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@ HiHH 2ha] A
W H|Z(Monovision)O]#h ¥ =2 HA 2§ B & 5fal —E—%%:: TARE HeE 5k=7id
woh=t, 7P 7124Q1 leQkpao] Ho|n oo AvfjEls thE keotpEolAE Hol E-8H
7iigolet. &3] Fol S wAstr| fIaf A== 2oy 24 59 ‘*‘:’*iz 1R HAE T

YAYE BEE ohaL, HIFARRS 2AE & = =S oo ZAIE Tl = o= QI9j¥o

FRES fEot a0

Fll‘ m{o

i m

i

]

E

of2I3h {2 thio] 79 A/ 8Zl S X L7AINE REAIES] A4, AAIK S A4y, SER-5O
Al 5 F2R8o] A o . Fe =4 1-?_%0] o] Fr7t ARl thsiit= =] A7}

: 2> 50 YA uA = HollA sttt g3
2.5 HgH ol B el FER-50] A3 i}°]7 t 04_ A ZA] Gt A1 HollA fElsith= 0]
A staL Qlet. Aol Wt o] 31 w2 AUR|A] SAISHA QIAIS1e] 7Rt A A SE 7HAH TREAO]
A & Qlrk. 9RbA] fEo] ARIste] ZA] E= WAIE 2L e EAolA ZH4(laser in situ
keratomileusis, LASIK; #lo|AZ2FEAMdEw) T+ 2H4l(laser epithelial keratomileusis, LASEK;
glolAZ Y AV F &) o83l T4 b2 BAIE THEAL HIFAIRES AR TR QS AT

Bl ARl OFZEe] 2AIE 71 3(-1.5 TG E) ZHere] IR 3-6mm L vl TLEO R W] 1
=

QL sAlo] olgd] ZPHEE JI7HIFIE WHOZ  H|H  uAHRHA
2H4]4&(aspheric micro-Monovision LASIK)o|2kal stct, 8] oAHQEA] 2Hilea- 7 =9
AEE ZMIA T 1) 2 Hols ol WAz ol wisish AL 2 Hol B

g S
AA= &9 F9o] B SR Alg= F A 4= Ath="d50] Aot SjAp) ofte] Ajol=
9k CustomVue VISX (AMO Development, Milpitas, CA, USA)Y Supracor (Technolas
Perfect Vision GmbH, Munchen, Germany), 183l PresbyMAX (SCHWIND
eye-tech-solutions GmbH, Kleinostheim, Germany)”’} $AHZ ZA8E B/ == dlS
o]-&5}al, Nidek Advanced Vision (Nidek, Gamagori, Japan)2 FHEZ ZAZE A Tt==

—_
~

SEEUBE(014), BF(2019), ALH(2019)S F 3k} gl
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HPH-S- 0] 831} Laser Blended Vision (Presbyond, Carl Zeiss Meditec, Jena, Germany)- 8|72
TRIAHZ o]- 83ttt

Al 7HA] B B oA SARE A E B S 2 2AE AlES HolX|uk YA P Al2o]
FOIHA AotEl= AaFS B, FHE R IAE B WS YA AlES AN SA A
7H E3k= At} o] AL Al Zhdto] 2E A ] RS Jdoly] wzolet Azt o]of sy
HIFH BAERIAES 2 AL AT AlEE oA E oFo] & vbiak= g Ae|ehzQl Zhat
FEHE FAIL = Aol DA AlFo] Aot AL HREAlO) 2-851A] ok BHAHR] 74-9- Aol 7Fsslo

@ 1524 < (Conductive keratoplasty)

IFoAEYEE e REFoR I Vst ZbEte] ¥ES filtle ZAEragAds(
thermokeratoplasty)2] 8t 72 404 ol/32] thdxtoll A YA LS HAH 02 vl 415F2] oF=9]
5|7FE Bk Al&oltt. ket g IS ge-2 ESYHIE o]-8oto] 1t oY A& Zhar
Alo] Hdoto] FHE ZHE ARG SSAFI 0B FHE ZHED W] F4E JUIES
T7HA 2EEES TT7HI7IE Algolth. I5TE ol8sly| wiEe] olde] A=A Holuh
o|AtstetAF 0] 5 o] &3t Who] H]gf| vl w2 F53t FEHl 52 fdsto] QP Aoy Ajd Aol
=2 Holt} A& Fofl= ZA7FEAgsto] 2A E] AlZo] A= AT, 19} FAlo] GAIZE A B A

2|2y 7o) ofsh Fago] dojuks @gol o] FZolle A A=A el Sltt.

® QA 24, A
IRy 2Rl b ARt Bienld Shleaat gl Zhah A7 e TS (Multifocality) & 25
oA E RAFSH= WA 9] eetolt. o] Lot 2Rl lo|A RAL Ao wEt A
Central presbyLASIK, Peripheral presbyLASIK, Multifocal transitional profile @& F+& & 4=
At
* Central presbyLASIK-Z 02| 3Lof| 270] Wo| =& Z1utS HAloh=H o8 IAZE & U
FEZ AR L FHE = YAYE ET AT 4
g 25 Al7Hneural adaptation)°] AT S415 Zhato] glo|xgE RAbeh= HH4]Q] 44
A& A E(alignment)oll TI6HA] FF W= TH0]
* Peripheral presbyLASIKZ 415 = YA E He & T FHE = IAYE BEes 7199
FE2 WS Wl Zu Fno) B SRE
o T2 Ag Z2akd(Multifocal transitional profile) 8412 tpkx] th24 QFFAH ol 21t
ol ZAE SAHF 2S5 YAYE & 5 =S Fo|AE RAlSH= WAoo g HHAlE
o)

7] 30} 5218 A §rste] Hols A9 ASET A el

o

- O 71



@ Z¥2relg|o|(Corneal inlay)

2l Qleflo] 419he 19k S B0 2 Zhat o] Qlefolet Helis vjS: GRS U] JBRES AlRJSH=
Syl e Wit ZuilEol 54 A Zhet U 22 AASHA) o] o] 4 7S v
S8 4= Ik Wb S 0] @50] 7170 BT BEsieks A9 Ztulo] Erke $4RS AsIA
QL O] 2 A AT 4= Qlrke o] Ik, R TRHIS o] 83 0 = RIe oA 272 A e
AL 2 9L, Whh YA AL A5 2 Q] TEo] HFAIgte] A4S 57 Hek

- Fpieeleo]

4] WE(pin hole) Y&E o-&30A 2FH = (depth of focus)E 57H171= 7121 01(KAMRA
Inlay; AcuFocus Inc., Irvine, CA, USA)= A SO A= ARE- 52 Z 07 F45 0] 1.6 mm 2739
T2 2= 3.8 mm F7]9] §R2 & F2 FXolt 55 A71E A= A vhEolFE s
Zi=d olFA BES vHEolFH vhA| 7H|Eke] 2E/E 232 WA E 24 A=t SV o] ZA

