49, (-0.23, (-0.22, (-0.25, (-0.26, (-0.20, (-0.29, (-0.25, (-0.30,
0.14) 0.51) 0.18) 0.18) 0.17) 0.15) 0.26) 0.13) 0.20) 0.12)
-0.16 -0.09 -0.12 -0.09 0.01
Holladay?2 (-0.58, (-0.72, (-0.53, (-0.50, - - (-0.21, - - -
0.27) 0.54) 0.28) 0.30) 0.23)
-0.02 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.14 -0.02 -0.04 0.02 -0.05
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef|(-0.51, (-0.54, (-0.48, (-0.46, (-0.49, (-0.22, - (-0.25, (-0.21, (-0.26,
0.48) 0.65) 0.52) 0.54) 0.77) 0.19) 0.16) 0.24) 0.16)
-0.04 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.12 -0.02 -0.03 0.03 -0.03
Holladay2_PreSurgRef |(-0.54, (-0.57, (-0.51, (-0.48, (-0.50, (-0.62, - (-0.23, (-0.19, (-0.24,
0.47) 0.64) 0.50) 0.53) 0.75) 0.57) 0.18) 0.26) 0.18)
-0.07 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 0.08 -0.05 -0.03
Holladay2-LT (-0.61, (-0.72, (-0.56, (-0.53, (-0.46, (-0.76, (-0.75, - - -
0.47) 0.72) 0.49) 0.52) 0.65) 0.66) 0.68)
-0.06 0.01 -0.02 0.00 0.10 -0.04 -0.02 0.01 0.06 -0.01
LadasSuperFormula (-0.56, (-0.60, (-0.53, (-0.50, (-0.53, (-0.63, (-0.62, (-0.70, (-0.17, (-0.22,
0.45) 0.61) 0.48) 0.51) 0.72) 0.54) 0.58) 0.72) 0.28) 0.20)
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0.50) 0.67) 0.54) 0.56) 0.79) 0.62) 0.64) 0.78) 0.67) 0.17)
-0.07 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 0.09 -0.05 -0.03 0.00 -0.01 -0.07
T2 (-0.57, (-0.60, (-0.54, (-0.51, (-0.54, (-0.65, (-0.63, (-0.71, (-0.61, (-0.67,
0.43) 0.60) 0.47) 0.49) 0.71) 0.55) 0.56) 0.71) 0.59) 0.53)
T2
Olsen_standalone
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Holladay2-LT
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Figure 2: AL <22.0mm: Mean absolute error - random effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 4: AL <22.0mm: Mean absolute error - random effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.005 7(2,11)
BarrettUniversalll 0.122 5(1,11)
Haigis 0.012 6 (2, 10)
HofferQ 0.017 6 (2, 10)
Holladay2 0.214 3(1,11)
Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef | 0.078 701,11
Holladay2_PreSurgRef 0.090 6 (1,11)
Holladay2-LT 0.155 5(1,11)
LadasSuperFormula 0.112 6 (1,11)
Olsen_standalone 0.073 7(1,11)
T2 0.122 5(1,11)
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Figure 3: AL <22.0mm: Mean absolute error - random effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 5: AL <22.0mm: Mean absolute error - random effects model — model fit statistics
Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

36.72
(compared to 37 datapoints)

-78.017 | -111.476 | 33.459 | -44.558 | 0.267 (95%Cl: 0.174, 0.424)

Table 6: AL <22.0mm: Mean absolute error - random effects model — notes

¢ Continuous (normal; identity link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 0.25 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© sr«T

a BarrettUniversalll
e Haigis
0 HofferQ

© Holladay?
© Holladay2-LT

(7 R

Figure 4: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — evidence network
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Table 7: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — input data

B
g 5
3 o |5 |3
c g |3 |&§ |E |E
z | §_|F |8 |2 |3 |
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 51/156 | 48/156 | 57/156 | 44/156 | 49/156 52/156
Eom et al. (2014) 28/75 | 22/75
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 5/15 6/15 5/15 | 5/15
Day et al. (2012) 11/32 12/32 | 10/32
Day et al. (2012) 32/100 35/100 | 39/100
Day et al. (2012) 2/19 3/19 3/19
Day et al. (2012) 3/12 2/12 4/12
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 50/151 44/151
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 145/457 168/457

Table 8: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
12
g 5
c N N
2 e] © )
< g 5 2 8 k.
1'd © = @© o) [e) o N
7 mn® T I I T —
SRKT 0.92 1.16 1.09 0.94 1.03
(0.57, 1.47) (0.83, 1.61) (0.90, 1.33) (0.59, 1.52) (0.64, 1.65)
BarrettUniversalll 1.01 1.30 0.88 1.03 i 1.13
(0.67, 1.53) (0.81, 2.07) (0.54, 1.44) (0.64, 1.66) (0.70, 1.81)
Haigis 1.23 1.21 0.86 0.81 1.00 0.87
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»
g S
2 e ) &
c ® 2 8 3 3
4 G = © IS 2 2 =
n m © I I T T -
(0.92, 1.64) (0.79, 1.85) (0.64, 1.15) (0.52, 1.27) (0.22, 4.56) (0.55, 1.38)
HofferQ 1.09 1.07 0.88 1.12 0.75 1.27
(0.90, 1.32) (0.71, 1.62) (0.67, 1.16) (0.70, 1.77) (0.17, 3.33) (0.79, 2.06)
Holladav?2 1.04 1.03 0.85 0.96 1.00 1.09
y (0.70, 1.55) (0.64, 1.65) (0.56, 1.27) (0.64, 1.41) (0.22, 4.56) (0.68, 1.75)
Holladava.LT 0.99 0.98 0.81 0.92 0.96 ]
y (0.26, 3.53) (0.24, 3.57) (0.21, 2.82) (0.24, 3.20) (0.25, 3.38)
o 1.14 1.13 0.93 1.05 1.10 1.15
(0.76, 1.71) (0.70, 1.83) (0.61, 1.42) (0.70, 1.57) (0.69, 1.76) (0.31, 4.64)
T2 I-TI
Holladay2-LT i
Holladay2 or
HofferQ ——B— ......
Haigis _ﬂi
BarrettUniversalll re) *
] | ] | ] |}
m NMA 0.25 0.5 1 2 4

O Direct pairwise

Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 5: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model - relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 9: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.007 5(2,7)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.066 51,7)
Haigis 0.286 2(1,6)
HofferQ 0.044 4(1,7)
Holladay2 0.074 501,7)
Holladay2-LT 0.327 501,7)
T2 0.196 3(1,7)
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Figure 6: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms
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Table 10: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance

Dbar

Dhat

pD

DIC

22.47
(compared to 28 datapoints)

142.482

127.373

15.109

157.592

Table 11: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects

e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 0.5 DIOPTRES - random effects model
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Figure 7: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.50D - random effects model — evidence network
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Table 12: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.50D - random effects model — input data

z | B 1% |5 |3
g % N :'... :I ::I g’. -‘E;
” T |[& |® |§& s |sSis¢|s |8s|§
& - &= | £ |2 2 29|25/ 2 SE|ge|p
Cooke & (2016) 28/41 32/41 | 28/41 26/41 30/41 | 27/41 33/41 | 25/41 | 30/41
Doshi et al. (2017) 22/40 7/40 17/40
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 93/156 97/156 | 98/156 | 87/156 | 96/156 94/156
Ozcura et al. (2016) 14/32 15/32
Carifi et al. (2015) 6/28 12/28 | 11/28 12/28
Eom et al. (2014) 50/75 | 47/75
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 6/15 9/15 7/15 7/15
Day et al. (2012) 20/32 24/32 | 18/32
Day et al. (2012) 54/100 68/100 | 60/100
Day et al. (2012) 6/19 4/19 9/19
Day et al. (2012) 4/12 4/12 4/12
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 91/151 85/151
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 276/457 293/457
Percival et al. (2002) 25/54 | 36/54 35/54
Moschos et al. (2014) 13/69 50/69 | 41/69

Table 13: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.50D - random effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%
credible interval)

v o o o o =
0 = [ L ©
e 2 %5 &, 3 g =
2 5 T35 | 9 S| 5 g
5 2 0 o g g2 | 5% g ? i
- 7))
v L o =, 2 k& Sp | 8o ks 83 8
¥ S - © = © ) [¢) o2 =] ) @ E »n ez
0 <X 0 © T T T o wn T - = O o
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e ) o =
3 5 2. | & B = 3
rud = | © | T (0] c
XS 5 < S S <, s 2
5 2 0 ¢ g | g2 8| £ | ¢ |
e T o S 2 kS T @ 8o ks © S &
04 S T = S G 5 59 55 5 g2 o2 ~
0 <X 0N ®© T T T o Iwm T — § O o -
2.32 1.19 1.38 1.25 1.47 1.27 0.90 1.92 0.73 1.07
SRKT (1.086, (0.79, (0.68, (0.92, (0.62, (0.49, (0.36, - (0.69, (0.29, (0.71,
5.05) 1.80) 2.80) 1.71) 3.45) 3.29) 2.25) 5.28) 1.80) 1.61)
1.82 0.92
AvgHofferQSRKT (0.51, - - (0.42, - - - - - - -
6.65) 2.04)
1.65 0.91 0.94 0.71 0.97 0.77 0.54 1.16 0.44 0.89
BarrettUniversalll (0.70, (0.20, (0.62, (0.47, (0.62, (0.28, (0.20, - (0.40, (0.17, (0.59,
3.92) 4.12) 1.42) 1.07) 1.54) 2.11) 1.45) 3.38) 1.16) 1.35)
1.38 0.76 0.84 0.90 0.98 1.27 0.90 1.31 1.92 0.73 0.96
Haigis (0.84, (0.20, (0.34, (0.65, (0.65, (0.49, (0.36, (0.31, (0.69, (0.29, (0.63,
2.21) 2.80) 1.96) 1.26) 1.47) 3.29) 2.25) 5.58) 5.28) 1.80) 1.44)
1.30 0.71 0.79 0.94 1.18 1.57 1.11 0.58 2.38 0.90 1.26
HofferQ (0.86, (0.20, (0.34, (0.61, (0.79, (0.62, (0.45, (0.14, (0.88, (0.37, (0.84,
1.96) 2.53) 1.85) 1.50) 1.76) 4.02) 2.75) 2.48) 6.47) 2.20) 1.90)
1.45 0.80 0.88 1.05 1.11 1.00 0.95
Holladay?2 (0.66, (0.18, (0.31, (0.49, (0.52, - - (0.24, - - (0.60,
3.17) 3.42) 2.43) 2.31) 2.41) 4.20) 1.49)
1.53 0.84 0.93 1.11 1.17 1.06 0.71 1.51 0.57 1.00
Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef|(0.43, (0.14, (0.23, (0.32, (0.34, (0.26, (0.27, - (0.54, (0.23, (0.38,
5.53) 4.98) 3.75) 4.08) 4.21) 4.40) 1.82) 4.26) 1.46) 2.66)
1.07 0.59 0.65 0.78 0.83 0.74 0.70 2.14 0.81 1.41
Holladay2 PreSurgRef |(0.31, (0.10, (0.17, (0.23, (0.24, (0.18, (0.15, - (0.78, (0.33, (0.55,
3.67) 3.36) 2.50) 2.69) 2.81) 2.95) 3.30) 5.85) 1.99) 3.64)
1.23 0.67 0.75 0.90 0.95 0.85 0.80 1.14
Holladay2-LT (0.24, (0.09, (0.13, (0.18, (0.19, (0.16, (0.11, (0.16, - - -
6.19) 5.14) 4.28) 4.45) 4.60) 4.39) 5.95) 8.35)
2.36 1.30 1.44 1.73 1.82 1.64 1.55 2.21 1.94 0.38 0.66
LadasSuperFormula (0.64, (0.21, (0.35, (0.47, (0.49, (0.39, (0.31, (0.46, (0.26, (0.14, (0.23,
8.96) 7.91) 6.04) 6.49) 6.79) 7.07) 7.85) 10.94) 14.95) 1.02) 1.86)
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2.98) 2.72) 2.01) 2.17) 2.25) 2.41) 2.64) 3.69) 5.04) 1.73) 4.44)
1.42 0.78 0.86 1.03 1.09 0.98 0.93 1.32 1.15 0.60 1.65
T2 (0.60, |(0.17,  [(0.31, |(0.44, |(0.47, [(0.35, |(0.23, |(0.35, [(0.20,  |(0.14,  |(0.43,
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Figure 8: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.50D - random effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 14: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.50D - random effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.000 10 (5, 12)
AvgHofferQSRKT 0.217 4(1,12)
BarrettUniversalll 0.074 4(1,11)
Haigis 0.006 6 (2, 10)
HofferQ 0.002 7(3,11)
Holladay2 0.034 6(1,11)
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef | 0.113 5(1,12)
Holladay2_PreSurgRef 0.032 9(1,12)
Holladay2-LT 0.122 8(1,12)
LadasSuperFormula 0.357 2(1,11)
Olsen_standalone 0.014 11 (2, 12)
T2 0.031 6 (1,12)
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Figure 9: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.50D - random effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 15: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.50D - random effects model — model fit statistics
Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

52.32
(compared to 52 datapoints)

272.542 | 229.532 | 43.01 | 315.552 | 0.589 (95%Cl: 0.345, 0.920)

Table 16: AL <22.0mm: Within 0.50D - random effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 1.0 DIOPTRE - random effects model
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Figure 10: AL <22.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — evidence network
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Table 17: AL <22.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — input data

x| 3 5 1% |, |8 |8
g 'g N :Iu- 2' ::I §- -‘%
” 5 | & © 2 S s2lse| s |8s|§
& i | d= | ? 2 28/ 25/ 2 |SE|oceg|p
Cooke & (2016) 39/41 38/41 39/41 36/41 36/41 | 38/41 38/41 | 39/41 | 39/41
Doshi et al. (2017) 33/40 14/40 36/40
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 144/156 144/156 | 142/156 | 142/156 | 143/156 145/156
Ozcura et al. (2016) 24/32 26/32
Carifi et al. (2015) 12/28 13/28 17/28 18/28
Eom et al. (2014) 66/75 66/75
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 11/15 13/15 13/15 13/15
Day et al. (2012) 28/32 31/32 28/32
Day et al. (2012) 89/100 93/100 | 92/100
Day et al. (2012) 14/19 12/19 14/19
Day et al. (2012) 6/12 712 6/12
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 130/151 131/151
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 399/457 408/457
Percival et al. (2002) 43/54 | 45/54 48/54
Moschos et al. (2014) 47/69 64/69 59/69

Table 18: AL <22.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
x o o [0) o o
192) o Z o a = L ]
o S S S S N s 3
5 2 0 o g £2 | 8% g 2 2
- 7))
£ Y o 5 2 ks o) S o ks, g8 o o
¥ S - © = © ) [¢) o2 =] ) @ E »n ez ~
0 <X N ®© T T T o wn T - = O o —
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o [0} o -
3 5 2. | & H s S
= | © | 7 [0) c
2 5 %L S S| 5 g
5 2 ) © T 2 T O © %) o
E T © 2 © K 87 8% & g o S
4 o 5= g 5 5 5 | ©5 5 T2 | s8¢ ~
() <X 0N © T T T ITra v T SE O o -
1.28 0.93 1.10 1.29 1.39 0.37 0.65 0.65 1.00 1.08
SRKT (0.48, |(0.44, [(0.49, |(1.02, |0.55, |(0.07, [©0.10, |- (0.10,  [(0.13,  |(0.50,
3.39) 1.99)  |2.48) 1.65)  |3.53) 2.02)  |4.11) 4.11) 7.46) 2.37)
1.05 1.60
AvgHofferQSRKT (0.23, - - (0.53, - - - - - - -
4.61) 4.86)
1.27 1.21 0.93 0.77 0.92 0.57 1.00 1.00 1.54 1.17
BarrettUniversalll (0.43,  |(0.20, (0.44, |(0.38, [(0.40, |(0.13,  |(0.19, |- (0.19,  |(0.24,  [(0.54,
3.83) 7.73) 1.95) 1.57)  [2.08) 2.55)  |5.27) 5.27) 9.73) 2.52)
1.07 1.02 0.84 1.18 1.44 0.37 0.65 2.36 0.65 1.00 1.25
Haigis (0.62, [(0.22,  [(0.28, (0.63, |(0.79, |(0.07, |(0.10, |(0.36, |(0.10,  |(0.13,  |(0.58,
1.88) 4.95) 2.50) 220)  [2.63) 2.02)  |4.11) 15.45)  |4.11) 7.46) 2.68)
1.32 1.26 1.04 1.23 1.10 1.00 1.76 1.00 1.76 2.71 1.49
HofferQ (0.81, (0.28, (0.34, (0.71, (0.60, (0.27, (0.39, (0.12, (0.39, (0.49, (0.71,
2.11) 5.75) 3.00) 2.10) 2.03) 3.75) 7.90) 8.21) 7.90) 14.84)  [3.13)
1.56 1.48 1.23 1.45 1.18 1.00 1.20
Holladay2 (0.63, (0.27, (0.35, (0.59, (0.48, - - (0.12, - - (0.52,
4.02) 8.68) 4.38) 3.70) 3.04) 8.21) 2.76)
0.63 0.60 0.50 0.59 0.48 0.41 1.76 1.76 2.71 2.71
Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef|(0.13, (0.07, (0.09, (0.12, (0.10, (0.07, (0.39, - (0.39, (0.49, (0.49,
3.23) 5.29) 2.81)  [2.94) 2.41)  [2.40) 7.90) 7.90) 14.84)  |14.84)
1.20 1.16 0.95 1.12 0.91 0.77 1.90 1.00 1.54 1.54
Holladay2 PreSurgRef |(0.22, (0.12, (0.15, (0.20, (0.16, (0.12, (0.25, - (0.19, (0.24, (0.24,
8.15) 13.02) |7.30)  |7.69) 6.23)  |6.00) 16.72) 5.27) 9.73) 9.73)
2.00 1.94 1.58 1.87 1.52 1.29 3.20 1.70
Holladay2-LT (0.26, |(0.16, (017, |(0.25, |(0.20, |(0.16,  [(0.24,  |(0.10, - - -
22.38) [32.60) [21.34) [21.28) [17.15) [14.88) [55.29)  |30.39)
1.18 1.14 0.94 1.11 0.90 0.76 1.87 0.99 0.59 1.54 1.54
LadasSuperFormula (0.21, |(0.12, |(0.14, |(0.20, |(0.16,  |(0.11,  [(0.24,  [(0.10,  |(0.03, (0.24,  |(0.24,
7.80) 12.03) |6.75)  |7.26)  |5.99)  |5.82) 16.44) [9.58)  [8.93) 9.73)  |9.73)
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é .§ §|"a3 caf| 5 % g
2 5 %L S S| 5 g
_ 5 2 0 o g g2 | &2 g 2 ol
5 | 5. | 5= | § | 8 | 5 | 3% |32 2 | g2 | 8¢
7 ¥ o T T T Ta o T SE 05 ff
2.00 1.96 1.58 1.86 1.51 1.29 3.21 1.66 1.01 1.69 1.00
Olsen_standalone (0.31, (0.17, (0.21, (0.28, (0.24, (0.17, (0.35, (0.15, (0.05, (0.16, (0.13,
20.29) [27.07) |16.97) |18.71) [15.13) [14.30) [38.30) [22.15) [19.87) [21.88) 7.46)
1.57 1.50 1.23 1.46 1.19 1.01 2.46 1.31 0.79 1.32 0.78
T2 (0.53, |(0.24, |(0.34, |(0.48,  |(0.40, [(0.28,  |(0.43,  |(0.17,  |(0.06,  |(0.17,  |(0.07,
4.94) 9.77) 4.73) 4.64) 3.73) 3.68) 14.60) 8.54) 7.53) 8.98) 6.03)
T T
Olsen_standalone
LadasSuperFormula
Holladay2-LT
Holladay2_PreSurgRef
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef 2}
Holladay2 X
HofferQ
Haigis
BarrettUniversalll T
AvgHofferQSRKT
L) L) L) L) L) L) L]
= NMA 0.0625 0.125 0.25 0.5 8 16 32

O Direct pairwise

Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 11:
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AL <22.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 19: AL <22.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.001 8 (4,12)
AvgHofferQSRKT 0.058 8(1,12)
BarrettUniversalll 0.032 6(1,12)
Haigis 0.002 8 (3,11)
HofferQ 0.006 6 (2,10)
Holladay2 0.056 5(1,11)
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef | 0.012 11 (2, 12)
Holladay2_PreSurgRef 0.095 7(1,12)
Holladay2-LT 0.298 3(1,12)
LadasSuperFormula 0.093 7(1,12)
Olsen_standalone 0.273 3(1,12)
T2 0.075 5(1,11)
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Figure 12: AL <22.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 20: AL <22.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — model fit statistics
Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

50.87
(compared to 52 datapoints)

236.411 | 195.954 | 40.458 | 276.869 | 0.653 (95%Cl: 0.367, 1.035)

Table 21: AL <22.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 2.0 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© sRkT

0 BarrettUniversalll
e Haigis
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Figure 13: AL <22.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — evidence network

Table 22: AL <22.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — input data

©
®
Q
2 ~
c
T e} )
£ g 5 |8 5
14 © © [) [} o~
7] m = T T I [
Kane,J. et al. (2016) | 155/156 | 156/156 | 156/156 | 156/156 | 156/156 | 155/156
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©
o
o
2 ~
c
2 ” <] 5
& e =) £ =
[1'4 ] S [} o o~
(/2] m = I I I =
Ozcura et al. (2016) 31/32 31/32
Carifi et al. (2015) 22/28 24/28 25/28 26/28

Table 23: AL <22.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
¢
()
= N
= o T
C 2 =) 3 ks
Y © = @© o [¢) N
n 0 © T T T ~
SRKT 3.02 1.83 2.05 3.42 1.00
(0.12, 74.69) (0.51, 6.48) (0.61, 6.86) (0.76, 15.35) (0.06, 16.13)
BarrettUniversalll 4.65 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33
(0.25, 2033.00) (0.02, 50.71) (0.02, 50.71) (0.02, 50.71) (0.01, 8.19)
Haidis 1.77 0.38 1.33 1.90 0.33
9 (0.51, 7.04) (0.00, 8.10) (0.30, 5.81) (0.38, 9.54) (0.01, 8.19)
HofferQ 2.14 0.46 1.21 1.44 0.33
(0.63, 8.20) (0.00, 9.67) (0.28, 5.31) (0.27, 7.74) (0.01, 8.19)
Holladav?2 3.61 0.77 2.03 1.67 0.33
y (0.85, 21.95) (0.00, 20.64) (0.40, 13.61) (0.32, 11.15) (0.01, 8.19)
T 0.91 0.20 0.51 0.42 0.25
(0.10, 12.74) (0.00, 6.00) (0.05, 7.38) (0.04, 6.24) (0.02, 4.14)
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O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 14: AL <22.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 24: AL <22.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.003 5(3,6)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.492 2(1,6)
Haigis 0.052 4(1,6)
HofferQ 0.089 3(1,6)
Holladay2 0.309 2(1,5)
T2 0.055 5(1,6)
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Figure 15: AL <22.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 25: AL <22.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC
9.174

35.541 | 28.066 | 7.474 | 43.015
(compared to 12 datapoints)
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Table 26: AL <22.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations

H.3.2.3 Full dataset: Axial length subgroup — 22.00 to 24.50mm

MEAN ABSOLUTE ERROR - fixed effects model

© sRkT
e Haigis
9 HofferQ

0 Holladay2
© Holladay2-LT

S
N

Figure 16: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — evidence network
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Table 27: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — input data

SRKT

Haigis
HofferQ
Holladay2
Holladay2-LT

Ozcura et al. (2016) 0.51 (0.42) 0.55 (0.44)

Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 0.40 (0.33) | 0.39 (0.33) | 0.41 (0.31) | 0.42 (0.30)

Table 28: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (MD and 95%
credible interval)

|_
-
N AN
o g g
t 5 2 o o)
4 s o 3 5
wn I T T I
0.04
SRKT - (-0.02, 0.10) - -
Haicis 0.05 -0.01 0.01 0.02
9 (-0.05, 0.15) (-0.09, 0.07) (-0.07, 0.09) (-0.06, 0.10)
HofferQ 0.04 -0.01 0.02 0.03
(-0.02, 0.10) (-0.09, 0.07) (-0.06, 0.10) (-0.05, 0.11)
Holladav? 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.01
y (-0.04, 0.16) (-0.07, 0.09) (-0.06, 0.10) (-0.07, 0.09)
0.07 0.02 0.03 0.01
Holladay2-LT (-0.03, 0.17) (-0.06, 0.10) (-0.05, 0.11) (-0.07, 0.09)
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Figure 17: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 29: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%CI)
SRKT 0.739 1(1,4)
Haigis 0.123 3(1,5)
HofferQ 0.037 3(1,5)
Holladay2 0.068 4(1,5)
Holladay2-LT | 0.032 4(1,5)
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0.8 SRKT 0.8 - Haigis 0.8 - HofferQ
0.6 0.6 - 0.6 <
04 04 4
0.0 0.0 .
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
0.8 - Holladay2 0.8 - Holladay2-LT
0.6 - 0.6 -
0.4 - 0.4 -
0.2 - . I I 0.2 -
0.0 0.0
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 18: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 30: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

6.015

-26.891 | -32.905 | 6.014 | -20.877
(compared to 6 datapoints)
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Table 31: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — notes

e Continuous (normal; identity link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations

PROPORTION WITHIN 0.25 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© sr«T

Q BarrettUniversalll
e Haigis
0 HofferQ

e Holladay2
© Holladay2-LT

(7 R

Figure 19: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — evidence network
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Table 32: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — input data

©
&
g r
c ] ]
3 e 2y 5
L g 5 2 g &
14 © © o o o o~
(72) m = T T T I =
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 1018/2638 | 1126/2638 | 1029/2638 | 1029/2638 | 1000/2638 1029/2638
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 52/124 50/124 45/124 | 46/124
Aristodemou et al. (2011) 599/1508 609/1508
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 1985/4699 1900/4699

Table 33: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%
credible interval)

@
g S
2 o ) o
c i 2 8 8 8
4 5= © s 2 £ =
(7)) m © I I I I —
SRKT 1.19 1.02 0.97 0.97 ) 1.02
(1.06, 1.32) (0.91, 1.14) (0.91, 1.03) (0.87, 1.09) (0.91, 1.14)
BarrettUniversalll 1.16 0.86 0.86 0.82 ) 0.86
(1.05, 1.28) (0.77, 0.96) (0.77, 0.96) (0.73, 0.92) (0.77, 0.96)
Haidis 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.95 0.82 1.00
9 (0.90, 1.10) (0.77, 0.96) (0.89, 1.11) (0.85, 1.05) (0.49, 1.36) (0.90, 1.12)
HofferQ 0.97 0.84 0.97 0.95 0.87 1.00
(0.91, 1.03) (0.76, 0.93) (0.88, 1.08) (0.85, 1.06) (0.52, 1.46) (0.90, 1.12)
Holladav?2 0.94 0.82 0.95 0.97 1.04 1.05
y (0.85, 1.04) (0.73, 0.91) (0.85, 1.06) (0.88, 1.07) (0.62, 1.74) (0.94, 1.17)
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2
g S
c N N
2 e} S &
C ° oy o 3 3
4 G = © IS 2 2 =
w m © I I I T -
Holladav2-LT 0.87 0.76 0.88 0.90 0.93 )
y (0.57, 1.33) (0.49, 1.15) (0.57, 1.33) (0.59, 1.36) (0.60, 1.41)
T 0.99 0.86 1.00 1.02 1.05 1.14
(0.90, 1.10) (0.77, 0.96) (0.89, 1.11) (0.93, 1.13) (0.94, 1.18) (0.75, 1.76)
T2
Holladay2-LT
Holladay?2
HofferQ
Haigis
BarrettUniversalll
L) L]
m NMA 0.5 2
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 20: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 34: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.001 3(2,6)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.895 1(1,2)
Haigis 0.003 4(2,7)
HofferQ 0.000 5(2,7)
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Probability best

Median rank (95%CI)

Holladay2 0.000 6(3,7)
Holladay2-LT 0.098 7(1,7)
T2 0.003 4(2,7)
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Figure 21: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms
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Table 35: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

12.98

(compared to 14 datapoints) 116.779 | 106.805 | 9.974 | 126.752

Table 36: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 0.5 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model
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Figure 22: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — evidence network
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Table 37: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — input data

©
&
g r
c ] ]
3 e 2y 5
L g 5 2 g 5
14 © © o o o o~
(72) m = T T T I =
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 1868/2638 | 1881/2638 | 1820/2638 | 1796/2638 | 1796/2638 1833/2638
Ozcura et al. (2016) 245/422 221/422
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 82/124 84/124 87/124 89/124
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 1062/1508 1033/1508
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 3353/4699 3266/4699

Table 38: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
©
g i
= N N
2 e} ) )
E T 2 Ko} 3 3
4 T = '© i) o IS o~
(7)) m @© I T T T -
SRKT 1.02 0.92 0.90 0.88 ] 0.94
(0.91, 1.15) (0.82, 1.03) (0.84, 0.96) (0.78, 0.99) (0.83, 1.06)
. 1.04 0.90 0.86 0.86 0.92
BarrettUniversalll (0.93, 1.15) (0.80, 1.01) (0.76, 0.97) (0.76, 0.97) ) (0.81, 1.03)
Haidis 0.92 0.89 0.96 0.97 1.30 1.02
9 (0.83, 1.03) (0.79, 1.00) (0.86, 1.08) (0.86, 1.09) (0.76, 2.23) (0.91, 1.15)
HofferQ 0.90 0.87 0.97 1.01 1.21 1.07
(0.84, 0.96) (0.78, 0.96) (0.88, 1.08) (0.90, 1.13) (0.70, 2.08) (0.95, 1.20)
Holladav? 0.89 0.86 0.97 1.00 1.08 1.07
y (0.81, 0.99) (0.77, 0.97) (0.86, 1.09) (0.90, 1.11) (0.62, 1.87) (0.95, 1.20)
Holladay2-LT 1.09 1.05 1.18 1.21 1.22 -
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(0.70, 1.73) (0.67, 1.68) (0.75, 1.87) (0.78, 1.92) (0.78, 1.93)
T 0.95 0.92 1.03 1.06 1.06 0.87
(0.85, 1.06) (0.81, 1.03) (0.92, 1.16) (0.95, 1.17) (0.95, 1.19) (0.55, 1.37)
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Figure 23: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 39: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.094 3(1,5)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.318 2(1,4)
Haigis 0.004 5(2,7)
HofferQ 0.000 6(4,7)
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Probability best

Median rank (95%CI)

Holladay2 0.000 6(3,7)
Holladay2-LT 0.569 1(1,7)
T2 0.016 4(2,7)
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Figure 24: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms
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Table 40: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

12.8

(compared to 16 datapoints) 127.886 | 116.882 | 11.004 | 138.89

Table 41: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 1.0 DIOPTRE - fixed effects model

© srxT

< Q BarrettUniversalll
e Haigis
o HofferQ

e Holladay2
© Holladay2-LT

(7 R

Figure 25: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — evidence network

Table 42: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — input data

SRKT
BarrettUniversa
1

Haigis

HofferQ
Holladay2
Holladay2-LT
T2
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‘m©
&
g o
c ] ]
3 e 2y T
L g 5 2 g &
14 © © o o o o~
(77) m = T T T I =
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 2477/2638 | 2485/2638 | 2453/2638 | 2451/2638 | 2480/2638 2467/2638
Ozcura et al. (2016) 374/422 374/422
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 1141124 118/124 118/124 | 118/124
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 1398/1508 1400/1508
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 4430/4699 4432/4699

Table 43: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
@
g S
2 o ) &)
c 5 ;A 5 E E
x T = ® © Ie) ©° N
n M T T T T ~
SRKT 1.06 0.86 0.96 1.02 ) 0.94
(0.84, 1.33) (0.69, 1.07) (0.86, 1.08) (0.81, 1.28) (0.75, 1.17)
BarrettUniversalll 1.12 0.82 0.81 0.97 ) 0.89
(0.91, 1.38) (0.65, 1.02) (0.65, 1.01) (0.77, 1.22) 0.71, 1.11)
Haiais 0.90 0.81 1.01 1.20 1.73 1.09
9 (0.75, 1.10) (0.65, 1.00) (0.82, 1.24) (0.97, 1.49) (0.61, 4.90) (0.88, 1.35)
HofferQ 0.96 0.86 1.07 1.19 1.00 1.10
(0.86, 1.08) (0.70, 1.05) (0.88, 1.29) (0.96, 1.48) (0.31, 3.19) (0.89, 1.36)
Holladay?2 1.09 0.97 1.21 1.13 1.00 0.92
y (0.89, 1.33) (0.77, 1.22) (0.97, 1.49) (0.92, 1.38) (0.31, 3.19) (0.74, 1.15)
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g r
E N N
2 o & 5
C © 8 k5 8 8
o 5= 3 5 5 5 ~
n M @© I I T T -
125 112 1.39 130 115
Holladay2-LT (0.51, 3.57) (0.45, 3.25) (0.57, 3.99) (0.54, 3.70) (0.47, 3.29) -
T2 1.00 0.89 110 103 0.92 0.79
(0.82, 1.22) 0.71, 1.11) (0.89, 1.37) (0.85, 1.27) (0.73, 1.14) (0.28, 1.97)
T2 . ‘G* .......
Holladay2-LT L
Holladay2 oL Me—
HofferQ
Haigis
BarrettUniversalll
= NMA 05 1 2 4
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 26: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 44: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.017 4(2,7)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.245 2(1,6)
Haigis 0.001 6(3,7)
HofferQ 0.003 5(2,7)

61




Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Probability best

Median rank (95%CI)

Holladay?2 0.141 3(1,6)
Holladay2-LT 0.562 1(1,7)
T2 0.029 4(1,7)
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Figure 27:

AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms
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Table 45: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar | Dhat pD DIC

13.68

(compared to 16 datapoints) 108.82 | 97.841 | 10.979 | 119.799

Table 46: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 2.0 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© sr«T

e BarrettUniversalll

e Haigis

o HofferQ

e Holladay2

O

Figure 28: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — evidence network

Table 47: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — input data

@©
4
o
2 ~
2 o )
C g 5 2 &
14 © © [) [} o~
(/2] mn = I I o
Kane,J. et al. (2016) | 2633/2638 | 2635/2638 | 2627/2638 | 2627/2638 | 2630/2638 | 2630/2638
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BarrettUniversal

Haigis

Holladay2

T2

Ozcura et al. (2016)

A SRKT

20/422

» HofferQ

15/422

Table 48: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
¢
()
2 N
= o )
C E 5 2 =
X © = © [¢) [¢) N
n 0 © T T T ~
SRKT 1.67 0.45 0.39 0.62 0.62
(0.40, 6.99) (0.16, 1.31) (0.16, 0.93) (0.20, 1.91) (0.20, 1.91)
BarrettUniversalll 1.57 0.27 0.27 0.37 0.37
(0.41, 7.93) (0.08, 0.98) (0.08, 0.98) (0.10, 1.41) (0.10, 1.41)
Haigis 0.39 0.25 1.00 1.38 1.38
(0.14, 1.05) (0.05, 0.83) (0.43, 2.31) (0.55, 3.43) (0.55, 3.43)
HofferQ 0.37 0.24 0.95 1.38 1.38
(0.14, 0.87) (0.05, 0.77) (0.41, 2.14) (0.55, 3.43) (0.55, 3.43)
Holladav?2 0.54 0.35 1.39 1.46 1.00
y (0.18, 1.59) (0.07, 1.23) (0.56, 3.66) (0.61, 3.71) (0.37, 2.67)
T 0.55 0.35 1.39 1.46 1.00
(0.18, 1.59) (0.07, 1.25) (0.56, 3.70) (0.61, 3.75) (0.36, 2.75)
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O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 29: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 49: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.242 2(1,4)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.714 1(1,3)
Haigis 0.002 5(3,6)
HofferQ 0.001 5(3,6)
Holladay?2 0.020 4(2,6)
T2 0.022 4(2,6)

67



Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results
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Figure 30: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 50: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar | Dhat pD DIC

7.367

36.6 | 29.761 | 6.839 | 43.439
(compared to 8 datapoints)
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Table 51: AL 22.0-24.5mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations

H.3.2.4 Full dataset: Axial length subgroup — 24.50 to 26.00mm

MEAN ABSOLUTE ERROR - fixed effects model

o Haigis
e HofferQ

e Holladay2
O Holladay2-LT

Figure 31: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — evidence network
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Table 52: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — input data

Holladay2
Holladay2-LT

Haigis

(¢
]
£
o
T
4

Srivannaboon et al. (2013) | 0.39 (0.32) | 0.45 (0.35) | 0.38 (0.34) | 0.39 (0.33)

Table 53: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (MD and 95%

credible interval)

'_
-
N AN
e} ) )
o = o o
'a 5 5 5
I T T I
Haidis 0.06 -0.01 0.00
9 (-0.13, 0.25) (-0.20, 0.18) (-0.18, 0.18)
0.06 -0.07 -0.06
HofferQ (-0.13, 0.25) (-0.27, 0.13) (-0.25, 0.13)
Holladay2 -0.01 -0.07 0.01
y (-0.20, 0.18) (-0.27, 0.13) (-0.18, 0.20)
0.00 -0.06 0.01
Holladay2-LT (-0.18, 0.18) (-0.25, 0.13) (-0.18, 0.20)
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Holladay2-LT
Holladay?2