A9 35-& =HT = 9t TEJF KAMRA g1H[o]9] FH % ]—‘E F 8,4007H2] A& o] QlofA]
Ztaro] Akt Ja FHE 7Fs5HA sto] 2oy 715 RS alstalAy skeith By 11
7 GO R, 4 31 54 Aol Skl e s 2 B, 50

e}

712, €72 okA|glo] B ol hastel 1ok bzt Wolich, Feeldo] i ul s
Hwﬂﬁﬂol %Leﬂol] w8 o] WASHo), ol 5548 lefole] S0 el
Yego] ot Abk F3HE SJo) TE P47 HE Bal wo] FrkspA HeA] iz} gl

ﬁﬁﬂol AshA7] ﬂﬂ—ErO]E}. S W Aok AV el A4 Sl Wt ZAH 2SS el ALt
528 JRIAE Aol BA AASF sH Bk e,

2 Z3209] Qlf|o]& dlo|=2ZRIH|o](Raindrop Near Vision Inlay; ReVision Optics, Lake
Forest, CA, USA)7} Q1th. Raindrop ?1#0]= Y& Algtoh= W&9] Y7} obd S41F ZHato] 214
2.0mm9] 21 £S5k QlFolE AdT e g Ziate] MRS grdgsto] 2A AlES
A7 =S tRQIE 0] Qlct. ESH 2] nutrient flowS WoloHA| s F3H4 sto| =22 (permeable
hydrogel) A2 Tk50] A Ql o SE35laFo] 80%°|H, =dE(Refractive index)°] AFHe] Zhutat
AY ZEE HARQI FolSl= 0] itk 271= 2 mmolA 4 mme] 908 259 RO g
7HA, SRV FHEED £A9M(32 pm), 2] SEET B 24 ES 7HRITh wEbA] AAE
Ziaho]| A AE AEioll A= 28 o] gloy QlE|oe] SAFT SRR E T F47] wjol 2 S4E
HHE Foju A whEo] TES VA SAY E SR AlgS S 4= 3l H]—:—*]o}oﬂ
Al&Rit), ZHt FEE HEEA7]7] flsf e 1ol BIsl &2 F-9121 120-200 #m 7‘0]9] a}of]
AIsHA Het. 7R AR A BA| HH 55-0] S4E o] slo| = AR1g |09 V5= AT ]74
F1, Ee] U= A & Ul 550] AAHA Ho| Qlg|o]E Jdf = o= Sol7le s %_7‘] Algoll=
FF= T4 %=
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sto| =2 2110l 201699 US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) 591 BIQFA|TE 57X

73S SHE S Sli= FDAL] 51 & AtolA] sto| =210 & ARt i=2] 75%ClA 211t S§lo]

e, SAZE SERS 42%0]|4] ©HATsHe], 2018W 10 Optics MedicalAk= B1E8-2 243t

= Z1o] 450 % A7) AAolH, 2REe] Aloprt QEf 71 = S8 HolA| §itt. o] 20194

H]= FDAOA &= Sto]==ZR1go] 4 & 71 579 913S #thH oA class [ &2

R, webs @A) slo| =21 |o] AdeS Ui 2joll ] Ala¥sHA] AL 1om, Al -2 SEb=
0] 22 Aoty A 5ol WAEH A ASHE Aol HALEIL Utk

J-LJ
eS|

e TFlexivue Microlens

o]F3g8HEE k= Zttolg|o] 9l Flexivue Microlens (Presbia, Los Angeles, CA, USA)2} Icolens
(Neoptics AG, Hunenberg, Switzerland)7}F It} o]A2 =4 ofFd A2 F|of 9l o QlF|o]
FHFol= 2490 gloy FHRol= 2HES AT S TR H o 49l vk (Multifocality)ye
8ttt 3.2mmY] 0|54 THEE 2= Flexivue Microlenst $-45(1.6 mm)oll= 248 o] §lo]
HAYE & 5 3L, FHFO= +1.5 HFE oA +3.5 HwE 2 =g Yol ZAYE & WA =
It o] QlFlo]= ofE @A =47t /1o WeQte] 27| GAOIA &FHZHE rto] X3 shH
ojFo] QI olE w2 HAE wAlsto] AE FAIh= A% 7Fssitt

P

A AT W] ol AR QlF[o] FYoll+= 0.5 mme] F+rgo] lo] Zhat A2 o] ARAeL JQFEo]

o1& S Ae 4= Sil = AA| =] A}, Flexivue Microlens= H|F=AIQM] Al&stH, 24t 7] 2

300 pm Zlo]of] FE 2 o] A (femtosecond laser) & FHUE FHE0] 11 Qo] o]A]sit} 2013 LHH

AT(EE, AEE, 2014)004 19 Aoz Al ZAY UM EZ 75%014 20/32 oo &

TAER O &3t QRO A A ] UREAIEL 20/5002 AotElE A 02 Yelyttt sFR|eE LA E]
=]

<< A3 Ae)7E gl o fHlftes tha Eolle AR HAuEl.

® HEzH oA Z A UF A7(intrastromal femtosecond ring incision, INTRACOR)

=z oA e A U9 14711% @E%"_Eﬂ JAE ol-83to] Zef S+ A 5709 S THEo
A A 7EA st SAF A £S5 Theo] 288e wole ¥4 E o it 1
S 0 2 200990 471 3iTh 01 W2 e AJuu RS SA7IA] oL, FlolA R QR
AAE 228k Z0)7] w2l Aoy, larat =Rt 385l flrke 3ol Atk shAlRE o] 5l

= DA EolRt Al = 2lo] ZAIE 7 Eolle Aol 27Fs skl RIS & o 27
URbA[Ho] efatAl A sle A7t QAR A 2] Alge] 1-2& AsiEe B 2 & §--0.3914
-0.5 HZElo] o|2+= ST H= FAgo] Sl

3) Class I 21Z2 7P A23 Fejo] A2 A A 8449] 20700l SHhet 91eiE 7148 7Fs/dol 3l o sy



WSS IS o] SRR A IS QA 7185t 2Pk o] 83 ke of WSS
& Ao, A ddHer FAIBHA] £ AHze| Wuigo] dgH et A

=
Bl 3 =
Al w8 A5 A(Intraocular lens, IOL)E Adok= A& HS HF402 13T 4

i
ox,
I
b
at)
rO
of
5
W

JA21 ReZoom (Abbott Medical Optics, Santa Ana, CA, USAR 20054 o=+
AlFolor=9] 5715 EESH AlEC = AA TRt ZATE Ethe tA /19 S E YA S A AAH o
N AP YRS Aot ot o &2 244 thxA IFAl= 3188 thxA Q5 A ol
H|5}o] Q134794 FoHE7 5 7le] AW O = FojQlo] 5-52] Z7]of wiet o520 Byt Hak}
Akt & 535 27|71 SoleA TR FoH7H A o2l AT G 2R Hsh|
wfjFolc}, Ao ARSH A AZZE Array SA 40N (Allergan), Domiprogressive (Domilens),
True Vista (Stortz), Nuvue (IOLAB) S°] 31t}

Z|o]| A BItiAAR] FEQ HARIS] 17 23 v ITS A= of = 7Y 1 EE | 24w
7)1 lo] B8 A71°) v v PHskE £ 4= Stk 7 2EA oA 858 A1R1 LENTIS
Mplus (Oculentis GmbH, Berlin, Germany)+=3335H- 51=0f ZA21E k= +3.0 T3E Y o]
SARI. 13y e T 137 A1 A7 A vl At AAStE R & Fof 4 YA
4Jsk= Aol 851 FZolle ZA TR YA IS 784 24242 -of] | = Wi H Precizon
(Ophtec)eh= A=} /e o] 24 vy JA3578419] Do) tha 7HA= ST

@ 384 x4 A5+ ADiffractive Multifocal I0L)

1A/ vxAd JISTHAIE 2T SA1E 0 AR 59 B2 JISAA0l 7R EeE ol8H A Qe
HAelo = ¥lo] 31 8x 7Hd A4S ol-85to] T 7l o)) 23 0 & Hlo] Lrol X =g A A F o] Tt
AARGA 0] A At B SFoH A 38 @A 0 2 1o uhEo] $]ojA] A "ot o] F]oj7 upg-E0]
TP/l o3 £ oha-& Hof B ZoiA|aL, YR ohe-2 A= A o] glojR[HA A= e 28

5P Hck. ol et 184 T A4 AL B T A4l Hlste] e}
Ak o] 9 4 9oH 3o Maht ABA B4 o) Al G W s Aol et

A2} YA 23 W o]F2 - A Z0]= ReSTOR (Alcon), TECNIS ZMBOO (J&J) 5°1 Ut
ReSTOR (Alcon Laboratories, Irvine, CA, USA) tt2 4 A& A= 3184 o224 QA3 AA =
E44 2= apodization 7i'g°] AREH A Apodization©|2} 5to] FHE-Z 45 Athe] o7}



volA] A= FHE & o] YohA THE =T Qlok Apodization©] 2l TAE] FA] Al &5 =T,
LA FA] A AHE Bl AE)A 55 HekE Foigh E-8ot114} 519 o, o2 FalollAls A
FA Aol 589 A717F AX ZAE 7ol A oE Hold 4= Qlrks B E Sl

Y] ALgEE E ok 3184 T2 QIESAA| 2 TECNIS thxd 0134447} 9lc}. TECNIS thx 4
AF4+AHA= apodization©o] AREE]R] Qo 2rdof| FalA| ZAE] A7 52 THTT 4= = AHo|
ot A ]l 552l 7] Heks 1Estal QA= gt

in

Z|o]l&= AT LISA tri (Zeiss), FineVision (PhysIOL), PanOptix (Alcon) 528 452 HAZE g
20|11 9lo] QU AFE &Y 59 SAY APl =2 1 Ut

A AT U2 Edoks 202 A o 2= o] AP vt AastAY = 5ol AlskE
5= AUk ol et ©Z SESIAL AA| F2 AFe] =AY 28-S T 4 s TR 7139 284
Ol 3~ A| S0 7= qict. gkl s vl4lof whet single optic, dual optic, curvature changing

Rt A=t Ilom FAE AlE Ayt ASHA] 9l A0l EEHA 2 ool
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I O S5 A 2-8d =7} 1= o]+ small aperture intraocular lenses®|tt. o] @
HARRIE]of Rlof 27 o] Wo|X] o= 1| {9 HopA] A9 A2 A 4= Qltt. 532 271
| "ol mdstal A= 3jufet Mol Rt glo] =2 Ao A&xHo|



1.2 =0t
Saj7h we) BAL 7o) B uf AREo] 238 U] e teo] 2Helo] wisjor shzr] rARe)
woFolL} o]z wiglo] glom e e oloj Q= 4gAle] SVt HiststA Zd o] Hs) 2He TS

ot o] W g FAE 2vhe HEAIESE =0t A 9] AFF ol asto] A7

B BEARA FAAA 2eo] 7RIk o] S BN TS Slo] e Solor
2A19] e 2HAIA Beol HEIE AL WA SHd] whio] YolA Bel B s gl ko] &
L 5794} o] 55419 FeiAo] FoIST ARATL SRR ofsARA 240l A

Hasto] 2A2](25-40em)2H Aol o2 ol A71e 495 Qtol2al TR, 2019).

A 518 F9F leQto 2 AAE YOI R8s T2 SRk 109 B 1= Q‘X]'—/—',\—— }6}1] oro.
2 HiH] 8 FFIH85 A2 201549 449 AR 1919 A8t 37,7869)°1141 20 401 (3}
1?_]_ 6] L.JJ(;)]E— 52,767 —]) ‘T’(‘E —7}‘01-—7 S{,\q—

._,
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=
:
:
_l
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23025

0,000 116,900
107,811 104,228 102,177

2015 20164 20174 2018 2015

311 LHA|(H524) AZESHETFLHH(2015-2019)

At 58 SO LRt o 2 AR FUY oA IRE ¥ SR= 20154 947t i Fod
20194 1189 Ho g Z7l5k1 gloH &%—}oiﬁl gZHo 2015L4 3,904 L@ 199 A
416,3399)°014 20199 6,143% LEAT 1905 ABHF 520,473 FE&E A S7Fska et
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1.3 FUe| ALTI=X|H

ek

NICE guidance Zt9}RI#o](Corneal inlay) & 71| =}RIIPG455, 2013)14= =t gE 9
ZiaRelg|o] o] Aol thgt EA= <, AAQ1 SHA AlFF A A A5l @7 850 gk 247}
UL FA-o] A= A= Bt QIQich whebA keQbw-E: flsf 2k Qlelo] Al&A] SRl A|

S Al0] 917, BelE A= H-8-2 Alshs nl BHE ofsshE S sof g He 35S

=Hl=<So= =S =

o

NICE guidance 392F<(Scleral expansion surgery) #& 71| =2kI(IPG70, 2004)°A4+=
LeQto] et FateA=9] FA/d 3 &5l thet EA7EA| A= v AlRF S A -5kt i FEe
SRpo| A Batof] Thgk A7 §lom Alel] A R0l thet 927t Q1o B = S Al ARESHA]
%2 A2 HarskelH

waE AE &

ol

1.4 MAX Sd0E A g

U S A3 AaR| B2 B8t avhs A2} ole A e gAY axAtel7t lotal
S ReE 2A7HESESIAT 5702 AtolA B o ke~ A-tutet Adolstgint. 132l foflA

WRPE & 5 & 5 130] oty Hugh v o 1319 AFoie o523 FolA

4) 2019.9.26. 744 EAHM



49H11.4%), 4527 woll A 39H7.5%)°] YAG capsulotomyE 8 2 o= 433t R4 SEo]
STl B 151t