Hofferd = = —

m NMA -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1

O Direct pairwise Mean Difference -v- Haigis

Figure 32: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 54: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
Haigis 0.280 2(1,4)
HofferQ 0.085 4(1,4)
Holladay2 0.349 2(1,4)
Holladay2-LT | 0.286 2(1,4)
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0.6 Haigis HofferQ Holladay2

1 2 3 4 4 2 3 4

0.6 Holladay2-LT
0.4
0.2
0.0
1 2 3 4

Figure 33: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 55: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

3.991

-10.123 | -14.114 | 3.991 | -6.133
(compared to 4 datapoints)
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Table 56: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — notes

e Continuous (normal; identity link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations

PROPORTION WITHIN 0.25 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© sr«T

e BarrettUniversalll
e Haigis
° HofferQ

e Holladay?2
© Holladay2-LT

(7 R

Figure 34: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — evidence network
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Table 57: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0£5D - fixed effects model — input data

©
4
g o
c ] q
3 <] ) 5
c |¢ |8 |& |& |E
14 © @© [] o o N
(72) = I T T T =
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 144/372 | 172/372 | 143/372 | 130/372 | 154/372 147/372
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 12/24 10/24 14/24 | 12/24
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 105/234 104/234
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 272/712 275/712

Table 58: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%
credible interval)

@
g S
2 o ) o
c i 2 8 8 8
4 5= © s 2 £ =
(7)) m © I I I I —
SRKT 1.36 0.99 0.96 1.12 ) 1.03
(1.02, 1.82) (0.74, 1.33) (0.82, 1.13) (0.83, 1.50) (0.77, 1.39)
BarrettUniversalll 1.45 0.73 0.62 0.82 ) 0.76
(1.12, 1.89) (0.54, 0.97) (0.47, 0.84) (0.61, 1.10) (0.57, 1.02)
Haidis 1.06 0.73 0.85 1.15 1.00 1.05
9 (0.81, 1.38) (0.54, 0.97) (0.64, 1.13) (0.86, 1.52) (0.32, 3.10) (0.78, 1.40)
HofferQ 0.96 0.66 0.91 1.35 1.40 1.22
(0.82, 1.12) (0.51, 0.86) (0.70, 1.18) (1.01, 1.80) (0.45, 4.38) (0.90, 1.64)
Holladav?2 1.21 0.83 1.15 1.27 0.71 0.92
y (0.93, 1.57) (0.63, 1.11) (0.86, 1.52) (0.98, 1.64) (0.23, 2.23) (0.69, 1.24)
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g r
E N N
2 o & 5
C © 8 k5 8 8
o 5= 3 5 5 5 ~
n M @© I I T T -
1.07 0.74 1.01 112 0.88
Holladay2-LT (0.41, 2.76) (0.28, 1.94) (0.39, 2.61) (0.43, 2.89) (0.34, 2.30)
T2 110 0.76 1.05 115 0.91 1.04
(0.85, 1.44) (0.57, 1.01) (0.78, 1.40) (0.88, 1.51) (0.68, 1.22) (0.39, 2.73)
T2 LT T g —
Holladay2-LT L
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HofferQ —q—
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Figure 35:

Table 59: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.001 5(3,7)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.658 1(1,3)
Haigis 0.005 4(2,7)
HofferQ 0.000 6(3,7)
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AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Probability best

Median rank (95%CI)

Holladay2 0.065 3(1,6)
Holladay2-LT 0.256 4(1,7)
T2 0.015 4(2,7)
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Figure 36: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms
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Table 60: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar | Dhat pD DIC

11.55

(compared to 14 datapoints) 89.771 | 79.757 | 10.014 | 99.785

Table 61: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 0.5 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© srxT

© AvgHofferQSRKT
e BarrettUniversalll
0 Haigis

e HofferQ

G Holladay?2
© Holladay2-LT

(s B

Figure 37: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — evidence network

Table 62: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — input data

AvgHofferQSRK

SRKT
:IBarrettUniversa
Haigis

HofferQ
Holladay2
Holladay2-LT

T2
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g |2 5

& S £ = £ = =

% z: = 8 = g :I? :Io: :I? l‘:
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 248/372 285/372 | 255/372 | 256/372 | 250/372 265/372
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 19/24 14/24 17/24 | 14/24
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 170/234 173/234
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 481/712 473/712
Percival et al. (2002) 20/26 | 21/26 20/26

Table 63: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
o
o
Ug) 'g N E
2 = o 7 &
& T g 5 g k ks
x > = o = © o o [e] N
(7)) <X m © T T T I -
SRKT 1.6 164 1.09 1.01 1.02 ] 124
(0.33,479)  |(1.19,2.26)  |(0.80, 1.48)  |(0.86,1.19)  |(0.75, 1.39) (0.91, 1.69)
1.30 0.79
AvgHofferQSRKT (0.41, 4.73) - - (021,302) | - -
BarrettUniversall 1.59 1.21 0.67 0.67 0.63 ] 0.76
(1.19,2.15)  |(0.33, 4.02) (0.48,0.92)  |(0.49,0.93)  |(0.45, 0.86) (0.54, 1.05)
s 1.08 0.83 0.68 0.95 0.92 0.37 114
g (0.82,1.43)  |(0.22,2.75)  |(0.49, 0.94) (0.71,129)  |(0.68,1.24)  |(0.10,1.32)  |(0.83, 1.55)
HofferQ 1.00 0.77 0.63 0.92 0.97 1.00 112
(0.85,1.17)  |(0.21,2.45)  |(0.47,0.84)  |(0.70, 1.22) (0.72,1.30)  [(0.32,3.15)  |(0.82, 1.54)
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& 9 -
] 2 ~ N
v 5 S o £ = 5
o4 S = © o o S o
w <X m © I I T I —
Holladav?2 1.00 0.76 0.63 0.92 1.00 0.58 1.21
y (0.76,1.31)  |(0.21,2.53)  |(0.46,0.86)  [(0.68, 1.24)  |(0.76, 1.31) (0.17,1.91)  |(0.88, 1.65)
Holladav2-LT 0.63 0.48 0.40 0.58 0.63 0.63 )
y (0.24,1.72) (0.10, 2.21) (0.15, 1.10) (0.22, 1.58) (0.24, 1.70) (0.24,1.71)
T 1.20 0.92 0.76 1.1 1.20 1.20 1.90
(0.91,1.60)  |(0.25,3.07) |(0.54,1.05)  |(0.81,1.52)  |(0.90, 1.60)  |(0.88, 1.63)  |(0.69, 5.16)
T2 B ——
Holladay2-LT L
Holladay2
HofferQ
Haigis
BarrettUniversalll
AvgHofferQSRKT
m NMA 0.125 0.25 0.5 1 2 4 8
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 38:

Table 64: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best

Median rank (95%Cl)

SRKT

0.000

6 (3, 8)
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AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Probability best

Median rank (95%CI)

AvgHofferQSRKT | 0.373 2(1,8)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.574 1(1,3)
Haigis 0.003 4(2,7)
HofferQ 0.000 6 (3, 8)
Holladay?2 0.001 6 (2, 8)
Holladay2-LT 0.025 8 (2,8)
T2 0.025 3(2,7)
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Figure 39: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms
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Table 65: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

15

(compared to 17 datapoints) 101.303 | 89.288 | 12.015 | 113.319

Table 66: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 1.0 DIOPTRE - fixed effects model
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Figure 40: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — evidence network

Table 67: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — input data
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g |2 5

L T | 2 o 2 S S

% z: = 8 = g :I? :Io: :I? l‘:
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 351/372 364/372 | 349/372 | 350/372 | 348/372 353/372
Srivannaboon et al. (2013) 24/24 22/24 20/24 | 20/24
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 215/234 224/234
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 673/712 672/712
Percival et al. (2002) 26/26 | 26/26 26/26
Mitra et al. (2014) 17/43 19/43
El-Nafees et al. (2010) 44/53 44/53

Table 68: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
(hd
o
Ug) 'g N (S\II
2 = o & &
< 5 2 S e g 8
[h'd > © = @© o) [e) [e) N
wn < X Mm © I I T I -
SRKT 1.00 272 0.93 112 0.87 ] 111
(0.02,52.29) |(1.19,6.23)  |(0.55,1.57)  |(0.82,1.52)  |(0.47, 1.59) (0.59, 2.10)
158 1.00
AvgHofferQSRKT (0.03, 769.90) - - (0.02,52.29) | - -
SarrettUnivercalll 3.03 1.96 0.33 0.35 0.32 ] 0.41
(1.46,7.12)  |(0.00, 130.80) (0.15,0.76)  |(0.15,0.80)  |(0.14, 0.72) (0.18, 0.94)
s 1.07 0.67 0.35 0.95 0.81 0.09 1.22
g (0.67,1.73)  |(0.00, 42.56) |(0.15, 0.75) (0.53,1.71)  |(0.46,1.42)  |(0.00,1.83)  |(0.66, 2.29)
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& 9 -
] 2 ~ N
c
5 2 . g g g
v 5 S o £ = 5
04 > = T = © s S o o
w X m © I I I T —
HofferQ 1.11 0.71 0.37 1.04 0.85 0.45 1.17
(0.82,1.51)  |(0.00, 43.61) |(0.16,0.76)  [(0.64, 1.71) (0.48,1.49)  [(0.07,2.76)  |(0.62, 2.20)
Holladav?2 0.88 0.55 0.29 0.82 0.79 1.00 1.28
y (0.53, 1.46)  |(0.00,34.21) [(0.12,0.61)  |(0.48,1.42)  |(0.48, 1.32) (0.22, 4.56)  |(0.69, 2.38)
Holladav2-LT 0.51 0.32 0.17 0.48 0.46 0.59 )
y (0.14,2.12)  [(0.00,24.96) [(0.04,0.77)  |(0.13,1.94)  |(0.13,1.87)  |(0.16, 2.35)
T2 1.21 0.77 0.40 1.14 1.09 1.39 2.37
(0.70, 2.18) (0.00, 48.51) |(0.16,0.90)  [(0.63,2.14)  |(0.63,1.99)  |(0.76, 2.60) (0.55, 9.43)
T2
Holladay2-LT
Holladay?2
HofferQ
Haigis
BarrettUniversalll
AvgHofferQSRKT _
m NMA 0.015625 0.0625 0.25 1 4 16 64 256 1024
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 41:
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AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 69: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.000 5(3,8)
AvgHofferQSRKT | 0.386 2(1,8)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.598 1(1,2)
Haigis 0.001 5(2,7)
HofferQ 0.001 4(2,7)
Holladay2 0.000 6 (3,8)
Holladay2-LT 0.007 8(2,8)
T2 0.007 3(2,7)
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Figure 42: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms
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Table 70: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar | Dhat pD DIC

20.9

(compared to 21 datapoints) 99.813 | 86.224 | 13.589 | 113.402

Table 71: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 1.0D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 2.0 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© srxT

e BarrettUniversalll
e Haigis

O HofferQ

e Holladay?2

O

Figure 43: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — evidence network

Table 72: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — input data
&
Q
= ~
?f o T
~ |2 5 | £ 5
14 © © [) [} o~
%) m= I T T [
Kane,J. et al. (2016) | 371/372 | 372/372 | 370/372 | 370/372 | 371/372 | 371/372
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Table 73: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
o
o
= N
= e] &
v © 5 2 =
o © = ®© s} o N
n 0 ® T T I —
SRKT 3.01 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00
(0.12, 74.08) (0.05, 5.52) (0.05, 5.52) (0.086, 16.05) (0.086, 16.05)
BarrettUniversalll 5.33 0.20 0.20 0.33 0.33
(0.18, 2510.00) (0.01, 4.16) (0.01, 4.16) (0.01, 8.19) (0.01, 8.19)
Haidgis 0.56 0.11 1.00 2.01 2.01
9 (0.04, 4.75) (0.00, 2.01) (0.14, 7.14) (0.18, 22.21) (0.18, 22.21)
HofferQ 0.56 0.11 1.01 2.01 2.01
(0.04, 4.76) (0.00, 1.99) (0.14, 7.20) (0.18, 22.21) (0.18, 22.21)
Holladay2 1.04 0.19 1.83 1.83 1.00
y (0.07, 15.34) (0.00, 5.79) (0.22, 24.22) (0.22, 25.09) (0.06, 16.05)
™ 1.03 0.20 1.83 1.82 1.00
(0.07, 15.35) (0.00, 5.62) (0.21, 24.40) (0.21, 24.37) (0.07, 14.99)
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T2
Holladay?2
HofferQ
Haigis
BarrettUniversalll oM
m NMA 0.03125 0.125 0.5 2 8 32 128 512 2048
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 44: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 74: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%CI)
SRKT 0.097 3(1,6)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.651 1(1,5)
Haigis 0.021 5(2,6)
HofferQ 0.021 5(2,6)
Holladay?2 0.104 3(1,6)
T2 0.106 3(1,6)
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0.8 - SRKT 0.8 BarrettUniversalll 0.8 - Haigis
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Figure 45: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 75: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

6.666

20.791 | 15.387 | 5.404 | 26.195
(compared to 6 datapoints)
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Table 76: AL 24.5-26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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H.3.2.5 Full dataset: Axial length subgroup — Greater than 26.00mm

MEAN ABSOLUTE ERROR - fixed effects model

© srkT

o BarrettUniversalll

e Haigis

o HofferQ

© Holladay?

e Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef
ﬂ Holladay2_PreSurgRef
Q LadasSuperFormula

9 Olsen_standalone

@

Figure 46: AL >26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — evidence network
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Table 77: AL >26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — input data

© (/2] - o
o S o S S
o Z o = °
E N Nlu- NI 8— g
2 o o ) g gy 2 4
” 2 ® 2 = sg S fo g
& 8 = £ 2 2 292 25 SE 52 A
Cooke & (2016) | 0.40 (0.45) | 0.30 (0.38) | 0.28 (0.37) | 0.43 (0.45) 0.39(0.41) | 0.41(0.43) | 0.35 (0.40) | 0.29 (0.35) | 0.32 (0.40)
Bang et al. (2011) | 0.62 (0.77) 0.52(0.63) | 1.02(0.88) | 0.81 (0.81)

Table 78: AL >26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (MD and 95%
credible interval)

(0] (@] —_
5 2. & L S
= | © | 0] c
z Q Ny Q o3 8
2 o & T D &G ) &
L g 5 2 ki 5q 85 8 g o
5 BT £ £ £ 2a 2a SE o6 e
SRKT -0.10 -0.11 0.11 0.19 -0.01 0.01 -0.05 -0.11 -0.08
(-0.25, 0.06)|(-0.25, 0.02)|(-0.04, 0.26)|(-0.11, 0.49)|(-0.17, 0.15)|(-0.16, 0.17)|(-0.21, 0.11)|(-0.26, 0.04)|(-0.24, 0.08)
BarrettUniversalll -0.07 -0.02 0.13 ] 0.09 0.10 0.05 -0.01 0.02
(-0.22, 0.08) (-0.16, 0.12)|(-0.03, 0.28) (-0.06, 0.24)|(-0.05, 0.26)|(-0.10, 0.19)|(-0.15, 0.12)|(-0.13, 0.16)
Haidis -0.11 -0.04 0.23 0.29 0.11 0.13 0.07 0.01 0.04
9 (-0.25, 0.02)|(-0.18, 0.09) (0.09, 0.36) |(0.01, 0.57) |(-0.04, 0.26)|(-0.02, 0.28)|(-0.08, 0.21)|(-0.13, 0.15)|(-0.11, 0.18)
HofferQ 0.11 0.18 0.22 -0.21 -0.04 -0.02 -0.08 -0.14 -0.11
(-0.04, 0.26)/(0.03, 0.33) |(0.09, 0.36) (-0.53, 0.11)[(-0.20, 0.12)|(-0.19, 0.14)|(-0.24, 0.08)|(-0.29, 0.01)|(-0.27, 0.05)
Holladav? 0.12 0.19 0.23 0.01 ] ] ] ] ]
y (-0.15, 0.38)|(-0.09, 0.46)|(-0.02, 0.48)|(-0.26, 0.27)
Holladav2 NoPreSuraRef|0-02 0.09 0.13 -0.09 -0.10 0.02 -0.04 -0.10 -0.07
e 9R€ll.0.14, 0.17)|(-0.06, 0.24)|(-0.01, 0.27)|(-0.25, 0.06)|(-0.38, 0.18) (-0.14, 0.17)|(-0.19, 0.11)|(-0.24, 0.04)|(-0.22, 0.08)
Holladay2_PreSurgRef [0.03 0.10 0.15 -0.08 -0.08 0.02 -0.06 -0.12 -0.09
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.§ §|“a3 cth| % g
c N N ¥ (Y Q ©
2 o & & D &G @ &
c | E_ | & | & | E | 23 | 5% | %= | 3§,
& 83 g 2 2 CEs 23 SE S5 N
(-0.13, 0.19){(-0.05, 0.26)[(0.00, 0.29) |(-0.24, 0.08)|(-0.36, 0.20)|(-0.14, 0.17) (-0.22, 0.10)|(-0.26, 0.03)[(-0.24, 0.07)
LadasSuperFormula -0.02 0.05 0.09 -0.14 -0.14 -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.03
(-0.18, 0.13)|(-0.10, 0.19)|(-0.05, 0.23)|(-0.29, 0.02)|(-0.42, 0.14)|(-0.19, 0.11)|(-0.21, 0.10) (-0.20, 0.08)|(-0.18, 0.12)
Olsen standalone 0.08 0.01 0.03 2?6.1394 |20 -0.10 0.12 0.06 0.03
- (023, 0.06)|(-0.15, 0.13)|(-0.10, 0.16) " (-0.47, 0.07)|(-0.24, 0.04)|(-0.26, 0.03)|(-0.20, 0.09) (-0.11, 0.17)
- -0.05 0.02 0.06 2?6.1372 o7 0.07 -0.09 -0.03 0.03
(-0.21, 0.10)|(-0.13, 0.16)|(-0.08, 0.20) 0.01) ’ (-0.45, 0.11)|(-0.22, 0.08)|(-0.25, 0.07)((-0.18, 0.12)|(-0.11, 0.17)
T2
Olsen_standalone
LadasSuperFormula
Holladay2_PreSurgRef
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef
Holladay2
HofferQ I I —
Haigis
BarrettUniversalll
L) L) L) L) L) L) L) L) L) L]
m NMA -1 -08 -06 -04 -02 O 02 04 06 08 1
O Direct pairwise Mean Difference -v- SRKT
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Figure 47: AL >26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 79: AL >26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.012 6(2,9)
BarrettUniversalll 0.153 3(1,8)
Haigis 0.450 2(1,5)
HofferQ 0.000 9 (6, 10)
Holladay2 0.025 9(1,10)
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef | 0.008 7(2,10)
Holladay2_PreSurgRef 0.004 7 (3,10)
LadasSuperFormula 0.038 5(1,9)
Olsen_standalone 0.204 3(1,7)
T2 0.105 4(1,8)
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Figure 48: AL >26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 80: AL >26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

16.31
(compared to 13 datapoints)

-30.087 | -41.112 | 11.025 | -19.062

Table 81: AL >26.0mm: Mean absolute error - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Continuous (normal; identity link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 0.25 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© sRkT

e BarrettUniversalll
e Haigis

o HofferQ

e Holladay2

O

Figure 49: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — evidence network

Table 82: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — input data

©
4
o
2
c N
2 |, |¢ | %
& £ o | £ S
14 © © ) <) ~
n =| T o T =
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 30/77 | 26/77 | 28/77 | 26/77 | 25/77 | 24/77
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‘o
4
[
2 ~
[=
2 |, |¢ | &
& £ > | £ =
14 © @© [] o N
[77) m=| T T T [
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 21/47 18/47
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 111/271 96/271
Aristodemou et al. (2011) 5/17 2/17

Table 83: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
2
()
2 N
= o )
v © 5 2 E:
e © = © [¢) [¢) N
n 0 © T T T ~
SRKT 0.80 0.90 0.77 0.75 0.71
(0.41, 1.54) (0.47, 1.72) (0.58, 1.02) (0.39, 1.46) (0.36, 1.38)
BarrettUniversalll 0.78 1.12 1.00 0.94 0.89
(0.43, 1.41) (0.58, 2.17) (0.51, 1.95) (0.48, 1.85) (0.45, 1.74)
Haidis 0.88 1.12 0.89 0.84 0.79
9 (0.48, 1.57) (0.58, 2.21) (0.46, 1.73) (0.43, 1.64) (0.41, 1.55)
HofferQ 0.77 0.98 0.88 0.94 0.89
(0.58, 1.02) (0.55, 1.80) (0.49, 1.61) (0.48, 1.85) (0.45, 1.74)
Holladav?2 0.74 0.94 0.84 0.96 0.94
y (0.40, 1.32) (0.48, 1.84) (0.43, 1.63) (0.52, 1.71) (0.48, 1.86)
T 0.69 0.88 0.79 0.90 0.94
(0.38, 1.25) (0.45, 1.74) (0.40, 1.55) (0.49, 1.63) (0.48, 1.85)
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T2
Holladay2
HofferQ
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BarrettUniversalll %

m NMA 0.25 0.5 1 2
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 50: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 84: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.490 2(1,4)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.119 4(1,6)
Haigis 0.247 3(1,6)
HofferQ 0.011 4 (2,6)
Holladay?2 0.079 4(1,6)
T2 0.053 5(1,6)
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Figure 51: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 85: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

10.05

64.405 | 55.388 | 9.017 | 73.422
(compared to 12 datapoints)
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Table 86: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.25D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations

PROPORTION WITHIN 0.5 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model
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Figure 52: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — evidence network

106




Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Table 87: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — input data

z | B $ 1% |5 |3
] 3 ~ zl - zl g g
% é ” 4 5 5 &, 5 K 3 “;;I
- T 7] 2 o © cs2 &y | 8| S
& > |5 |2 |5 |3 |33/ 3P 83 |8,
n < - =| T u T To| TS| JE| Oc|
Cooke & (2016) 41/54 41/54 | 44/54 | 34/54 37/54 | 37/54 | 41/54 | 45/54 | 44/54
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 48/77 48/77 | 44177 | 4177 | 44/77 49/77
Bang et al. (2011) 27/53 30/53 | 18/53 | 22/53
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 37/47 33/47
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 197/271 167/271
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 10/17 3117
Percival et al. (2002) 16/20 | 15/20 12/20

Table 88: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
X o) o —
3 5 2. & L S
= | © | [0) c
o c N N ¥ N ot 8
£ = o g g0 | 53 | & ?
< 5 E _ :% 2 E E @ E I‘IE’ § 3 § o
& zt e £ 2 £ 2 23 SE 55 a
0.75 1.00 1.05 0.57 0.75 0.69 0.69 1.00 1.59 1.16
SRKT (0.17, (0.59, (0.68, (0.44, (0.46, (0.30, (0.30, (0.41, (0.61, (0.68,
3.33) 1.69) 1.62) 0.73) 1.23) 1.61) 1.61) 2.42) 4.10) 1.98)
0.98 0.50
AvgHofferQSRKT (0.29, - - (0.13, - - - - - -
3.72) 1.93)
BarrettUniversalll 0.97 0.98 0.96 0.63 0.81 0.69 0.69 1.00 1.59 1.16
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2 g 2 g . z
c > ) [ @ c
) c Q Qo Q = =
£ = o 7 g0 | 53 | & ”
v T o 5 g 8 8¢ | 8% | 8¢ 8 o
% zE 33 ks £ 2 L& 23 S E o5 o
(0.61, (0.25, (0.57, (0.38, (0.42, (0.30, (0.30, (0.41, (0.61, (0.68,
1.54) 3.65) 1.63) 1.04) 1.54) 1.61) 1.61) 2.42) 4.10) 1.98)
1.03 1.05 1.07 0.56 0.78 0.49 0.49 0.72 1.14 1.21
Haigis (0.69, (0.26, (0.64, (0.36, (0.48, (0.20, (0.20, (0.28, (0.42, (0.70,
1.53) 3.74) 1.74) 0.86) 1.27) 1.21) 1.21) 1.81) 3.06) 2.07)
0.56 0.57 0.58 0.54 1.25 1.28 1.28 1.86 2.94 1.85
HofferQ (0.43, (0.15, (0.37, (0.37, (0.76, (0.58, (0.58, (0.81, (1.19, (1.10,
0.72) 1.95) 0.91) 0.80) 2.05) 2.84) 2.84) 4.27) 7.26) 3.10)
0.75 0.76 0.77 0.73 1.34 1.31
Holladay2 (0.49, (0.19, (0.45, (0.45, (0.87, - - - - (0.69,
1.17) 2.79) 1.32) 1.17) 2.08) 2.51)
0.63 0.65 0.65 0.61 1.13 0.84 1.00 1.45 2.30 2.02
Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef|(0.33, (0.15, (0.32, (0.30, (0.58, (0.40, (0.44, (0.62, (0.92, (0.83,
1.27) 2.62) 1.37) 1.27) 2.26) 1.82) 2.25) 3.38) 5.75) 4.95)
0.63 0.64 0.65 0.61 1.13 0.84 1.00 1.45 2.30 2.02
Holladay2 PreSurgRef |(0.33, (0.15, (0.32, (0.31, (0.58, (0.40, (0.44, (0.62, (0.92, (0.83,
1.28) 2.63) 1.38) 1.27) 2.26) 1.82) 2.29) 3.38) 5.75) 4.95)
0.93 0.95 0.96 0.90 1.65 1.23 1.46 1.46 1.59 1.40
LadasSuperFormula (0.46, (0.21, (0.45, (0.44, (0.82, (0.57, (0.62, (0.63, (0.61, (0.55,
1.97) 3.93) 2.12) 1.95) 3.48) 2.80) 3.52) 3.50) 4.10) 3.53)
1.50 1.53 1.54 1.45 2.66 1.99 2.37 2.36 1.62 0.88
Olsen_standalone (0.69, (0.32, (0.68, (0.65, (1.23, (0.86, (0.94, (0.95, (0.62, (0.33,
3.52) 6.72) 3.79) 3.49) 6.27) 4.99) 6.21) 6.21) 4.35) 2.37)
1.13 1.14 1.16 1.09 2.01 1.50 1.78 1.78 1.22 0.75
T2 (0.71, (0.28, (0.68, (0.66, (1.26, (0.87, (0.85, (0.84, (0.55, (0.31,
1.81) 4.25) 1.99) 1.81) 3.22) 2.58) 3.66) 3.65) 2.58) 1.72)

108




Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

T2

Olsen_standalone
LadasSuperFormula
Holladay2 PreSurgRef
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef
Holladay?2

HofferQ

Haigis

BarrettUniversalll
AvgHofferQSRKT

m NMA 0.125 0.25
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 53: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 89: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)

SRKT 0.017 5(2,8)
AvgHofferQSRKT 0.231 5(1,11)
BarrettUniversalll 0.029 5(1,9)

Haigis 0.035 4(1,8)

HofferQ 0.000 10 (8, 11)

Holladay2 0.002 8 (3,11)

Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef | 0.005 9 (3, 11)
Holladay2_PreSurgRef 0.004 9 (3,11)
LadasSuperFormula 0.069 6 (1,11)
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Probability best

Median rank (95%CI)

Olsen_standalone

0.508

1(1,8)

T2

0.100

3(1,8)
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0.0
123456789101 12345678 91011
0.6 - Haigis 0.6 - HofferQ
0.4 1 04 4
" . IIII
0.0 ‘-'.'I'I'I'I'.'-H_H 0.0 | SN B B S Eammn m )
123456789101 1234567891011
0.6 - Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef 0.6 - Holladay2_PreSurgRef
0.4 4 0.4 4
0.2 4 0.2 4
0.0 4 0.0 -—!_v-v—-v-!.vlvlvlvl
123456789101 12345678 91011
0.6 Olsen_standalone 0.6 - T2
0.4 0.4 4
0.2 0.2 -
0.0 0.0
12345678 910M1 12345678 91011

0.6 BarrettUniversalll

0.4 4

0.2 4

12345678 91011
Holladay2

0.6 1

0.4 4

0.2 4

0.0 4
12345678 910M1

LadasSuperFormula

0.4 1

0.2 4

0.0 --l-l-.-.-l-l-.-.---

12345678 910M1

111




Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Figure 54: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 90: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

24 .45
(compared to 28 datapoints)

143413 | 126.316 | 17.097 | 160.51

Table 91: AL >26.0mm: Within 0.5D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 1.0 DIOPTRE - random effects model

© srkT

© AvgHofferQSRKT

e BarrettUniversalll

0 Haigis

e HofferQ

© Holladay2

0 Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef
© Holladay2_PreSurgRef
e LadasSuperFormula

@ Olsen_standalone

@

Figure 55: AL >26.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — evidence network
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Table 92: AL >26.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — input data

z | B $ 1% |5 |3
] 3 ~ zl - zl g g
% é ” g 5 '5 & 5 K @ “;;I
& T |g |3 |¢ 5 | =P ¢ 8§
& -l 8=]2 |2 2 | 29| 25| SE| |
Cooke & (2016) 53/54 53/54 | 53/54 | 52/54 53/54 | 53/54 | 52/54 | 53/54 | 53/54
Kane,J. et al. (2016) 71177 71/77 | 68/77 | 64/77 | 68/77 67/77
Bang et al. (2011) 35/53 39/53 | 32/53 | 33/53
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 44/47 43/47
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 253/271 239/271
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 14/17 12/17
Petermeier et al. (2009) 50/50 32/50 | 50/50
Percival et al. (2002) 19/20 | 17/20 17/20
Mitra et al. (2014) 17/43 19/43
El-Nafees et al. (2010) 44/53 44/53

Table 93: AL >26.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
o [0} o -
3 & 2. & L S
= | © | [) c
o c Q N N o 8
= 2 e} & gD ) @ ?
L = S _ 5 2 5 5@ | 8% | 8¢ 2o
& zE 83 £ 2 £ s 23 SE o5 a
0.30 1.00 0.71 0.65 0.77 1.00 1.00 0.49 1.00 0.61
SRKT (0.03, (0.34, (0.28, (0.45, (0.40, (0.08, (0.08, (0.04, (0.06, (0.22,
3.15) 2.96) 1.78) 0.92) 1.46) 16.41)  [16.41)  |5.58) 16.41)  |1.65)
AvgHofferQSRKT 0.46 - - 1.00 - - - - - -
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& 2 2 5 2 3
c 2> 'S [ @ c
o) c N N N 3 IS
& 2 o ) T D =0 a @,
v I o & kS 5 8 3 5% g 5 o
5 zE &3 £ 2 2 2& 2a SE o5 o
(0.04, (0.18,
5.92) 5.67)
1.05 2.28 0.68 0.43 0.64 1.00 1.00 0.49 1.00 0.61
BarrettUniversalll (0.19, (0.12, (0.25, (0.17, (0.22, (0.086, (0.086, (0.04, (0.086, (0.22,
6.08) 47.00) 1.86) 1.10) 1.89) 16.41) 16.41) 5.58) 16.41) 1.65)
0.48 1.04 0.46 1.07 0.74 1.00 1.00 0.49 1.00 0.90
Haigis (0.16, (0.07, (0.07, (0.30, (0.39, (0.086, (0.086, (0.04, (0.086, (0.36,
1.36) 15.16) 2.53) 3.81) 1.38) 16.41) 16.41) 5.58) 16.41) 2.23)
0.65 1.40 0.62 1.35 1.25 2.04 2.04 1.00 2.04 1.43
HofferQ (0.27, (0.11, (0.11, (0.46, (0.69, (0.18, (0.18, (0.14, (0.18, (0.62,
1.49) 17.29) 3.36) 4.25) 2.27) 23.17) 23.17) 7.37) 23.17) 3.30)
0.63 1.35 0.59 1.31 0.97 0.89
Holladay?2 (0.15, (0.08, (0.08, (0.30, (0.23, - - - - (0.34,
2.59) 23.34) 4.24) 6.02) 4.04) 2.32)
1.07 2.48 1.03 2.24 1.64 1.75 1.00 0.49 1.00 1.00
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef|(0.07, (0.08, (0.05, (0.14, (0.11, (0.09, (0.086, (0.04, (0.086, (0.086,
41.13) 174.90) |46.32) 88.12) 63.46) 77.21) 16.41) 5.58) 16.41) 16.41)
1.08 2.46 1.03 2.22 1.66 1.73 1.01 0.49 1.00 1.00
Holladay2_PreSurgRef |(0.07, (0.086, (0.05, (0.14, (0.11, (0.09, (0.01, (0.04, (0.086, (0.086,
46.67) 215.20)  [49.49) 104.20) |72.32) 89.57) 77.45) 5.58) 16.41) 16.41)
0.42 0.91 0.40 0.87 0.64 0.68 0.38 0.38 2.04 2.04
LadasSuperFormula (0.03, (0.03, (0.03, (0.07, (0.086, (0.04, (0.01, (0.01, (0.18, (0.18,
5.61) 32.60) 6.94) 12.61) 9.08) 11.28) 10.65) 11.08) 23.17) 23.17)
1.10 2.43 1.05 2.28 1.71 1.79 1.01 0.98 2.64 1.00
Olsen_standalone (0.07, (0.086, (0.05, (0.14, (0.10, (0.09, (0.02, (0.01, (0.09, (0.086,
45.60) 207.10)  |49.59) 97.44) 69.48) 83.45) 70.36) 70.90) 158.90) 16.41)
0.68 1.48 0.64 1.41 1.05 1.10 0.63 0.63 1.62 0.62
T2 (0.13, (0.08, (0.09, (0.28, (0.21, (0.17, (0.01, (0.01, (0.10, (0.01,
3.61) 30.72) 4.94) 8.25) 5.74) 7.52) 12.17) 12.54) 23.86) 12.23)
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T2 T ry o —

Olsen_standalone - |
LadasSuperFormula !3. .........................
Holladay2 PreSurgRef
Holladay2_NoPreSurgRef

Holladay2  — = N —
HofferQ .