Kelava 5(2017)2 A A& #1112 59f I -H]A(Monovision)¥} tt2 & (Multifocality)< H| gt
RCT 945 HESIIS v (Monofocal lens, LASIK)# th2d Q137dA|(Multifocal
intraocular lens, MFIOLs; Isert Refractive ®+= TECNIS Diffractive)< H]|2 3t 34, tf2 th=z4
Q1 1A A|9F TECNISE v 3t 6Ho] Z3t=| Q. AHH|wo A pseudophakic Monovision
ROl A Isert(1H(n=75), RR: 0.49, 95% CI: 0.28, 0.80) ¥ TECNIS(1#H(n=211), RR: 0.36, 95%
CI: 0.25, 0.52)2tt E55F%2H, LASIK 242 w4 TECNIS(1#(n=100, RR: 0.93, 95% CI:
0.78, 1.10)x} Bl==skoi ). ®u 2hxto] Y| E= wje} 31(61H, 147112] Bl a)o 4] pseudophakic
Monovision®] TECNISELt @53ttt ZHEu|woA EF o2 gxd QA AETH
A55F4HReZoom Refractive, TwinSet diffractive), @5 3HArray Refractive) 30| AU}
LASIK2 =4 $=&0f|A] TECNIS?F Hls=gl o, 7Hgu| oA T3 ReZoom E+= Array Refractive
MFIOLE T} §-3F ko] Iqitt. FA-8-2 B 9 Hi19] o]d o & Qlsf| eHdo] E7Fsst3itt.
St HO| RCTOA B} 2ExfcAr 0. 2 TECNISOY H]8ll pseudophakic Monovision®l|A4] w=5-410]
Al om AU, tiH|ZF=(Contrast sensitivity) A<= o] &1} 2 TA 7} A
Labiris 520172 =09 % pseudophakic Monovision®] H$t AAH EA12S
sttt 1819 7ledT 9 12%H9 vluAE ZIEIeH o] F o2y AT AY
pseudophakic Monovision& H|wet A57F 9H 0 2 71 Woktt, ek A--E0)4] Pseudophakic
Monosvision 3= E(spectacles independence)°] &1l F2-g0] AL Qo] GHAQl
o2 HsHIoH R T3 s ).

de Silva 52016} WUg oA @A HE A=) 24 JIT478A et thag 137341
AlZH BikE B71sE7] 918 203(2,06178, 3,1949D)2] 3 Z3oh= AAIA ZA1r S A5kt
T A= FH(13H), S=GH), PlF(1H), S5(1H), A=AH)NA FHF= A0 {7} vl=ofA
1719] o713 A7 3= Qlet. i R-29] At v oAt T2 A QI3r78AE Bl wsh=
AR 232 thx 154742 Monovisions B3 A7t} Q15 A Q] Al B2
3] ohstalnh. thxA 3 A olA BofXl A AlFo] &4 IF5AAL thEA] gt
B =9t unaided VA worse than 6/6, RR: 0.96, 95% CI: 0.89, 1.03). Tt24 AZFHAIS
Al oA o U2 274 2] AlEES B ¥ tHunaided near VA worse than J3/J4, RR: 0.20, 95%
CIL: 0.07, 0.58). SFA9F =3 A7) HIER YT 52 o] A (%= 93%) 22 Q15 Bl o] &2
AR TSIt 24 A3 HAE Aleith SE0] Ale ¥ gl E &4 Y 4= Ao LHRR:
0.63, 95% CI: 0.55, 0.73) 0] A& &2 o] A4 = 67%)& Bt T2 Ag<HA o vla] thxA
QAo A Al g o] B Wo] R EJATHGlare, RR: 1.41, 95% CI: 1.03, 1.93; Haloes,
RR: 3.58, 95% CI: 1.99, 6.40). 35 Atollxt= thed Q58419 ax=7]of iRt &b o] ARt
23 AFA 0l vl ZA =] AlES 7iAlsH=T] Axtdoleial HQkar 71 7o)l w5 R gLt
22 A 1F357A1Y F2R1 GRS HolM= F IR = Algrit th2na &S A6

5) 2016.11.21.744] 338X
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25 32 o ol 24 oRit B 5717 A ASAAY 2 aclo] B S0R e

1.6.1 22%H| U 57t At

S Aok o7} T QB A BEe ofd e} 1),

B 1.1 0=y AUS+EA =W of7tAred

HLH F3517IHs H=Z3 223
+5121-63 & | AcrySof 1Q Vivity Toric DFT315%| 2A
_ _ Clareon PanOptix Trifocal IOL
=100 170 = | AcrySof 1Q Vivity Extended
£6{20-178 % Vision 10L. DFTO15
™ Y™™ 1
wmay | oo | RS OPIONTTO  revnage o
£5{17-1735 ﬁ;:[ySofTM 1Q PanOptix™ Trifocal TENTOO
=11 = AcrySof 1Q Toric IOL Model
+o1 11712832 SNBAT6S] 371
A=) 11 = AcrySof 1Q Toric IOL Models
251 11-1128% SNBAT39] 374
A= = TECNIS Symfony OptiBlue
To121-4% Extended Range of Vision I0L ZXROOV
TECNIS Symfony Toric Il
+56121-59% OptiBlue Extended Range of ZXW1502| 371
Vision 10L
£5120-238% | TECNIS Synergy OptiBlue IOL ZFROOV
= on_nao= | TECNIS Synergy Toric |l 7
2061 20-2372 OptiBlue 10L ZFW1002| 771
£56]20-208% | TECNIS Eyhance Toric Il IOL ICU1002] 9H
ofjo[t £6119-399% | TECNIS Eyhance 0L ICBOO
QOtA|OtZ|OIE|IE TECNIS SYMFONY Extended
a=11n 1= | Range of Vision IOL, TECNIS 74
wol16-2412 Symfony Plus Extended Range ZXR00S] 124
of Vision 10L
TECNIS SYMFONY Toric
A= 1. ~n= | Extended Range of Vision IOL, 74
+9116-2402 TECNIS Symfony Plus Toric ZXT1002] 1624
Extended Range of Vision IOL
A513-0045 ITOELCNIS Multifocal Toric 1-Piece ZMT1502] 371
26{11-421%5 | TECNIS Multifocal IOL ZMBO00<%| 2
MEFAE £6121-6% ARTIS Symbiose Plus ARTIS Symbiose Plus

11



AL H 2574 HEY Uy
QSHHOI B AL 26| 19-6% ARTIS PL M ARTIS PL M
simeE|(x -ni-?i 19—373% PRECIZON Presbygpic Toric 575
%61 16-412%8 | Precizon Presbyopic 570A02] 14
£6{19-3372 | FINE EDOF POD L GF
£5]18-320& | FineVisionHP POD F GF
FeH=olo 25 16-2162 | FineVision Toric POD FT
£6115-899% | FineVision POD F
25 19-169%8 AT LARA toric 929M<2] 171
6] 18-154% AT LARA 829MP
ZIXIO|A(Z) +5] 17-4363 AT LISA tri toric 939M2] 1A
261 14-802% AT LISA tri 839MP
20{09-1332& AT LISA 809M
25118-324% | LUCIDIS IOL LUCIDIS 108M<] 14
(Z)7|Atayst %51 17-4145 | Mini WELL Ready 77560CZ
£0]16-6662 | InFo IOL EDEN 108M
5] 16-360%2 FIL 611PVT
Ji=EETES) 5] 16-359% FIL6T1PV
451 16-3582 FIL611T
261 14-2360% LU-313 MF30T2| 971
ESVEENY 5] 14-23505 LU-313 T2/ 62
251 11-1507& LENTIS Mplus LS-312 MF2| 871
£5]13-35156& SeelLens MF2| 171
HIXICIZMO1ME(R) | £6121-1565 | INTENSITY INTENSITY BNQ| 171

=61 14-3014=

VisTor?| 14

(FHIHEAA

£6{19-357=

RayOne Trifocal (RAO603F)

(F)2HH 0z

+06121-1612

ISOPURE®R| 14

(F)BASHAR 25]17-162% | TriDIFF, iDIFF Plus, PDIFF Plus | iDiff-P2| 574
(DHCi@I}ol £6{16-353& | Liberty® Trifocal 677MY
()0|z0t0[H|13 45| 20-245% SeeLens MF2| 174
ooz 45{ 15-5895 SBL-39] 174
(FHcz £6{19-261%8 | Aurovue Dfine preloaded IOL HP760AD3
(F)LIstotol= 5] 11-794% Optivis

ZXA]: https://emed.mfds.go.kr/#!/CECABO1F010, £2&7: th2 3 AF5AA|, F1EEA 9

ob4, ZHEH=

O, v T1—

2>°] dfigst= Hl

o ol=

o oA ABAE

il j=
Z7}shar QrHAlZ oJokobd A B A, 2020).

52 Rl et
e

A% 5] (]

SRR} =58k

= 501 5}1L Q) SIS /\1;(4
A7k A G A 02

2017¥ 2769

OTE

90 4] Z7h80] A4 28717 %
2RI 5 Ak Tslo] T2 oo
H FFEoA 201949 1,046

A Fue

OFolo] 7|z Bat 45 (3
A5 Aol ol A9=

—_

ulgolehyg FHolct
A7 EYAAE Ao BT A TR ol Az A B(ehA) o] A oF

2,273,796 (F1A1 1009+ H-232 4501t K)o, Hlo| Azt apdu dAVd Fa(@H)2 B+t 1,74 75114
(FA 50RHL-F31 3509 ) 0= Rt n oA e o] H 2 7MY A o= a3
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W & A FHAE Aot ARgste 284 AFFBA 0 SUEHS TF & 7IE0E
192~250%  Qolw,  Hugeke 5007 Yoz HA-HW 7 4upgEe] AxE
B (AR E I PE7H HeAl&, 2019).
H 1.2 ZFY 2A34+3H TI=H|E(20199)
g ez _ _ XZHIE
= - ENELO) = EE) g Yrzg b/a
xEd e 62215000 253812 500 1928t 1880t3,304 4.1
QS+TH | SR 708t 3008t 199818000 2008t1,960 4.3
(248t=)*  |EH 1208t 5008t 2508t 254816,745 4.2
* 2 QTS 2435 B

JAE TECNIS Multi-focal 1-Piece IOL, LENTIS Mplus & COMFORT (LS-313 MF)7}
A -Fa1 7+ 7FAAA7F 1 2™ Miniwell Ready, Acriva Reviol BB Toric7} 7FEAA7F A it
TECNIS Symfony Extended Range of Vision IOL, TECNIS Symfony plus Extended Range of
Vision IOL, AcrySof IQ RESTOR IOL, TECNIS Multi-focal 1-Piece IOL, AcrySof IQ PanOptix
Presbyopia-Correcting IOL7} =t} Q27|30 A] Wo] ARE-E= ISP A = wtet.

<

60) AP oAM= =og 2EITH= o2 thxy ATHA

s
BN

4 ATFRA et Tol2 g T

13



B 1.3 ZEH OBSNAY DRI
IS+ HAH Zx3%U@ | FI1ZFMUO b/a =72

ACRIVA REVIOL BB TORIC 2.263.000 | 2.860.000 | 13 21
ACRIVA REVIOL BB, ACRIVA REVIOL TRI-ED.
VA 1,998,000 | 2760000 | 1.4 74
ACRYSOF 10 PANOPTIX
PRESBYOPIA-CORRECTING IOL 1,687,950 | 4810950 | 29 6474
ACRYSOF 10 PANOPTIX TORIC PRESBYOPIA
ACHYSOF 1O PN 2,000,000 | 5810950 | 2.9 4074
ACRYSOF 0 RESTOR 0L 1,000,000 | 4300000 | 43 7001
ACRYSOF 1Q RESTOR MULTIFOCAL TORIC 10L 16507.200 | 4.300.000 | 2.7 5071
AT LARA 820MP 1,000,000 | 3.450.000 | 35 ot
AT LISA 839MP 1210.000 | 4.810.950 | 4.0 427
AT LISA TRI TORIC 939M(P) 2.200.000 | 5810950 | 26 2201
AT. LISA 809M 1.298.000 | 2.360.000 | 1.8 1871
BI-FLEX M(677MY) 1300.000 | 2,000,000 | 15 5]
FILB11PV 1.000.000 | 1.800.000 | 1.8 294
FINEVISION TORIC, POD FT 2.000.000 | 5810950 | 2.9 277
FINEVISION, POD F 1.820500 | 4.810.950 | 2.6 31
HANITA MF IOL(SEELENS MF, BUNNYLENS MF) 1.800.000 | 4.300.000 | 2.4 20
INFO 10L 1806.500 | 4.163.480 | 2.3 34
LENTIS MPLUS & COMFORT(LS-313 MF) 750.000 | 4.300.000 | 5.7 137
MINIWELL READY 1505.000 | 1.900,000 | 1.2 21
PRECIZON PRESBYOPIC 1200.000 | 4.810.950 | 4.0 1170
SBL-3 1,000,000 | 1.866.000 | 1.9 34
TECNIS MULTI-FOCAL 1-PIECE INTRAOCULAR
LENSEIOD 734,400 | 4,300,000 | 5.9 6674
TECNIS SYMFONY EXTENDED RANGE OF VISION
IOL. TECNIS SYMFONY PLUS EXTENDED RANGE 1,200,000 | 4,300,000 | 36 7794
OF VISION 0L
CIEA QB4 HA 1300000 | 4300000 | 33 207

EA: AR EAAAE 7 BlFo B P B4 Y: 2021.2.1)
http://www.hira.or.kr/re/diag/getNewDiagNondeductibleYadmList.do?pgmid=HIRAA030009000000

t|A&(6%): IDIFF PLUS, ALSIOL 3D TORIC, OPTIVIS, ALSIOL 3D, FIL 611PVT, ACRIVA REVIOL

2. =N

B oA 2 Sd By
H0.2 Fulo)7) Agst] o2
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H 2.1 PICO-TS M2 L&

T2 NELHE
Eﬂ?;ﬁ;b 01 LLOtSIXKPresbyopia)
o =
_ LOMIAS
Intervention « CEaA 01245 H(Bifocal, Trifocal, EDOF IOL st azow
(=) tEH QI8+ H(Bifocal, Trifocal, )E 0|83 =2
= o ZIDIZ™AS: LOITIN 2HA| 2| ISt
Comparator .
(1) RItotx| ekg
[=]
ULH ot
o ANz EHZ
o 2| uHAH
o U YHS
Outcomes
(Zug=) A& Ry
*  AZ(Visual acuity): LI2IAIE, WHAIH
 [{H|Z=(Contrast Sensitivity)
e OEEL(Satisfaction)
o OtA=ZH(Spectacle Independence)
Time =X O| DA Ad ZIDIARAA S 170 ol 74
(iX-IjP}) Ct=d I_I_'o_Tox'” =5 Ad=8r2 21 N Ol= Aldel 2
T [
Study type =
RUETL M e Hist
=TT o
AL Hist 2010 O] EME 222 Het

= ZAFNE 5719 QH@: A2} glolEH|o]A%1 KoreaMed, ¥h2fgk=7to]EH|o]~(KMbase),
TS EKISS), WSS YEARISY), F=H7EHEATFANDSLS ©-E35HA
AN =9 HM *] ARERE AR 712 0= o =2 ARt AEA Sol X¥EA| =
gloJE#o] 20 Z-9- o] F A 3] 7, 1HAslsto] ARSI oH 2t HlolEfHo]A0] EAdof gi5to] J7
A T2 SEIIAHE 2.2).