Haigs ~  — L S W -
BarrettUniversalll T . S—
AvgHofferQSRKT oW
m NMA 0.0156r63126062%.1250.25 0.5 1 2 4 8 16 32 64
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 56: AL >26.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 94: AL >26.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)

SRKT 0.045 4(1,8)

AvgHofferQSRKT 0.066 8 (1,11)
BarrettUniversalll 0.102 4 (1,10)
Haigis 0.002 8 (3,11)
HofferQ 0.004 7 (3,10)
Holladay2 0.022 7(2,11)
Holladay2 NoPreSurgRef | 0.227 4(1,11)
Holladay2_PreSurgRef 0.229 4(1,11)
LadasSuperFormula 0.042 9(1,11)
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Probability best

Median rank (95%CI)

Olsen_standalone

0.226

4(1,11)

T2

0.035

6 (1, 11)
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Figure 57: AL >26.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — rank probability histograms

Table 95: AL >26.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — model fit statistics
Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

35.1
(compared to 35 datapoints)

147479 | 118.139 | 29.34 | 176.819 | 0.974 (95%CI: 0.506, 1.724)

Table 96: AL >26.0mm: Within 1.0D - random effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 2.0 DIOPTRES - fixed effects model

© srxT

e BarrettUniversalll
e Haigis

O HofferQ

e Holladay?2

O

Figure 58: AL >26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — evidence network

Table 97: AL >26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — input data

©

4

o

2

c N

2 |, (¢ | %
& £ > £ =
14 © © <) <) o~
(/2] = . I u

Kane,J. etal. (2016) | 75/77 | 77/77 | 76/77 | 76/77 | 75/77 | 77/77
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©

o

o

2 ~

= o 5

- 7)) S T
& e =) £ =
[1'4 ] S o [*) ~N
(/2] m = I I I =

Bang et al. (2011) 51/53 52/53 | 42/53 | 50/53

Table 98: AL >26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible

interval)
¢
()
2 N
= o )
C E 5 2 =
X © = © [¢) [¢) N
n 0 © T T T ~
SRKT 5.13 2.03 0.31 0.79 5.13
(0.24, 108.68) (0.37, 11.30) (0.10, 0.97) (0.21, 3.03) (0.24, 108.68)
BarrettUniversalll 5.53 0.33 0.33 0.19 1.00
(0.33, 2725.00) (0.01, 8.20) (0.01, 8.20) (0.01, 4.13) (0.02, 51.04)
Haidis 1.93 0.36 0.15 0.39 3.04
9 (0.39, 12.36) (0.00, 7.38) (0.03, 0.68) (0.07, 2.05) (0.12, 75.77)
HofferQ 0.31 0.06 0.16 2.61 3.04
(0.09, 0.90) (0.00, 0.76) (0.03, 0.58) (0.89, 7.67) (0.12, 75.77)
Holladav?2 0.79 0.14 0.41 2.55 5.13
y (0.20, 3.02) (0.00, 2.21) (0.07, 1.85) (0.92, 8.15) (0.24, 108.68)
T 5.32 0.98 2.75 17.49 6.84

(0.34, 2364.00)

(0.00, 635.90)

(0.13, 1348.00)

(1.34, 7933.00)

(0.44, 3162.00)
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T2 o

Holladay? e
HofferQ o
Haigis B
BarrettUniversalll =~

m NMA 0.0625 0.25 1 4 16 64 256 1024 4096
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT

Figure 59: AL >26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 99: AL >26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
SRKT 0.014 4 (2,5)
BarrettUniversalll | 0.445 2(1,5)
Haigis 0.096 3(1,5)
HofferQ 0.000 6 (5, 6)
Holladay2 0.005 5(2,6)
T2 0.440 2(1,5)
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10 - SRKT 10 BarrettUniversalll 10 - Haigis
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0.6 - 0.6 0.6 -
0.4 - 0.4 0.4 -
0.2 - 0.2 0.2 -
0.0 - 0.0 0.0
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
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0.0 T 0.0 « 0.0
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
Figure 60: AL >26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — rank probability histograms
Table 100: AL >26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — model fit statistics
Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC
13.49
(compared to 10 datapoints) 38.132 | 31.797 | 6.335 | 44.466
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Table 101:

AL >26.0mm: Within 2.0D - fixed effects model — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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H.3.3 Intraocular lens formulas: Network meta-analyses results: Eyes with a history of myopic LASIK/LASEK/PRK
H.3.3.1 Model fit statistics for all outcomes

Table 102: Model fit statistics used to select fixed or random effect models for all comparisons and outcomes

FULL DATASET: HISTORICAL AND NO HISTORICAL DATA METHODS

- Mean absolute FE 9.833 38.54 -
2 (Fam, S 27 RE
(Fam, Savini) error RE 02 27.1 0.81 (0.24, 1.89)
icti FE 62.1 79.7 -
5 (Fam, Huang, Kim, Savini, Xu) UG 46.7 31 RE
error RE 15.3 31 1.42 (0.72,1.97)
. o - FE 1440 29.8 -
5 (Fam, Huang, Kim, Saiki, Xu) Within 0.5D 0.7 26 RE
RE 143.3 27.4 0.96 (0.07, 1.93)
. o e FE 151.7 34.7 -
5 (Fam, Huang, Kim, Saiki, Xu) Within 1.0D 5.8 26 RE
RE 145.9 27.0 1.21(0.29, 1.95)
1 (Kim — pairwise comparison) Within 1.5D FE - - - - - FE
1 (Fe.lm) o . Within 2.0D FE 294 - 6.4 6 - FE
1 (Kim — pairwise comparison) FE - - - - - FE
NO HISTORICAL DATA METHODS ONLY
: o . FE 78.7 17.5 -
4 (Huang, Kim, Saiki, Xu) Within 0.5D 1.1 14 RE
RE 77.6 14.9 0.94 (0.07, 1.93)
. o _ FE 86.0 22.4 -
4 (Huang, Kim, Saiki, Xu) Within 1.0D 6.1 14 RE
RE 79.9 14.5 1.20 (0.30, 1.95)
HISTORICAL DATA METHODS ONLY
FE 9.8 32.5 -
2 (Fam, Savini) ez Elbseli 9.7 21 RE
error RE 0.13 21.0 0.82 (0.24, 1.89)
2 (Fam, Saiki) — NB: network connector (SRKT
DK) uses historical data in Fam but no historical Within 0.5D FE 60.0 - 11.4 11 - FE

data in Saiki
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2 (Fam, Saiki) — NB: network connector (SRKT

DK) uses historical data in Fam but no historical Within 1.0D FE 60.5 - 11.3 11 - FE
data in Saiki
1 (Fam) Within 2.0D FE 294 - 6.4 6 - FE
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H.3.3.2 Full dataset: historical and no historical methods

MEAN ABSOLUTE ERROR - random effects model

© ciinical history
e Camellin-Calossi

© HofferQ DK
Z ) i“\‘z“?¢~\“«
b g:o,:&%\_\}\ @ Holladay2 DK
RS ® o Shammas-PL
. ON 19 © SRKT Clinical history
LR & T b & \ N S, H
«Es’),gﬂto,{‘@;z e © SRKT Dienl
/ 2 NS 20 x4 W
’:'QV/#,{ O ,»20 © sRKT DK
P X = SRKT DK Awwad
v""«‘,a,v ‘ W @ SRKT DK Savini
£ [ > {/ v
P eeves= 1 @ SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher
% ) ‘~\£ { @ SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher/Savini
X . 2 (® SRKT DK Shammas
I ,‘,// . @ SRKT Feiz-Mannis
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@ SRKT Feiz-Mannis nomogram
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€0 SRKT SK Rosa

Figure 61: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: Mean absolute error — evidence network
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Table 103: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: Mean absolute error — input data

- = 3 § 2 2 < o
m ) — N c = © —
> a £ = £ < < b [
5§ |2 x |2 |3 - B &8s |2 |2 |2 |2 |z |5 |&B
] S X a e 2 = < » S S| ® 9 we | 8 S x s @
S & a 9 @ = ° X X X ¥xT | xT | x S T e | 2 = @ ¥ X
w = g 5 £ O > a (=] a a Qg (=¥ a e ws | < - = n n
Q -~ -~
£ £ £ = & s | & & & & Ey | &8 | & & ek & & & &
= ® 1<) o < e | 4 4 4 o | Xo. ] X o o | & 4 4 o [
o () T T 77 wne | o 7 7 7} o | oond @ 77 ne |l w 7 7 7 7]
Savini 1.62 1.41 0.93 1.33 1.00 1.79 0.62 0.56 0.53 1.60 1.87 2.04 2.18 1.08 0.76 3.64 1.94
etal. (1.25) | (0.76) (0.48) (1.03) | (0.57) | (1.13) | (0.52) | (0.45) | (0.46) | (0.98) | (1.44) | (1.48) | (1.52) | (0.86) | (0.49) | (1.45) | (1.01)
(2010)
Fam & 0.75 0.75 1.32 0.76 0.93 0.80
(2008) (0.52) | (0.62) (0.73) (0.60) (0.83) (0.63)

Table 104:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: Mean absolute error — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (MD and
95% credible interval)

— © £ ©
= | & Ble 48 d _ I
= X — © (7] (0] o | += =
S| 8| x| o] & |¢g = | 3 5| & 4 wE| 8 s | 2| & e
e I @) Q @ £ k9] X X X X0 XD ¥ & | 3 2| B ¥ @ v V
5 = ¢} g £ (&) - a a @) @) oF|0& Og | Wy w4 _ — = n %)
g £ 2 S E | s8] & g & C | En|en_|SEILE|LE| x| & g g g
= @ s} o < X o 14 o o o o |KoCc| Xco x s x o xS 14 14 o 14
(@] (&] I I (%] " c (%] (%] (%] (%] nw [On s non n = n= nw (] (] (] (%]
-0.21 -0.69 -0.29 |-0.62 |0.17 -1.00 |-1.06 |[-1.09 |[-0.02 [0.25 0.42 0.56 -0.54 |-0.86 |2.02 0.32
Clinical history (-0.75, |- - (-1.19, -|- (-0.89, |(-1.13,-|(-0.45, |(-1.50, -|(-1.55, -|(-1.58, -|(-0.61, |(-0.46, |(-0.30, |(-0.17, |(-1.10, |(-1.36,-|(1.31, |(-0.28,
0.33) 0.19) 0.31) |0.11) |0.79) |0.50) |0.57) [0.60) |0.57) [0.96) |1.14) |1.29) [0.02) |0.36) |2.73) |0.92)
-0.20 -0.48 -0.08 |-0.41 |0.38 -0.79 |-0.85 |[-0.88 [0.19 0.46 0.63 0.77 -0.33 |-0.65 |2.23 0.53
Camellin-Calossi (-5.27, - - (-0.81, -|- (-0.55, |(-0.76, -|(-0.12, [(-1.13,-|(-1.18, -|(-1.21,-|(-0.27, |(-0.14, [(0.01, [(0.14, ((-0.76, [(-0.98,-{(1.62, |((0.06,
4.82) 0.15) 0.39) |0.06) |0.88) |0.45) [0.52) |0.55) [0.65) |1.06) [1.25) [1.40) [0.10) [0.32) |2.84) [1.00)
-0.06 |0.14 0.00 0.57 0.01 0.18 0.05
HofferQ DK (-5.75, |(-5.72, (-0.26, |- (0.28, |- (0.25, |- - ; ; ; (-0.14, |- (-0.21, |- - - -
6.04) |6.24) 0.26) 0.86) 0.27) 0.50) 0.31)
-0.07 ]0.13 0.00 0.57 0.01 0.18 0.05
Holladay2 DK (-5.66, |(-5.52, |(-5.08, - (0.26, |- (-0.27, |- - ; ; ; (-0.15, |- (-0.23, |- - - -
5.96) |6.08) |5.04) 0.88) 0.29) 0.51) 0.33)
Shammas-PL -0.69 |-0.48 |-0.62 |-0.62 ) 0.40 0.07 0.86 -0.31 |-0.37 |-0.40 |0.67 0.94 1.1 1.25 0.15 -0.17  |2.71 1.01
(-5.55, |(-5.36, |(-6.50, |(-6.57, (-0.02, |(-0.21, |(0.41, |(-0.57,-|(-0.61,-](-0.65,-(0.27, |(0.38, |(0.53, |(0.66, |(-0.21, |(-0.42, |(2.14, |(0.60,
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0.49 0.69 0.56 0.57 1.18 -0.56 -0.39 -0.52
SRKT Clinical history|(-5.24, |(-5.09, |(-4.64, [(-4.59, |(-4.75, - (-0.86, -|- - - - - (-0.75, - |- (-0.83, -|- - - -
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-0.34 |-0.13 |-0.27 |-0.26 |0.35 -0.84 |-0.06 0.79 -0.38 |-0.44 |-0.47 |0.60 0.48 1.04 0.58 0.08 -0.24 |2.64 0.94
SRKT DK (-4.78, |(-4.75, |(-4.96, |(-4.94, |(-4.45, |(-5.45, |(-4.72, (0.32, |(-0.67,-|(-0.71,-|(-0.74,-|(0.18, |(-0.20, [(0.45, ((-0.54, ((-0.30, ((-0.52, ((2.06, |[(0.51,
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5.51) |5.70) |6.36) |6.23) |6.06) |5.68) |5.68) |5.37) 0.71) |0.78) [0.81) [0.36) [0.76) |0.94) |1.09) |0.18) |0.57) |2.53) |0.71)
-1.01 |-0.79 |-0.93 |-0.93 |-0.31 |-1.51 |-0.72 |-0.66 [-1.17 -0.06 [-0.09 |0.98 1.25 1.42 1.56 0.46 0.14 3.02 1.32
SRKT DK Savini (-5.76, |(-5.77, |(-6.95, |(-6.75, |(-5.57, |(-7.46, |(-5.93, |(-5.29, |(-6.33, (-0.31, |(-0.35, ((0.57, |(0.68, [(0.84, ((0.96, [(0.09, [(-0.12, [(2.45, {(0.90,
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SRKT DK -1.09 |-0.88 |-1.01 |-1.02 |-040 |-1.58 |-0.81 |-0.74 |[-1.25 |-0.08 [-0.02 1.07 1.34 1.51 1.65 0.55 0.23 3.1 1.41
Seitz/Speicher/Savini (-5.98, |(-5.81, |(-6.86, |(-6.86, |(-5.64, |(-7.32, |(-5.89, |(-5.33, |(-6.41, |(-5.09, |(-4.99, (0.67, |(0.78, |[(0.94, ((1.06, [(0.19, [(-0.02, [(2.55, {(1.00,
P 4.07) |4.25) |4.76) |4.77) |4.62) |4.29) |4.32) |3.95) |3.64) |5.02) |5.09) 1.47) |1.90) |2.08) |2.24) |0.91) |0.48) |3.67) |1.82)
-0.02 |0.18 0.05 0.05 0.66 -0.52 |0.26 0.32 -0.18 |0.97 1.05 1.07 0.27 0.44 0.58 -0.52 |-0.84 |2.04 0.34
SRKT DK Shammas |(-4.87, |(-4.81, ((-5.84, ((-5.80, |((-4.41, |(-6.31, [(-4.80, [(-4.19, |(-5.41, |(-4.14, |(-4.10, |(-4.03, (-0.38, ((-0.22, ((-0.09, |[(-1.00,-|(-1.25,-[(1.39, |(-0.18,
5.06) |5.29) |5.89) |5.73) |5.53) |5.21) |5.28) |4.86) |4.62) |5.94) [6.06) |6.04) 0.92) 1.10) |[1.25) |0.04) |(0.43) |[2.69) [0.86)
0.15 0.37 0.23 0.25 0.86 -0.33 |0.46 0.50 0.00 1.16 1.23 1.26 0.19 0.17 -0.05 |-0.79 |-1.11 1.77 0.07
SRKT Feiz-Mannis  |(-4.37, [(-4.18, |(-4.41, |(-4.42, |(-3.89, |(-4.88, |(-4.12, |(-3.03, |(-4.84, |(-3.53, |(-3.40, ((-3.32, |((-4.39, (-0.59, ((-0.38, |[(-1.41,-[(-1.67,-{(1.01, |[(-0.58,
5.01) |5.07) |4.92) |4.84) |5.49) |4.30) |5.00) |4.17) |4.52) |5.86) |5.81) [5.86) [4.81) 0.93) |0.27) |0.17) |0.55) |2.53) |0.72)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0.42 0.63 0.49 0.49 1.1 -0.09 |0.71 0.76 0.26 1.42 1.49 1.51 0.44 0.25 0.14 -0.96 |-1.28 |1.60 -0.10
nomoaram (-4.33, |(-4.36, |(-5.33, |(-5.33, |(-4.03, |(-5.86, |(-4.41, |(-3.74, |(-4.95, |(-3.73, |(-3.51, |(-3.51, |(-4.67, |(-4.34, (-0.65, |[(-1.59, -|(-1.86, -{(0.83, |[(-0.76,
9 5.70) |5.80) |6.26) |6.27) |6.21) |5.73) |5.78) |5.37) |5.27) |6.61) |6.52) [6.53) [5.70) [4.97) 0.93) ]0.33) |0.70) |2.37) |0.56)
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SRKT Ladas-Stark  [(-4.17, [(-4.00, |(-4.35, |(-4.22, |(-3.77, |(-4.81, |(-4.14, |(-3.01, |(-4.68, |(-3.35, |(-3.20, |((-3.29, |((-4.35, |(-3.43, |((-4.80, (-1.75, -{(-2.01, -{(0.68, [(-0.92,
5.10) |5.17) |4.96) |4.92) |5.64) |4.42) |5.12) |4.22) |4.62) |6.03) |5.94) [5.90) [4.91) [3.61) |4.46) 0.45) |0.83) |2.24) |0.44)
SRKT Latkany -0.54 |-0.33 |-0.48 |-0.47 |0.15 -1.05 |-0.26 |-0.20 |-0.71 |0.46 0.52 0.55 -0.52 [-0.70 |[-0.96 |[-0.76 -0.32 |2.56 0.86
(-5.45, |(-5.39, |(-6.28, |(-6.36, |(-5.04, [(-6.79, |(-5.31, |(-4.78, |(-5.95, |(-4.64, |(-4.45, |(-4.36, |(-5.56, |(-5.33, |(-6.06, |(-5.48, (-0.69, [(1.94, [(0.37,
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4.70) |4.96) |5.38) |5.33) |5.26) |4.90) |4.84) |4.50) |4.30) |5.58) |[5.72) |5.59) |4.62) |3.98) |4.03) |3.98) 0.05) |3.18) |1.35)
-0.85 |-0.64 |-0.79 |-0.78 |-0.17 |-1.35 |-0.57 |-0.51 |-1.01 |0.15 0.21 0.25 -0.83 |[-1.02 |[-1.27 |[-1.06 |[-0.32 2.88 1.18
SRKT Masket (-5.63, |(-5.63, |(-6.55, |(-6.73, |(-5.32, |(-7.20, |(-5.48, |(-4.99, |(-6.22, |(-4.70, |(-4.79, |(-4.75, |(-5.79, |(-5.63, |(-6.28, |(-5.65, |(-5.36, (2.31, |((0.76,
4.47) |4.64) |5.18) |5.25) |5.06) |4.68) |(4.63) |(4.31) |4.22) |5.27) |5.33) |5.35) |4.36) |3.79) |3.94) |3.67) |4.90) 3.45) |1.60)
2.01 2.21 2.08 2.09 2.71 1.51 2.30 2.35 1.86 3.01 3.07 3.10 2.03 1.85 1.59 1.80 2.55 2.86 -1.70
SRKT SK Ferrara (-2.79, |(-2.73, |(-3.74, |(-3.64, |(-2.43, |(-4.14, |(-2.82, |(-2.19, |(-3.29, |(-1.95, |(-1.90, |[(-1.84, |(-2.83, |(-2.62, |(-3.48, |(-2.85, |(-2.38, |(-2.16, (-2.35, -
7.30) |7.42) |7.90) |7.93) |7.68) |7.46) |7.50) |7.18) |6.81) |8.27) |8.20) (8.09) |7.19) |6.53) |6.71) |6.53) |7.80) |7.84) 1.05)
0.32 0.53 0.40 0.40 1.01 -0.17 |0.61 0.67 0.16 1.32 1.39 1.41 0.34 0.16 -0.09 |0.11 0.86 1.18 -1.69
SRKT SK Rosa (-4.47, |(-4.42, |(-5.53, |(-5.49, |(-4.04, |(-5.93, |(-4.44, |(-3.90, |(-5.09, |(-3.66, |(-3.69, |(-3.58, |(-4.64, |(-4.43, |(-5.13, |(-4.50, |(-4.16, |(-4.00, |(-6.78,
5.49) |5.75) |6.31) |6.19) |6.02) |5.83) |5.66) |5.44) |5.32) |6.33) |6.51) [6.56) |5.47) |4.86) |5.03) |4.68) |5.96) [6.21) |3.31)
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Figure 62: Myopic corneal refractive surgery:

Mean absolute error — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 105: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: Mean absolute error — rankings for each comparator
Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
Clinical history 0.019 12 (2, 19)
Camellin-Calossi 0.024 10 (2, 19)
HofferQ DK 0.035 11 (1, 20)
Holladay2 DK 0.035 11 (1, 20)
Shammas-PL 0.067 6 (1,18)
SRKT Clinical history 0.017 16 (2, 20)
SRKT Diehl 0.030 9(1,19)
SRKT DK 0.011 9(2,17)
SRKT DK Awwad 0.014 13 (2, 20)
SRKT DK Savini 0.157 4(1,18)
SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher 0.186 4(1,17)
SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher/Savini | 0.200 4(1,17)
SRKT DK Shammas 0.018 12 (2, 19)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0.004 13 (4, 19)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis nomogram | 0.010 15 (3, 20)
SRKT Ladas-Stark 0.004 14 (4, 19)
SRKT Latkany 0.051 7 (1,19)
SRKT Masket 0.106 5(1,18)
SRKT SK Ferrara 0.002 20 (7, 20)
SRKT SK Rosa 0.012 15 (2, 20)
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Figure 63: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: Mean absolute error — rank probability histograms

Table 106: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: Mean absolute error — model fit statistics
Residual deviance Dbar Dhat | pD DIC tau

23.18 o)
(compared to 23 datapoints) | 23562 | 4665 | 23.068 | -0.513 | 1.053 (95%Cl: 0.250, 7.282)

Table 107:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: Mean absolute error — notes

¢ Continuous (normal; identity link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=10)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PREDICTION ERROR - random effects model
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Figure 64: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: prediction error — evidence network
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Table 108: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: prediction error — input data
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Table 109: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: prediction error — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (MD and 95%
credible interval)
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Figure 65: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: prediction error — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 110:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: prediction error — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)

Clinical history 0.009 14 (3, 24)
Camellin-Calossi 0.004 16 (4, 24)
Haigis-L 0.014 9(2,23)
HofferQ DK 0.013 14 (2, 24)
HofferQ K 0.001 20 (3, 25)
HofferQ TNP 0.423 2(1,22)
Holladay2 DK 0.018 13 (2, 24)
Shammas-PL 0.007 10 (3, 21)
SRKT Clinical history 0.002 20 (5, 25)
SRKT Diehl 0.013 12 (2, 23)
SRKT DK 0.039 7(1,17)
SRKT DK Awwad 0.002 18 (5, 25)
SRKT DK Savini 0.038 8(1,21)
SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher 0.048 7 (1,20)
SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher/Savini | 0.046 7 (1,20)
SRKT DK Shammas 0.002 17 (5, 24)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0.003 13 (4, 22)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis nomogram | 0.001 20 (6, 25)
SRKT K 0.000 20 (4, 25)
SRKT Ladas-Stark 0.001 16 (5, 23)
SRKT Latkany 0.012 12 (2, 23)
SRKT Masket 0.084 6(1,19)
SRKT SK Ferrara 0.000 24 (15, 25)
SRKT SK Rosa 0.001 19 (6, 25)
SRKT TNP 0.218 2(1,22)
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Figure 66: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: prediction error — rank probability histograms

Table 111:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: prediction error — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

31

- - 0, .
(compared to 31 datapoints) 15.563 | -46.424 | 30.86 | 15.297 | 1.416 (95%Cl: 0.720, 1.966)

Table 112:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: prediction error — notes

e Continuous (normal; identity link); random effects
¢ Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)
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PROPORTION WITHIN 0.5 DIOPTRES - random effects model
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Figure 67: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 0.5D — evidence network
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Table 113:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 0.5D — input data
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Figure 68: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 0.5D — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 115:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 0.5D — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
SRKT Clinical history | 0.001 19 (8, 20)
BESSt 0.002 14 (5, 20)
Camellin-Calossi 0.199 3(1,14)
Double-K 0.069 6(1,17)
Feiz-Mannis 0.002 16 (5, 20)
Haigis-L 0.017 7(2,15)
HofferQ DK 0.011 14 (3, 20)
HofferQ K 0.028 12 (1,19)
HofferQ TNP 0.008 16 (3, 20)
Holladay2 DK 0.024 12 (2, 19)
Masket 0.070 6(1,17)
Modified Masket 0.142 5(1,15)
Shammas-PL 0.013 8 (2, 16)
SRKT AP 0.171 4(1,13)
SRKT C-P 0.199 3(1,13)
SRKT DK 0.002 11 (4,17)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0.018 13 (2,19)
SRKT K 0.001 17 (7, 20)
SRKT Ladas-Stark 0.024 12 (2,19)
SRKT TNP 0.001 13 (5, 19)
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Figure 69: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 0.5D — rank probability histograms

Table 116:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 0.5D — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

27.42

0, .
(compared to 26 datapoints) 117.472 | 91.607 | 25.865 | 143.337 | 0.955 (95%Cl: 0.065, 1.925)

Table 117:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 0.5D — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
o Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)
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PROPORTION WITHIN 1.0 DIOPTRE - random effects model
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@ SRKT AP
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@ SRKTK

@ SRKT Ladas-Stark
€D SRKT TNP

Figure 70: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 1.0D — evidence network
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Table 118:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 1.0D — input data
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Table 119:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 1.0D - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%
credible interval)
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Figure 71:

Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 1.0D — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 120: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 1.0D — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
SRKT Clinical history | 0.001 19 (6, 20)
BESSt 0.003 14 (4, 20)
Camellin-Calossi 0.080 6 (1,18)
Double-K 0.053 8(1,19)
Feiz-Mannis 0.010 13 (2, 20)
Haigis-L 0.008 9(2,17)
HofferQ DK 0.052 10 (1, 19)
HofferQ K 0.091 8(1,19)
HofferQ TNP 0.004 18 (4, 20)
Holladay2 DK 0.095 8(1,19)
Masket 0.290 3(1,16)
Modified Masket 0.119 6(1,18)
Shammas-PL 0.038 7(1,17)
SRKT AP 0.080 6(1,17)
SRKT C-P 0.039 8(1,18)
SRKT DK 0.001 13 (4, 18)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0.016 14 (2, 20)
SRKT K 0.002 16 (4, 20)
SRKT Ladas-Stark 0.015 14 (2, 20)
SRKT TNP 0.002 13 (4,19)
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Figure 72:

Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 1.0D — rank probability histograms
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Table 121: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 1.0D — model fit statistics

Residual deviance

Dbar

Dhat

pD

DIC tau

27.01
(compared to 26 datapoints)

119.699

93.504

26.195

145.894 | 1.213 (95%Cl: 0.294, 1.954)

Table 122: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 1.0D — notes

e Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)

PAIRWISE COMPARISONS: PROPORTION WITHIN 1.5 DIOPTRES AND 2.0 DIOPTRES
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PROPORTION WITHIN 2.0 DIOPTRE - fixed effects model

€ SRKT Clinical history
© HofferQ DK

© Holladay2 DK

O sRKT DK

© SRKT Feiz-Mannis
© SRKT Ladas-Stark

Figure 73: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 2.0D — evidence network

Table 123: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 2.0D - input data

© X '

L2 ¥ (a] ' @
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= > X () @

(&) > g g (=] L oo -

Es| g | & > EeE| Ex

X9 | o ©° 4 xse | x£8

» c I I (/2] n= (/2 M»]
Fam & (2008) | 33/37 | 35/37 | 34/37 | 35/37 | 32/37 | 35/37
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Table 124:
credible interval)

Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 2.0D - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%

§ é 1 (;J
£ ) § X 2 §
£ s L 5 £ £< g <
X o o <) 14 x o x S
n < I I (7)) n= nw
N 2.12 137 2.12 0.78 2.12
SRKT Clinical history (0.36, 12.36) (0.29, 6.61) (0.36, 12.36) (0.19, 3.15) (0.36, 12.36)
232 0.65 1.00 0.37 1.00
HofferQ DK (0.39, 19.84) (0.10, 4.12) (0.13, 7.50) (0.07, 2.02) (0.13, 7.50)
142 0.61 1.54 0.56 1.54
Holladay2 DK (0.27, 8.24) (0.07,4.32) (0.24, 9.82) (0.12, 2.56) (0.24,9.82)
233 1.00 163 0.37 1.00
SRKT DK (0.39, 19.87) (0.10, 9.99) (0.23, 15.74) (0.07, 2.02) (0.13, 7.50)
. . 0.76 0.33 0.53 0.33 273
SRKT Feiz-Mannis (0.17, 3.29) (0.04, 1.74) (0.10, 2.50) (0.04, 1.81) (0.50, 15.09)
2.30 0.99 162 0.99 3.02
SRKT Ladas-Stark (0.39, 19.99) (0.10, 9.99) (0.23, 14.79) (0.10, 10.03) (0.56, 26.29)
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Figure 74: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 2.0D - relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 125:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 2.0D — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
SRKT Clinical history | 0.029 5(1,6)
HofferQ DK 0.292 2(1,6)
Holladay2 DK 0.093 4(1,6)
SRKT DK 0.294 2(1,6)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0.008 6 (2, 6)
SRKT Ladas-Stark 0.284 2(1,6)
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Figure 75: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 2.0D — rank probability histograms

Table 126: Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 2.0D — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

6.394

23.465 | 17.567 | 5.898 | 29.364
(compared to 6 datapoints)

Table 127:  Myopic corneal refractive surgery: within 2.0D — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)
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H.3.3.3 Sensitivity analyses: no historical data methods only

Proportion within 0.5D — random effects model

a HofferQ K
© HofferQ TNP
e Shammas-PL
@ SRKT A-P
© srkTCP
© SRKT TNP

Figure 76: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 0.5D — evidence network
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Table 128: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 0.5D — input data

SRKT K
BESSt
Haigis-L
HofferQ K
HofferQ TNP
Shammas-PL
SRKT A-P
SRKT C-P
SRKT TNP

-~
w
~
(*2]
=
w
~
w
=
w
~
w
~
w
~

Xu et al. (2014) 4

Huang et al. (2013) 21/46 21/46
Kimetal. (2013) | 5/47 30/47
Saiki et al. (2013) 3128 | 6/25 7/28 | 13/28 | 12/25 | 5/28

Table 129: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 0.5D — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%

credible interval)

Q T
x £ 9 o & c
X - - o e} = < &) =
E & 2 = = £ — = —
X
o2 4 5 5 5 g o2 2 o2
()] m T T T n n wn wn
14.82 1,60 0.73 0.73
SRKT K - (4.93,4461) |041,620) [0.15,350) | - - (0.15, 3.50)
BEsSt 1.91 263 ] ] 278 722 7.69 181
(0.08, 36.38) (0.58, 11.90) (0.64,12.10) |(1.76,29.56) |(1.84,32.20) |(0.39, 8.44)
oo 7.71 3.99 ] ] 1.02 274 292 0.69
g (0.83,59.26) |(0.33, 55.38) (051,202) |(0.84,894) |(0.87,978)  |(0.18, 2561)
2.94 154 0.38 0.46 0.46
HofferQ K (0.20,38.58) |(0.05,61.70) |(0.02, 8.18) (0.10,198) | - - (0.10, 1.98)
125 0.66 0.16 0.42 1.00
HofferQ TNP (0.07,17.11)  |(0.02,24.84) |(0.01,345)  |(0.02, 6.30) - - - (0.19, 5.31)
Shammas.pL 6.54 338 0.86 221 5.22 2.60 277 0.65
(0.44,72.95) |(0.27,48.07) |(0.14,480)  |(0.08,50.70) [(0.21, 135.60) (0.84,807)  |(0.87,884) |(0.18,237)
SRKT A 15.89 8.16 2.06 534 12.65 243 107 0.25
(0.76,273.70) |(0.55, 144.60) |(0.19,21.26) |(0.16, 156.30) |(0.36,447.50) |(0.22, 26.60) (0.36,314)  |(0.07,0.85)
SRKT C.p 16.96 8.84 223 5.74 13.68 258 1.08 0.24
(0.78,285.30) |(0.60, 153.10) |(0.20,24.06) |(0.17, 166.20) |(0.40,460.80) |(0.23,29.24) |(0.08, 14.84) (0.07,082)
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Figure 77:  Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 0.5D — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 130: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 0.5D — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
SRKT K 0.002 8(4,9)
BESSt 0.008 7(2,9)
Haigis-L 0.061 3(1,7)
HofferQ K 0.057 6(1,9)
HofferQTNP | 0.015 8(2,9)
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Probability best

Median rank (95%Cl)

Shammas-PL | 0.043 4(1,8)
SRKT AP 0.379 2(1,7)
SRKT C-P 0.430 2(1,7)
SRKTTNP | 0.004 6 (3,9)
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Figure 78:  Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 0.5D — rank probability histograms
Table 131:  Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 0.5D — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat | pD DIC tau

14.86 o .

(compared to 14 datapoints) 64.031 | 50.43 | 13.601 | 77.632 | 0.942 (95%Cl: 0.066, 1.925)
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Table 132: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 0.5D — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)

Proportion within 1.0D — random effects model

a HofferQ K
© HofferQ TNP
e Shammas-PL
@ SRKT AP
© srkTC-P
© SRKT TNP

Figure 79: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 1.0D — evidence network
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Table 133: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 1.0D — input data
-
Z | & N
x = @ o o =z
x - P e} g | € < o =
§ n = o o £
s |2 |2 |8 |28 |E |E |
(/2] m X X o (/2] n n n
Xu et al. (2014) 8/37 14/37 | 3/37 5137
Huang et al. (2013) 36/46 39/46
Kim et al. (2013) 16/47 38/47
Saiki et al. (2013) 12/28 | 13/25 20/28 | 21/28 | 17/25 | 17/28

Table 134: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 1.0D - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%
credible interval)
o T
x = P q 0 Z
X - - o e} = < &) =
E & 2 = = £ — = —
X
i 4 5 5 5 8 2 2 o2
()] m T T T ()] ()] wn wn
818 221 0.32 057
SRKT K - (3.18,21.03) |(0.79,6.16)  |(0.08,132) | - - (0.17,1.93)
BESST 1.36 144 ] ] 333 4.00 283 2.06
(0.06, 29.93) (0.49, 4.27) (1.10,1012) |(1.28,12.46) |(0.92,873)  |(0.71,5.98)
Haidio L 330 2.40 ] ] 187 277 196 143
g (0.32,30.30) |(0.18, 32.35) (0.86,406) |(0.87,884) (0.62,619)  |(0.48,4.25)
3.93 2.89 120 0.14 0.26
HofferQK (0.26,60.17) |(0.07,114.80) |(0.06, 28.92) (0.04,056) | - - (0.08,0.81)
0.50 0.37 0.15 0.13 177
HofferQ TNP (0.03,827)  |(0.01,16.64) |(0.01,408)  |(0.01,249) - - - (0.39, 8.02)
Shammas.pL 4.89 359 149 123 9.68 120 0.85 0.62
(0.29,73.62) |(0.25,51.59) |(0.20,10.83) |(0.04,37.75) |(0.28, 348.20) (0.37,392)  |(0.26,275)  |(0.20, 1.89)
SRKT A 577 424 176 146 11.34 119 0.71 0.52
(0.23,130.60) |(0.24,76.73) |(0.13,23.75) |(0.04,56.18) |(0.26,561.10) |(0.08, 16.70) (0.21,235)  |(0.16,1.62)
SRKT C.p 4.00 2.94 122 1.00 7.88 0.82 0.69 0.73
(0.16,91.84) |(0.16,53.66) |(0.09,16.85) |(0.02,39.47) |(0.18,378.80) |(0.05,12.06) |(0.04, 12.78) (0.23, 2.26)
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Figure 80:  Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 1.0D - relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 135: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 1.0D — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
SRKT K 0.008 7(2,9)
BESSt 0.022 7(2,9)
Haigis-L 0.053 4(1,8)
HofferQ K 0.233 4(1,8)
HofferQ TNP | 0.010 9(2,9)
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Probability best

Median rank (95%Cl)

Shammas-PL | 0.190 3(1,8)
SRKT AP 0.303 2(1,8)
SRKT C-P 0.169 4(1,9)
SRKT TNP 0.012 6(2,9)
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Figure 81:  Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 1.0D — rank probability histograms

Table 136:  Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 1.0D — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

14.54

o, .
(compared to 14 datapoints) 66.007 | 52.117 | 13.89 | 79.897 | 1.204 (95%Cl: 0.298, 1.951)
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Table 137: Myopic CRS No historical data methods: within 1.0D — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)
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H.3.3.4 Sensitivity analysis: historical data methods only

Mean absolute error — random effects model

0 Clinical history

© HofferQ DK

© Holladay2 DK

@ SRKT Clinical history

© SRKT Diehl

© sRKT DK

@ SRKT DK Awwad

© SRKT DK Savini

© SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher

@ SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher/Savini
@ SRKT DK Shammas

@ SRKT Feiz-Mannis

@ SRKT Feiz-Mannis nomogram
@ SRKT Ladas-Stark

@ SRKT Latkany

D SRKT Masket

G SRKT SK Ferrara

@ SRKT SK Rosa

\/

N
‘76"‘ A Y

Figure 82: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: mean absolute error — evidence network
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Table 138: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: mean absolute error — input data
® ‘= & )
E\ _ — [ = > E (1]
o X © E 2 [ o . e - = ]
@ x o 2 = < % S S & R g % e @
= a § £ e ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥xe | xe | x8% |3 > K ® S X X
= ] 5 O, | O o o o o5 | o0& | o€ Ly Ly g | | = 7] 7]
2 £ = Ees | E g g g Ex |EN_EE | EBE |EEg Ex | E g g g
= o o .o [ o o o & o = o ¥Xegd s | [ o o
(&) T T n < [72) n n [77) n N NnNS On n= n=9d Ooonm [7) (7)) n [75)
Savini 1.62 1.33 1.00 1.79 0.62 0.56 0.53 1.60 1.87 2.04 2.18 1.08 0.76 3.64 1.94
etal. (1.25) (1.03) | (0.57) | (1.13) | (0.52) | (0.45) | (0.46) | (0.98) | (1.44) | (1.48) | (1.52) | (0.86) | (0.49) | (1.45) | (1.01)
(2010)
Fam & 0.75 0.75 1.32 0.76 0.93 0.80
(2008) (0.52) | (0.62) | (0.73) (0.60) (0.83) (0.63)
Table 139: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: mean absolute error — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (MD and
95% credible interval)
o £ .| @ . ®©
4 —_ > o o ) -— 2]
£ x o | S = 3 5| & 4|4 8 S 2 i
2 a o £ < ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ D |¥ D ¥ 8| ° E % = T v ¥
= o é‘ S| B a = a O |0&8 |OE | WLy Ly, 3 4 = hg | B
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£ S o ¥ o o Y ¥ s Y o |XosS| ¥l | XS |85 &8 oY X o | ¥
(@) T T n c %) o n < 0 Ny NN ol ON N | mw=c|l mm %) %) LW %)
029 |-062 (017 |1.00 |[1.06 |-1.09 |002 025 |042 |056 |-054 |-0.86 [2.02 ?_'32
Clinical history - - - (-0.89, [(-1.13,-|(-0.45, |(-1.50, -|(-1.55, -|(-1.58, -|(-0.61, |(-0.46, |(-0.30, |(-0.17, |(-1.10, |(-1.36,-(1.31, 0.28
0.31) |011) |0.79) |0.50) |0.57) [060) |057) [0.96) |(1.14) |1.29) |0.02) (0.36) [273) |35,
-0.07 0.00 0.57 0.01 0.18 0.05
HofferQ DK (-2.66, (-0.26, |(0.28, |- (-0.25, |- - - - - (-0.14, |- (-0.21, |- - - -
2.54) 0.26) |0.86) 0.27) 0.50) 0.31)
-0.08 ]0.00 0.57 0.01 0.18 0.05
Holladay2 DK (-2.63, |(-2.16, (0.26, |- (-0.27, |- - - - - (-0.15, |- (-0.23, |- - - -
2.50) |2.16) 0.88) 0.29) 0.51) 0.33)
0.50 0.57 0.57 -0.56 -0.39 -0.52
SRKT Clinical history|(-2.04, [(-1.59, |(-1.63, - (-0.86, -|- - - - - (-0.75, -|- (-0.83, -|- - - -
3.08) [2.72) |2.74) 0.26) 0.03) 0.21)
-0.30 |-0.22 |-0.22 |-0.79 -0.33 |0.46 -0.71 |-0.77 |-0.80 |0.27 0.54 0.71 0.85 -0.25 |[-0.57 |2.31 0.61
SRKT Diehl (-2.52, |(-2.80, |(-2.77, |(-3.38, (-0.77, |(-0.11, |(-1.14,-|(-1.19, -{(-1.22, -|(-0.26, |(-0.12, [(0.04, ((0.17, |(-0.75, |(-0.99, -|(1.65, |(0.08,
1.93) [2.29) [2.27) [1.74) 0.11) |1.03) |0.28) [0.35) [0.38) [0.80) [1.20) [1.38) [1.53) [|0.25) |0.15) |2.97) |[1.14)
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035 |-027 |-027 |-084 |005 079 |-038 |-044 |-047 |060 |048 |1.04 |058 [008 |-024 |264 |0.94
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SRKT DK 107 |-099 |-098 |-157 |-077 |-072 |-123 |-0.06 2003 |104 [131 |148 [162 |052 020 |3.08 |1.38
oIS cher (-3.31, (357, |(-3.56, |(-4.14, |(-2.97, |(-2.79, |(-3.44, |(-2.27, (-0.27, |(0.64, [(0.75, |(0.91, |(1.03, |(0.16, |(-0.05, |(2.52, |(0.97,
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S ok (-1.85, [(2.16, |(-2.12, |(-2.72, |(-1.55, |(-1.32, |(-1.98, |(-0.78, |(-0.73, |(-0.72, |(-1.83, |(-1.84, (-0.65, |(-1.59,-((-186,(0.83, |0
9 268) [3.01) [3.02) [246) [2.93) |2.78) |2.51) [3.64) [372) [3.77) [2.73) |2.31) 093) (033) (0.70) [237) |ygel
020 [027 |028 |-029 |050 |055 (005 [121 [127 [|130 [023 |0.04 |-020 110 |-142 |146 f'z“