O

16



H 2.2 I X} H|O|E{H| O] A

I 29 ZMA URL F2&
KoreaMed http://www.koreamed.org/
O|&H=r2C|0|EfH|0| A ZHAH(KMBASE) http://kmbase.medric.or.kr/
SF 0|0 [EH| O] A HA(KISS) http://kiss.kstudy.com/
St2ussEHEEA(RISS) http://www.riss.kr/
Wl s ESEMHIA http://www.ndsl.kr/
1.3.2 32|

=9] glo]el#o] A= Ovid-Medline, Ovid-EMBASE, Cochrane CENTRALS ©]-85to] A4

AL A 78 Lo g T E= Hlo|EH|o]AS EARIHIE 2.3). AHol= Ovid- Medline©lA]

ARG AHo1E 7|2 r 7 A o] 40l S 3R 2™ MeSH term, =] A4tk det 44
o] AA75& 23] L83t FAIA A B A ETE [F 3]00 AAISHAH.

=0

ol

H 2.3 59| X} H|O|E{H| O] A

I 28 ZMA URL =&

Ovid MEDLINE(R) In-Process & Other Non-Indexed

Citations and Ovid MEDLINE(R) http://ovidsp.tx.ovid.com

Ovid EMBASE http://ovidsp.tx.ovid.com

Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials http://www.thecochranelibrary.com

1.3.3 &M 712t A ST 0]

o
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T
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r |
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9
rlr
=
rot
ol
ol
)
&
2
e

7]

D
Mo
rok
rx
o

SEAHe P LE Base] tel A 9ol AEAYE SYHoR Systdch 13 Ag-ulA
A AR 252 AEstel B B7ho] FA0h o] gick Teksl BAL wiAsk, 2%
A ) oA 28014 W) 9Fe FH0] AF-S FEsto] Aol et Bel 4147]50] g
282 Aot o BUA7E UL A9 2910812 B9 AAUNG o 2ES Sk FAIH
290 A Ul WA 7128 (I 2,459} Pk,
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H 2.4 219 4= H Ui 7|=

ME87|Z(inclusion criteria) HiX|7|Z(exclusion criteria)

o EXN SXIZA(WMLIRIRA0] Pre—presbyopia EAI0IA IOL
Alg, OE h—i’éiﬁf COMIHIIAISRT) CHAAT HIL

o SHAEEUENS, IFMZEPgHES  Z49Rlo],
Intracor, MonOV|S|on, Diffractive, Refractive, EDOF
7} OK 10L, 7IEFAIZ(ICL, SCSIs 5))0] XH5HX| ¥
i

o HWZNSL SMAIE, |OLY Zoi2d844a7t Hlw, 10L

. OMIHA(E 2.1 710 it o 2
. AEO| o3t ZREGIK)F ot x| oy | SELHOIMFeES A
oo o2 o 9177} 01 22(5 R S M)

o X7} OPH HIUZA, letter, comment S)

o SMIH(ERZCH YHE A7, =R, J|BEIM S
peer-reviewZ= AHX|X| Y2 AQ)

o SI=0 B Yoz SHEX| 22 B

- 35 ’“HEJ ol AR 85, BiE Z0XEE
=0/5t o171
e

. YU EE =)

1.5 HISE{IE ot

2 BF7llA= T 8 oMY B =" oE HIEHYY HUME Ao o] o
FAAYJIAERCT)S] ZH7H= Cochrane®] Risk of Bias (RoB)E AR&sloH
H B2 A-(Non-randomized studies) %32 Risk of Bias for Nonrandomized Studies
(RoBANS Ver.2)& AM&SIGIT. &+ =79] FA|1 4R B7HPES 75 491 At

RoB&= & 771 #3202 o]Foix oH, 7 3ol tisll ‘low/high/unclear’ 9] 37}4] @& = B7Hch
T2 AT AR RS AR SR, v 287 AE A, w kol & R E A, 2S5
SO A7 AEFEA], A4 AikE = QiAo 7|8 HIEE dollAs 1zt 9] 4] A
EXE g5kt

RoBANS+= HIER F3 WhE 8 B71 55 +785to] T2 DA 0] 9] 2] w72 Ao
A& U= H] A Bt =2 AEEGle T F 87 AIR-EFoE o|Fo|A AL, ZF 3
ol Wa/E2/ES4A 9] 37 FHIE B o)) 7|8 BlEd FEoE RIZ|Y A7+ A
S5 F71ste] 971 d<oll sl B7lstiH

1.6 XI2FE

Aol Aok AR A48 B89l0] 30 Bt SYA 02 ARt St 2 B0
B SRR ARFE Ao uek BES Ft T O & 99 Wt 29 2ne
EYH0R YRS, T BHPT AR olFol BT,

%8 AEFE WEol ATUA, A7, SYNE, AY 22, fa4 23t 5 mYston),
ARFEPA BT} 29M2 AT F, 291991 Flo] A% TR,
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1.7 Xz

AFHA2 F4 £-4(quantitative analysis)©] 7Fs e 749 F& w4 (H[EREA)
39 DA HE(qualitative review) W< 28513t

HEREA 98 A] i@t 0] Bt PR/ SHolA QI A 714 0 = MR P(random
effect model)& ARESHATE HEREA G X]= o|EF WA= A8 E(relative risk ratio,
RR)E o]&3sl3 o, A&y WHapoas= 5P wA}o|(standardized mean difference, SMD)Z
AT T AtollA AleS B AghE 7|0 ISR o] o] A& HgolA=
HFQXstandard error)& 4FEoto] A5 3H/Jo19 0 o] g Wi HEFL}L ARG 0]-8-5}o]
Hl&S 7|20 2 S8l

o

T, =7

URHAE W WHA|ZHoA A& 3T LogMAR AIFHEE 7|E0 =2 9Hgstelon, Wy
AiHe= A9 (Snellen) AIFHEE 7|1E0E 45T LogMAR ©]9] oHE AJHHZ(,
Decimal)& E 1% 3k AlFA3HE4](Khoshnood 5, 2010y ©o|-835to] ZHgkslo] ARE5H3IT]
HEREA A], o] A (heterogeneity)l] gt Tk 9-A A2 0 2 %I (forest plot)= &RIskaL
Cochrane Q statistic(p<0.10 € Z9-5 5AZ |94 Td7|&0 2 715)7} 12 statistice ARE5}HO]
23 7 EAA o] A4S TSkt 2 B4 40% oAU A AA| A 0 2 o] & Alo| ek 7HESH
4 A0 B = (Higgins et al., 2008) & B7ol A= o1& 7|E02 3 7F A4 o] &g THstt
A4 £42 STATA 14.0/SES} R version 4.0.55 0|85, #7F &3} xjo]9] BAH F-o4dL
Y= 5%0llA TSI