SRKT Ladas-Stark |(-1.77, [(-1.70, |(-1.63, |(-2.28, |(-1.47, |(-0.98, |(-1.91, |(:0.73, |(-0.68, |(-0.66, |(-1.75, |(-1.49, |(-2.23, (1.75,-/(-2.01,-(068, |o o,
231y [2.30) [228) [1.73) [2.59) [2.12) |2.15) [3.30) [3.41) [3.42) [2.35) [1.65) |1.91) 045) [0.83) [224) |34

SRKT Latkany 055 |-047 |-047 |-1.05 |-025 |-020 |-070 |046 |053 |056 |-051 |-071 |-096 |-0.75 2032 |256 |0.86
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SRKT Masket (-3.06, |(-3.34, |(-3.36, |(-3.93, [(-2.78, [(-2.56, [(-3.22, [(-2.03, |(-1.97, |(-1.95, |(-3.03, |(-3.08, |(-3.52, |(-3.15, |(-2.50, 231, [(0.76,
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0.31 0.39 0.39 -0.18 [0.61 0.66 0.15 1.32 1.39 1.41 0.35 0.16 -0.10 (012 0.86 1.18 -1.69
SRKT SK Rosa (-1.94, |(-2.21, |(-2.20, |(-2.73, |(-1.56, |(-1.41, |(-2.02, |(-0.86, |(-0.81, |(-0.79, |(-1.84, |(-1.92, |(-2.35, |(-2.00, |(-1.34, |(-1.01, |(-3.96,
254) [2.92) [2.89) [2.34) [2.83) [2.69) |2.38) [3.51) [3.56) |3.63) |2.57) [2.17) |2.14) [2.07) [3.06) |3.40) [0.53)
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Figure 83: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: mean absolute error - relative effect of all options versus common comparator
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Table 140: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: mean absolute error — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)

Clinical history 0.013 11(2,17)
HofferQ DK 0.027 10 (1,17)
Holladay2 DK 0.027 10 (1, 17)
SRKT Clinical history 0.008 15 (3, 18)
SRKT Diehl 0.027 8(1,17)
SRKT DK 0.011 7(2,15)
SRKT DK Awwad 0.007 12 (3, 17)
SRKT DK Savini 0.191 3(1,14)
SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher 0.231 3(1,13)
SRKT DK Seitz/Speicher/Savini | 0.257 3(1,13)
SRKT DK Shammas 0.013 10 (2, 17)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0.002 12 (4,17)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis nomogram | 0.005 14 (4, 18)
SRKT Ladas-Stark 0.001 12 (5,17)
SRKT Latkany 0.050 6(1,16)
SRKT Masket 0.125 4(1,14)
SRKT SK Ferrara 0.000 18 (12, 18)
SRKT SK Rosa 0.005 13 (3,17)
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Figure 84:

Myopic CRS Historical data methods: mean absolute error — rank probability histograms
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Table 141: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: mean absolute error — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

21.08
(compared to 21 datapoints)

-20.673 | -41.582 | 20.909 | 0.237 | 0.816 (95%Cl: 0.246, 1.896)

Table 142: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: mean absolute error — notes

e Continuous (normal; identity link); random effects
¢ Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)
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Proportion within 0.5D - fixed effects model
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Figure 85: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 0.5D — evidence network
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Table 143: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 0.5D — input data
3
3 " 5 2 o
£ ct |8 | o = |, | & |3
O > ! S |9 |§ |5 |8 |0 |£g|3
wnel o e T T = s 7 nsS | voh
Saiki et al. (2013) 4/12 | 112 4/12 | 5112 | 5/28
Fam & (2008) 5/37 13/37 | 17/37 19/37 | 15/37 | 17/37

Table 144:

credible interval)

Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 0.5D - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%

ko)
E 2 X - 5
Q Q2 4 ! ©
= x c a Q = X ® ®
O . P S o g g e - Lo =
£ 5 3 £ 2 g 3 g 55 | &3
(2] -
= 8 L % :I? = = %) 0= n o
o 347 5.44 6.76 4.36 5.44
SRKT Clinical history - - (1.09, 11.05) [(1.73,17.06) | . (2.16,21.16) |(1.38, 13.76) |(1.73, 17.06)
Double-K 17.01 0.18 ] 1.00 1.43 0.43 ]
(2.37, 129.10) (0.02, 1.95) (0.18,546) ((0.27,752) [(0.09, 2.03)
. . 2.25 0.14 5.50 7.86 2.39
Feiz-Mannis (0.06, 27.09) [(0.00, 1.31) - - (0.51,59.01) |(0.75, 82.13) |(0.25, 23.01) -
HofferQ DK 3.64 0.22 1.63 1.57 ] ] 1.95 1.26 157
(1.18, 13.11) |(0.03, 1.40) |(0.15, 54.84) (0.62, 4.00) (0.77,496) [(0.49,323) [(0.62, 4.00)
Holladav2 DK 5.79 0.35 2.59 1.59 ] ] 1.24 0.80 1.00
Y (1.90,20.76) |(0.05,221) |(0.24, 86.40) |(0.62, 4.16) (0.50,3.09) [(0.32,2.02) |(0.40, 2.50)
Masket 17.16 1.01 7.55 4.69 2.93 143 0.43 ] ]
(2.30, 133.70)|(0.17, 5.95)  |(0.74, 251.90)|(0.70, 31.09) |(0.43, 19.25) (0.27,752) |(0.09, 2.03)
Modified Masket 24.98 1.47 11.05 6.82 4.31 1.47 0.30 ] ]
(3.69, 185.20)((0.27, 8.50)  |(1.18, 359.00)|(1.10, 44.26) |(0.70, 27.60) |(0.26, 8.61) (0.07,1.37)
SRKT DK 7.18 0.43 3.19 1.97 1.24 0.43 0.29 0.65 0.81
(2.39, 25.50) |(0.09,2.14) |(0.38,96.87) |(0.78,525) |(0.50,3.19) [(0.09,2.21) |(0.06, 1.39) (0.26,162) |(0.32,2.01)
SRKT FeizMannis | 461 0.28 2.04 1.26 0.80 0.27 0.18 0.64 1.25
(1.50,16.22) |(0.04,1.75) [(0.19,70.47) |(0.49,331) |(0.31,2.03) [(0.04,1.80) |(0.03,1.16) [(0.25,162) (0.50, 3.13)
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Figure 86:

Table 145:

Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 0.5D — rankings for each comparator

Probability best

Median rank (95%Cl)

SRKT Clinical history | 0.000 10 (9, 10)
Double-K 0.230 2(1,8)
Feiz-Mannis 0.003 9(3,10)
HofferQ DK 0.001 8(4,9)
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Probability best

Median rank (95%CI)

Holladay2 DK 0.011 6(2,9)
Masket 0.234 2(1,8)
Modified Masket 0.503 1(1,6)
SRKT DK 0.005 4(2,8)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis | 0.003 7(3,9)
SRKT Ladas-Stark | 0.010 6(2,9)
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08 - SRKT Clinical history 08 Double-K 0.8 Feiz-Mannis
0.6 4 0.6 0.6 4
0.4 4 0.4 0.4 4
0.2 4 0.2 0.2 4 II
0.0 0.0 0.0 4
12345678910 12345678910 12345678910
0.8 - HofferQ DK 0.8 - Holladay2 DK 0.8 Masket
0.6 4 0.6 4 0.6 4
0.4 4 0.4 4 0.4 4
0.2 4 III 0.2 4 0.2 lll
0.0 4 0.0 4 0.0
12345678910 12345678910 123456782910
08 Modified Masket 08 SRKT DK 08 SRKT Feiz-Mannis
0.6 4 0.6 4 0.6
0.4 0.4 4 0.4
0.2 0.2 4 0.2
0.0 0.0 —— 004 _,I,I,I,I,I,_,
12345678910 12345678910 123456782910
08 SRKT Ladas-Stark
0.6
0.4
0.2
0.0
12345678910

Figure 87: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 0.5D — rank probability histograms

Table 146: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 0.5D — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar | Dhat pD DIC

11.44

(compared to 11 datapoints) | 469 | 37768 | 11132 60.032
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Table 147: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 0.5D — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)
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Proportion within 1.0 — fixed effects model
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Figure 88: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 1.0D — evidence network
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Table 148: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 1.0D — input data
3
S " S o &
E |y |E & |« = | . &8
Sol2|S|Q |8 |5 |28 |8 Ly | 3
we | o e T T = s 7 wns| ob
Saiki et al. (2013) 8/12 | 6/12 10/12 | 9/12 | 14/28
Fam & (2008) 11/37 28/37 | 30/37 25/37 | 23/37 | 23/37

Table 149:

credible interval)

Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 1.0D — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%

I
5 o 5 2 4
£ « < 5 S = x > E
O o & = < g I e - £ -
-— — 'O g .t
£ 5 3 £ 2 g 3 g 55 | &3
2] -—
= 8 ﬁ'f % :I? = = %) 0= n o
o 7.35 10.13 4.92 3.88 3.88
SRKT Clinical history - - (2.63,20.60) |(3.43,29.93) | - (1.84,13.19) |(1.47,10.23) [(1.47,10.23)
Double-K 10.80 0.50 ] ] 2.50 1.50 0.50 ]
(1.92, 69.43) (0.10, 2.60) (0.36,17.32) |(0.25,8.84) |(0.12, 2.05)
. . 5.20 0.48 5.00 3.00 1.00
Feiz-Mannis (0.93,28.97) |(0.08, 2.57) - - (0.75,33.21) |(0.53, 16.90) |(0.26,3.87) | -
HofferQ DK 7.76 0.72 1.51 1.38 ] ] 0.67 0.53 0.53
(2.82,23.22) |(0.11,427) |(0.27, 8.84) (0.45, 4.20) (0.24,185) |(0.19,1.44) [(0.19, 1.44)
Holladav? DK 10.94 1.02 2.14 1.41 ] ] 0.49 0.38 0.38
Y (3.78, 34.76) |(0.15,6.16) |(0.36, 12.56) |(0.45, 4.37) (0.17,142) |(0.13,1.10) [(0.13, 1.10)
Masket 30.55 2.80 5.91 3.89 2.77 0.60 0.20 ] ]
(4.54, 309.80)(0.40, 27.85) |(0.92, 57.06) |(0.56,40.10) |(0.38, 29.29) (0.08, 445) {(0.04, 1.08)
Modified Masket 16.88 156 3.27 2.19 1.55 0.55 0.33 ] ]
(2.84, 124.70)((0.25, 11.03) |(0.58,22.60) [(0.34, 15.67) |(0.24,11.70) |(0.06, 4.51) (0.07, 1.50)
SRKT DK 5.12 0.48 1.00 0.66 0.47 0.17 0.31 0.79 0.79
(1.93,14.38) |(0.10,1.98) |(0.25,4.05) [(0.23,1.83) [(0.15,1.37) [(0.02,0.86) |(0.05,1.31) (0.30,2.05) |(0.30, 2.05)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis |92 0.37 0.78 0.52 0.37 0.13 0.24 0.79 1.00
(1.53,11.17) |(0.06,2.07) |(0.14,4.30) [(0.18,141) [(0.12,1.05) [(0.01,0.89) |(0.03,1.38) [(0.30,2.05) (0.39, 2.56)
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Figure 89:  Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 1.0D — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
Table 150: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 1.0D — rankings for each comparator
Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
SRKT Clinical history | 0.000 10 (9, 10)
Double-K 0.076 4(1,9)
Feiz-Mannis 0.007 7 (2, 10)
HofferQ DK 0.021 5 (2, 8)
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Probability best

Median rank (95%Cl)

Holladay2 DK 0.078 4(1,7)
Masket 0.592 1(1,5)
Modified Masket 0.225 2(1,8)
SRKT DK 0.000 7(4,9)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis | 0.000 8(4,9)
SRKT Ladas-Stark | 0.000 8(4,9)
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Figure 90:

Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 1.0D — rank probability histograms
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Table 151: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 1.0D — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar | Dhat pD DIC

11.31

49.357 | 38.204 | 11.152 | 60.509
(compared to 11 datapoints)

Table 152: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 1.0D — notes

e Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)
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Proportion within 2.0 — fixed effects model
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Figure 91:  Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 2.0D — evidence network

Table 153: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 2.0D — input data

© X '

L2 ¥ (a] ' @

= a N N -]

= > X () @

(&) > g g (=] L oo -

Es| g | & > EeE| Ex

X9 | o ©° 4 xse | x£8

» c I I (/2] n= (/2 M»]
Fam & (2008) | 33/37 | 35/37 | 34/37 | 35/37 | 32/37 | 35/37
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Table 154: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 2.0D — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95%
credible interval)
— ! 1
8 Y (@] N 8
£ o Q X ® i
g5 kS 8 L o= g x
X o o <) 14 xr o [V
0 < I I (7)) n= nw
o 2.12 1.37 2.12 078 2.12
SRKT Clinical history (0.36, 12.36) (0.29, 6.61) (0.36, 12.36) (0.19, 3.15) (0.36, 12.36)
2.32 0.65 1.00 0.37 1.00
HofferQ DK (0.39, 19.84) (0.10, 4.12) (0.13, 7.50) (0.07, 2.02) (0.13, 7.50)
1.42 0.61 154 0.56 154
Holladay2 DK (0.27, 8.24) (0.07, 432) (0.24, 9.82) (0.12, 2.56) (0.24,9.82)
2.33 1.00 1.63 0.37 1.00
SRKT DK (0.39, 19.87) (0.10, 9.99) (0.23, 15.74) (0.07, 2.02) (0.13, 7.50)
. . 076 0.33 0.53 0.33 273
SRKT Feiz-Mannis (0.17,3.29) (0.04, 1.74) (0.10, 2.50) (0.04, 1.81) (0.50, 15.09)
2.30 0.99 1.62 0.99 3.02
SRKT Ladas-Stark (0.39, 19.99) (0.10,9.99) (0.23, 14.79) (0.10, 10.03) (0.56, 26.29)

SRKT Ladas-Stark

SRKT Feiz-Mannis

SRKT DK -
Holladay2 DK r
HofferQ DK J
m NMA 0125 025 05 1 2 4 8 16 32

O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- SRKT Clinical history

Figure 92: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 2.0D - relative effect of all options versus common comparator

197



Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Table 155: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 2.0D — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
SRKT Clinical history | 0.029 5(1,6)
HofferQ DK 0.292 2(1,6)
Holladay2 DK 0.093 4(1,6)
SRKT DK 0.294 2(1,6)
SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0.008 6 (2,6)
SRKT Ladas-Stark 0.284 2(1,6)
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SRKT Clinical HofferQ DK Holladay2 DK

0.6 1 history 0.6 0.6 -
0.4 4 0.4 4
0.2 4 0.2 -
0.0 . 0.0

12 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
0.6 SRKT DK 06 - SRKT Feiz-Mannis 0 SRKT Ladas-Stark
0.4
0.2
0.0

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 12 3 4 5 6

Figure 93: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 2.0D — rank probability histograms

Table 156: Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 2.0D — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

6.394

23.465 | 17.567 | 5.898 | 29.364
(compared to 6 datapoints)

Table 157:  Myopic CRS Historical data methods: within 2.0D — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)
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H.3.4

H.3.4.1

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Intraocular lens constant optimisation — Network meta-analysis results

Model fit statistics for all outcomes

Table 158: Model fit statistics used to select fixed or random effect models for all comparisons and outcomes

FE

4 (Charalampidou, Day, Lee, Sharma)

3 (Aristodemou, Day, Eom)

6 (Aristodemou, Charalampidou, Day, Eom,
Fam, Lee)

7 (Aristodemou, Charalampidou, Day, Eom,
Fam, Lee, Sharma)

1 (Lee — pairwise comparison)

Mean absolute
error

Within 0.25D

Within 0.5D

Within 1.0D

Within 1.5D

RE

FE
RE
FE

RE
FE
RE
FE

-21.74
-23.856

537.2
110.9
254.756

142.104
204.06
149.821

200

2.116

426.3

112.652

54.239

17.87
13.56

446 4
15.3
137.4

19.72
80.73
22.77

14

16

20

24

0.216 (0.028,
1.093)

1.05 (0.59, 1.87)

0.900 (0.473,
1.776)

0.611 (0.284,
1.489)

RE

RE

RE

FE



Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

H.3.4.2 Full dataset

MEAN ABSOLUTE ERROR - random effects model

0 StandardIOLC
e OptimisedLenstar

e ULIBpersonalised

Figure 94: Mean absolute error (RE) — evidence network
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Table 159: Mean absolute error (RE) - input data
9 g 2
| c
£ £ g m )
& Sk & 5 5%
Sharma et al. (2014) 0.56 (0.40) 0.49 (0.50)
Day et al. (2012) 0.47 (0.39) 0.46 (0.39)
Day et al. (2012) 0.84 (0.53) 0.50 (0.37)
Day et al. (2012) 0.89 (0.80) 0.74 (0.58)
Day et al. (2012) 0.88 (0.53) 0.83 (0.61)
Charalampidou et al. (2010) 0.38 (0.31) | 0.36 (0.30)
Lee et al. (2015) 0.67 (0.52) | 0.55 (0.49)

Table 160: Mean absolute error (RE) - relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (MD and 95% credible interval)
&} c =
- [0) g
S 3
@® 2 o) ()
2 £ o m @
S JNiS] o i 03
n O o ) Dw

-0.12 -0.13 -0.07
StandardlOLC (-0.26, 0.02) (-0.33, 0.06) (-0.25, 0.11)
. -0.12
OptimisedLenstar (-0.26, 0.02) - -
Pegero -0.08 0.05 ]
(-0.17, 0.02) (-0.12, 0.21)
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®) c =
= & 2
s :
@® 2 o) )
2 E o @ )
8 Q® o) : _ 8
w Ow o D D w
ULIB -0.07 0.05 0.01 -0.02
(-0.25, 0.10) (-0.17, 0.27) (-0.19, 0.20) (-0.08, 0.04)
ULIBpersonalised -0.09 0.03 -0.01 -0.02
(-0.27, 0.09) (-0.20, 0.26) (-0.22, 0.19) (-0.08, 0.04)
ULIBpersonalised
ULIB
Pezero
OptimisedLenstar
) ) )
-1 -0.5 0 0.5

H NMA

Mean Difference -v- StandardIlOLC

Figure 95:  Mean absolute error (RE) - relative effect of all options versus common comparator
Table 161:  Mean absolute error (RE) — rankings for each comparator
Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)

StandardlOLC 0.001 5(3,5)

OptimisedLenstar | 0.494 2(1,5)

Pezero 0.167 3(1,5)

uLIB 0.063 3 (1, 5)

ULIBpersonalised | 0.275 2(1,5)




Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

08 - StandardIOLC 0.8 OptimisedLenstar 08 - Pezero
06 - 06 06 -
04 - 04 04 -
0.2 - 0.2 0.2 -
0.0 - 0.0 0.0
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
0.8 - ULIB 0.8 ULIBpersonalised
06 - 06
04 - 04
0.2 - 0.2
0.0 _.l.l 0.0
1.2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 96: Mean absolute error (RE) — rank probability histograms

Table 162: Mean absolute error (RE) — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC

17.87

-32.725 | -43.709 10.948 | -21.740
(compared to 14 datapoints)
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Table 163: Mean absolute error (FE) — notes

¢ Continuous (normal; identity link); fixed effects
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations

PROPORTION WITHIN 0.25 DIOPTRES - random effects model

o StandardIOLC
Q OptimisedK

e Pezero

Figure 97:  Within 0.25 dioptres (RE) — evidence network
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Table 164:  Within 0.25 dioptres (RE) — input data

9

o 3

T 3

& § |&
Eomet al. (2013) 34/123 38/123
Eom et al. (2013) 49/114 62/114
Day et al. (2012) 4/32 10/32
Day et al. (2012) 33/100 39/100
Day et al. (2012) 2/19 3/19
Day et al. (2012) 2/12 4/12
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 1170/6159 2525/6159
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 585/1949 1735/1949

Table 165:  Within 0.25 dioptres (RE) — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible interval)
9
o X
B 2
3 £ o
c = [0}
5} B N
& S &

1.37 3.36
StandardlOLC (0.94, 2.00) (1.11, 10.14)
. 1.37
OptimisedK (0.25, 7.44) -
Pezero 3.66 2.66
(1.21, 10.00) (0.35, 19.12)




Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Pezero
OptimisedK
E NMA 0.25

O Direct pairwise

0.5 1

4 8 16

Odds Ratio -v- StandardIOLC

Figure 98:  Within 0.25 dioptres (RE) — relative effect of all options versus common comparator
Table 166:  Within 0.25 dioptres (RE) — rankings for each comparator
Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
StandardIOLC | 0.005 3(2,3)
OptimisedK | 0.147 2(1,3)
Pezero 0.848 1(1,2)
10 - StandardIOLC 10 - OptimisedK 10 Pezero
0.8 - 0.8 - 0.8
0.6 - 0.6 - 0.6
0.4 - 0.4 - 0.4
0.2 - 0.2 + 0.2
0.0 4 0.0 0.0
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Figure 99:  Within 0.25 dioptres (RE) — rank probability histograms
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Table 167:  Within 0.25 dioptres (RE) — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD DIC tau

15.33

96.113 | 81.324 | 14.789 | 110.903 | 1.049 (95%Cl: 0.585, 1.870
(compared to 16 datapoints) (95% )

Table 168:  Within 0.25 dioptres (RE) — notes

e Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
e Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations (thinned from 500000)

PROPORTION WITHIN 0.5 DIOPTRES - random effects model

© standardioLC
e OptimisedK

© OptimisedKAL
0 OptimisedLenstar

e Pezero
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Figure 100: Within 0.5 dioptres (RE) — evidence network

Table 169:  Within 0.5 dioptres (RE) — input data
2 c

s |x |E |2

= ? ? @

g £ E | E g

S 3 3 2. o

n o (@] O w® o
Eom et al. (2013) 68/123 78/123
Eom et al. (2013) 84/114 90/114
Day et al. (2012) 10/32 18/32
Day et al. (2012) 62/100 60/100
Day et al. (2012) 8/19 9/19
Day et al. (2012) 4/12 4/12
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 2587/6159 4373/6159
Aristodemou et al. (2011) | 1111/1949 1793/1949
Fam & (2009) 43/90 57/90
Lee et al. (2015) 46/100 62/100

Table 170:  Within 0.5 dioptres (RE) — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible interval)
©] - c
3 v < g
5 3 3 3
© 2 2 2 o
2 £ £ £ @
“— = L N
8 o Q. Q @© D)
n (@) @) O® o
StandardIlOLC

1.38

1.89

1.92

2.51
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9 g :
® 5 < 3
'E [0} [0 [0}
[ L L 2 o
2 £ £ £, e
8 o % Q @© D)
n ) @) O w o
(0.93, 2.04) (1.04, 3.43) (1.09, 3.37) (1.31, 4.81)
. 1.37
OptimisedK (0.31, 6.35) - - -
- 1.91 1.38
OptimisedKAL (0.21, 16.86) (0.10, 18.75) ) )
OptimisedLenstar 1.92 1.40 1.01 -
P (0.22, 16.46) (0.10, 19.34) (0.05, 21.58)
Pezero 2.49 1.81 1.30 1.30
(0.92, 5.88) (0.28, 9.91) (0.12, 13.16) (0.12, 12.99)
Pezero 5
OptimisedLenstar
OptimisedKAL ~  —— [
OptimisedK  — —
m NMA 0.125 0.25 0.5 1 2 4 8 16 32
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- StandardiOLC

Figure 101:

Table 171:

Probability best

Median rank (95%Cl)

StandardlOLC

0.001

4(2,5)
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Within 0.5 dioptres (RE) - relative effect of all options versus common comparator

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS: Within 0.5 dioptres (RE) — rankings for each comparator




Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Probability best | Median rank (95%ClI)
OptimisedK 0.103 3(1,5)
OptimisedKAL 0.282 3(1,5)
OptimisedLenstar | 0.282 3(1,5)
Pezero 0.332 2(1,4)
0.5 - StandardIOLC 0.5 - OptimisedK 0.5 OptimisedKAL
0.4 -
0.3 1
0.2 4
0.1
0.0 .
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
0.5 OptimisedLenstar 0.5 Pezero

Figure 102: SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS: Within 0.5 dioptres (RE) - rank probability histograms

211



Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Table 172: SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS: Within 0.5 dioptres (RE) — model fit statistics

Residual deviance

Dbar

Dhat

pD

DIC

tau

19.72
(compared to 20 datapoints)

123.021

103.938

19.083

142.104

0.900 (95%Cl: 0.473, 1.776)

Table 173:  SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS: Within 0.5 dioptres (RE) — notes

e Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
¢ Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)
¢ 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations
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PROPORTION WITHIN 1.0 DIOPTRE - random effects model

© standardioLC
Q OptimisedK

© OptimisedKAL
Q OptimisedLenstar

ﬂ ULIBpersonalised

Figure 103: Within 1.0 dioptre (RE) — evidence network

Table 174:  Within 1.0 dioptre (RE) — input data

k7 7]
(3) = < =
5' X § | c
124 5 o o °
° ) ) Q »
= 2 2 2 o o
ke = Q.
c § § E [ m m
© N = =
L) Q. Q. o ) - d -5
n o (o] Ow® o o Do
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o = ‘2’ %
6' X § 3 c
) o © o 9
= ? ? ? g
© — — — o
2 £ E |E |§ o &
8 2 o 2 . ) 0 e
[77) (@) o Ow o =) Do

Sharma et al. (2014) 44/51 44/51

Eom et al. (2013) 106/123 | 111/123

Eom et al. (2013) 1101114 | 111/114

Day et al. (2012) 23/32 28/32

Day et al. (2012) 91/100 92/100

Day et al. (2012) 12/19 14/19

Day et al. (2012) 6/12 6/12

Aristodemou et al. (2011) 4989/6159 5851/6159

Aristodemou et al. (2011) 1735/1949 1813/1949

Charalampidou et al. (2010) 205/214 | 205/214

Fam & (2009) 69/90 81/90

Lee et al. (2015) 76/100 82/100
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Table 175:  Within 1.0 dioptre (RE) — relative effectiveness of all pairwise combinations (RR and 95% credible interval)
(@) - c =
o ¥ N g g
5 k5 k5t ® P
© L2 2 @ o [0)
2 £ £ £E o) m @
2 =2 =1 23 o S 53
n O O Ow (o =) D w
145 274 144 2.01 1.00
Standard|OLC (0.72, 2.92) (1.18, 6.37) (0.72, 2.86) (1.03, 3.91) (0.32, 3.09)
- 145
OptimisedK (0.38, 5.49) - - - - -
. 2.86 1.96
OptimisedKAL (0.50, 16.69)  |(0.22, 18.33) - - - -
— 145 1.01 0.51
OptimisedLenstar (0.28, 7.79) (0.12, 8.56) (0.04, 5.71) - - -
berer 212 146 0.74 147 ] ]
(0.97, 4.17) (0.30, 6.42) (0.11, 4.55) (0.22, 8.37)
ULIB 1.02 0.69 0.36 0.70 0.48 1.00
(0.15, 7.02) (0.07, 7.62) (0.03, 4.93) (0.06, 9.19) (0.06, 4.03) (0.39, 2.57)
ULIBoorsonalised 1.03 0.71 0.37 0.72 0.49 1.02
P (0.07,15.11)  |(0.04,15.08)  |(0.01, 8.83) (0.03,17.42)  (0.03, 8.03) (0.17, 6.18)
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ULIBpersonalised
ULIB
Pezero N
OptimisedLenstar =
OptimisedKAL N
OptimisedK B

® NMA 0.0625 0.125 0.25 0.5 1 2 4 8 16 32
O Direct pairwise Odds Ratio -v- StandardIOLC

Figure 104: Within 1.0 dioptre (RE) — relative effect of all options versus common comparator

Table 176:  Within 1.0 dioptre (RE) — rankings for each comparator

Probability best | Median rank (95%Cl)
StandardlOLC 0.000 5(3,7)
OptimisedK 0.089 4(1,7)
OptimisedKAL 0.452 2(1,7)
OptimisedLenstar | 0.121 4(1,7)
Pezero 0.155 3(1,6)
ULIB 0.046 50,7)
ULIBpersonalised | 0.137 51,7)
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0.5 - StandardIOLC 0.5 - OptimisedK 05 Optimised KAL
0.4 4 0.4 - 0.4
0.3 - 0.3 - 0.3
0.2 - 0.2 1 0.2
0.0 - 0.0 0.0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0.5 OptimisedLenstar 0.5 Pezero 0.5 - ULIB
0.4 0.4 0.4 4
0.3 0.3 4
0.2 0.2 4
0.1 0.1 4
0.0 . 0.0
12 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0.5 ULIBpersonalised

12 3 4 5 6 7

Figure 105: Within 1.0 dioptre (RE) — rank probability histograms
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Table 177:  Within 1.0 dioptre (RE) — model fit statistics

Residual deviance Dbar Dhat pD

DIC tau

22.77

(compared to 24 datapoints) 128075 | 106.33 | 21.746

149.821 | 0.611 (95%CI: 0.284, 1.489)

Table 178:  Within 1.0 dioptre (RE) — notes

¢ Dichotomous synchronic (binomial; logit link); random effects
o Prior distribution for between-study heterogeneity: uniform (Min=0; Max=2)

e 50000 burn-ins; 10000 recorded iterations

PROPORTION WITHIN 1.5D - pairwise comparison

I0OLC optimisation  Standard 10LC

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total BEvents Total Weight M-H, Fizxed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.1.4 Less than 1.5D
Lee 2015 - SNEOWF a4 100 g0 100 100.0% 104 [0.96 1.13] —_t
Subtotal (95% CIj 100 100 100.0%  1.04[0.96, 1.13]

Total events 44 40
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfar overall effect £=1.04 (F=0.30)
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

H.3.4.3 Wang 2011 (people with axial lengths >25mm): unconnected to networks

Prediction error

I0LC optimisation Standard 10OLC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Studhy or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Wiang 2011 - MABOMA and MAGDAC -0.31 038 23 042 039 23 348%  -0.73[0.595 -0.41] —
Wang 2011 - SAB0DAT SME0AT and SMEOT -0.03 0BT 28 035 061 28 27E% -0.38[0.72, -0.04] —
Wang 2011 - SHE0WF -0.08 0.4 a5 022 046 85 3rA%  -0.30[0.48,-0132] ——
Total (95% CI) 106 106 100.0% -0.47 [-0.76, -0.18] e _—
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.0, Chif=892 df=2 (F=0.01); F=73% I

1 05 0 05

Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.19 (P = 0.001) Favours aptimisation Favours standard

Proportion of eyes with a hyperopic refractive outcome

IOLC optimisation  Standard 10LC Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.6.4 Proportion of eyes with a hyperopic refractive outcome
Wiang 2011 - MABOMA and MABQDAC 3] 23 20 23 240% 0.30[0.15, 0.61] - &
Wang 2011 - SAB0AT SME0AT and SHEOT 11 28 18 28 31.8% 0.61 [0.36, 1.09] — &
Wang 2011 - SMNEDWF 26 a4 ar 85 441% 0.70[0.50, 0.98] —il—
Suhtotal (95% CI) 106 106 100.0% 0.545 [0.35, 0.86] ~egii-—
Total events 43 7o

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.09; Chi*=4.71,df= 2 (P = 0.09); F=58%
Test for overall effect £=2.61 (F = 0.004)

0.2 0.5 2 5
Favours optimisation  Fawours standard
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1 H.3.5

2 H.3.5.1

3

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Other considerations in biometry: Forest plots of outcomes

Second eye prediction refinement

50% adjusted of first eye prediction error vs unadjusted prediction

Mean absolute prediction errors

Adjusted prediction Unadjusted prediction Mean Difference Mean Difference
Studhy or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Covert 2010 036 034 206 0.44 0.37 206 100.0% -0.08[0.15,-0.01]
Total {95% CI) 206 206 100.0% -0.08[-0.15, -0.01] —ni—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable -D'_z -D'.1 p D.1 sz

Testfor overall effect 2= 229 (P =0.02)

Fawvours adjusted Fawaurs ﬁnadjusted

Cumulative proportion of eyes within various ranges of absolute prediction errors

Adjusted prediction  Unadjusted prediction Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subyroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% €l
1.2.1 Less than 0.5D
Aristodemou 2011 1812 1867 1382 1867 92.9% 1.09[1.06,1.13] —.—
Covert 2010 183 206 137 206 TA% 1.12[0.98,1.27]
Subtotal (95% CI) 2073 2073 100.0% 1.10[1.06, 1.13] -
Total events 1665 1618
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=010, df=1 (P = 0.76), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: £=5.35 (P = 0.00001)
1.2.2 Less than 1.0D
Aristodernou 2011 1811 1867 1782 1867 6B.T% 1.01 [1.00,1.02)] =
Covert 2010 193 206 186 206 24.2% 1.04[0.98,1.10] b
Jivrajka 2012 86 97 78 a7 TI1% 1.10[0.98,1.24]
Subtotal (95% CI) 2170 2170 100.0% 1.02 [0.99, 1.06] R
Total events 2090 2056
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 310, df= 2 (P =0.21); F= 35%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.33 (P =018}
1 t t t
085 04 1.1 1.2
Favours unadjusted Favours adjusted
Mean prediction errors
Adjusted prediction Unadjusted prediction Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.3.1 SRK/T formula
Jabbour 2006 -0.076 085 11 -0.12 0.79 121 36.4% 0.04 [0.16, 0.25]
Subtotal {95% CI) 121 121 36.4% 0.04 [-0.16, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.42 (P =0.68)
1.3.2 Axial length vergence formula
Jabbour 2006 -0.66  0.89 121 -0.47 09 121 31.8% -019[0.42 0.04] I —
Subtotal {95% CI) 121 121 31.9%  -0.19[-0.42, 0.04] — e RR—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.65 (F=0.10)
1.3.3 Haigis formula
Jivrajka 2012 -0.189 0629 97 -0.215  0.907 97 M.7% 0.03 [0.20, 0.249] —I;
Subtotal (95% CI) 97 97  31.7% 0.03 [-0.20, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: =022 (F=0.82)
Total (95% Cly 330 339 100.0%  -0.04 [-0.18, 0.11] *—

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 2.65, df= 2 (P =0.27), F= 25%

Test for overall effect: 2= 0.49 (P = 0.62)

Test far subaroup differences: Chif= 265, df=2 (P=027), F=24 6%
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Comparison of results from using 100% adjusted and 50% adjusted first eye

prediction error

Mean absolute prediction errors

Adjusted prediction Unadjusted prediction Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl I/, Fixed, 95% CI1
1.1.1 50% adjusted
Covert 2010 50% adj 036 034 206 0.44 0.37 206 100.0% -0.08 [0.15,-0.01] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 206 206 100.0% -0.08[-0.15, -0.01]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=2.29 (P =002
1.1.2 100% adjusted
Covert 2010 100% adj 042 0.4 206 0.44 0.37 206 100.0% -0.02 [-0.10, 0.08] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 206 206 100.0% -0.02 [-0.10, 0.0G]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.52 (P = 0.60)

-0.2 -0 0 0.1 0.2
Fawours adjusted Fawours unadjusted

Cumulative proportion of eyes within various ranges of absolute prediction errors

Adjusted prediction  Unadjusted prediction Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Rand 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% C1
1.2.1 Less than 0.5D - 50% adjusted
Aristodemou 2011 1812 1867 1382 1867 92.9% 1.09[1.06,1.13] —.—
Covert 2010 50% adj 143 206 137 206 1% 1.12[0.98,1.27]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 2073 2073 100.0% 1.10[1.06, 1.13] B
Tatal events 1665 1414
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 010, df=1 {F=076), F=0%
Testfor averall effect: Z= 535 (P = 0.00001})
1.2.2 Less than 1.0D - 50% adjusted
Aristodemou 2011 1811 1867 1792 1867  BET% 1.01 [1.00, 1.02] |
Covert 2010 50% adj 193 206 186 206 24.2% 1.04 [0.98,1.10] I
Jivrajka 2012 50% adj 86 97 7a 97 1% 1.10[0.98,1.24] —
Subtotal (95% Cly 2170 2170 100.0% 1.02 [0.99, 1.06] -
Total events 2090 2056
Heterogeneity: Taw®= 0.00; Chi®= 310, df= 2 (F=0.21), F=35%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.33(P=0.18)
1.2.3 Less than 0.5D - 100% adjusted
Covert 2010 100% adj 138 206 137 206 100.0% 1.01[0.88,1.15] l
Subtotal {(35% CI) 206 206 100.0% 1.01 [0.88, 1.15]
Total events 138 137
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=010(P=0.82)
1.2.4 Less than 1.0D - 100% adjusted
Covert 2010 100% ad] 187 206 186 206 B33% 1.01 [0.94, 1.07] _F_
Jivrajka 2012 100% adj Ta a7 Ta 97 16.8% 1.00[0.87,1.15]
Subtotal {(95% CI) 303 303 100.0% 1.00 [0.95, 1.06] “
Total events 265 264

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 0.01, df=1{F=0.94); F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=015(P=0.88)
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Mean prediction errors

Adjusted prediction Unadjusted prediction Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Rand 95% CI I, Rand 95% CI
1.3.1 SRK/T formula - 100% adjusted
Jabbour 2006 -0.076 0.85 121 -012 0.7y 121 100.0% 0.04 [-0.16, 0.25]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 121 121 100.0% 0.04 [-0.16, 0.25]
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2=042 (P = 0.68)
1.3.2 Axial length vergence formula - 100% adjusted
Jabbour 2006 -0.66  0.849 121 -0.47 04 121 100.0%  -019[0.42 0.04] i—
Subtotal (95% Cly 121 121 100.0% -0.19[-0.42,0.04] r
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect £=1.65(F=0.10)
1.3.3 Haigis formula
Jivrajka 2012 100% adj  -0.162 0798 97 -0.2158 04907 97 471% 0.058[019, 0.29] i
Jivrajka 2012 50% adj -0.189  0.6849 97 -0.215  0.4807 97 52.9% 0.03 [-0.20, 0.24] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 194 194 100.0% 0.04 [-0.13, 0.20]
Heterageneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi*=0.03, df=1 (P = 0.87), F=0%
Test for overall effect 2= 0046 (P = 0.65)

y
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

19 H.4 Intraocular lens selection

20 ¢ Are different lens design (aspheric vs. spheric, plate vs. loop) effective in improving

21 postoperative vision (refractive outcomes, optical aberrations) in cataract surgery?

22 o Are different lens design (square-edged vs. round-edge, plate vs. loop) and material

23 (hydrophilic acrylic, hydrophobic acrylic, collagen, hydroxyethyl methacrylate-based vs.
24 silicone-based) effective in preventing posterior capsule opacification in cataract surgery?
25 ¢ Are tinted lenses effective in preventing the progression of age-related macular

26 degeneration compared with colourless lenses in cataract surgery?

27 o What is the optimal strategy to facilitate simultaneous distance and near vision following
28 cataract surgery?

29 e What is the optimal strategy to address pre-existing astigmatism in people undergoing
30 cataract surgery?

31 H.4.1 Lens design

32 H.41.1 PMMA versus silicone

33 PCO score
PMMA Silicone Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Hollick 2000 45 6 32 28 174 1845 25 29.8% 28.20[14.30,4210] —
YWang 2000 7922 211 20 877 1135 20 33.0% -B.48[1888 207
Yoshida 2002 14.24 12,83 30 FO02 242 30 373% T.22[2.55,11.89] —
Total (95% CI) 78 ¥5 100.0% 8.29 [-7.60, 24.17]
Heterogeneity: Tau=;1iu.52;0hf=1?.2?, df=2 (P =0.0002; F=88% D Er T % P
Testfor overall effect Z=1.02 (F=0.31) Favours PMMA Favours silicane
34
35 Nd:YAG capsulotomy rate
PMMA Silicone Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Fvents Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Standard
Dick 19497 ] 16 1 51 5.2% 1.02 [0.04, 23.88]
Hayashi 1998a il 69 4 70 19.6E% 5.33[1.93,14.71] —
Hallick 1999 4 23 3 22 16.8% 1.91 [0.54, 6.72] e —
Hallick 2000 4 28 ] 25 6.0% 8.07 [0.46,142.80] >
Olson 1998 10 42 14 42 23.8% 0.71[0.36, 1.42] —
Wang 2000 1 20 1 20 B6.6% 1.00[0.07, 14.90]
Subtotal (95% CIy 198 230 78.0% 1.89 [0.70, 5.07] —niff—
Total events 43 23
Heterageneity: Tau®= 077, Chi®=12.81, df =5 {F =003, F=61%
Test for overall effect: 2=1.26 (P=0.21)
1.2.2 Uveitis
Papaliodis 2002 4 13 ] 9 22.0% 0.83 [0.36, 1.90] —
Subtotal (95% CIy 13 9 22.0% 0.83 [0.36, 1.90] B
Total events 4 g
Heterageneity: Mat applicahle
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.44 (P = 0.66)
Total (95% Cl) 211 239 100.0% 1.56 [0.71, 3.43] e
Total events 43 28
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 096, Chi*=14.78 df= 6 (F = 0.02); = 549% 'D.EI1 051 1'0 100'

Testfor overall effect Z=1.10(FP =0.27)

) ) Fawours Piba  Favours silicone
36 Test for subaroup differences: Chif=1.56, df=1{P=0.21), F=358%
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37 H.4.1.2 PMMA versus hydrophobic acrylic

38 Nd:YAG capsulotomy rate
PMMA Hydrophobic acric Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
3.1.1 Standard
Haollick 19349 5 23 a 19 103%  10.83[0.69, 180.76] ¥
Kaobayashi 2000 163 428 32 481 59.6% 5.37 [3.76, 7.66] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 451 470 65.9% 5.43[3.82, 7.72] "
Total events 169 32

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.24, df=1(F=0E3;, F=0%
Test for averall effect Z=9.41 (F = 0.00001)

3.1.2 Lveitis

Fapaliodis 2002 g 13 3 10 341% 1.54[0.50, 4.69] — T
Subtotal {95% CI) 13 10 34.1% 1.54 [0.50, 4.69] —~ilii——
Total events 5 3

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for averall effect 2= 0.76 (F = 0.45)

Total (95% CI) 164 480 100.0% 3.77 [1.40, 10.17] ~li—
Total events 174 35
?etf;ogenemrl:lT?fu t:ZD_dié é)zmpz_du.?ugu,gf: 2(P=0.09);F=58% T o 0 00
estfor overall effect Z= 262 (P = 0.008) Favaurs PMMA  Favours h-phabic acrylic
39 Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 447 df=1 {P=0.03), F= 77 6%

40 H.4.1.3 Hydrophobic acrylic versus silicone

41 BCDVA (decimal acuity)
Hydrophobic acrylic Silicone Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Bandom, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% Cl

Hayashi 2007 0.98 IR a4 1 047 89 30.5% -0.02 [-0.07, 0.03]

Rabsilber 2006 0.64 0.3 25 085 0. 22 102%  -0.21 [-0.36,-0.08] e

Yock 2009 -014 016 18 -008 011 14 185%  -0.06[0.15, 0.03]

Zemaitiene 2011 0.994 0.025 31 048493 0.036 30 40.8% 0.00[-0.01, 0.02]

Total (95% Cly 163 155 100.0%  -0.04 [-0.09, 0.02]

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00; Chi*= 9.71, df= 3 (P = 0.02); F= 69% h a5 3 ot n
42 Testfor overall effect 2= 1.38 (F = 0.18) Fawours silicone  Fawours h-phohic acrylic
43 PCO score

Hydrophobic acrdic Silicone Mean Difference Mean Difference

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

Findl 2005k 22 1 28 19 10 28 04% 3.00[2.51,8.51] *

Hayashi 2007 a1 0.1 83 461 029 88 29.3% 0.49 [0.40, 0.58] L

Kohnen 2008 1.1 10 G0 001 25 60 1.7% 1.08[1.52, 3.70]

Mester 2004 0.2 05 106 03 11 106 26.4% -010[0.33,0.13] -

Rabsilber 2006 38 5 256 1.8 ] 22 2.3% 200[018, 4.18] T

Yoshida 2002 6.83 1.48 o T.02 242 a0 2.4% -0.19-1.21, 0.83] —

Zemaitiene 2004 0.4 0.z a4 04 041 38 Z297% 0.00[-0.05, 0.08] L]

Zemaitiene 2011 4,275 8.2 3 395 485 0 1.8% 0.33[2.20, 2.89]

Total (95% CI) 684 404 100.0% 0.18 [-0.16, 0.53] ?

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.10; Chi®= 95.60, df=7 (P = 0.00001); F= 93% 54 52 b é jl
44 Testfor overall effect Z=1.04 (P = 0.30) Favours h-phohic acrylic Favours silicone
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Nd:YAG capsulotomy rate

Hydrophobic acric Silicone Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
4.3.1 Standard
Findl 2005k 1 28 1 28 45% 1.00[0.07,15.21]
Hayashi 2007 7 a9 3 89 135% 2.33[0.62, 8.74] -1
Hallick 1999 i} 19 3 22 147% 016001, 2.09] 4
Kohnen 2008 2 46 2 46 9.0% 1.001[0.14, 6.85]
Mester 2004 1 106 1 106 4.5% 1.00([0.06,15.78]
Rabsilber 2008 2 25 1 22 48% 1.76[017,18.11]
Wack 2009 53 22 2 22 9.0% 3.00[0.68,13.27] N
Zemaitiene 2011 3 K| 1] Kyl 2.3% 7.00[0.28,12010] *
Subtotal (95% Cl) 416 416  62.2% 1.66 [0.87, 3.17] i
Total events 22 13
Heterogeneity: Chi*=4.76, df=7 (P = 0.649); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.52 (P =013}
4.3.2 Uveitis
Alio 2002 2 48 3 44 141% 0.61[0.11, 2.49] — 1
Fapaliodis 2002 3 10 ] 9 237% 054018, 1.64] — &7
Subtotal (95% Cl) 58 53 37.8% 0.57[0.22, 1.48] e
Total events a g
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.01, df=1 {P=0.90); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.16 (P = 0.25)
Total (95% Cly 474 469 100.0% 1.25[0.74, 2.11] e
Total events 27 21
?eti;ogenemi:l CQI Tiizg gg:PQEPU=43.49); F=0% T o 10 100
estfor overall effect: Z= 0.82 (P = 0.41) Favours h-phaobic acrylic Favours silicone
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=3.30,df=1 (P= 007, F=E9.7%
Lens decentration (mm)
Hydrophobic acric Silicone Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Baumeister 2005 0.24 0.1 28 029 0. 28 320% -0.05 [-0.14, 0.04]
Hayashi 1997 0.3 01s 78 0.3 016 73 6B.0% 0.01 [-0.04, 0.06]
Total (95% CI) 106 101 100.0%  -0.01 [-0.06, 0.05]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®=1.40,df=1 (P = 0.24); F= 29% ' t T t 1
o _ -0.5 -0.25 a 0.5 (IR}
Testfor overall effect Z=0.33 (P = 0.74 Fawours h-phobic acrylic Favours silicone
Lens tilt (degrees)
Hydrophobic acryic Silicone Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Baumeister 2005 2.32 1.41 28 234 1.9 28 26.8%  -0.02[0.87,0.83 e
Hayashi 1997 271 1.84 T8 253 1.36 T3 T3% 0.18 [-0.33, 0.65] _‘.—
Total (95% CI) 106 101 100.0% 0.13[-0.31, 0.57] —,—
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.00; Chi*= 016, df=1 (P = 0.63); F= 0% 5_2 51 5 1’ 25
Testfor overall effect Z=0.56 (P = 0.57) Favours h-phohic acrylic Favours silicone
Hydrophobic acrylic versus hydrophilic acrylic
BCDVA (decimal acuity)
Hytdrophobic acric Hydrophilic acrdic Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% C1
Hancox 2007 1.05 0.09 26 088 01 26 &0.5% 0.09[0.04,014]
Heatley 2005 083 013 46 076 014 46 49.5% 0.07[0.01,013] ——
Total (95% CIj 2 72 100.0% 0.08 [0.04, D.12] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.25, df= 1 (P = 0.61); F= 0% I—D 5 _0525 s 2 525 2 55

Test for averall effect: Z=4.04 (P = 0.0001)
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Nd:YAG capsulotomy rate

Hydrophobic acric  Hydrophilic acryic Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Rand 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Hancox 2007 0 26 15 26 11.5% 0.03 [0.00, 0.51]
Hayashi 2001 1 93 4 93 156% 0.25([0.03,219] -
Heatley 2004 0 46 5 46 11.0% 0.09[0.01,1.60]
Kugelberg 2006 4 a9 2 a7 20.4% 1.893[0.37,10.14] — T
Kugelberg 2008 B a8 24 a7 30.4% 0.25[0.11, 0.56] —
Wasavada 2011 0 62 9 B2 11.2% 0.05[0.00, 0.89]
Total (95% CI) 344 341 100.0% 0.22 [0.07, 0.70] -*—
Total events i 59
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.94; Chi*=10.20, df= 5 (P = 0.07); F= 51% ID.DD2 0?1 150 SDUI

Testfor overall effect 2= 258 (P =0.01)

Network meta-analyses (lens material)

PCO score (hydrophobic acrylic as reference category)

Favours h-phobic acrylic Favours h-philic acrylic

Treatment Random Effects Model MD 95%-ClI
Silicone 020 [[068; 0.28]
Hydrophobic acrylic 0.00
F it A —+ 779 [364 11.94]
Hydrophilic acrylic —— 7530 [68.71, 81.8Y]
[ | |
-0 1] a0
Pairwise mean differences from NMA
Silicone Hydrophobic acrylic PMMA Hydrophilic acrylic
Silicone N/A
Hydrophobic 0.20 (-0.28, 0.68) N/A
acrylic
PMMA 7.99 (3.87,12.11) 7.79 (3.64,11.94) N/A
Hydrophilic 75.50 (68.90, 82.09) | 75.30 (68.71,81.89) | 67.51 (59.94,75.08) | N/A
acrylic

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
taur2 =0.1953; I1"2 = 94.8%
Network graph
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Hydrophilic acrylic

Hydrophobic acrylic,

Silicone
Pk A
Comparison of direct and indirect evidence
Random effects model:
comparison k prop nma direct indir. Diff z p-value

Hydrophilic acrylic:Hydrophobic acrylic 1 0.66 -75.2968 -94.2000 -39.0404 -55.1596 -7.79 < O.
Hydrophilic acrylic:PMMA 1 0.25 -67.5094 -17.0000 -84.4988 67.4988 7.59 < 0.

Hydrophilic acrylic:Silicone 1 0.31 -75.4992 -45.2000 -89.2012 44.0012 6.06 < O.

Hydrophobic acrylic:PMMA 0 0.00 7.7875 . 7.7875

Hydrophobic acrylic:Silicone 7 1.00 -0.2024 -0.2678 54.1836 -54.4513 -7.74 < 0.

PMMA:Silicone 3 0.99 -7.9899 -6.6522 -209.3312 202.6790 7.80 < 0.

Legend:

comparison - Treatment comparison

prop - Direct evidence proportion

nma - Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Diff - Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

PCO score (without hydrophilic acrylic - hydrophobic acrylic as reference category)

Treatment Random Effects Model MD 95%.-Cl|
Silicone 023 [[062; 016]
Hydrophobic acrylic 0.00

F b & ————— 643 [229 1056]

I I | I I
-10 -5 0 5 10

Pairwise mean differences from NMA

I Silicone I Hydrophobic acrylic I PMMA
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100
101
102

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Silicone N/A

Hydrophobic 0.23 (-0.16, 0.62) N/A

acrylic

PMMA 6.65 (2.54,10.77) 6.43 (2.29, 10.56) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

taur2 =0.1242; "2 =92.9%

Network graph

Hydrophobic acryic

PrMA

Silicone

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

comparison k prop

nma direct indir. Diff z p-value

Hydrophobic acrylic:PMMA 0O 0 6.4250 . 6.4250

Hydrophobic acrylic:Silicone 7

Legend:
comparison
prop
nma
direct
indir.
Diff
z

p-value

1 -0.2293 -0.2293

PMMA:Silicone 3 1 -6.6544 -6.6544

Treatment comparison

Direct evidence proportion
Estimated treatment effect
Estimated treatment effect

Estimated treatment effect

(MD) in network meta-analysis
(MD) derived from direct evidence

(MD) derived from indirect evidence

Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
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Nd:YAG capsulotomy rate (hydrophobic acrylic as reference category)

Treatment Random Effects Model
Silicone

Hydrophobic acrylic

Fhhd A —

Hydrophilic acrylic

| |
1

RR  95%-ClI

097 [045 2.11]

1.00

2.00 [1.27; 6.63]
————— 374 [138 761]

02 05 2 5]
Pairwise relative risks from NMA
Silicone Hydrophobic acrylic | PMMA Hydrophilic acrylic
Silicone N/A
Hydrophobic 1.02 (047, 2.23) N/A
acrylic
PMMA 2.98 (141, 6.32) 2.90 (1.27, 6.63) N/A
Hydrophilic acrylic | 3.33 (1.17, 9.50) 3.24 (138, 7.61) 1.12(0.41,3.00) | N/A
Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
taur2 = 0.5280; 12 = 54.9%
Network graph
Hydrophilic acrylic
Hydrophobic acrylic,
Silicone
Phibd s
Comparison of direct and indirect evidence
Random effects model:
comparison k prop nma direct indir. RoOR z p-value
Hydrophilic acrylic:Hydrophobic acrylic 6 0.75 0.3090 0.2394 0.6723 0.3560 -1.02 0.3071
Hydrophilic acrylic:PMMA 1 0.47 0.8965 1.5472 0.5507 2.8094 1.02 0.3070
Hydrophilic acrylic:Silicone 0 0.00 0.3006 . 0.3006
Hydrophobic acrylic:PMMA 2 0.39 2.9013 6.0780 1.8222 3.3356 1.39 0.1645
Hydrophobic acrylic:Silicone 8 0.72 0.9727 0.6233 3.1085 0.2005 -1.82 0.0685
PMMA:Silicone 6 0.74 0.3353 0.5477 0.0842 6.5060 2.15 0.0315

Legend:

comparison - Treatment comparison
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prop
nma
direct
indir.

RoR

p-value

Direct evidence proportion

Estimated treatment effect

Estimated treatment effect

Estimated treatment effect

Ratio of Ratios

z-value of test for disagreement

p-value of test for disagreement

BCDVA (decimal acuity)

H.4.1.6 Square-edge versus round-edge

(RR)
(RR)

(RR)

in network meta-analysis

derived from direct evidence

derived from indirect evidence

(direct versus indirect)

(direct versus indirect)

(direct versus indirect)

Square-edge Round-edge Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IY, Random, 95% CI
Buehl 2004 1 013 40 1 019 40 24.6% 0.00 [-0.07, 0.07] -
Buehl 2005 085 0145 31 085 0.25 31 19.8% 0.10[-0.00, 0.20] =
Findl 20052 076 027 32 081 028 32 155%  -0.05[018, 0.08] I
Hayashi 20053 087 02 B9 0492 02 69 25.3% 0.05-0.02,012] ™
Sundelin 2004 0.83 032 57 049 045 59 14.7% 0.24 [0.10,0.38] e
Total {95% Cly 229 231 100.0% 0.06 [-0.01, 0.13] 1.
Heterageneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=11.81, df= 4 (P = 0.02); F= 66% 5_1 -DIS D DIS 15

Testfor overall effect: £=1.59 (P =0.11)

Favours round-edge  Favours square-edge

PCO score
Square-edge Round-edge Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI I'¥, Random, 95% CI
Buehl 2002 11 75 45 218 127 54  91% -10.80[-14.93,-6.87] -
Buehl 2004 71 BA& 40 14 113 40 9.1% -6.90 [-10.94, -2.86] -
Findl 2005a 2249 32 32 812 1TH 32 1.8% -28.30 [-40.95, -15.69]
Hayashi 2005a 102 3 69 143 4 B9 15.7% -5.10[-6.28,-3.92] =
Kohnen 2008 0 2 a7 1.74 14 a7 9.9% -1.75[-5.42,1.97] -1
Mester 2004 0z 1z 73 1.1 31 73 16.3% -0.90 [-1.66,-0.14] "
Sacu 2004 6.5 108 53 233 188 53 B.2% -16.80[22.60,-11.00] I
Sacu 2005 12 4} 24 24 14 24 5.8% -12.00[-18.09,-5.91] I
Shah 2007 35 a0 107 45 50 107 1.6%  -10.00[-23.40, 3.40] -
Sundelin 2005 075 544 A7 944 1798 a9 T.T% -8.649 [-13.50,-3.88] I
Zemaitiene 2004 04 02 a4 31 (IR} 42 16.8% -2.70[-2.86,-2.54] -
Total (95% CI) 641 610 100.0% -6.27 [-8.08, -4.46] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 5.07; Ghi*=112.06, df=10 (P = 0.00001); F= 91% -SID _255 P 255 SID
Testfor overall effect: Z=6.80 (F = 0.00001) Favours square-edge  Favours round-edge
Nd:YAG capsulotomy rate
Square-edge  Round-edge Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Buehl 2005 1 Kl 12 Kl 7.9% 0.08[0.01, 0.60
Buehl 2007 1 34 a 34 7.2% 0.20[0.02,1.62] —
Findl 2005a 4 32 12 32 19.5% 0.33[0.12,0.82] —
Hayashi 2005a 1 64 9 o] 7.59% 0.111[0.01, 0.85] e —
Kahnen 2008 ] a8 14 a8 Z206% 0.331[0.13,0.88] —
Mester 2004 1 T3 2 73 5.8% 0.50[0.05, 5.39] —
Sacu 2005 1] 24 4 24 41% 0.1 [0.01, 1.986]
Shah 2007 g 107 10 107 231% 0.90[0.38, 2.13] —
Sundelin 2004 a ar 9 a9 43% 0.05[0.00, 0.91]
Taotal {95% CI) 515 517 100.0% 0.30 [0.16, 0.96] e -
Total events 22 e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.23; Chi*=11.25, df=8 (P = 0.149); F= 28% o002 o 10 a0

Test for overall effect: Z=3.81 (P =0.0001)
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Loop versus 3-piece

UCDVA (logMAR)
1-piece 3-piece Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% CI
Findl 2014 011 014a 48 013 018 47 B28%  -0.02[-0.09,0.04)
Frinz 2012 0.21 0149 39 02 0z 3w ITI% 0.01 [-0.08, 0.10]
Total (95% Cly 87 86 100.0%  -0.01[-0.06, 0.04]
it 2= - 2= - - SR = I | |
!l-_ietnta;ugenem,rl.lT?ru t-.‘EIPEID,E‘(ljgth'-_EID.ETEIgi df=1 {F=059;F=0% '—D.S —D.'QS ﬁ D.'25 1a
Bstfor overall effect Z=0.33 (P =0.74) Favours 3-piece  Favours 1-piece
BCDVA (logMAR)
1-piece J-piece Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Findl 2014 0.02 0.04 43 002 018 47 54.4% 0.00 [-0.05, 0.09]
Prinz 2012 006 013 39 006 04 39 456% 0.00 [-0.04, 0.05]
Total (95% CIj 87 g6 100.0% 0.00 [-0.03, 0.03]
ity == CChiE= = = F= } } T }
?et?;ugeneltyl.lT?ru t—_gfﬂn,gnhlp—ﬂ.ﬂuﬂn, df=1{F=1.00)F=0% 5 025 o 055 0E
estfor overall effect Z=10.00 (P = 1.00) Favourg 3-piece  Favours 1-piece
BCDVA (decimal acuity)
1-piece J-piece Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI|
Hancox 2008 0rg 013 31 071 016 31 7.8% 0.07 [0.00, 0.14] —
Leydalt 2007 0.8 0z 25 0s nz 25 3.4% 0.00FDA1, 011] e E—
Mejima 2004 1 0.1 20 1 0.1 20 1045% 0.00 [0.08, 0.08] B
Mejima 2008 1.258 0.1 32 125 1N 32 164% 0.00 [0.05, 0.048] -
Femaitiene 2011 04934 0.058 31 0994 0.025 31 B149%  -0.01 F0.03,0.01]
Total {95% Cl) 139 139 100.0% -0.00 [-0.02, 0.02]
ity == CChir= = = R= } } T }
_I?et?;ugenelwl.lT?fu ;ZDPDU'é:?hIP_—4|jzggi df=4(P=037F=7% "5 025 o 095 05
estforoverall effect: Z= 0.07 (F = 0.94) Favours 3-piece Favours 1-piece
PCO score
1-piece J-piece Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CIl
Bender 2004 aq 12.2 38 114 14.8 94 41% -1 A0 641, 3.41] T
Chang 2013 138 16933 9 165 164933 ¥ 18% -2F0[E11.58,6.18] e
Findl 2015 2331 1512 35 2183 13488 33 25% 138535, 8.11] -
Hancox 2008 8.83 1089 32 3244 1684 32 1.2% -23.61[-33.69,-13.87]
Leydalt 2007 17 17 k] 13 14 i\ 16% 4.00 [4.63,12.63] -1
Mylonas 2013 14 15 28 ] 12 58 2T% G.00 [-0.36, 12.36] —
Mejima 2004 12.5 34 0 113 38 20 9.8% 120 F1.22,367] T
IMejima 2006 10.94 234 32 1084 234 32 149% 0.00F1.15,1.149] T
Pringz 2012 2 5 34 3 5 39 10.6% -1.00F3.22,1.27] -
Sacu 2004 14 3.3 52 12 4 52 13.8% 3.00[1.59, 4.41] -
Zemaitiene 2004 IR} 0.z 38 0.3 01 46 17.5% 0.30[0.23,0.37]
Zemaitiene 2007 375 478 3z 34 568 34 96% 036215, 2.88] -
Fermaitiene 2011 3625 34975 31 4275 a2 31 10.2% -0.B5 [2.95 169 —-r
Total (95% Cl) 431 525 100.0% 0.32 [-0.83, 1.46] [ ]

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 1.95; ChiP= 43,51, df= 12 (P = 0.0001); F= 72%

Testfor overall effect Z=0.595 (P = 0.58)
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Nd:YAG capsulotomy rate

Testfor overall effect Z=0.08 (P =0.93)

232

Favours aspheric  Favours spheric

1-piece 3-piece Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bender 2004 0 38 2 494 B.3% 049002, 9.92]
Bilge 2004 o 2482 o 267 Mot estimable
Chang 2013 3 29 4 27 28.6% 047013, 1.68] —
Findl 2014 2 a0 1 a0 9.9% 2.00[0.19, 21.36]
Leydalt 2007 4 25 3 28 251% 1.33[0.33, 5.36] . L —
Mylonas 2013 ] 28 1 28 12.9% 5.00[0.62, 40.11] -
Prinz 2012 0 39 2 28 B.3% 014001, 2.91]
Sacu 2004 a 52 a 52 ot estimable
Zemaitiene 2007 ] 32 ] 34 Mot estimable
Zemaitiene 2011 1 kil 3 I 11.2% 0.33[0.04,3.03] e E—
Total (95% Cl) 576 636 100.0% 0.85[0.39, 1.83] i
Total events 14 18
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.12; Chi*= B.69, df= B (P = 0.35); F=10% t t t f
] 0.01 0.1 10 100
Testfor overall effect £=0.42 (P =0.67) Favours 1-piece Favours -piece
Lens decentration (mm)
1-piece J-piece Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% ClI
Hayashi 19980 027 016 91 0.37 0.25 91 3.4%  -010F016,-0.04] ——
Hayashi 20050 024 018 56 0.22 0413 56 32.3% 0.02[-0.04, 0.08]
Mutlu 2005 0.34 D08 43 039 013 45 36.3% -0.05[0.09,-0.01] —
Total {95% CIy 190 192 100.0%  -0.04[-0.11,0.02]
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi®= 7.96, df= 2 (P = 0.02); F=T5% f f T f
Test for overall effect 2=1.35 (F=0.18) 05 Favunﬁrss 1-pigce DFavnurS SD-Iinsece 05
Lens tilt (degrees)
1-piece J-piece Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Hayashi 19980 311 162 81 278 1.4 91 1.3% 0.33[-011,0.77]
Hayashi 2005k 1.64 1 56 1.64 0.94 86 321% 0.00[-0.36, 0.36]
Mutlu 2005 27 0.84 43 272 055 45 4B6%  -0.02[0.32, 028
Total {95% Cly 190 192 100.0% 0.06 [-0.14, D.26]
Heterageneity Taus= 0.00; Chi®=1.82, df= 2 (P = 0.40%; F= 0% 5_1 _055 B 055 ]
Test for overall effect: Z=0.59 (P = 0.56) Favours 1-piece  Favours S—biece
H.4.1.8 Aspheric versus spheric
UCDVA (logMAR)
Aspheric Spheric Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight W, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Crnej 2014 008 0.05 25 0.09 0.0B 25 4B.3%  -0.01 [-0.04, 0.07] —.—
Santhiago 2010 007 007 25 009 008 25 301%  -0.02[-0.06, 007 —
Tzelikis 2007 -016 014 28 -019 014 28 116% 0.03[-0.04 0.10] — T
Tzelikis 2008 -012 013 25 -047 013 25 12.0% 005002 017 I e —
Total {95% CI) 103 103 100.0%  -0.00 [-0.03, 0.03] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 3.69, df= 3 (P= 0303 F=19% -n=.2 _05_1 3 D?'I 0?2
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BCDVA (logMAR)
Aspheric Spheric Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Caporossi 2007 -0.0z2 0.1 25 003 02 25 048%  -0.05[014,0.04] —
Crnej 2014 -0.034 0104 20 0o 19 148%  -0.03[010,0.03] —
Denayer 2007 0.03 005 20 001 0oa 20 5E% 0.02 F0.01, 0.08] T
Espindala 2012 0.01 0.1 25 002 009 29 23%  -0.01 [F0.06, 0.04] I
Moorfields 2007 -0.62 0.1 79 -088 01 100 60% -0.04 FO.07F -0.01] —
Marales 2011 0.0z 0.05 3w 003 004 39 100%  -0.01 F0.03,0.01] -
Manavaty 2009 0.01 0.1 44 -0.02 04 44 38% 0.03 [F0.01, 0.07]
Manavaty 2012 0oy 0.2 41 004 01 41 1.4% 0.03 [0.04,0.10] I
Raocha 2006 002 00a 40 003 004 40 101% -0.01 [F0.03, 0.01] -
Santhiago 2010 o o012 X4 002 007 25 2.3% -0.02 [F0.07, 0.03] I
Shentu 2008 0.035 0069 131 0036 006 5 108%  -0.00[0.02 002 e
Trueb 2008 005 007 262 008 006 262 164%  -0.01 [-0.02 0.00] -
Tzelikis 2007 -0.01  0.06 25 -0.04 006 24 50% 0.03 [0.00, 0.06] I
Tzelikis 2008 0 005 25 -0.02 006 2\ AT% 0.02 F0.01, 0.08] T
Zeng 2007 0 0.0z 40 0.01 002 45 186%  -0.01 F0.02,-0.00] -
Total {95% Cl) 811 800 100.0% -0.00[-0.01,0.00] 4
Heterogeneity: Taw?= 0.00; Chi*= 2269, df= 14 (P=0.07) F= 38% _052 _051 1 051 052
Test far awarall effect: Z=1.02 (P =031} ’ Favaurs -aspheric Favours épheric .
BCDVA (decimal acuity)
Aspheric Spheric Mean Difference Mean Difference
Studhy or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% Cl
Chen 2006 0497 0.23 20 101 02 20 F.5%  -0.04 07, 0,09
Luo 2010 0r4 017 124 075 018 136 F43%  -0.01 [-0.05, 0.03]
van Gallen 2010 1.07 017 11 017 0 18.2%  -0.04 013, 0.09]
Total (95% CI) 174 186 100.0%  -0.02 [-0.05, 0.02]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.49, df= 2 (P = 0.78); F= 0% l_u 5 _0525 ;) 0 525 0 55
Testfor overall effect 2= 095 (P = 0.34) : Favﬁurs sphetic Favours aépheric :
Contrast sensitivity (Pelli-Robson test)
Aspheric Spheric Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight NI, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Moorfields 2007 178 04 4175 01 100 215% 0.00 [-0.03, 0.03] B
Roacha 2006 161 004 40 16 01 40 10.8% 0.01 [-0.03, 0.04] -1
Santhiago 2010 1587 003 2% 156 003 5 BTT% 0.01 [-0.01, 0.03]
Total {95% CI) 144 165 100.0% 0.01 [-0.01, 0.02]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.35, df= 2 (P = 0.84% F= 0% —D: 2 —D:'I 3 051 052

Testfor overall effect Z=112 (P =0.26)

Spherical aberrations

Fawours spheric Fawours aspheric

Aspheric Spheric Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Meah SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% C1 IV, Random, 95% CI
Baumeister 2008 o011 0017 21 0045 0016 21 8.3% -0.03[-0.04 -0.07] -
Capaorossi 2007 011 0.1 25 062 024 28 A8% -0.51[F0E1,-0.41] —
Cui 2008 0065 0.035 41 012 006 20 81% -0.05[008,-0.03] -
Espindala 2012 0.26 0.08 25 045 0417 28 B.8% -019[026,-013] -
Jafarinasab 2010 014 0.1 17 035 014 17 BA5%  -0.21[F029,-013] —_
Maoorfields 2007 0 0.0g T4 014 008 100 8I2% -014[016,-017] -
Maorales 2011 02364 1114 39 01114 39 08% 0.24[-0.26, 073
Manavaty 20049 004 0048 44 025 008 44 8.0% -0.21[0.24,-0.18] -
Rocha 2006 003 005 40 024 004 40 82%  -0.21[023,-0.19] -
Santhiago 2010 02 o0aor 25037 017 25 BY%  -047[0.24,-040] -
Takmaz 2009 0.294 0.086 30 0273 0074 3 A% 0.02 [-0.02, 0.08] ™
Tzelikis 2007 0014 0.0z 25 0.078 0.049 25 8.2% -0.06[0.08 -0.04] =
Tzelikis 2008 o012 o0z 25 0086 005 25 82% -005[008,-0.03] -
wan Gallen 2010 -0.036 0.047 30 0.064 0.052 30 81% -010[F013,-0.07] -
Total {(95% Cl) 466 466 100.0% -0.14[-0.18, -0.00] *
Heterogeneity: Taw®=0.01;, Chi®= 47567, df=13 (P = 0.000013, F= 97% 5_1 -DIS b DIS 15

Testfor overall effect: =590 (F = 0.00001})
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Higher-order aberrations

Aspheric Spheric Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Baumeister 2009 0123 0.043 21 0121 0033 21 141% 0.00 [-0.02,0.03] T
Cui 2009 0404 0165 41 042 016 20 11.7% -0.02 [F0.10,0.07] I
Cienoyer 2007 032 0.08 20 033 018 20 11.7% -0.01 FOA0,0.08] -
Espindola 2012 096 019 25 139 039 25 TE% -043[0.60,-0.26] —
Manavaty 2009 04 0158 44 s 013 44 13.0% -010[016,-0.04] -
Rocha 2006 035 018 40 041 0.049 40 12.8% -0.06 [F0.12, 0.00] -
Santhiago 2010 oys o118 25 124 039 25 T.7%  -0.44 062, -0.28] -
Tzelikis 2007 041 0.24 25 0581 0149 25 10.0% -0A0[F0.22,002) T
Tzelikis 2008 035 018 25 046 016 25 11.3% -0 [F0.20,-0.032] -]
Total (95% CI) 266 245 100.0% -0.11[-0.18, -0.04] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.01; Chi*= 6316, df = 8 (P = 0.00001); F= 87% 5_1 -D= 5 1 D=5 1=

Testfor overall effect 2= 323 {(F=0.001)

Comatic aberrations

Favours aspheric Favours spheric

Aspheric Spheric Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight N, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Cui 2009 0145 0.og 41 019 014 20 21.0%  -0.05[-0.11,0.02] -
Espindola 2012 0.1 0149 25 057 n.2a 25 523%  -0.06[-0.18,0.07] i
Morales 2011 -0.0767 0.2231 39 0 02231 39  94%  -0.08[-0.18,0.02] 7
Manavaty 2009 0.21 0.1 44 0.28 014 44 355% -0.07 [[0.12,-0.02] L
Rocha 2006 IR K] 014 40 0149 013 40 26.2%  -0.01 [-0.07,0.08] -
Santhiago 2010 0.49 0.21 25 055 0.43 25 26%  -0.06[-0.25013] .
Total (95% CI) 214 193 100.0% -0.05 [-0.08, -0.02] +
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.68, df= 5 (P = 0.75); I*= 0% 5_1 -D=5 1 D=5 15

Testfor overall effect £Z=3.16 (P = 0.002)

Favours aspheric  Favours sphetic

PCO score
Aspheric Spheric Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Crnej 2014 26 3498 20 38 3498 19 953%  -1.20[-3.40,1.00]
Manawaty 2012 1218 2041 41 1438 2542 41 47% 2211213, 771
Total (95% Cl) 61 60 100.0% -1.25[-3.39,0.90] 4

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.04, df=1 (P = 0.85), F= 0%

Testfor overall effect: £=1.14 (P = 0.25)
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H.4.2

H.4.2.1

H.4.2.2

H.4.2.3

H.4.2.4

H.4.2.5

H.4.2.6

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Tinted vs colourless lenses

Post-operative best corrected visual acuity (logMAR)