AR BATE A0S vPOR wotigae] el thFul 3uE AFSus
Shsic. o] ul Wbl TRl QBA|, AT ESSS o8 ok F H FWH BAlo]

O oA ABFYAE o83 ok gaol AT HRT PR E 74,
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(SR e

FE A & 2R AR 4 222 FEsjo] B/FA0 A 9
sgstelon, g Balo] 48g HER T B B NS AR 3 5670 RS
AESIGICHIOL 39, Zekad44 179). # 9710] 3 2344 S2wt iiaie S mghslo] (19
3.1)0] ZAAJ5] 71&stH o, HE AR 552 SWUAE £0 2 [R5 5]0] AHA|5] 7|&stet &
oA A E B2 ol 7]&s3it
=2| H|O|E{H|0|A (n = 5,884) =ZLH H|O|EH|O|A (n = 858)
*MEDLINE (n = 2,353) +KoreaMed (n = 45)  +KISS (n = 39)
*EMBASE (n = 3,124) *RISS (n = 366) «KISTI (n = 387)
*Cochrane Library (n = 407) *KMBASE (n=121)
=5 2 2 Z4E 3 HiKHE 28 £+ (n = 4,017)
| | *CHATEER}7} oru(n—m)
Lto o ~HASX7L OFd (n = 1,275)
SIS B e -H| 20| 2R 2 (0 = 24)
(n=4,073) “AfEI0f Folot ZYXIHE ST5HK| &2 (n = 25)

« X7} Ok (n = 593)

b -SM2S (n = 264)

‘52 22 ™ YMAT (h = 168)
+3¢T (n = 25)
+5t=20{, Ho{7t ord
+S2H2 (n=13)
2010 O™ &7 (n = 24)
<S5 AT (n = 26)
HESEEI(h=5)

2L (n = 458)

T

v

IOL 39®
(=2 338, =Li 6%)

56T (Z2: 50H, ZLi: 6H)

2B+ 178
(32 178, =L 0F)
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N
n
[0
12}
re
OH
_|

ox
=
)
©
re

H| 591 2™ Gundensen (2016} A5237} o524 TS24 S Alget A+
H AT gH o7 thxy Qg4 Ae} vlwet AT 3H(Pedrotti, 2017; Song, 2020;
Plaza-Puche, 2016)°]912™H, Van Der Linden (2012)= 3d8 3} 249 o|=x2H4 QAFSAA|7H
H| W5 A5t Tt d57F 2730|310 o]F I 8E 424 3ol o
Y A2A AFEA 108 E B2 H|52 AAlskait. B7tol =9k =4

A =]

=
AT 2 Al 2ARR} B2 A30] ot e, £3ollA Tk AdsrAAe] E7= (B

)

Diffractive Refractive Other
*  SNBOWF (Acrysof)
non— *  Acri.Smart 48S
Monofocal toric  TECNIS 1-piece
* lentis -313
*  AcrySof ReSTOR SNGAD3 * Rezoom e OptiVis
*  AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD1 e LENTIS Mplus X LS-313
*  AcrySof ReSTOR D1 e LENTIS Mplus LS-312
*  AcrySof IQ ReSTOR IOL e LENTIS-313MF15
SN60D3 e LENTIS-313MF30
non— | ¢ AcrySof Natural ReSTOR e SBL-3
Bifocal * ReSTOR+2.50
*  Acri.LISA 366D
* TECNIS ZMB0OO
o 447DIOL
*  Acri.Twin
* ReSTOR SND1T *  Lentis Mplus Toric LU-313
toric | * TECNISZMT IOLZMT150, MFT
ZMT225, ZMT300, ZMT400)
*  AcrySof 1Q PanOptix *  Precizon Presbyopic I0OL
TFNTQO _ NVA model 570
non— | ° Acrysof 1Q PanOptix
X o AT LISA tri 839MP
toric |« FineVision
Trifocal *  FineVision Pod F
*  FineVision Micro F
* FineVision Toric
. e AcrySof IQ
toric PanOptixTFNT20-60
* AT LISA Toric 939 MP
non— | * TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 * LENTIS comfort LS-313
EDOF toric | MF15
. *  TECNIS Symfony Toric * LENTIS Comfort LS-313
toric ME
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5264, 9 e
O

olstelo} 38l Folsich, Wil A=2A(17 rﬁ.) N m&.aﬁ th QB AT
AR ST 138, MG WA Lhwd WAL TR B 10801, GBS
108-20399) FEGOM A& F FATES Lo A7t 3-6HLCES: 2-26712) Aol
e

1.2.2. Zotadss (17H)

mlo

\]

Lotw S AR Zbadee] E AUEdd2 17HCE o] F 1#H(Khalifa, 20112 F44
HIF A eIl o UHA] 16H2 BT A3F2] v 72| AEol it o]F 4H(Kohnen, 2020;
Taneri, 2019; Soler Tomas, 2015; Oh, 2013)<> Bl o] EAol= A+t A7 3 27
AT HH 5U 3H, S 38, AHQ1 21, 294 21 0]Q] gk, A H7|, ofd HE, JiuUt, o|HE
SolA 7+ 1H4o|t}. AREAL BF QRN EAAR: 43.44~594)F o E slglomn
AT A= 4788 ~6878(123%) FFOE H|WH AFRATES] HIFo| =UTh T
A0l A= PresbyMAX, SUPRACOR & 2192 24 0 & wAsk= ZuE2da&o] A=

= oH, ST Alee] FRAARE, IR E, BEE, HE=EA), PAEEMED) A tiet 2=
A& 3 370 E~2871A| 9] Bkl Qi
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£4:10L (39H)