Blue blocking neutral Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Caparossi 2007 nos 01 a0 002 004 a0 123% 0.03[-0.00, 0.08] —
Kara-Junior 2011 0.24 0.06 30 031 0.0% 30 10.9% 0.03 [-0.01, 0.07] T
Mester 2008 0oz 012 3\ 00z o1 349 91% 0.00[-0.05, 0.05] e
Pandita 2007 -0.02 002 a7 002 003 36 155% -0.04[-0.05,-0003] -
Rocha 2006 0.03 0.04 40 002 0.05 40 14.3% 0.01 [-0.01, 0.03] T
Schmidinger 2008 0.04 0.06 28 006 006 28 122% -0.02 [-0.05,0.01] T
Wari 2006 -0.01 0.04 19 -001 004 18 121% 0.00[-0.03, 003] I
Wang 2010 0.01 0.06 41 0 0.05 3| 13.6% 0.01 [-0.01, 0.03] T
Total (95% CIy 284 279 100.0% 0.00 [-0.02, 0.02] *
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi*=42.13, df=7 (P = 0.00001); F=83% f } 1 1 |
Test fi Il effect Z=010(P =092 0.2 01 0 01 02
estior overall effect Z=0.10(F = 0.92) Favours Blue hlocking  Favours neutral
Post-operative best corrected visual acuity (logMAR) — OECD only
Blue hlocking neutral Mean Difference Mean Difference
Studyor Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Caporossi 2007 oos 01 a0 002 0045 A0 286% 0.03[-0.00, 0.08] -
Mester 2008 0oz 012 3w 00z o1 39 158% 0.00[-0.05, 0.04] .
Schmidinger 2008 0.04 0.06 28 006 0.06 28 283% -0.02 [-0.05, 0.01] —
Wari 2006 -0.01 0.04 19 -001 004 18 27.4% 0.00[-0.03 003] —
Total (95% CIy 136 135 100.0%  0.00 [-0.02, 0.03] ’-
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=5.02, df=3{P =017} F= 40% l } T } {
Testfi Il effect Z=0.26 (P = 0.80 0.2 0.1 v 0.1 02
estforoverall effect £=0.26 (P = 0.80) Favours Blue blocking  Favours neutral
Overall post-operative colour vision
Blue blocking Neutral Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Leihovitch 2006 35 38 9 24 21 1m0 3345% 035 [-0.56, 1.26] =
Vuari 2006 856 298 19 843 168 18 BBA% 0.05[-0.59, 0.70]
Total (95% Cly 28 28 100.0% 0.15 [-0.37, 0.68]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 027, df=1 (P =060}, F=0% 5_2 51 b 1! 2!
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.57 (F=0.57) Favours Elue blocking  Favours Muetral
Post-operative colour vision in the blue light spectrum (photopic)
Blue blocking Heutral Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Stuiy or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Mester 2008 461 28.6 37 401 274 ¥ 324% 0.21 [-0.25, 0.67]
Meumair-Ammerer 2010 081 22 37 084 104 38 335% 0.04 [-0.41, 0.44]
Wiang 2010 2164 935 41 1821 743 I/ HI% 0.38[-0.06, 0.84]
Total (95% Cly 115 114 100.0% 0.22 [-0.04, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Ghif=1 17, df= 2 (P = 0.56%; F= 0% 5_2 51 5 15 25
Testfor overall effect Z=1.62 (F=0.10) Favours Blue blocking  Favours neuteal
Post-operative colour vision in the blue light spectrum (photopic) — OECD only
Elue blocking Heutral Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Mester 2008 461 286 ¥ 401 274 IF 482% 0.21[-0.25, 0.67]
Meumair-Ammerar 2010 091 22 3F 084 1.04 38 a0.8% 0.04[-0.41,0.49]
Taotal {95% Cly 74 76 100.0% 0.12 [-0.20, 0.45]
Heterageneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chif=0.27, df=1 (P = 0.60%; F= 0% 5_2 51 ? 15 25

Testfor overall effect Z=0.76 (F=0.458)

Favours Blue hlocking  Favours neutral

Post-operative colour vision in the blue light spectrum (mesopic)
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Blue hlocking Neutral Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Mester 2008 798 429 37 B53 3441 37 338% 0.37 [-0.09, 0.83] I e —
Meumair-Ammerer 2010 346 22 ar 2 1.64 38 335% 075028 1.21] . —
Wang 2010 40.34 1265 41 2278 1441 | 32T% 1.281[0.80,1.77] —
Total (95% Cly 115 114 100.0% 0.80[0.28, 1.31] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.15; Chi*= 7.20, df= 2 (P = 0.03); I*= 72% B 4 3 ]

Test for overall effect: £=3.02 (F=0.002)

Favours hlue blocking Favours neutral

Post-operative colour vision in the blue light spectrum (mesopic) — OECD only

Blue blocking

Neutral

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Mester 2008 798 429 3T B53 3441 37 50.5% 0.37 [0.09,0.83] —
MNeumair-Ammerer 2010 346 22 ar 2 164 39 49.5% 0.751[0.28,1.21] ——
Total {(95% CI) 74 76 100.0% 0.56 [0.19, 0.93] .
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.02; Chi=1.28, df= 1 (P = 0.26); F= 22% 5_2 51 5 1’

Test for overall effect: 2= 295 (P = 0.003)
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Multifocal vs monofocal intraocular lenses

Multifocal versus monofocal

Uncorrected distance visual acuity worse than 6/6

Multifocal Monofocal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
eltaghraty 1982 (1) 22 28 il 33 Aa1% 1.23[0.88,1.70] 18492 T
Steinert 1992 () 26 3z 22 0 TO0% 1.11[0.84,1.468] 1592 I
Percival 1953 (3 20 24 28 25 11E% 0.80[0.B5 0.99] 1593 —
Rossetti 1894 (4) 35 38 38 42 231% 1.02[0.88,1.17] 1894 -+
Haaskjold 1998 (5) a8 | a2 0 13.2% 0.899[0.82,1.20] 19498 I
Leyland 2002 (&) T 44 3 16 04% 0.85[0.25 2.89] 2002
Sen 2004 (7 45 53 G2 EF  2389% 0.82[0.80,1.058] 2004 -
Jusufovic 2011 (8) 40 50 44 50 1587% 0.81 [0.FF,1.08] 2011 —
Total {95% CIj 349 333 100.0% 0.95 [0.89, 1.03] L
Total events 263 267
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 810, df = 7 {F = 0.32); F=14% f f f f t |
Testfu?uvergll effect 7= 1I.DT P= D.EEII) ( 4 010z 05 : 5 1o
Favours multifocal  Favours monofocal
Footnotes
(13 2 to 4 months, study eye
(2 3 to B months, study eye
{31 4 to B months, study eve
(4312 months, study eye
(30 5 months, study eye
{6 3 month, hinocular
{711 maonth, by eye {35 people in multifocal and 40 people in monofocal group, not adjusted forwithin-person correlation)
(81 6 weeks, hinocular
Corrected distance visual acuity worse than 6/6
Multifocal Monofocal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Wweight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% Cl
elfaghraby 1982 (1) a T T 32 102% 1.35[0.56,3.29] 1892 I B
Steinert 1992 () 12 3z 9 30 131% 1.25[0.62,2.53] 1892 -
Percival 1983 (3) 9 24 G 25 103% 1.50[0.63,3.59] 18493 I
Rossetti 1594 (4) 18 38 19 42 18.4% 1.05[0.65, 1.68] 15994 -
Haaskjold 1995 (5) 3| 1A 24 106 19.3% 1.46[0.94, 2.26] 1998 Il
Kamlash 2001 (B 1 20 A 0 7% 0.20[0.03,1.56] 2001 —
Leyland 2002 {7} 4 44 2 16 4.2% 0.73[0.15 3.60] 2002 I E—
Sen 2004 (8) 23 53 48 67 21.8% 0.61[0.43 085 2004 =
Total {95% CI) 354 338 100.0% 1.02 [0.71, 1.45] L
Total events 113 120
Heterogeneity Taur= 012, Chif= 1521, df = T (P =0.03); IF= 54% T o 10 100

Testfor overall effect: £=0.10 (F = 0.92)

Foothotes

{13 2 to 4 months, study eve

{23 3 to B maonths, study eve

(3) 4 to B months, study eve

(4312 months, study eye

(51 5 months, study eye

(B) 3 months, unclearwhether eyesipeople reported
(73 3 months, hinocular

Favours multifocal  Favours monofocal

{23 1 month, by eye {35 people in multifocal and 40 people in monofocal group, not adjusted forwithin-person correlation)
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Uncorrected near visual acuity worse than J3/J4 or equivalent

Muitifocal Monofocal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
elMaghraby 1992 {13 3 23 7 24 12.2% 0.45[0.13,1.52] 1992 —
Percival 1993 (2) a 24 10 28 131% 0.50100.20,1.25] 1993 ~
Rossetti 1594 (3) g 38 il 47 13.3% 0.22[0.08,052] 1594 —
Haaskjold 1998 (4) 53 74 64 70 135% 0.08[0.04,018 1998 —
Javitt 2000 (5) 4 123 37109 1249% 0.10([0.04,0.26] 2000 —
Leyland 2002 (&) 28 44 14 16 14.4% 0.73[0.54,0.97] 2002 -
Jusufovic 2011 (7) i} 50 25 50 T.4% 002000031 2011 ¥
Ji 2013 (8) 4 30 30 34 131% 0.15[0.06,0.38] 2013 —
Total (95% Cly 412 370 100.0% 0.20 [0.07, 0.58] ~l——
Total events a5 212
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 2.08; Chi®=96.83, df=7 (P = 0.00001); F=93% f t ; |
Testfor averall effect; 2= 2.94 (P =0.003) 0.01 U1 . 10 100
' : : Favours multifocal  Favours monofocal
Footnotes
{13 2 to 4 manths, study eve
(2) 4 to B months, study eve
{3112 months, study eye
(41 5 months, study eye
(8) 3 ot B months, hinocular
(B} 3 months, hinocular, could not read WS size print
(7Y Bweeks, hinocular
{83 3 maonths, unclearwhether evesipeople reported
Mean uncorrected distance visual acuity (logMAR)

Multifocal Monofocal Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year I, Random, 95% CI
Leyland 2002 {1} 00736 01201 44 003 012 16 13.9% 0.04 [-0.03,0.11] 2002 T
Mijkamp 2004 (23 0.13 0.2 68 016 0.2 69 141% -0.03[-0.10,0.04] 2004 T
FPalmer 2008 (3) 01587 01145 90 013 0.09 24 185% 0.03[-0.01, 0.07] 2008 ™
Harman 2008 (4) 0.o07 013 24 Q08 01 19 1359% -0.01 [-0.08, 0.06] 2008 T
Feng 2012 (5) 0.03 014 100 o008 014 102 191% -0.05[0.09,-0.01] 2012 —
Rasp 2012 (6) 01347 011068 234 008 0.1 58 206% 0.056[0.02,0.08] 2012 =
Total (95% CI) 560 288 100.0% 0.01 [-0.03, 0.05] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChiF=19.47 df= 48 (F=0002), F=74% I 1 1 1 |
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.37 (P= 0.71) 08 o 0 0.25 08

) : : Favours multifocal Favours monofocal
Footnotes
(13 3 months, hinocular
(2 3 months, unclearwhether eyes/people reparted
(33 3 months, hinocular
(4318 rmanths, binocular
(81 6 months, binocular
(63 12 moanths, unclear whether eyesipeople reported
Mean corrected distance visual acuity

Multifocal Monofocal Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% Cl
Leyland 2002 (1) 0.0373 01056 44 -001 011 16 8.8% 0.05[-0.01,011] 2002 T
Mijkamp 2004 (23 0.02 0.1 68 003 01 69 17.4% -0.01 [-0.04,0.02] 2004 -
Harman 2008 (3) 0 0.09 24 -01 0.09 19 106% 0.10[0.05 015 2008 —_—
FPalmer 2008 (4) 0.0871 0.0703 90 005 005 24 M3% 0.04 [0.01, 0.06] 2008 -
Fasp 2012 (9) 0.0695 00917 234 003 0.1 53 186% 0.04 [0.01, 0.07] 2012 =
FPeng 2012 (6) -0.02 006 100 -0.04 0.08 102 235% 0.02 [0.00, 0.04] 2012 [
Total (95% CI) 560 288 100.0% 0.03 [0.01, 0.06] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChF=13.81, df= 6 (P = 0.02); F= 64% 1_0.5 _0.125 p 0.125 D.5=

Testfor overall effect £=2.90 (P =0.004)

Footnotes
(13 3 months, hinocular

(2 3 months, unclearwhether eyes/people reparted

(3 18 manths, binocular
(43 3 months, hinocular

(53 12 manths, unclear whether eyesipeople reported

(61 6 months, hinocular
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Mean uncorrected intermediate visual acuity

Multifocal Monofocal Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
tdawwell 2017 (1) 034 0158 183 039 0182 160 51.5% -0.05[-0.09,-0.01] i
FPeng 2012 (2) 017 015 100 027 0158 102 485% -0.10[-0.14,-0.06 -
Total (95% CI) 253 262 100.0% -0.07 [-0.12, -0.03] -
_I?ehi;ngenemrl:l T?ru :‘??Pg;;:?hlpz—aﬁuuau';fz 1{P=008)F=67% s T 1 .y 07

estior overall effect Z=2.97 (P =10. ) Favours multifocal  Favours monofocal
Footnotes
(13 6 months, hinocular
27 B moanths. hinocular
Mean corrected intermediate visual acuity

Multifocal Monofocal Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight N, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Mawwell 2017 (1) 0.33 0174 153 043 0169 160 38.9% -0.10[0.14,-0.068] -
Feng 2012 (2) 0416 011 100 024 041 102 61.1% -0.08 [0.11,-0.048] . 5
Total (95% CI) 253 262 100.0% -0.09[-0.11, -0.06] L 2
e O

Bstfor overall effect Z=7.25 { : ! Favours multifocal Favours monofocal
Footnotes
{13 6 manths, binocular
{2 6 manths, binocular
Mean uncorrected near visual acuity
Multifocal Monofocal Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Rand 05% Cl Year IV, Rand 05% CI
Javitt 2000 {13 0.11 014 123 0.3 022 109 168% -019[0.24 -0.14] 2000 =
Leyland 2002 (2) 0.443 01816 44 046 016 16 162% -0.02 011, 0.08] 2002 -
Harman 2008 (3) 0.449 014 24 0E4 012 19 164% -0.15[0.23,-0.07] 2008 —
Feng 2012 {4) 0.07 007 100 064 021 102 169% -0.87 [0.61,-053] 2012 -
Rasp 2012 (5) 029786325 015013487 234 047 015 88 169% -017[F0.22,-013] 2012 -
Maxweell 2017 (6) 0.55 0196 153 066 0183 160 169% -011[015-007] 2017 -
Total (95% CI) 678 464 100.0% -0.20[-0.37, -0.04] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.04; Chi®=302.43, df= 5 (P = 0.00001); F=98% g -DI 5 DIS 1

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.41 (P=0.02)

Footnhotes

(13 3 months, binocular
(2 3 months, binocular
(318 manths, hinocular
(43 6 months, binocular

(5312 manths, unclearwhether eyes/people reported

(6) B months, binocular

Mean corrected near visual acuity

Favours multifocal Favours monofocal

Multifocal Monofocal Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl1 Year IV, Random, 95% CI
Javitt 2000 {1) 0 0os 123 0 005 109 146% 0.00[-0.01,001] 2000
Leyland 2002 {2) 0.3307 01791 g8 0.2 043 32 141% 0.13[0.07,0.19] 2002 -
Palmer 2008 (3) 00171 0.0486 90 0.04 008 24 14.4%  -0.02[-0.06,0.01] 2008 -
Harman 2008 (4} 0.36 0.1 24033 0N 19 140%  -0.03[-0.09,003] 2008 -
Rasp 2012 (5) 0.234 01507 234 013 0413 58 14.4% 0.10[0.07,014] 2012 -
Peng 2012 (6) 0.03 011 100 065 034 102 13%9% -0.62[0.69,-0.55 2012 -
Mazwell 2017 (7) 046 0175 1483 0.7 0183 160 144% -014[018,-0100 2017 -
Total {95% CI) 812 504 100.0%  -0.08 [-0.20, 0.03] .
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi®= 383.98, df= 6 (F < 0.00001); F= 93% l_1 -DI 5 B DIS 1l

Test for overall effect Z=138{F=017)

Footnotes

(13 3 months, hinocular
(2 3 months, hinocular
(31 3 manths, hinocular
(4118 months, hinocular

(51 12 months, unclearwhether evesipeople reported

(B 6 months, hinacular
(71 6 moanths, hinocular
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Spectacle dependence (any)

Multifocal Monofocal Risk Ratio Risk Hatio
Study or Subgroup  Ewents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
Steinert 1892 (1) 22 Kl i) 28 94% 0.79[0.61,1.03] 1982 T
Percival 19593 14 25 23 4 TY% 0.61[0.42,0.88] 1983
Rossetti 1994 (2) 20 38 39 42 86% 0.57 [0.41,0.78] 19594 —_—
Haaskjold 19588 (3) 50 T8 G 0 10.5% 0.67 [0.86,0.80] 1983 -
Jawitt 2000 {43 g4 124 102 111 11.0% 0.74[0.63,0.84] 2000 -
Leyland 2002 {5) 3z 44 16 16 10.2% 0.74[061,091] 2002 —_
Harman 2008 (8} 18 24 19 19 9.6% 0.76[0.60,0.97] 2008 ]
Cilling 2008 {F) 18 A7 12 15  B.9% 0.48[0.31,0.75] 2008 e
Zhao 2010 (8) 24 T2 68 89 82I% 0.44[0.31, 063 2010 —
Peng 2012 {4 13 a0 I8 51 6.3% 0.35[0.21,087] 2012 —
Masaiell 2017 {100 136 1485 187 165 11.58% 0.892[0.86,098] 2017 bl
Total (95% Cly G689 631 100.0% 0.65 [0.54, 0.78] <o
Total events 431 filiti]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.07; Chi®= 84.88, df=10{F = 0.00001}; F= 88% ID ] DIQ IJIS é é 1E|=
Testioroverall efiect 2= 4.70 (F < 0.00001) Favours multifocal Favours monofocal
Footnotes
{13 "What visual aid do you use to imprave vision™ "Mane” (event swapped in figure) at 3 to 6 manths
(21 "Reqguired no spectacles” (event swapped for figure) at 12 maonths
(31 "Reported never using spectacles for distance or near' (event swapped in this figure) 5 months
(41 "Reported neverwearing glasses" (event swapped in figure) at 3 to B maonths
(8 "Complete freedom from glasses” (event swapped in figured at 12 months
(51 "Completely spectacle independent” (ewent swapped in figure) at 18 months
(71 "Complete spectacle independence” (event swapped in this figure) at 12 manths
(81 "Reported being spectacle independent’ (event swapped in figure) at 6 months
(9 "Reported overall spectacle independence” (event swapped for figure) at & moaonths
(10 "Considered to not require spectacles to perform tasks"
Spectacle dependence (distance or near)
Multifocal Monofocal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.12.1 Distance
Haaskjold 19538 (1) 41 T8 36 TO 341% 1.04[0.76 1.43] 1983
Jawitt 2000 {23 1 124 4 111 31.5% 0.63[0.43 093] z000 —
Mijkamp 2004 (3} 17 B8 L B5  27.9% 0.46[0.28 0.74] 2004 — =
Peng 2012 {4) 3 a0 3 a1 6.5% 1.02[0.22 483] 2012
Subtotal (95% Clj 321 207 100.0% 0.71[0.46, 1.09] -
Total events 92 "7
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.11; Chi*=9.21, df= 3P =0.03; F=67%
Testforaverall effect Z=1.58(FP=0.11)
1.12.2 Near
Haaskjold 1958 (5) 43 T8 a7 TO 188% 067 [0.583 0.84] 1983 —
Jawitt 2000 (B} 83 124 989 111 20.3% 0.75[0.65 0.86] 2000 -
Kamlesh 2001 (7 ] 20 149 200 132% 0.47[0.28,078] 2001 -
Mijkamp 2004 (8} 34 68 a1 65 18.6% 0.73[0.587, 093] Z004 —
Palmer 2008 (93 28 490 23 24 17.0% 0.32[0.24 0.45] 2008 —
Peng 2012 {10} 11 a0 ar a1 121% 030018 0483 2012 e —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 431 341 100.0% 0.53[0.40, 0.71] L
Total events 213 286
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.10; Chi*= 33.45, df= 4 (P = 0.00001}; F= 85%
Testfor averall effect 7= 4.23 (P = 0.0001}
om0z 05 2 § 10

Favours multifocal  Favours monofocal

Footnotes

{13 "Mever used spectacles for distance” (event swapped in the figure) at 5 months

(2 "Reported wore glasses none of the time for distance vision” (event swapped in figured at 3 t0 6 months
(31 "Reported using spectacles for distance vision akwaysimost of the timelguite often” at 3 months

(41 "Reported spectacle independence for distance vision" (event swapped in figured at 6 months

(83 "Mever used spectacles for near tasks" (event swapped in the figure) at 5 months

(51 "Reported wore glasses none of the time for near vision” (event swapped in figure) at 3 to & months
(71 "Diayou need additional glasses for nearwork? at 3 months

(81 "Reported using spectacles for near vision alwaysimost of the tirmefquite often” at 3 months

(%) "Dependence on near correction” at 3 maonths

(10 "Reported spectacle independence for near vision" (event swapped in figure) at 6 months
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210 Contrast sensitivity
Multifocal Monofocal Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Harman 2008 (1) 328 2.4 24 332 17 18 1.8% -0.40 [-1.63,0.83] - 1
Leyland 2002 {2} 1.67 0.7001 9 174 06 16 18.2%  -0.07 [-0.46, 0.3 -
Rossetti 1994 (3) 1.7 0.44 38 173 048 42 BT T% -003[-0.23,017)]
Sen 2004 {4) 2.6 14 53 3 1.2 67 12.3% -0.40 [-0.87,0.07]
Total (95% Cly 144 144 100.0%  -0.09[-0.26, 0.08]

4 -2 0 2 4
Favours monofocal  Favours multifocal

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi®= 2.24, df= 3 (P =0.52), F= 0%
Testfar averall effect Z=1.06 (P = 0.28)

Foothotes

{13 Pelli-Rabsan chart, 18 months

(2} Binocular, Pelli-Rohkson chart at 1metre, follow-up 6 weeks, recalc 5D
(3 Pelli-Robson test, 0.05 to 2.25 logunits, 12 months

(division Cantrast Test Systern at 6 oycles per dedree, 1 manth

211
212 Visual function
Multifocal Monofocal Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cillino 2008 (1) 958596 7.0014 47 871 114 15 224% 8.76[2.80,14.72] I
Mijkamp 2004 (2) 951 g 68 96 B 69  27.6%  -0.90[3.47, 1.67] =
Sen 2004 (3) 19.4 176 53 23 194 67  21.3% -3.60[10.19,2.59] e
Zhao 2010 {4) 497.3 36 T2 898 63 89 28.6% 7.50 [5.95,9.05] —
Total {95% CIy 240 240 100.0% 3.09 [-2.77, 8.96] -*
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 30.67; Chi®= 38.37, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); I*= 92% 5_20 _150 b 150 T
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.03 (F = 0.30) Favours monofocal  Favours multifocal
Foothotes
(1) Modified F-7 score at 12 months
(2 WF-14 at 3 manths
(3 Change inWF-7 score at 1 month
(43 WF-7 score at 6 manths
213
214 Patient satisfaction
Multifocal Monofocal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% CI
Cillino 2008 (1) 4534 0.4456 a7 46 0.3 15 14.9% -0.16 [-0.74,0.43]
Mijkarmp 2004 {2) -0.4 1.2 gg  -03 1.2 B9 17.6% -0.08 [-0.42, 0.29] —
Peng 2012 {3) 214 1.2 50 B.23 186 a1 16.7% 1.16[0.74,1.59] I —
Sen 2004 (4) -1.3 0.8 53 -14 049 BY 17.3% 0.12[-0.24,0.48] —_
Steinert 1992 (5) -1.77 1.36 32 135 048 30 15.8% -0.37 [0.87, 0173 —
Zhao 2010 (B) 47 0.3 72 43 06 83 17.7% 0.81[0.49,1.14] e —
Total {95% CI) 322 321 100.0% 0.26 [-0.21, 0.73] "'
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.30; Chi®= 40,80, df= 4 (P = 0.00001); F= 88% 5_2 51 b 15 5
Testfar averall effect 2=1.03 (F=0.27) Favours manofocal  Favours multifocal
Faothotes
(13 B-paint scale at 12 manths, 1=very dizsatisfied, S=very satisfied
{2y @ point scale (satisfaction minus expectations) at 3 months
{310 point scale at 6 months {1=incapacitating, 1 0=excellant)
(41 4 point scale (multiplied by -1 3= higher scores warse) at 1 manth
(5) 7 point scale (multiplied by -1 as higher scores worse) at 3 to 6 months,
215 {6y 5 point scale at 6 months,
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Glare

Multifocal Monofocal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Ewents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
Percival 1983 (1) 1 25 1] 2% 0.3% 3.00[0.13,70.30] 1893
Rossetti 1994 (2} T 38 g 42 3.3% 0.97 [0.39,2.41] 1954 . —
Haaskjold 1998 (3) ] T8 A o 24% 1.42[0.49,413] 19598 e
Kamlesh 2001 {4) ] 20 G 20 40% 1.50[0.66, 3.43] 2001 B —
Sen 2004 {2 18 a3 20 67 9.9% 1.14[0.67,1.92] 2004 I
Cilling 2008 (&) T 47 1 1% 07% 2.23[0.30,16.72] 2008 —
Harman 2008 (7} 18 24 T 19 B.8% 2.04[1.08 3.83] 2008 —
Ml 2017 (B) 93 153 85 160 Fl8% 1.14[0.94,1.38] 2017 [ |
Total (95% Cl) 439 418 100.0% 1.21[1.03, 1.43] L]
Tatal events 161 132

Heterogeneity, Tauw?=0.00; Chi*=4.28 df=7 (P=0.79), F=0% I

01

10

0.0 1a0
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.27 (P = 0.02) Favours multifocal  Favours maonofocal
Footnotes
1) 410 6 maonths
(2312 maonths
(3 8 months
4) 3 months
(81 1 manth
() 12 months
(7118 maonths
(83 6 months
Halos
Multifocal Monofocal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Cillino 2008 (1) 18 47 1] 15 I1% 1233078, 183.20] 4
Haaskjold 1998 {2 15 T 1] 7o 1% 2781 [1.68, 451.57)] +
kamlesh 2001 (3) 3 el 1 el 4. 8% 3.00[0.34, 26.419]
el 2017 (4) 101 1483 B2 160 33.45% 1.701.36, 2.13] -
Fercival 1993 (5) 2 25 1] 25 2T7% 4.00[0.25, 99.16]
Rossetti 1994 (8) 22 38 g 42 17 7% 4,86 [2.05, 11.56] —
Sen 2004 {7} 4 a3 2 67 8.3% 3.78[0.80,18.09] T
Zhao 2010 (8) KNl T2 18 39 26.9% 2.1311.30, 3.48] —
Total {(95% CI) 487 488 100.0% 2.85[1.71, 4.75] -
Total events 1498 R
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.19; Chif=14.74, df= 7 (P = 0.043, F= 53% ID o1 051 1ID 1E|DI

Taestfor overall effect: 2= 4.02 (P = 0.0001)

Foothotes

(1312 months
{2y & moanths

{3 3 months

(4 B months

(&) 4 to B months
(6 12 manths
(711 manth

{8 6 manths
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Multifocal versus monovision

Visual acuity

Multifocal Monovision

Study or Subgroup Mean 5SD Total Mean SD Total

Mean Difference
Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI

Mean Difference
I, Fixed, 95% CI

2.1.1 Mean unaided distance VA (logMAR)

Wilking 2013 n00g 012 94 008 018
Subtotal (95% Cly 94

Heterogeneity, Mat applicahle
Test for overall effect Z=086 (P =034

2.1.2 Mean unaided intermediate VA {logMAR)

Wilking 2013 022 012 90 015 012
Subtotal (95% Cly o0

Heterogeneity, Mat applicahle
Test for overall effect Z=3.92 (P = 0.00013)

2.1.3 Mean unaided near VA {logMAR)

Wilking 2013 -003 013 94 00 012
Subtotal (95% Clh 04
Heterogeneity, Mat applicahle

Test for overall effect Z=218(F =003

42
92

a1
91

42
92

100.0%  0.02 [-0.02, 0.08]
100.0%  0.02 [-0.02, 0.06]

100.0% 0.07 [0.04, 0.10]
100.0%  0.07 [0.04, 0.10]

100.0% -0.04 [-0.08, -0.00]
100.0% -0.04 [-0.08, -0.00]

—

————

——

-0 -0.05

0 0.05

Footnotes

Favours multifocal

(1) Follow-up 6 maonths: outcorme was "spectacle-free patients" (event swapped in the figure)
(2 Follow-up: 4 months. Outcome was "reported never wearing glasses” (event swapped in figure)
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Fawours monovigion

0.1
. ) Favours multifocal  Favours monovision
Test for subaraup differences: Chi*=18.51, df= 2 (P = 0.0001), F= 89.2%
Spectacle dependence
Multifocal Monovision Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Fvents Total Fvents Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
2.2.1 Overall
Labiris 2015 (1) 11 ¥ 26 3| 284% 0.43([025 0759 —
Wiilking 2013 (2 27 94 [3t] 93 F1E% 0.39[0.28 0.54] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 131 131 100.0% 0.40[0.30,0.53] -
Total events 38 a5
Heterogeneity: Chi==013, df=1 {P=072) F=0%
Testfor averall effect £= 6.24 (P = 0.00001)
2.2.2 Near vision
Lakiris 2014 10 ar 26 38 1000% 040([022 070 i
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 38 1000% 0.40[0.22,0.70]
Total events 10 26
Heterogeneity, Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect 2= 318 (P =0.001)
2.2.3 Distance vision
Labiris 2014 3 kn 2 38 1000% 1.54 [0.27 8.70] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 38 1000% 1.54[0.27,8.70]
Total events 3 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z= 049 (F = 0.62)
01 0z 05 z 5 10



226

227

228 H.4.3.3

229

230

231

232

233

234

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Contrast sensitivity

Multifocal Monovision Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Labirig 2015 {1} 1.4 047 37 139 011 38 324%  0.01 [-0.08,0.07]
Wilking 2013 (2 139 018 94 145 013 93 67.6% -0.06[0.10,-0.02) i
Total {95% CI) 131 131 100.0% -0.04 [-0.07,-0.00] L 2
Heterageneity: Chif= 3.01, df= 1 (P = 0.08); F= 67% f f T ; i
. - -04 -0.25 ] 0.25 0.5
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.88 (F=0.05) Favours monovision  Favours multifocal
Footnotes
(13 Follow-up: 6 months
(2 Follow-up: 4 manths
Refractive vs diffractive multifocal lenses
Uncorrected distance visual acuity
Refractive Diffractive Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total VWeight I, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Alio 2011 012 013 35 0134 0115 41 128% -0.01 [F0.07, 0.04] B
Chiam 2007 0025 0.055 40 0.064 0.053 a0 30.0% -0.04 [-0.06,-0.02] -
Cillino 2008 006 0124 3 0173 0106 32 121%  -011 07, -0.08] —
Gil 2012 004 006 11 0131 0087 12 11.58% -008[}0145 -0.03] —_—
Martinez Palmer 2008 014 012 32 018 01 26 126% -0.04 010, 0.02) T
Mester 2007 0675 0126 24 069 0144 23 7.9% -0.01 0,09, 0.06] T
Rasp 2012 11 011 30 0144 0104 27 13.0% -0.03 0,09, 0.03) T
Total (95% Clj 213 211 100.0% -0.05 [-0.07, -0.02] &
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 964, df=6(P=014), F=38% f t ! |
. -0 -0.25 0 0.25 0s
Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.88 (P = 0.0001) Favours refractive Favours diffractive
Spectacle dependence
Refractive Diffractive Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Chiam 2007 15 50 7 a0 1.8% 214 [0.96, 4.80] |
Cillino 2008 16 31 2 16 TA% 413[1.08 15.78]
Gil 2012 T 11 G 36 19.4% 3.82[1.62,8.99] —
Warinez Palmer 2008 18 32 10 a8 JE% 326([1.72,6.20] ——
Mester 2007 16 24 4 23 163% 3.83[1.81, 9.76] e
Total (95% CI) 148 183 100.0% 3.21[2.20, 4.68] <&
Total events 72 29
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.40, df= 4 (P = 0.84); F= 0% I t t |
Test for overall effect, £=6.06 (F = 0.00001) oo 0.1 - -1 0 ’ 100
’ : : Fawaurs refractive  Favaurs diffractive
Glare
Refractive Diffractive Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Ewvents Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Chiam 2007 33 a0 29 a0 ¥0.0% 1.14 [0.84, 1.55]
Cillino 2008 3 16 1 16 24% 300035 25.87]
Gil 2012 q 11 20 3E 22E% 1.47 093, 2.21] i
tester 2007 5 24 2 23 4.9% 2401[0.52 11.14] ]
Total (95% CI 101 125 100.0% 1.32[1.02, 1.71] P
Total events a0 g2
Heterageneity: Chif= 2.31, df= 3 {P =051); F=0% T o e 100

Test for overall effect £=212 (P=0.03)

Favours refractive Favours diffractive
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236

237 H.4.3.4

238

239

240

241
242

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Halo
Refractive Diffractive Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvenis Total Fvents Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CIl
Chiarm 2007 el a0 27 a0 447% 1.33[0.98,1.84] L
Cillino 2008 16 N 2 16 24% 4.13[1.08,15.78]
Gil 2012 10 11 22 3B 415% 1.449[1.08, 2.04] L
Mester 2007 14 24 q 23 11.4% 1.49[0.81, 2.74]
Total {95% CIj 116 125 100.0% 1.45[1.18, 1.79] L 2
Total events TH B0
Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=3.01, df= 3 (P =0.39); F= 0% I t t |
Testf Il effect: £= 3.3 (F =0.0004 0.01 0.1 10 100
estfor overall effect £= 3.53 (F =10 ) Fawvours refractive  Favours diffractive
Bifocal versus trifocal intraocular lenses
Uncorrected visual acuity
Trifocal Bifocal Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% CI
7.3.1UDVA
Gunderson 2016 003 04 11 008 013 11 278%  -0.058[-014, 0.08] I
Janker 2015 0.09 016 15 008 011 13 259.8% 0.01 [-0.0%9, 0.11] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 24 536%  -0.02[-0.09,0.05] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 071, df=1 (P =040}, F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 059 (F=0.5%5)
7.3.2UvA
Jonker 2015 045 018 15 041 014 13 17.59% 0.04 [-0.08, 0.16] I
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 13 17.5% 0.04 [-0.08, 0.16] el
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.64 (P=0.52)
7.3.3UNVA
Jonker 2015 025 017 15 0.2 0049 19 289% 0.05 [-0.05, 0.15] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 19 28.90% 0.05 [-0.05, 0.15] -~
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.03 (F=0.30)
Total (95% Cly 56 56 100.0% 0.01 [-0.04, 0.06] ?
Heterogeneity Tau?= 0.00; Chi®= 2,38, df= 3 (P = 0.50); F= 0% f ; T ; i
. -0.5 -0.258 a 025 0Aa
Testfor overall effect Z=10.33 (P=0.70) Fawours trifocal Favours bifocal
Testfor subdgroup differences: Chi= 168, df= 2 (P=043), F= 0%
Corrected visual acuity
Trifocal Bifocal Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% CI
7.4.1 CDVA
Gundersan 2016 -0.01 0.06 11 0.01 0.7 11 43.8%  -0.02[-0.07, 0.03]
Jonker 2015 001 o1 15 002 008 13 261%  -0.01 [-0.08, 0.08]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 26 24 69.9%  -0.02[-0.06, 0.03]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi#= 0.05, df=1 (P=0.83), F= 0%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.74 (P =0.46)
7.4.2 DCIVA,
Jonker 2015 043 014 15 042 014 13 11.3% 0.01[F010,012] D
Subtotal {95% Cl) 15 13 11.3% 0.01[-0.10,0.12] B
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.18 (F = 0.86)
743 DCNVA
Janker 2015 019 014 1% 017 0.08 13 18.8% 0.02 [-0.06, 0.10] -1
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 13 188% 0.02 [-0.06, 0.10] B
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.47 (F=0E64
Total (95% CI) 56 50 100.0%  -0.01[-0.04,0.03] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChiF= 073, df=3 (P =087), F=0% s 08 0 0hs 05

Testfor overall effect Z=035(F=072)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 068, df=2 (P=0717, F= 0%
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

243 H.4.4 Multifocal vs monofocal intraocular lenses: network meta-analyses (monofocal
244 lenses used as reference category)

245 H.4.41 Uncorrected distance visual acuity

246 Class-level analysis
Treatment Random Effects Model MD 95%,.C|
Mlonowision : -0.01 0171, 0.09]
MWonofocal 0.00
Multifocal — 0.01 [-0.03; 0.05]
[ I I |
01 -0.0% o 005 0.1
247
248 Pairwise mean differences from NMA (higher number favour column)
Monovision Monofocal Multifocal
Monovision N/A
Monofocal 0.01(-0.09, 0.11) N/A
Multifocal 0.02 (-0.07,0.11) 0.01(-0.03, 0.05) N/A
249 Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
250 taur2 =0.0017; 1"2 =74.3%
251 Network graph
MWonofocal
T Multifocal
252 MWonowision i
253 Comparison of direct and indirect evidence
254 Random effects model:
255 comparison prop nma direct indir. Diff z p-value
256 Monofocal :Monovision 0 -0.0126 . -0.0126
257 Monofocal:Multifocal 1 0.0074 0.0074
258 Monovision:Multifocal 1 0.0200 0.0200
259 Legend:
260 comparison - Treatment comparison
261 prop - Direct evidence proportion
262 nma - Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
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264
265
266
267

268

269
270

271
272
273

274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

direct - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Diff - Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

p-value - p-value of test for disagreement

Subdivided analysis

Treatment

Fefractive
Monofocal
Monovision
Diffractive

(direct versus indirect)

Random Effects Model MD 9594, .|

-0.01 [0.04; 0.03]
0.00

4

-0.05 0 0.05

0.01 [-0.07; 0.09]
0.03 [0.00; 0.07]

Pairwise mean differences from NMA (higher numbers favour column)

Refractive Monofocal Monovision Diffractive
Refractive N/A
Monofocal 0.01(-0.03, 0.04) N/A
Monovision 0.02 (-0.06, 0.10) 0.01 (-0.07, 0.09) N/A
Diffractive 0.04 (0.01,0.07) 0.03 (-0.00, 0.07) 0.02 (-0.05, 0.09) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

tau*2 =0.0010; I"2 =64.3%

Network graph

Monofocal

Diffractive

Monovision

Refractive

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Random effects model:
comparison
Diffractive:Monofocal
Diffractive:Monovision
Diffractive:Refractive

Monofocal :Monovision

prop

nma

L0311

.0200

.0393

L0111

direct indir.

-0.0190 -0.0567

-0.0200

Diff z p-value

0.0377 0.98 0.3255

-0.0460 0.0241 -0.0702 -1.50 0.1335

0.0111
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283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292

293

294

297
298
299

300
301
302
303
304

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Monofocal:Refractive 0.78 -0.0082

Monovision:Refractive 0.00 -0.0193

Legend:
comparison
prop
nma
direct
indir.
Diff
z

p-value

Treatment comparison

Direct evidence proportion

Estimated treatment effect (MD)
Estimated treatment effect (MD)

Estimated treatment effect (MD)

0.0107 -0.0755

. -0.0193

0.0862

2.06 0.0394

in network meta-analysis
derived from direct evidence

derived from indirect evidence

Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z-value of test for disagreement

p-value of test for disagreement

H.4.4.2 Uncorrected near visual acuity

Class-level analysis

(direct versus indirect)

(direct versus indirect)

Treatment Random Effects Model MD 95%.-ClI
Multifocal -020 037, -0.04)
Monowision 016 [F0B0; 027
Monafocal | | | | 000
04 02 0 02 04
Pairwise mean differences from NMA (higher number favour column)
Multifocal Monovision Monofocal
Multifocal N/A
Monovision 0.04 (-0.36,0.44) N/A
Monofocal 0.20 (0.04, 0.37) 0.16 (-0.27, 0.60) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

tau*2 = 0.0416; 12 = 98.3%

Network graph

fonofocal

Mulifocal

Monovision

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Random effects model:

comparison k prop nma direct indir. Diff z p-value

Monofocal :Monovision 0 0 -0.1631

. -0.1631
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306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315

316

317
318

319
320
321

322

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Monofocal:Multifocal 6

Monovision:
Legend:

comparison

prop

nma

direct

indir.

Diff

z

p-value

Multifocal 1

Treatment comparison

Direct evidence proportion
Estimated treatment effect
Estimated treatment effect

Estimated treatment effect

1 -0.0400 -0

1 -0.2031 -0.2031

.0400

(MD) in network meta-analysis

(MD) derived from direct evidence

(MD) derived from indirect evidence

Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z-value of test for disagreement

p-value of test for disagreement

Subdivided analysis

Treatment

Diffractive

Random Effects Model

Mlanond sian
Fefractive
tonofocal

—_—

-06-04-02 0 02 04 06

(direct versus indirect)

(direct versus indirect)

MD 85%-Cl

-0.30 [-0.50; -0.09]
-0.26 [-068 0.17]
-0.12 [-0.30: 0.07]
0.00

Pairwise mean differences from NMA (higher numbers favour column)

Diffractive Monovision Refractive Monofocal
Diffractive N/A
Monovision 0.04 (-0.33,0.41) N/A
Refractive 0.18 (-0.07,0.43) 0.14 (-0.31, 0.59) N/A
Monofocal 0.30(0.09, 0.50) 0.26 (-0.17, 0.68) 0.12 (-0.07, 0.30) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

tau*2 =0.0359; I"2 =98.1%

Network graph

Monofocal

Diffractive

Monavision

Refractive
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324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340

341

342

343
344

345

346
347
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Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Random effects model:

comparison

Diffractive:Monofocal

Diffractive:

Diffractive:

Monofocal:

Monofocal:

Monovision:

Legend:
comparison
prop
nma
direct
indir.
Diff
Z

p-value

Monovision

Refractive

Monovision

Refractive

Refractive

Treatment

1 0.46

0 0.00

compar

nma

0.2967

0.0400

0.1781

-0.2567

-0.1186

0.1381

ison

direct indir. Diff z p-value

0.2958 0.3074 -0.0115 -0.03 0.9776

0.0400

0.1376 0.2118 -0.0742 -0.29 0.7741

. =0.2567

-0.1075 -0.3348 0.2273 0.52 0.6034

0.1381

Direct evidence proportion

Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis

Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence

Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence

Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z-value of test for disagreement

p-value of test

H.4.4.3 Spectacle dependence

Class-level analysis

Treatment

rultifocal
honofocal
ronowision

for disagreement

Random Effects Model

0.5

(direct versus indirect)

(direct versus indirect)

RR  85%-Cl

0.66 [0.57; 0.76]
1.00
163 [104; 253]

Pairwise relative risks from NMA (higher number favour column)

Multifocal Monofocal Monovision
Multifocal N/A
Monofocal 1.52 (1.31, 1.76) N/A
Monovision 2.47 (1.62, 3.78) 1.63 (1.04, 2.53) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

tau*2 = 0.0436; 1"2 = 81.0%

Network graph
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348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363

364

365
366

367
368

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

fonofocal

Multifocal

Manovision

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Random effects model:

comparison k prop nma direct indir. RoR z p-value

Monofocal:Monovision 0 0 1.6253 . 1.6253
Monofocal:Multifocal 11 1 0.6576 0.6576
Monovision:Multifocal 2 1 0.4046 0.4046
Legend:

comparison - Treatment comparison

prop - Direct evidence proportion

nma - Estimated treatment effect (RR) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (RR) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (RR) derived from indirect evidence
RoR - Ratio of Ratios (direct versus indirect)

Z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

Subdivided analysis

Treatment Random Effects Model RR  95%-CI

Diffractive 046 [0.35 061]

Refractive — 0.83 [065 1.08]

Monofocal 1.00

Monowision | - | 145 082 257]

0.4 1 2
Pairwise mean differences from NMA (higher numbers favour column)
Diffractive Refractive Monofocal Monovision

Diffractive N/A
Refractive 1.81(1.33,247) N/A
Monofocal 2.18 (1.65, 2.89) 1.21(0.94, 1.54) N/A
Monovision 3.16 (1.83, 5.46) 1.75 (1.00, 3.06) 1.45(0.82, 2.57) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

tau*2 = 0.0970; 12 = 83.9%
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375
376
377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388

389

390

391
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Network graph

Diffractive

tonofocal

Monovision

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Random effects model:

Refractive

comparison k prop nma direct indir.

Diffractive:Monofocal 5 0.73 2.1829 1.8063 3.

Diffractive:Monovision 1 0.61 3.1627 2.5830
Diffractive:Refractive 5 0.42 1.8101 3.2402
Monofocal:Monovision O 0.00 1.4488
Monofocal:Refractive 6 0.81 0.8292 0.7148
Monovision:Refractive 1 0.47 0.5723 0.4345
Legend:

comparison - Treatment comparison

4.

1.

1.

1

0.

6192

3502

1804

4488

.5731

7318

RoR

0.4991

0.5938

2.7450

0.4544

0.5937

z p-value
-2.16 0.0306
-0.91 0.3623

3.16 0.0016

-2.46 0.0139

-0.91 0.3623

in network meta-analysis
derived from direct evidence

derived from indirect evidence

(direct versus indirect)

prop - Direct evidence proportion

nma - Estimated treatment effect (RR)

direct - Estimated treatment effect (RR)

indir. - Estimated treatment effect (RR)

RoR - Ratio of Ratios (direct versus indirect)
z - z-value of test for disagreement
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement

H.4.4.4 Contrast sensitivity

Class-level analysis

(direct versus indirect)

Treatment Fixed Effect Model
hultifocal
fonovision
rMonofocal
| T T |
02 -0 0 o1 02

252

MD 85%-ClI

009 [-0.26 0.08]
0,05 [[0.220.12]
0.00
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393

394
395

396
397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410
411
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Pairwise relative risks from NMA (higher number favour row)

Multifocal Monovision Monofocal
Multifocal N/A
Monovision 0.04 (0.00, 0.07) N/A
Monofocal 0.09 (-0.08, 0.26) 0.05(-0.12,0.22) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
tau”2 =0.0010; I1"2 = 23.8%
Network graph

Ionofocal

Multifocal

Monovision

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Fixed effect model:

comparison prop nma direct indir. Diff z p-value
Monofocal:Monovision 0 -0.0520 . =0.0520
Monofocal:Multifocal 1 -0.0894 -0.0894
Monovision:Multifocal 1 -0.0373 -0.0373

Legend:

comparison - Treatment comparison

prop - Direct evidence proportion

nma - Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Diff - Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
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413
414

415

416
417

418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429
430
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Subdivided analysis

Treatment

Ciffractive ——————

honowision
Refractive
Monofocal

Fixed Effect Model

02 01 0 01 02

MD 85%-Cl

_0.15 [0.27:-0.04]
009 [-020; 0.07]
008 [017; 0.00]
0.00

Pairwise mean differences from NMA (higher numbers favour row)

Diffractive Monovision Refractive Monofocal
Diffractive N/A
Monovision 0.06 (0.02,0.11) N/A
Refractive 0.07 (-0.01, 0.15) 0.01 (-0.06, 0.08) N/A
Monofocal 0.15(0.04, 0.27) 0.09 (-0.02, 0.20) 0.08 (-0.00, 0.17) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

tau*2 = 0.0016; 1"2 =2.9%

Network graph

Diffractive

haonofocal
C

Refractive
IMonovision
Comparison of direct and indirect evidence
Fixed effect model:
comparison prop nma direct
Diffractive:Monofocal 0 0.1524 0.1524
Diffractive:Monovision 1 0.0600 0.0600
Diffractive:Refractive 0 0.0700 0.0700
Monofocal:Monovision 0 -0.0924 . -0.0924
Monofocal:Refractive 1 -0.0824 -0.0824
Monovision:Refractive 1 0.0100 0.0100
Legend:
comparison - Treatment comparison
prop - Direct evidence proportion
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431
432
433
434
435
436

437

438

439
440

441

442
443

444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451

H.4.4.5

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

nma - Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Diff - Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
Glare

Class-level analysis

Treatment Fixed Effect Model RR  956%-Cl
Monofocal 1.00
Monowision : 0.86 [066; 1.12]
Multifocal | N | 121 [1.03; 143]
075 1 15
Pairwise relative risks from NMA (higher number favour column)
Monofocal Monovision Multifocal
Monofocal N/A
Monovision 0.86 (0.66, 1.12) N/A
Multifocal 1.21 (1.03, 1.43) 1.41(1.14,1.73) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
taur2 =0;1"2 = 0%
Network graph

Manofocal

Multifocal

IMonovision

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Fixed effect model:

comparison k prop nma direct indir. RoR z p-value
Monofocal:Monovision 0 0 0.8596 . 0.8596
Monofocal:Multifocal 8 1 1.2103 1.2103
Monovision:Multifocal 1 1 1.4079 1.4079

Legend:
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453
454
455
456
457
458
459

460

461
462

463
464
465

466
467
468
469
470

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

comparison - Treatment comparison
prop - Direct evidence proportion
nma - Estimated treatment effect (RR) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (RR) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (RR) derived from indirect evidence
RoR - Ratio of Ratios (direct versus indirect)
z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
Subdivided analysis
Treatment Fixed Effect Model RR 95%:-ClI
Monowision — 0.82 [062; 1.08]
Monofocal 1.00
Diffractive ; 115 097, 1.37]
Refractive | —'l— 149 [1.18; 1.88]
0.7% i 15
Pairwise mean differences from NMA (higher numbers favour row)
Monovision Monofocal Diffractive Refractive
Monovision N/A
Monofocal 1.22 (0.93, 1.60) N/A
Diffractive 1.41(1.14,1.73) 1.15(0.97, 1.37) N/A
Refractive 1.82 (1.35,2.43) 1.49(1.18, 1.88) 1.29 (1.05, 1.59) N/A
Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
taur2 =0; 1"2=0%
Network graph
Diffractive
Monofocal
Refractive

Monevision

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Fixed effect model:

comparison k prop

nma direct indir. RoOR z p-value

Diffractive:Monofocal 3 0.84 0.8670 0.8690 0.8565 1.0146 0.06 0.9520
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H.4.4.6

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Diffractive:
Diffractive:
Monofocal:
Monofocal:
Monovision:
Legend:
comparison -
prop -
nma -
direct -
indir. -
RoR -
z -

p-value -

Halo

Subdivided

Monovision

Refractive

Monovision

Refractive

Refractive

1

4

0

5

0

0.

0.

0.

.00 0.7103 0.7103

.74 1.2892 1.2878 1.2931 0.9959 -0.02 0.9863

00 0.8193 . 0.8193

43 1.4870 1.4984 1.4785 1.0134 0.06 0.9556

00 1.8151 . 1.8151

Treatment comparison

Direct evidence proportion

Estimated treatment effect (RR) in network meta-analysis

Estimated treatment effect (RR) derived from direct evidence

Estimated treatment effect (RR) derived from indirect evidence

Ratio of Ratios (direct versus indirect)

z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

analysis

Treatment

Monofocal
Diffractive
Refractive

Fixed Effect Model RR  95%-Cl
1.00
—. 1.83 [1.50; 2.24]

—— 271 [2.05 359

05 1 2

Pairwise relative risks from NMA (higher number favour column)

Monofocal Diffractive Refractive
Monofocal N/A
Diffractive 1.83 (1.50, 2.24) N/A
Refractive 2.71 (2.05, 3.59) 1.48 (1.21, 1.81) N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

tau*2=0;1"2=0%

Network graph

Diffra

ctive,

Monofocal

Refractive
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Fixed effect model:
comparison
Diffractive:Monofocal
Diffractive:Refractive
Monofocal:Refractive

Legend:

k prop
4 0.97
4 0.97

4 0.07

nma direct indir. RoR z p-value
0.5459 0.5539 0.3372 1.6427 0.82 0.4150
1.4808 1.4535 2.5310 0.5743 -0.97 0.3338

2.7125 4.6366 2.6083 1.7777 1.01 0.3108

comparison - Treatment comparison

prop - Direct evidence proportion

nma - Estimated treatment effect (RR) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (RR) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (RR) derived from indirect evidence
RoR - Ratio of Ratios (direct versus indirect)

z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

509 H.4.5 Optimal strategy to address pre-existing astigmatism

510

511

512

513

514

515

Mean Visual Acuity — uncorrected distance (logMAR)

Toric 10L Non-toric 10L Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 Toric 0L ws non-toric 10L
Emesz 2015 n0.04 008 54 0z 018 2 107%  -016[-0.24,-0.08] e
Yisser 2014 015 017 82 033 0.2a 90 121% -018[-0.24,-0137] I
Waltz 20145 01 014 101 016 0186 93 14.7% -0.06[-0.10,-0.02] —
Subtotal {95% Cl) 237 207 37.4% -0.13[-0.21,-0.05] e
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=11.70, df= 2 {P = 0.003}; F= 83%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.07 (F=0.002)
1.1.2 Toric 10L w8 non-toric 10L + relaxing incision
Hirmschall 2014 008 01 28 009 013 28 124% -0 [-0.07,0.08) T
Lean 2015 015 008 52 022 012 A0 15.0% -0.07 [-0.11,-0.03] -
Maedel 2014 003 o018 18 029 03 Fal 4.7%  -0.20[-0.35,-0.04) -
Mendicute 2008 011 014 20 013 018 20 8.5%  -0.02 012,008 I —
Mingo-Batin 2010 013 01 20 0189 012 20 114%  -006[-013,001] 7
Subtotal (95% Cl) 138 139 52.0% -0.05[-0.10,-0.01] <
Heterageneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=6.64, df=4 (P=016); F=40%
Test far averall effect: Z=2.65 (P = 0.008)
1.1.3 Multifocal Toric vs multifocal non-toric with relaxing incision
Gangwani 2014 01 014 26 015 014 26 10.45%  -0.05[-013,003] T
Subtotal {95% Cl) 26 26 105% -0.05[-0.13,0.03] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.29 (F =0.20)
Total {95% CIj 401 372 100.0% -0.08[-0.12,-0.04] &
Hetarageneity: Tau‘z_ 0.00; Chi®= 24.79, df= 8 {P = 0.00%); F=68% s 115 ) 05s 0
Test for overall effect: Z=4.20 (F = 0.0001) Favours fafic  Favaurs nar-taric
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 274, df=2 (F=0.28). F= 26.9%
Proportion with visual acuity worse than 20/25 — uncorrected distance
Toric 10L Mon-toric 10L Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Ewents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 Toric 0L versus non-toric 10L
Wisser 2014 11 3 31 45 10.4% 0.43[0.25, 0.74]
Halland 2010 g9 243 1349 237 THE% 0.62[0.81, 0.76] B
Subtotal {(95% Cly 280 282 B6.1% 0,57 [0.41,0.78] il
Tatal events 100 170
Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.03; Chif=1.63, df=1 (P=0.20); F= 38%
Testfor overall effect; £= 3,48 (P = 0.0005)
1.4.2 Toric 10L versus non-toric 10L + relaxing incision
Mendicute 2003 A 20 10 20 46% 0.60[0.27,1.34] .
Mingo-Botin 2010 ] 20 14 200 93% 0.E4[0.37,113] e —
Subtotal {95% Chy 40 40 13.9% 0.63 [0.40, 1.00] —~al-—
Tatal events 14 24
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 002, df=1{F=089), F=0%
Test for overall effect; Z=1.88 {F = 0.04)
Total {95% CI) 320 322 100.0% 0,60 [0.51,0.71] <
Tatal events 115 194
Heterogeneity: Tau‘:I 0.00; Chi*=1.69, df= 3 (P= 064}, = 0% TR o= ¥ t 0
Testfor averall effect: £=45.81 (P < 0.00001) Favaurs toric 0L Favours non-toric 10L
Test for subaroun differences: Chi*= 013, df=1 (F=0710. F=0%
Mean Visual Acuity — corrected distance (logMAR)
Toric 10L Non-toric 10L Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% CI
1.3.1 Toric I0L ws non-toric 10L
Emesz 2015 o o1 54 003 04 X4 3TAE%  -003[-0.08 0037 —
Yisser 2014 004 o012 82 006 013 90 E24%  -0.02 [-0.06,0.037] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 136 114 100.0%  -0.02 [-0.05, 0.01] L
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=010,df=1 {F=0.78); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.58 (P =0.11)
Total (95% Cly 136 114 100.0%  -0.02 [-0.05, 0.01] L
ihae 2 = - - - - SR = ! 1 Il 1
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=010,df =1 (FP=075); F=0% '—D.S —D.'25 b D_'25 D.S'

Testfor overall effect Z=158(F=011)
Test for subdgroup differences: Mot applicable

Favours toric Favours non-taric
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517

518

519
520
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Residual astigmatism (Refractive cylinder dioptres)

Toric 10L Non-toric 10L Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Toric 0L ws non-toric 10L
Emesz 2015 0.335 045 54 113 083 24 89% -0.789[-1.19, -040]
Yisser 2014 07y 0482 82 1.8 1 90 11.7%  -1.12[-1.36,-0.88] —_—
Waltz 20145 045 041 101 085 057 99 13.2% -0.40[-0.54,-0.26] -
Subtotal {95% Cl) 237 206 33.9% -0.76[-1.27,-0.26] et
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.18; Chi®= 27.34, df= 2 (P = 0.000013; F=93%
Test for overall effect: Z=2.95 (F=0.003)
1.2.2 Toric 10L w8 non-toric 10L + relaxing incision
Hirmschall 2014 062 038 30 08 0458 30 11.8% -018[-0.43,007] T
Leon 2015 04 02 52 11 0.38 a0 13.48% -0.70[-0.82, -0.58] -
Maedel 2014 018 042 18 067 058 Fal 97% -048[-0.84, -014] —
Mendicute 2008 0.62 046 20 0497 051 20 10.5%  -0.35[-0.65,-0.09] e
Mingo-Batin 2010 061 041 200 1.32 062 20 101%  -0.71 [-1.04,-0.38] e
Subtotal (95% Cl) 140 141 553% -0.49[-0.72,-0.26] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*=17.04, df=4 (P=0.002), F=77%
Test for averall effect Z=4.20 (P = 0.0001;
1.2.3 Multifocal Toric vs multifocal non-toric with relaxing incision
Gangwani 2014 0.45 0449 29 072 061 29 108%  -0.27 [-0.55,0.01] ]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 29 20 10.8% -0.27[-0.55, 0.01] .
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.86 (F = 0.06)
Total {95% CIj 406 375 1000% -0.56[-0.75, -0.36] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi®= 4913, df= 8 {P = 0.000013; F= 84% 5_2 51 b 15 25
Test for overall effect: Z=5.70 (F = 0.00001) Favours tafic  Favaurs nan-taric
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 313, df=2 (FP=0.217, F=36.2%
Spectacle dependence
Toric 10L Non-toric 10L Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
1.5.1 Toric 0L versus non-toric 10L
Halland 2010 94 I 140 236 H.6% 0.61[0.81,0.74] L
Wigger 2014 G ar 31 45 J6T% 0.2410.11, 0.50] - &
Waltz 20145 4 30 3 30 13.8% 1.33[0.33, 5.458]
Subtotal {95% Cly 308 311 82.1% 052 [0.24, 1.13] =t
Total events 104 184
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 033, Chi®=7.27, df =2 (FP=003, F=72%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.66 (F=0.10)
1.5.2 Toric 10L versus non-toric 10L + relaxing incision
Minga-Batin 2010 3 20 q 200 17.49% 0.33[0.11,1.08] I ——
Subtotal {95% Cl) 20 20 17.9% 0.33[0.11, 1.05] —————
Total events 3 9
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: £=1.87 (F = 0.06)
Total {95% CI) 328 331 100.0% 0.47 [0.25, 0.90] i
Total events 107 1493

e 2 — . - - — — SR = ! J 1 1
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 024, Chi*= 826, df= 3 (F=0.04), F=64% 'D.DS sz :-5 QD'

Testfor overall effect Z=2.30 (F=0.02)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chif= 038, df=1 (P=054, F=0%

Note: Non OECD country studies removed for meta-analysis
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H.5 Wrong lens implant errors
¢ What are the procedural causes of wrong lens implant errors?
e What strategies should be adopted to reduce the risk of wrong lens implant errors?

There were no meta-analyses conducted for these questions.
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526 H.6

527
528

529
530

531
532
533 H.6.1

534 H.6.1.1

535
536

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Surgical timing and technique
e What is the effectiveness of laser-assisted phacoemulsification cataract surgery compared

with standard ultrasound phacoemulsification cataract surgery?

e What is the effectiveness of bilateral simultaneous (rapid sequential) cataract surgery
compared with unilateral eye surgery?

o What is the appropriate timing of second eye surgery, taking into account issues such as
refractive power after first eye surgery?

Laser-assisted cataract surgery

Intra-operative complications

Study or Subgroup

Laser

Standard
Events Total Events Total M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

1.1.1 Anterior capsule tear
Conrad-Hengerer 2013
Conrad-Hengerer 2014
Conrad-Hengerer 2015
kKovacs 2014

Kranitz 2012

Magy 2011

Magy 2014

Reddy 2013

Schargus 2015

YU 2015

1.1.2 Posterior capsule tear
Conrad-Hengerer 2013
Conrad-Hengerer 2014
Conrad-Hengerer 2015
Kovacs 2014

Kranitz 2012

Magy 2011

Madgy 2014

Reddy 2013

Schargus 2015

Yu 2014

o
a
1
a
o
o
o
1
o
o

oo o oo oo ooao

73
104
1a0

40

20

a4

20

1

ar

25

73
104
1a0

40

20

24

20

bl

T

24

oo =0 o0 oo —

o= O oo oo oooao

73
104
100

aq

24

a7

20

63

ar

29

73
104
100

a4

24

a7

20

63

ar

29

0.33[0.01,8.200
Mot estimahble
303012, 75.28]
Mot estimahble
Mot estimable
Mot estimable
Mot estimable
1.13[0.07,18.459]
Mot estimable
Mot estimable

Mot estimahble
Mot estimable
Mot estimahble
Mot estimable
Mot estimable
Mot estimable
Mot estimable
Mot estimable
0.32[0.01,8.23
Mot estimahble
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537 H.6.1.2

538

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Post-operative complications

Laser Standard

Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Ewvents Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

1.4.1 Cystoid macular oedema

Conrad-Hengerer 2013 2 T3 3 T3 346%
Conrad-Hengerer 2014 2104 3104 349%
Conrad-Hengerer 2015 1 100 2 100 19.6%
Kovacs 2014 ] 40 ] 39

kranitz 2012 a 20 a 25

Magy 2011 i a4 i a7

MNagy 2014 i 20 i 20
Schargus 2015 ] ar 1 37 1049%
Yu 2015 a 25 a 28
Subtotal (95% CI) 473 484 100.0%
Total events g g

Heterogeneity: Taw®= 0.00;, Chi*=0.18, df= 3 (P = 0.88), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.01 (F=0.31)

1.4.2 Elevated intraocular pressure {up to 1 day after surgery )

Conrad-Hengerer 2013 2 T3 2 T3 O307%
Conrad-Hengerer 2014 1 104 2 104 208%
Conrad-Hengerer 2015 3 100 2 100 37.0%
Kovacs 2014 i 40 i 39

Kranitz 2012 ] 20 ] 25

MNagy 2011 i a4 i a7

MNagy 2014 i 20 i 20

Reddy 2013 i A6 i B3
Schargus 2015 ] ar 1 37 11E%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 504 518 100.0%
Tatal events 4 7

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.95, of= 3 (P =0.81); F= 0%
Testforoverall effect: £=0.22 (F=0.83)

1.4.3 Elevated intraocular pressure (1 dayto 1 week after surgery)
Conrad-Hengerer 2013 1 T3 0 T3 254%

Conrad-Hengerer 2014 o 104 1 104 255%
Conrad-Hengerer 2014 o 100 o 100

Kavacs 2014 i 40 i 39

kranig 2012 i 20 i 25

Magy 2011 a a4 a a7

MNagy 2014 i 20 i 20
Schargus 2015 1 a7 3 37 49.2%
Subtotal {95% Cl) 448 455 100.0%
Total events 2 4

Heterogeneity: Tau?*=0.00; Chi*=1.41, df=2 (P = 0.49);, F= 0%
Testfor averall effect: Z= 0.69 (P = 0.49)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 036, df= 2 (P = 0.84), F= 0%

066 [0.11, 4.08]
066 [011,4.03]
0.49[0.04, 5.55]
Mot estimahle
Mat estimable
Mot estimahle
Mot estimahle
0.32[001,823]
Mat estimable
0.58 [0.20, 1.68]

1.00([0.14,7.30]
0.50[0.04, 5.55]
1.62[0.25,9.27]
Mot estimahle
Mot estimahle
Mot estimable
Mot estimahle
Mot estimahle
0.32[001,823]
0.88 [0.29, 2.66]

3.04[012, 75.89]
0.33[0.01,8.20
Mot estimable
Mot estimahle
Mot estimahle
Mot estimahle
Mot estimable

0.31[0.03, 3.18]
0.57 [0.11, 2.86]
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

539 H.6.1.3 Visual acuity (logMAR)

540

541

542
543

H.6.1.4

Laser
Study or Subgroup

Mean [logMAR] SD [logMAR] Total Mean [logMAR] SD [logMAR] Total

Standard

Mean Difference

Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl [logMAR]

Mean Difference
I, Random, 95% Cl [logMAR]

1.2.1 Corrected distance visual acuity 1 week
Mastropasqua 2014a 0149 018 a0 014 018 a0 27.8% 0.00 [0.08, 0.08] . B
Mastropasqua 2014h -0.03 0.1042 60 0.01 n0.or a0 A1.9% -0.04 [-0.08, -0.00] —i—
Yu 2015 0.06 015 24 n01a 0.2 29 203% -012[0.22,-0.02] —
Subtotal (95% Cly 115 89 100.0% -0.05[-0.10, 0.01] i
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 3.70, df= 2 (P = 0.16); F= 46%
Test for overall effect Z=1.71 {P = 0.09)
1.2.2 Corrected distance visual acuity 1-3 months
Filkarn 2012 0.0z 0.06 77 0.0z 0.04 47 48.0% 0.01 [0.01, 0.03] -
Mastropasqua 2014a n01a n01a a0 016 012 a0 16.8% 0.02 [0.06, 0.10] I
Mastropasqua 2014h -0.085 0.0813 60 -0.06 041 a0 32.0% -0.03 [0.07, 0.02] —
Yu 2015 012 0.09 24 0.33 0.56 29 3.2% -0.21 [0.42,-000] A
Subtotal (95% Cly 192 146 100.0% -0.01 [-0.04, 0.03] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 6.53, df= 3 (P = 0.09), F= 54%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.34 (P =0.73)
1.2.3 Corrected distance visual acuity 6 months or more
Mastropasqua 2014a -0.08 .09 30 -0.03 012 30 23.4% -0.05[-0.10, 0.00] —
Mastropasqua 2014k -0.085 0.0813 60 -0.06 0.1 o ITI% -0.03 [0.07, 0.02] —
Schargus 2015 0.024 oim ar 0.032 0.07a It 30.5% -0.01 [-0.06, 0.03] —
Subtotal (95% Cly 127 a7 100.0% -0.03 [-0.05, -0.00] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Ch*= 1.0, df= 2 (P = 0.58) F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z=2.00 (P = 0.05)
1.2.4 Uncorrected distance visual acuity 1 week
Mastropasqua 2014a 041 015 li} 0.35 015 30 47 6% 0.06 [-0.02, 0.14] T—
Mastropasqua 2014k 0.07a 0.0846 B0 018 0.0 30 52.4% -0.10[-0.13,-0.08] —
Subtotal (95% Cly a0 60 100.0% -0.03[-0.19, 0.14] ——e—
Heterogeneity: Tau= 0.01; Chif= 15.89, df= 1 (P = 0.0001); F= 94%
Test for overall effect £=0.32 (P = 0.75)
1.2.5 Uncorrected distance visual acuity 1-3 months
Mastropasqua 2014a 0.35 0.23 eli} 0.2a 013 a0 47.3% 0.07 [F0.02, 0.168] ——
Mastropasqua 2014h 0.095 01141 60 0.21 0.09 0 A27% -0.11 016, -0.07] —i—
Subtotal (95% Cly a0 60 100.0% -0.03[-0.21, 0.15] e —
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=12.14,df=1 (P = 0.0004); F=92%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.30 (P =0.77)
1.2.6 Uncorrected distance visual acuity 6 months or more
Mastropasqua 2014z 013 021 30 0.08 015 30 475% 0.05[-0.04, 0.14] —r
Mastropasqua 2014k 0.095 0.0663 60 0.25 0.05 a0 62.5% -0.16[0.18,-013] b
Subtotal (95% Cly a0 60 100.0% -0.06 [-0.26, 0.14] — R —
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 1768, df =1 (P = 0.0001); F= 94%
Test for overall effect Z= 056 (P = 0.57)
0z 04 01 0.2
; Favours laser Favours standard
Testfor suboroun differences: Chif=1.58, df= 5 (F = 0.900, F= 0%
Duration of procedure (minutes)
Laser Standard Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean [Mi 5D Total Mean 5D [Mi Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% Cl
Caonrad-Hengerer 2013 (1) 6.6 0.3 T3 6.5 037 T3 O92T7% 0.10[-0.02,0.22]
Gchargus 2015 (2) 6.25 1.36 ar 6.04 0vz T 5E6% 021 [-0.29,0.71] T
Yu 205 10.04 1.37 25 10.52 1.92 29 1.8% -0.48 [-1.36, 0.40] I
Total {95% CI) 135 139 100.0% 0.10 [-0.02, 0.21] )
Heterageneity: Chif=1.85, df= 2 (P = 0.403; F= 0% 4 2 2 4

Testfor overall effect. Z=1.60 (P =011}

Fooinotes
(1) "Mean surgical time"
(2) "Total surgery time"
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544 H.6.2

545 H.6.2.1

546

547

548

549

550

551

552

553

554

555

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Bilateral surgery

Bilateral simultaneous versus unilateral cataract surgery

Any intraoperative complication

Testfar overall effect: 2= 082 (P = 0.36)

Visual function

Favours ISCS Fawours DSCS

ISCS DSCS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Sarikkala 2011 26 493 37 806 96.1% 0.7210.44,1.17] I
Serrano-Aguilar 2012 2 B34 1 TE&O 3.9% 1.87 [0.17, 20.59] *
Total {95% Cl) 1327 1286 100.0% 0.75[0.47, 1.21] -
Total events 24 38
Heterogeneity: Taw® = 0.00; Chi*= 058, df=1{P =045} F=0% f f t I ! |
Testfor overall effect Z=1158(F=0.23) 0102 FavuunréSISCS Fa\tuufs DECE 5 10
Any postoperative complication
ISCS DSCS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Sarikkala 2011 a0 442 87 504 552% 0.54[0.71,1.24]
Serrano-Aguilar 2012 ar 834 58 TA0D 448% 0.60[0.40, 0.89] ——
Total {(95% Cl) 1326 1284 100.0% 0.77 [0.49, 1.20]
Total events 117 145
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.07; Chi*= 3.38, df= 1 (P=0.07); F= T1% f f t T t t {
Testfar overall effect Z=1.16 (P = 0.29) 01 0z Favnu?éslscs 1 Favuu?s DSes 5 1o
Any intra- or postoperative complication
ISCS DSCS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total BEvents Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Sarikkala 2011 106 483 124 506 BO.7% 0.88[0.70,1.10] -
Serrano-Aguilar 2012 39 834 a9 780 39.3% 0.62[0.42,0.92] —&—
Total {95% Cl) 1327 1286 100.0% 0.76 [0.55, 1.07] -
Total events 145 183
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.04; Chi*= 231, df=1 (P=0.13; F= 57% f f t ) ) |
Testfor overall effect Z=1.56(F=0.12) 0102 FavnunréSISCS Fa\tuufs DsCs 5 10
Serious postoperative complications
ISCS DSCS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Sarikkala 2011 9 482 9 504 58.8% 1.05[0.42, 2.61]
Serrano-Aguilar 2012 10 834 3 TED M1.1% 312086, 11.249] B *
Total {(95% Cl) 1316 1284 100.0% 1.64 [0.57, 4.72] ——e
Total events 149 12
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.28; Chi*=186, df=1 P =017y F=46% 71 02 o' 5 : o

ISCS DSCS Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI I/, Random, 95% CI
Sarikkola 2011 243 02 243 238 1927 248 443% 0.02 015 0.20]
Serrano-Aguilar 2012 6T 224 MT M8 1 3W0 55 T% -0.14 [-0.28,-0.00]
Total {(95% Ch G660 G638 100.0% -0.07 [-0.23, 0.09]

Heterogeneity: Taw®=0.01; Chi*=213, df=1 {(FP=014); F=53%
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.82 (F=0.41})
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Second-eye surgery versus no second-eye surgery

Visual acuity (logMAR)

Bilateral surgery Unilateral surgery Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Castells 2006 0.11 01 139 018 047 135 259% -007 [F0.10,-0.04] —
Foss 2006 -0.04 0.097 116 0 o.o9y 113 444% -0.04 007, -0.01] ——
Laidlaw 1998 -0.047 0106 93 0 0106 84 287% -0.05[-0.08 -0.02] —
Total (95% Cly 353 332 100.0% -0.05[-0.07,-0.03] ‘
Heterageneity: Tau®*= 0.00; Chi*= 2.04, df =2 (P = 0.36), F= 2% =—D 5 -D=1 4 D=1 02
Testfor overall effect Z=5.75 (P = 0.00001) ’ Fa\mﬂrs hilateral Favours uni.lateral .
Contrast sensitivity
Bilateral surgery Unilateral surgery Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Castells 2006 1.61 01 138 147 018 135 335% 0.04 [0.01,0.07] -
Foss 2006 009 0134 116 0 01345 113 335% 0.09[0.06,012] -
Laidlaw 1593 021 01 43 o o141 84 3249% 021017, 0.24] —
Total (95% Cly 353 332 100.0% 0.11[0.02, 0.21] *
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.01; Chi*= 39.30, df= 2 {P = 0.00001}; *=95% I—DS _0525 b 0525 e
Testfor overall effect Z=2.35 (P = 0.02) Favours unilateral Favours hilateral
Visual function
Bilateral surgery Unilateral surgery Mean Difference Mean Difference
Studyor Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD  Total Weight I, Random,95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Castells 2006 qr.7 71 139 895 1549 132 39.7% 8.20[5.24,11.16] ——
oss . . . . . . A0,4.
F 2006 947 926 116 872 9.26 113 B0.3% T.A0 510,590 ——
Total (95% Cly 255 245 1000%  7.78[5.91,9.64] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 013, df=1(P=0.72), F=0% 5_20 _150 b 1=IZI 0

Test for averall effect Z=8.18 (F = 0.00001)
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H.7

H.7.1

H7.1.1

H.7.1.2

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Anaesthesia

e What is the optimal type and administration of anaesthesia for cataract surgery?
o What is the effectiveness of sedation as an adjunct to local anaesthesia during cataract

surgery?

o What is the effectiveness of hyaluronidase as an adjunct to local anaesthesia during

cataract surgery?

¢ In what circumstances should general anaesthesia be considered in phacoemulsification

cataract surgery?

Type and administration of anaesthesia

Pain on application

Warmed (37 degrees) vs

room temperature anaesthetic

Warm (37 degrees) Room Temperature Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, R 05% CI IV, R; 05% Cl
Jaichandran 2010 16.8 147 50 271 183 50 64.8% -10.30[17.02,-3.58] —i—
Krause 1997 45 23 35 52 26 35 222%  -7.00[-18.50, 4.50] —
Ursell 1996 36.65 247 20 5335 237 200 13.0% -16.70[31.70,-1.70]
Total {95% CI) 105 105 100.0% -10.40[-15.82, -4.99] B
Heterogeneity. Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.01, df=2 (P = 0.60); F= 0% o B b - 0

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.77 (P =0.0002)

Topical vs peribulbar anaesthesia

Favours warm (37 degrees)  Favours room temperature

Topical Peribulbar Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Ilusitalo 19589 9 15 138 o113 163 a03% 200[1.22,5237
Wirtanen 1998 1 28 49 211 172 81 497% -2010[-24.89 -15.31] -
Total (95% CIj 185 214 100.0%  -8.98 [-30.63, 12.68]
Heterageneity: Tau®= 239.87; Chi*= 5637, df=1 (P = 0.000013;, F= 98% e 5 b s .

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.81 (P =0.42)

Topical vs sub-Tenon’s

Favours topical Favours peribulbar

Topical Sub-Tenon's Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% C| I, Random, 95% C|
Mathew 2003 384 46 46 123 T3 oO338E% -1.60 [5.32,2.17] =L
Srinivasan 2004 36 20 G5 41 X0 138 298% -5.00 1091, 0.91] —
Zafrakis 2001 19 39 100 1358 63 100 365% -11.B0[13.05-1014] L
Total {95% CIj 211 300 100.0% -6.26 [-13.56, 1.04] -~
Heterageneity: Tau®= 37.449; Chi®= 26.98, df= 2 (P = 0.00001);, F= 93% f f ! {
Testfi Il effect 7= 1.68 (P = 0.09 -50 25 o 25 50
estfor overall effect 2= 1.68 (F = 0.03) Fawours topical Favours sub-Tenon's
Pain during surgery
Topical versus peribulbar
Topical Peribulbar Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl I, Random, 95% CI|
Maeearm 2007 194 21.25 100 14 16 100 19.6% 5.60[0.29,10.71] -
Sauder 2003 14 11.7 71136 126 69 20.9% 0.40[-3.63, 4.43] -
Uusitalo 1999 g 168 136 1 4 163 223% .00 [4.24 9.76] -
Wirtanen 1998 276 16 49 85 128 51 180% 1910[13.41, 2479 —
Zehetmayer 1996 1075 11 36 1087 153 36 184%  -0.22[-5.38,584] B
Total {95% Cly 392 419 100.0%  6.29 [0.59, 11.99] L 2
ity == CChifs = F= } t } |
Heterogeneity: Taw®= 36.148; Chi*= 3222, df=4 (P = 0.00001); F=88% a0 5 o 75 a0

Test for overall effect Z=216 (F =0.03)
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Topical versus retrobulbar

Topical Retrobulbar Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Jacobi 2000 8.4 13 238 7319 238 26.4% 1.10[-1.42, 3.62] -
Patel 1996 34 84 o] 2 ES B9 26.4% 1.50[-1.16, 4.16] Nl
Patel 1998 78 135 L] 2 B3 45 251% 5.801[1.45,10.15] ——
Ryu 2009 3T 183 27 314 g 27 220% 2B8.56([21.40 3572 —
Total {(95% CI) 379 379 1000%  ©.42[0.84, 15.99] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 54.66; Chi®= 53.82, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); = 94% f f f |
Tastf Il effect Z=2.18 (P = 0.03 50 25 v 25 50
estfor overall efiect 2= 2.18 (P = 0.03) Favours topical  Favours retrobulbar
Topical versus topical with intracameral
Topical Topical with intracameral Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI1
Boulton 2000 144 133 96 1248 424 96 33%  1.80[7.39,10.39] N
Crandall 1999 124 16.9 o] 8.6 16.7 68 8.8% 3.80 [1.68, 9.28] A
Gillow 1999 21 223 1M 18.6 226 94 6.8% 240 [3.82, 8.62] T
Roberts 2002 95 155 68 6.5 131 B 11.3% 3.00[1.84, 7.84] T
Tseng 1998 6.3 68 a1 v 5.8 81 69.8% 2.60[0.65, 4.55] u
Total (95% Cly 414 411 100.0% 2.70[1.07, 4.33] ¢+
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 0.26, df=4 (F = 0.89); F= 0% t t } |
-50 -25 0 25 50
Testfor overall effect Z=3.26 (P =0.001) Favours topical Favours tapical + IC
Topical Topical with intracameral Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Studhy or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Carino 1998 14 30 7 30 10.2% 214 [1.02, 4.49]
Gills 19497 G2 120 G0 183 TET% 1.58[1.20, 2.06] L 3
Martin 1998 23 53 g 40 13.2% 1.93[1.00, 3.70] I —
Total (95% Cl) 203 253 100.0% 1.67 [1.32, 2.12] L 2
Total events 100 7B
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.81, df= 2 (P = 0.67); F= 0% ID - 051 150 505
Testfor averall effect: 2= 4.25 (P = 0.0001) ’ Favours topical Favours topical + 1
Topical versus sub-Tenon’s
Topical Sub-Tenon's Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight N, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Chittenden 1997 332 2587 17 11 2049 20 8.8% 22.20[6.93, 37.47]
Mathew 2003 165 2048 46 46 128 73 267%  11.901[5.29,18.451] —
Srinivagan 2004 344 23 B5 242 22 136 26.4% 10.20([3.50,16.90] —
Fafrakis 2001 113 157 100 57 128 100 381% 5.60[1.63, 9.567] -
Total (95% CI) 228 320 100.0%  9.96 [4.96, 14.97] <
Heterogeneity: Tau = 13.02, Chi*F=6.40, df= 3 (P =0.09); = 53% o 35 0 B 50
Testfor overall effect: Z=3.90 (F = 0.0001) Favours topical Favours sub-Tenon's
Peribulbar versus retrobulbar
Peribulbar Retrobulbar Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight NIV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% Cl
Athanikar 1991 9275 11.25 71 494 10.75 71 H0.58%  -1.25[4.87 2.37]
Weiss 1989 81.4 26 39 TE 245 40 9.5%  3.50[7.69, 14.658]
Total {95% Cly 110 111 100.0%  -D.80[-4.24, 2.65]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 063, df=1 (P=043), F= 0% o 5 b - 0

Testfor averall effect Z=0.45 (P = 0.69)
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592 H.7.1.3 Surgical complications

593

594

595

596

597

598

599

600
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602

603
604

H.7.2.1

Topical versus topical with intracameral (adverse surgical event)

Topical Toplical and intracameral Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Boulton 2000 a 96 4 96 T81% 1.25[0.35, 4.51]
Crandall 1999 0 Ba 2 B8 219% 0.20[0.01, 4.09] +
Gills 1997 o 120 0 183 Mot estimahle
Martin 1998 0 a3 0 40 Mot estimahle
Robers 2002 0 63 0 67 Mot estimahle
Total (95% CI) 405 454 100.0% 0.84 [0.19, 3.77] -*-—
Total events 4 B
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.33; Chi*=1.23, df=1 (P=0.27); F= 19% ) t t |
0.01 01 10 100
Testfor overall effect: Z= 023 (P=0.82% Favours topical Favours topical + 1C
Peribulbar vs retrobulbar (conjunctival chemosis)
Peribulbar Retrobulbar Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Ali-helkkila 1992 14 142 a 188 M1% 312[1.15,8.43] I
Ali-Melkkila 1993 Ba 300 20 180 488% 1.63[1.02, 2.58] il
Athanikar 1951 11 Il 1 1 B.5% 11.00[1.46, 32.96]
Wong 1993 a an a 100 236% 2.00[0.80,5.02 T
Total (95% CIj 863 479 100.0% 2.22 [1.29, 3.80] L
Total events 9a 34
?eti;ogenemtl:l T;u’:ztlj g;;ﬂm;:_dn.dunu,ff: 3 P=0.23F=32% o o s 00
estfor overall effect: = 2.90 (F = 0.004) Favours peribulbar  Favours retrobulbar
H.7.2 Network meta-analyses
Anaesthetic drug (lidocaine used as reference category)
Pain on application
Treatment Fixed Effect Model MD 95%-C|
Eenoxinate . 1940 2177, -17 03]
Eupivacaine . N 1440 1682, -11.98)
Lidocaine 0.00
Levobupivacaine —T 350 [-28% 989
[ [ [ |
-20 =10 o 10 20
Pairwise mean differences from NMA
Benoxinate Bupivacaine Lidocaine Levobupivacaine
Benoxinate N/A
Bupivacaine 5.00 (3.61, 6.39) N/A
Lidocaine 19.40 (16.08,29.72) | 14.40 (11.98, 16.82) | N/A
Levobupivacaine | 22.90 (17.03,21.77) | 17.90 (11.06, 24.74) | 3.50 (-2.89, 9.89) | N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

taur2 =0; 12 = 0%
Network graph
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Bupivacaine

Eenoxinate

Levobupivacaine

Lidocaine

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Fixed effect model:

comparison prop

Benoxinate:Bupivacaine 1 5.

Benoxinate:Levobupivacaine 0 22.

Benoxinate:Lidocaine 1 19.

Bupivacaine:Levobupivacaine 0 17.

Bupivacaine:Lidocaine 1 14.

Levobupivacaine:Lidocaine 1 -3.

Legend:
comparison
prop
nma
direct
indir.
Diff
z

p-value

Treatment comparison

nma

0000

9000

4000

9000

4000

5000

Direct evidence proportion

Estimated treatment effect

Estimated treatment effect

Estimated treatment effect

direct indir.

5.0000

Diff z p-value

. 22.9000

19.4000

17.9000

14.4000

-3.5000

(MD) in network meta-analysis

(MD) derived from direct evidence

(MD) derived from indirect evidence

Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z-value of test for disagreement

p-value of test for disagreement

Pain during surgery

Treatment

Benoxinate
Eupivacaine
Lidocaine
Levobupivacaine

Fixed Effect Model

[

-60 40 20 0 20 40

Pairwise mean differences from NMA

60

(direct versus indirect)

(direct versus indirect)

MD 85%-Cl

55.00 [46.34; 63 .66]

2500 [14.60; 3540]
0.00

-.00 [-8.3%9; 0.39]

Benoxinate

Bupivacaine

Lidocaine

Levobupivacaine

Benoxinate

N/A
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Bupivacaine -30.00 (-39.53,-20.47) | N/A

Lidocaine -55.00 (-63.66, -46.34) | -25.00 (-35.40, - N/A
14.60)

Levobupivacaine | -59.00 (-68.71,-49.29) | -29.00 (-40.29, - -4.00 (-8.39, N/A
17.71) 0.39)

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

taur2 =0;1"2=0%

Network graph

Bupivacaine

Benoxinate

Lidocaine

Levobupivacaine

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Fixed effect model:

comparison prop nma direct indir. Diff z p-value
Benoxinate:Bupivacaine 1 -30.0000 -30.0000
Benoxinate:Levobupivacaine 0 -59.0000 . =59.0000
Benoxinate:Lidocaine 1 -55.0000 -55.0000
Bupivacaine:Levobupivacaine 0 -29.0000 . —=29.0000
Bupivacaine:Lidocaine 1 -25.0000 -25.0000
Levobupivacaine:Lidocaine 1 4.0000 4.0000
Legend:
comparison - Treatment comparison
prop - Direct evidence proportion
nma - Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Diff - Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates
z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
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H.7.2.2 Method of anaesthesia (topical used as reference category)

Pain on application

Treatment Random Effects Model MD a5%, |

Topical 0.00

sub-Tenon's - 615 481 17.11]

Peribulbar T 586 [457 22.28]

Retrobulbar —+— 4910 [29 .84, 638 26]
| | | | | |

-60 40 20 0 20 40 60

Pairwise mean differences from NMA

Topical sub-Tenon’s Peribulbar Retrobulbar
Topical N/A
sub-Tenon’s 6.15(-4.81,17.11) N/A
Peribulbar 8.86 (-4.57,17.11) 2.71 (-14.63, 20.04) | N/A
Retrobulbar 49.10 (29.94,68.26) | 42.95 (20.88, 65.02) | 40.24 (16.85,63.64) | N/A

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
taut2 = 89.5629; I"'2 = 96.4%
Network graph

Peribulbar

Retrobulbar

Topical

sub-Tenon's

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Random effects model:

comparison prop nma direct indir. Diff z p-value
Peribulbar:Retrobulbar 0 40.2431 . 40.2431
Peribulbar:sub-Tenon's 0 -2.7073 . —2.7073
Peribulbar:Topical 1 -8.8569 -8.8569
Retrobulbar:sub-Tenon's 0 -42.9504 . —42.9504
Retrobulbar:Topical 1 -49.1000 -49.1000
sub-Tenon's:Topical 1 -6.1496 -6.1496

Legend:
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comparison - Treatment comparison

prop - Direct evidence proportion

nma - Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Diff - Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates

z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

Pain during surgery

Treatment Random Effects Model MD 95%,-Cl
Topical 0.00
Topical + intracameral — 1 2073 [784 239
Feribulbar —h— -549 10496, -2.02]
Retrobulbar — STA0 [12.28,-2.72)
sub-Tenon's B — 1297 2162, -4 31]
| | | |
-20 -10 1] 10 20
Pairwise mean differences from NMA
Topical Topical + Peribulbar Retrobulbar | sub-
intracameral Tenon’s
Topical N/A
Topical + -2.73 (-7.84, N/A
intracameral 2.39)
Peribulbar -6.49 (-10.96, - | -3.76 (-10.55, N/A
2.02) 3.03)
Retrobulbar -7.50 (-12.28, - | -4.77 (-11.77, -1.01(-6.62, | N/A
2.72) 2.23) 4.61)
sub-Tenon’s -12.97 (2162, | -10.24 (-20.29, - | -6.48 (- -5.47 (- N/A
-4.31) 0.19) 16.21,3.26) | 15.35,4.41)

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

taur2 =26.0174; 1"2 =82.2%

Network graph

Retrobulbar

sub-Tenon's

Peribulbar

Topical + intracameral

Topical
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Comparison of direct and indirect evidence

Random effects model:

V4

.20

.20

comparison prop nma direct indir. Diff
Peribulbar:Retrobulbar 0.42 -1.0076 -0.3423 -1.4877 1.1454 0
Peribulbar:sub-Tenon's 0.00 -6.4774 -6.4774
Peribulbar:Topical 0.81 6.4896 6.2715 7.4172 -1.1457 -0.20
Peribulbar:Topical + intracameral 0.00 3.7619 3.7619
Retrobulbar:sub-Tenon's 0.00 -5.4699 -5.4699
Retrobulbar:Topical 0.77 7.4972 7.7593 6.6139 1.1454 O
Retrobulbar:Topical + intracameral 0.00 4.7695 4.7695
sub-Tenon's:Topical 1.00 12.9671 12.9671
sub-Tenon's:Topical + intracameral 0.00 10.2393 10.2393
Topical:Topical + intracameral 1.00 -2.7277 -2.7277
Legend:
comparison - Treatment comparison
prop - Direct evidence proportion
nma - Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Diff - Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates
Z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
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Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Preventing and managing complications

e What is the effectiveness of interventions (for example, prophylactic laser surgery) to
prevent retinal detachment in people with myopia undergoing cataract surgery?

e What is the effectiveness of capsular tension rings applied during phacoemulsification

cataract surgery?

e What s the effectiveness of interventions to increase pupil size to improve visual
outcomes and reduce complications during phacoemulsification cataract surgery?

o What is the effectiveness of postoperative eye shields to prevent complications after

cataract extraction?

o What is the effectiveness of prophylactic antiseptics (for example, topical iodine) and
antibiotics to prevent endophthalmitis after cataract surgery?

o What is the effectiveness of prophylactic topical corticosteroids and/or NSAIDs to prevent
inflammation and cystoid macular oedema after phacoemulsification cataract surgery?

o What is the effectiveness of interventions to reduce the impact of perioperative posterior

capsule rupture?

o What is the effectiveness of interventions used to manage cystoid macular oedema
following cataract surgery?

Capsular tension rings

Full population

CDVA (3 months postoperatively)

Testfor overall effect, £=2.15 (P =0.03

275

CTR No CTR Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl

Alio 2012 002 008 47 0.05 0.1 43 46.6% -0.03 [0.06, 0.00]

Park 2016 0.03 0.0451 26 0.02 0.051 26 A34% 0.01 [F0.02, 0.04]

Total {95% Cly 3 69 100.0%  -0.01[-0.05,0.03]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 314, di=1 (P = 0.05); F= 5% f t T ; 1

Testfor averall effect 7= 0.43 (P = 0.67) s 'Ef\gurs oTR UFMWS nuﬂ.zgm 03
UDVA (3 months postoperatively)

CTR No CTR Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl

Alio 2012 018 028 47 015 0.1 43 22.9% 0.04 [0.06, 0.14]

Park 2016 008 0102 26 01 0102 268 FT1% -0.01 [F0.07, 0.04]

Total {95% Cly 3 69 100.0% 0.00 [-0.05, 0.05]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.72, di=1 (P = 0.40); F= 0% f t T ; 1

Test for overall effect: Z= 0.06 (P = 0.95) 05 'Ef\gurs oTR UFMWS nuﬂ.zgm 0.5
People with pseudoexfoliation
Zonular dehiscence

CTR No CTR Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% 1

Bayraktar 2001 ] 39 ] 34 21.8% 0.09[0.01,1.59] *

Kocabora 2007 24 743 70.2% 0.30[0.07, 1.36] —B—

Total (95% Cl) 80 82 100.0% 0.23 [0.06, 0.88] ——angliine—

Total events 2 12

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.54, df=1 (P = 046}, F=0% 'D.EIE DH 1-D SD'

Fawours CTR  Favaurs no CTR
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730 IOL in the bag successfully
CTR Ho CTR Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bayraktar 2001 T U 31 39 B4E% 1.19[1.00,1.42] -
Kocahora 2007 36 41 29 43 35.4% 1.20[1.03, 1.69] ——
Total (95% CI) 80 82 100.0% 1.23[1.07, 1.42] ’
Total events T3 1]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.36, df=1 (P = 0.58); F= 0% lg 5 D=5 é
Test for overall effect: 2= 2.89 (P =0.004) ’ Favuufs no CTR Favours CTR
731

732
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734 H.8.2.1

735

736

737

738

739

740
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Intervention to prevent cystoid macular oedema
Pairwise meta-analyses
NSAIDs plus steroids vs steroids

Poor vision due to CMO

NSAIDS steroids Steroids Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 3 months
Cerantes Coste 2009 (1) 0 a0 0 30 Mot estimable
Chatziralli 2011 (2} i 70 i 63 Mot estimahble
Wittpenn 2008 (3) i 230 2 251 1000% 0.2210.01, 4.52] .
Subtotal (95% Cly 330 349 100.0% 0.22[0.01, 4.52]
Tatal events a 2

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0898 (P=0.32)

0.01 01 10

100
. . Fawours MSAIDSIsteroids  Favours steroids
Testfor subgroup differences: Notapplicable
Foothotes
(1% Follow-up: 6 weeks, "clinically significant macular cedema associated with vision loss" {cutpoint not defined)
(23 Follow-up: B weeks, fundoscopy and Amsler grid test "no evidence of clinically significant CME"
{3 Follow-up: 4 weeks, OCT-confirmed Ch O with visual acuity <609,
cMO
NSAIDS/steroids Steroids Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Almeida 2008 (1) i 53 1 53 41% 0.33[0.01, 8.000
Chatziralli 2011 {2) a 70 a 68 Mot estimahble
Donnenfeld 2006 {3 i 25 3 25 4.8% 014001, 263]
Jung 2015 i G0 i 31 Mot estimable
Mivanaga 2009 (4) ] 24 1 23 41% 0.32[0.01, 7.48]
Moschas 2012 (5) 0 a8 0 41 Mot estimahle
Witthenn 2008 (B6) i 268 5 278 4.49% Q.09 00, 1.70
Yavas 2007 (7) ] 121 19 58 TT.8% 0.23[0.11,0.47] ——
Zaczek 2014 (&) a 75 2 7T 48% 0.21[0.01,4.21]
Total {(95% CI) 734 654 100.0% 0.22 [0.11, 0.41] -
Total events g M
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 046, df= 4 (P = 0.99); F= 0% o0s 01 10 200

Testfor overall effect Z=4.65 (P = 0.00001)

Foothotes

13 Follow-up: 1 month. OCT used but CMO not defined.

(21 Follow-up: day 42 "Clinically significant MO" via fundoscopy and Amsler grid test.
(3 Follow-up: 2 weeks, "Clinically significant CWE"

(43 Follaw-up: 2 months, "obvious CMO canfirmed by OCT"

(4} Fallaw-up: 1 month, "clinically significant CME" unclear if 0CT-verified

(6} Follow-up: 4 weeks, clinical and OCT-hased

Favours MSAIDS/steroids  Favours steraids

{71 Follaw-up: 3 months, "Slight fluorescein leakage inta the cystic space without enclosing the entire centralfovea aor complete fluarescein accumulation. .

(8} Follow-up: 6 weeks, OCT verified but not defined

Inflammation (events)

MSAIDS steroids Steroids Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Cerantes Coste 2009 (1) 0 11l 0 30 Mot estimable
Chatziralli 2011 (2} 2 70 i 63 100.0% 4.86[0.24, 39.39] .
Total (95% Cly 100 98 100.0% 4.86 [0.24, 99.39] ——
Total events 2 1]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable D!DDE T 1'0 SD'D

Testfor overall effect: 2=1.03 (P = 0.30)
Footnotes

(1) Follow-up: B weeks, "inflammatary cells greater than 1+ during firstweek of postoperative visits.
(2 Follow-up: day 28, corneal oedema or Tyndall reaction or conjunctival hyperemia, by day 35 had
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BCVA [logMAR]

NSAIDS/steroids

Steroids

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean [logMAR] SD [logMAR]  Total Mean [logMAR] SD [logMAR] Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI [logMAaR] I, Random, 95% Cl1 [logMAR]
1.7.1 Final value
Chatziralli 2011 (1) 0.03 005 7o 003 006 B3 Z40% 0.00 [0.02, 0.03] ——
Mivanaga 2009 (3 0.01 13 24 0076 0o 230 0% -0.07 [0.58, 048] *+
Moschos 2012 (3) 1} 0.01 38 1} 0.0 41 46.8% 0.00 [-0.00, 0.00] L}
Yavas 2007 (4) 0.0547 0.1209 11 011 01z 48 9.1% -0.06 [-0.09, -0.02] —
Faczek 2014 (5) -0.0B 0.091 75 -0.05 0.091 TTO137T% -0.01 [-0.04, 0.02] T
Subtotal (95% Cly 328 267 93.6% -0.01[-0.02, 0.01] L
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChF= 8.63, df= 4 (P = 0.07); F=54%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.08 (P = 0.28)
1.7.2 Change from baseline
Almeida 2012 (&) -0.22 0.23 54 -0.22 0.23 54 2.0% 0.00 [-0.09, 0.09]
Mathys 20107 -0.3 013 38 -0.32 013 40 4.4% 0.02 [-0.04, 0.08] I e —
Subtotal {95% CI) a3 94 6.4% 0.01 [-0.03, 0.06] i
Heterageneity: Tau?= 0.00; ChF=0.14, df=1 (P = 0713 F=0%
Testfor gverall effect Z= 047 (P=0.57)
Total {95% Cly 421 361 100.0% -0.01[-0.02, 0.01]
?et?;ngenemu;'lT;u‘:ZD_DDD‘SCTm?—QDgEé df= B (P =017y F=34% o3 T ) o 03
estioroverall & E':_ B l B ) Favours MSAIDSisteroids  Favours steroids
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=0.76, df=1{F=0.38) F=0%
Fooinotes
1) Follow-up: 6 weeks, final value
{3} Follow-up: 2 manths, final value
3] Faollow-up: 1 manth, final value
i4) Follow-up: 3 manths, final value
(8) Fallow-up: 6weeks. final value, SD estimated from p-value
(B) Fallow-up: 1 month
{7) Fallow-up: 2 months, 50 estimated from p-value
NSAIDs vs steroids
HSAIDS Steroids Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  BEvents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Asano 2008 (1) 13 6y 40 B9 FO.0% 0.33[0.19, 0.55] -
Mivake 2007 {2} 1 25 12 24 a8.1% 0.08[0.01, 0.59]
Mivake 2011 (3} 4 28 22 27 229% 0.18[0.07, 0.44] —
Mivanaga 2009 1] 25 1 23 2.0% 031001, 7.200
Total {95% CI) 147 144 100.0% 0.26 [0.17, 0.41] <
Total ewvents 18 Ta
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 281, df= 3 (P= 042}, F=0% f f f i
Testfor overall effect: 2= 591 (P = 0.00001) 0.01 01 10 100
e : Favours MSAIDS  Favours steroids
Footnotes
(13 Follow-up: & weeks, fluorescein angiography using Mivake 1977 classification
{2y Fallow-up: 5 weeks, fluorescein andioaraphy using Mivake 1977 classification
(3 Follow-up: & weeks, fluorescein angiography using Mivake 1977 classification
Inflammation (flare) [photons/ms]
HNSAIDS Steroids Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Aszano 2008 (1) 9.45 5.99 B5 7498 378 62 244% 0.47 [-1.26, 2.20] T
Endo 2010(2) 3.9 375 kil 6.3 4 I 232% -2.40[4.33,-0.47) —_—
Miyake 2007 (3) a1 38 35 3 3 26 234% -0.40 [-2.80, 1.00] —
Miyake 2011 (4) 12 8.5 30 18.3 10.7 20 11.4% -7T.30F11.66,-294) ———=————
Miyanaga 2009 T.E 28 25 8.5 6.5 2317 7% -0.90 F2.77,1.97] "
Total {95% Cly 176 170 100.0% -1.64 [-3.49, 0.21] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.87; Chi*= 12,69, df= 4 (P=0.01); F= 68% _110 t % 1=n

Test for overall effect: Z=1.74 (P=0.08)

Footnotes

(11 Follow-up: § weeks
(2) Follow-up: 8 weeks
(3) Follow-up: 8 weeks
(4) Follow-up: § weeks
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BCVA [logMAR]
NSAIDS Steroids Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean [logMAR] SD [logMAR] Total Mean [logMAR] SD [logMAR] Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl[logMAR] I, Random, 95% Cl [logMAR]
Asano 2008 (1) -0.071 0.08 a8 -0.066 n.o7e 52 34.5% -0.00 [-0.03, 0.02] —
Endo 2010 (2) -0.09 0.0586 N -0.04 0.025 I 325% -0.05 [-0.08,-0.01] e —
Mivanaga 2009 0114 0.03 25 0.075 0.08 23 329% 0.04 [0.01, 0.07] e —
Total (95% CI) 114 106 100.0% -0.00[-0.05, 0.04] —-*-—
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 12.50, df= 2 (P = 0.002); F= 84% oy T 5 ohe o

Testfor overall effect Z=0.20 (F = 0.84)

Footnotes
1) Follow-up: 8 weelks, final value
(2) Follow-up: Bweeks

Favours MEAIDS  Favours steroids

NSAIDs plus steroids vs steroids (population with diabetic retinopathy)

CMO
NSAIDs + steroids Steroids Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Fallack 2016 4 74 11 TH 4ATI% 0.36 [012,1.08] —l—
Singh 2012 4 125 21 126 52.8% 0.19[0.07,0.54] ——
Total (95% CI) 204 205 100.0% 0.26 [0.12, 0.55] -
Total events 2 32
Heterageneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.69, df=1 (P= 0.41}; F= 0% f f f {
Testf Il effect: 7= 3.50 (P = 0.000% o0 o1 1 1o
estfor overall effect: Z= 3.50 (P = 0. ) Favours intervention  Favaurs contral
BCVA [logMAR]
NSAIDs + steroids Steroids Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Pallack 2016 17.7 146 790143 1389 a16.2% 3.40[-1.04, 7.85] N e —
Singh 2012 21 BB 124 09 &7 122 838% 120075 3.19] ——
Total {95% CI) 203 201 100.0%  1.56[-0.23, 3.34] il
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.79, df=1 (P=0.37%; F= 0% I—‘ID 55 3 % ‘IDI
Testfor overall effect Z=1.71 (F = 0.03) Favours intervention  Fawours control
Proportion losing 5 or more letters of BCVA
NSAIDs + steroids Steroids Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Fallack 2016 b T8 11 a0 427% 0.46[017,1.26] —a—
Singh 2012 T 124 14 122 57.3% 0.4900.21,1.18] —i—
Total (95% CI) 203 202 100.0% 0.48 [0.25, 0.93] -
Total events 12 25
i = = - - —_ —_ R - ! Il 1 ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.01, df=1 {(P=0.82), F=0% T o A o0

Testfor overall effect 2= 218 (F=0.03)
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Network meta-analyses (steroids used as reference category)

BCVA [logMAR]
Treatment Random Effects Model MD 95%,-Cl
NSAIDS = 0.00 [-0.03,002]
NSAIDS + steroids = -0.01 [:0.03; 0.01]
steroids 0.00

I I I I I I

-0.03 -001 0 001002003

Number of studies: k=9
Number of treatments: n=3

Number of pairwise comparisons: m=11

Differences between treatments — mean and 95% confidence interval

NSAIDs NSAIDs + steroids Steroids

NSAIDs 0.0038 -0.0044

[-0.0298, 0.0373] [-0.0319, 0.0232]

NSAIDs + Steroids -0.0038 -0.0081
[-0.0373,0.0298] [-0.0273,0.0110]
Steroids 0.0044 0.0081

[-0.0232,0.0319] [-0.0110, 0.0273]

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:

tau”2 =0.0003; I"2 =63.2%

Test of heterogeneity/inconsistency:
Qd.f. p-value

21.72 8 0.005

Network graph

Internal Clinical Guidelines, 2017
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NSAIDS

steroids
NSAIDS + steroids
Comparison of direct and indirect evidence
Random effects model:
comparison prop nma direct indir. Diff z p-value
NSAIDS:NSAIDS + steroids 0 -0.0038 -0.1050 -0.0033 -0.1017 -0.38 0.7029
NSAIDS:steroids 1 0.0044 0.0046 -0.1175 0.1220 0.32 0.7456
NSAIDS + steroids :steroids 1 0.0081 0.0081
Legend:
comparison - Treatment comparison
prop - Direct evidence proportion
nma - Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
direct - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
indir. - Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Diff - Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates
z - z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
p-value - p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)
cMmo
Treatment Fixed Effect Model RR  95%-CI
MNSAIDS — 026 [017,041]
NSAIDS + steroids ———+—— 0.24 [0.13; 0.45]
steroids 1.00

Number of studies: k=12
Number of treatments: n=3
Number of pairwise comparisons: m=14

Differences between treatments — mean and 95% confidence interval

Internal Clinical Guidelines, 2017
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NSAIDs NSAIDs + Steroids
steroids
NSAIDs 1.0869 0.2639
[0.5102, 2.3156] | [0.1694, 0.4109]
NSAIDs + 0.9200 0.2428
steroids
[0.4319, 1.9600] [0.1310, 0.4500]
Steroids 3.7897 41191
[2.4336, 5.9016] | [2.2225, 7.6343]

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
taur2 =0; 1"2 = 0%

Test of heterogeneity/inconsistency:
Q d.f. p-value
468 11 0.9455

Network graph

NSAIDS

NSAIDS + steroids

Comparison of direct and indirect evidence
Random effects model:

NSAIDS:NSAIDS + steroids

NSAIDS + steroids

Legend:

comparison

prop

nma

direct

indir.

comparison prop nma

0.04 0.9200

NSAIDS:steroids 1.00 3.7897

:steroids 1.00 4.1191

Treatment comparison

Direct evidence proportion

Estimated treatment effect

Estimated treatment effect

Estimated treatment effect

Internal Clinical Guidelines, 2017

steroids
direct indir. RoR z p-value
1.0417 0.9155 1.1378 0.06 0.9490
3.7776 18.8152 0.2008 -0.32 0.7509
4.1019 11.6442 0.3523 -0.21 0.8343

(RR) in network meta-analysis

(RR) derived from direct evidence

(RR)

282
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ROR - Ratio of Ratios (direct versus indirect)

b4 - z-value of test for disagreement

p-value

- p-value of test for disagreement

Inflammation (flare) [photons/ms]

Treatment

MNSAIDS
MNSAIDS + steroids
steroids

Number of studies: k=5

Random Effects Model

Number of treatments: n=3
Number of pairwise comparisons: m=7

(direct versus indirect)

(direct versus indirect)

MD 95%-ClI

84 349 0.21]
378 [-7.26;-0.30]
0.00

Differences between treatments — Mean and 95% confidence interval

NSAIDs

NSAIDs + steroids

Steroids

NSAIDs

2.1419 [-1.1857,
5.4694]

-1.6413 [-3.4897,
0.2070]

NSAIDs + steroids

-2.1419 [-5.4694,

1.1857]

-3.7832[-7.2631, -
0.3033]

Steroids

1.6413 [-0.2070,

3.7832 [0.3033,
7.2631]

3.4897]

Quantifying heterogeneity/inconsistency:
taur2 =2.8678; 1"2 = 68.5%

Test of heterogeneity/inconsistency:

Q d.f. p-value
1269 4 0.0129

Internal Clinical Guidelines, 2017

283



806

807

808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817
818
819
820
821

822
823

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Network graph

NSAIDS

steroids
MSAIDS + steroids
Comparison of direct and indirect evidence
Random effects model:
comparison prop nma direct indir. Diff z p-value

NSAIDS:NSAIDS + steroids 0.85 -2.1419 -2.4000 -0.6558 -1.7442 -0.36 0.7152

NSAIDS:steroids 1.00 1.6413 1.6413

NSAIDS + steroids :steroids 0.64 3.7832 3.3000 4.6516 -1.3516 -0.36 0.7152

Legend:
comparison
prop
nma
direct
indir.

Diff

p-value

Treatment comparison

Direct evidence proportion

Estimated treatment effect (MD) in network meta-analysis
Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from direct evidence
Estimated treatment effect (MD) derived from indirect evidence
Difference between direct and indirect treatment estimates
z-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

p-value of test for disagreement (direct versus indirect)

Internal Clinical Guidelines, 2017

284



g24 H.9
825
826
827
828
829

830
831
832

833 H.9.1

834 H.9.1.1

835

836 H.9.1.2

837

838 H.9.1.3

839

Meta-analysis and network meta-analysis results

Postoperative assessment

e What are the early and late complications of cataract surgery?
¢ What should the postoperative assessment include?

¢ Who and in what setting should carry out the postoperative assessment?
¢ What issues should be considered when organising postoperative care?
¢ What is the appropriate time to assess outcomes in the postoperative period?

¢ If the postoperative assessment and care are undertaken outside of the hospital, how
should outcomes between surgical units and these providers be effectively

communicated?

Details of postoperative assessment

Complications
Deferral of review  First-day review Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 All complications
Chatziralli 2012 10 145 g 146 27.1% 112047, 2.67] I
Saeed 2007 11 118 35 115 35.0% 0.31[0.16,0.57] ——
Tinley 2003 16 188 34 174 37.9% 0.38[0.22 0.65] —&—
Subtotal {95% Cl) 451 435 100.0% 0.47 [0.24, 0.92] .
Total events 7 a3

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.23; Chi®= 596, df = 2 (P = 0.09); F= G6%
Testfor overall effect Z=2.21 (F=0.03)

1.1.2 Serious copmlications

Chatziralli 2012 1 145 i 146 27.20%
Saeed 2007 ] 18 ] 118

Tinley 2003 2 188 2 174 72.8%
Subtotal {95% Cl) 451 435 100.0%
Total events 3 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.39, df=1 (P = 0.53), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 029 (P=0.77)

3.02[0.12, T3.54]
Mot estirable
0.93[0.13, 6.50]
1.28 [0.24, 6.74]

e ~—

01 10

100

0.01
Favours deferral Fawours first-day review
CDVA
Deferral of review First-day review Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight Y, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% Cl
Chatziralli 2012 006 006 145 006 008 146 91.3% 0.00 [-0.02,0.02]
Saeed 2007 024 022 18 027 03 115 53%  -0.03[0.10,0.04]
Tinley 2003 028 036 188 028 044 174 35%  -0.01 [0.08,0.07]
Total (95% CI) 451 435 100.0%  -0.00 [-0.02, 0.01] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 0.76, df= 2 (P = 0.69); F= 0% I_D ] _DIDS b 0 Ins 0 1=
Testfor overall effect 2= 024 (P = 0.61) Favours deferral Favours first-day review
Unscheduled visits
Deferral of review  First-day review Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Ewvents Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Chatziralli 2012 2 145 3 146 13.3% 067 [0.11, 3.96]
Saeed 2007 g 118 7 115 43.6% 1.25[0.48, 3.29] R B
Tinley 2003 & 188 12 174 43.2% 0.46[0.18,1.21] —
Total {95% Cl) 451 435 100.0% 0.75[0.39, 1.44] —enilli——
Total events 17 22
Heterageneity: Tau*=0.02; Chi*= 211, df=2 (P =035), F= 5% T 02 s T : 10

Testfor overall effect: £= 086 (P =0.39)

Internal Clinical Guidelines, 2017
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