EXEY ZnpHs EppRE
0‘ = = = = —
18X | o -—j‘ A AT CHERE S((eh) 7IME4 SN2 | BUE2 | B=3 | BAB4 | (VA2
o- | (am) % =7t ° . | =n2| sz | sue | anm| wum| B2 | uy | S| @zw) @=3) @z @Z) | 4 Independence
Ol g | 2 3 4| | oy | e | N fikoes
. (Y/N) .Complication)
1. RCT (3H)
?r'ifffgigf've Diffractive
) Bifocal
Gundersen =90] Cataract 62.1 Toric I0L , o
323 (2016) RCT ) surgery 22 1" 1 70.2 5% | Y (Firaiets Toric IOL 1,4,5 A=
O (ReSTOR
FineVision SND1T)
Toric)
Diffractive
Trifocal Diffractive Monofocal
66 oL EDOF I0OL
Monaco O[Ef2[ot Cataract 60 |20 |20 |20 21 o . TECNI IOL 145 e
35 1 oy | FCT | sugery | (0 | (40) | (40) | (40) % gé 5% | ¥ féc'yso (Syn?fo nsy® (SNBOWF '
PanOptix ZXR00) (Acrysof)
TFNTOO)
Apodized
Diffractive | Diffractive
Al QAER(} - multifocal | Bifocal Refractive :\C")‘i”"foca'
391 23)11) RCT AIHQI Presbyopia @) 78 | B | (700 | (72) | 0% | 71.3 | NA N oL 0L Multifocal e 1 671
( @ (AcrySof (Acri.LISA | (Rezoom) 488).
ReSTOR 366D)
SNGAD3)
2. NRS, H|u %7 (9H)
Refractive
EDOF
Pedrotti | X8/, | 0EEOF | Cataract | 4y | 91 | o1 oo 1649 | s | v (T[’E”I\C‘T'% e - -
22 1 0017 | NS | @) surgery ° lest1 | P (TECNIS X 2
Comfort e
LS-313 P
MF)
Diffractive
198 o = = Hybrid Bifocal
_= | =l | TR ER i s (%30) 2210) (1200) o7 s [ v | BiocalloL | f0L 12345 | 24
| @018 NS () : Optivis) | (AcrySof
ReSTOR
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FES wer | Lo
At AFKF 2 EM =
no | VR SR ST pan EonlicA e IINSE | s | SNE2 | EMES | suE4 | (Vazos oL g
s | A © . | oz | suz| mum| um | wem| 3P | gy | O¥ | @z (=) (@=%) (@x) etisiadion, | ==
(712) B T | T | w0 | o | | B 4.Indspendence,
ik €3 V/N) 5.Complication)
D1)
Diffractive
Trifocal Diffractive | Diffractive
Escando | gy S IOL EDOF Trifocal
536 | n-Garca | \c " f;)—ﬁ gjfa;a"t ?50) (71 " (13?0) (226) % | 63 | 2% | Y | (AoySof® | (TECNIS® | IoL 1,2 I
(2018) gery (0] Symfony (FineVision
PanOptix ZXR00) Pod F)
(TFNTO0))
Diffractive ngg'a:ctlve
69.6 EDOF Toric I0L Monofocal
Song e, | 3= Cataract 104 |34 |34 |3 ‘ Toric IOL oL o
66 | 0020 | NRS | (1) sugery | (41)| @7 | @) | @) 8% | 6971 4% | N | qreyg | (ENTIS (enms | 24 ks
68.6 Comfort
Symfony 1S-313 [-313)
ZXR00) MF15)
: . Diffractive
o ] 63.1 Difiectve | Diffractive | Bifocal | ponofocal
%2 | Puche TS, | AmRI Cataract 60 | 15 |15 |15 |15 | o0 | 668 | )\ |y oL Trifocal 1oL [0 . Vpe
NRS | (1) surgery (20| 30) | 0) | B0) | BO) |~ | 62.2 IoL (AcrySof | (Acri.Smart s
(2016) (AT LISA . . 485)
67.2 . (FineVision) | ReSTOR
tri 839MP) SNGAD1)
: . Diffractive
B Diffractive :
éaer?f:ic map | opgm Cataract 12 |7 5 Bifocal lTSIocaI
41 i ll\TF?S_‘ M surgery, | oa | (14) | (10) 0% [ NA | NA |Y IOL (Acrysof 1, 34,5 NA
Presbyopia (ReSTOR
(2019) 12.50) 1Q
i PanOptix)
Diffractive
Diffractive | Trifocal
. _ EDOF 0L
Pedrotti | 2%, | O[Z2[0t |50 |25 |25 70.2 o
469 (2020) NRS ) Presbyopia a0 | 60 | 50 0% 71 NA | Y (TECNIS (Acrysof 1,2,5 7=
Symfony 1Q
ZXR00) PanOptix
TNFT00)
Bohm e, | = | 10527 |27 |26 |25 63.4 Diffractive | Diffractive | Diffractive | Refractive o
81 1 2o19 | RS | () Presbyopia | o1 | &) | 50 | @ | 50) | % | 635 | % | Y| Tiifocal | Trifocal | EDOF Bfocal | %O I
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EXEXA ZAPIHA
01? = I‘_l 6' EJ_I‘ =T i':"a‘;t-l
— A A EM p3
no. | TR SE o | opa ST e RSS o BME | BNz | SRS | SMR4 | (ARS | aepp,
B (1) A O1E2) © = | 32| B2 | Bu2 | SN2 | wus | TE | UM flf':l @=2) @z A=) ®Z2) | 4 Indepondence T
2 S 1 2 3 4 (CONM I 1= T ) (Y/f) 5.Complication)
) oL
Toric I0L
69.2 '&L o (eonis | (LENTIS
66.7 crySqf (AT LISA Sty Mplus X
: PanOptix) | tri 839MP) ZXR00) [S-313
MF30)
Refractive | Diffractive
Van Der Bifocal Bifocal
: e, | HEHE . 117 | 45 72 61.8 IOL 0L o
420 (LZ'B?%‘ NRS | (1) Presbyopia | 7 | (90) | (13 0% 1597 | %% |Y | (eNTIS | (AarySof .45 I
Mplus ReSTOR
[ S-312) SNGAD?1)
3. NRS, Single—arm(T=) (27°H)
28 | Zx Xoid | sl LA Diffractive Bifocal 10L 2y
;|1|_H (201 2) NRS (1) H-J—H%:;‘v% 20(40) 57.2 45% Y (ACrILlSA 366D) 1 s 2 67H =
46_ | =™ e, | o= H AL Diffractive EDOF P
2 | o | NRS | ) s | %09 4% | 61.2 1 35% [ Y | TECNIS Symfony(@XRO0), TECNIS Symfony Torig) | >+ %5 Ao
71_ | Kretz e, | =Y Cataract Refractive Bifocal 10L o
2 | 016 | NRS | (NA) sugery | 3060 683 | 46% | Y | (LENTIS-313VF15) 1345 g
78 | mow| oM | Bl LK b Diffractive Trifocal 10L =
%LH (201 5) NRS (»]) = Hng 22(44) 9% 52.6 45% Y (AT LISA Tri %QMP) 1 s 3, 4 67H =
= 24
Kohnen rep | 52 OEEDE Cataract Diffractive Trifocal 10L
o, AP | 0, =
M2 o) | NRS gé&m{p“ sugery | 1B 3% | 889 1 3% | Y| (aArySof IQ PanOptix TENTOO) 1.5 12748
HERH17)
Kim e, | o= Cataract Diffractive Trifocal 10L o
683 | oo | RS | @ sugery | 2488 15%] 60| 25% | Y | (AcySof 1Q PanOptix TFNTOO) 12345 | K2
Vounotry | zesixy | =o Cat .
o Mok | S aract Refractive EDOF IOL o
~ ?zlglf | NS () sugery | 249 0% | 8921 48% | Y| (| ENTIS comort LS-313 MF15) 145 I
QAEZ|0},
Kretz M, | DA = | Cataract Diffractive Bifocal Toric I0L e
O oots) | NRS | Z25Z A | sugery | 207 0% | 586 | NA | N | (TECNIS ZMT(ZMT180, ZMT225, ZMT300, ZMTdo0) | 4 -4
HRI(9)
1288 | Tsaousis | M, | O2lA Cataract | 20(40) 0% | 70 5% | Y Diffractive Bifocal IOL 1 2674
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R ETTr N —
ot AFKH 2 Ex =
o, | TR | SR HTLCHERE ~2(oh) JMES | sMR1 | SN2 | SME3 | B4 | (VA2G oo
: (9) A9 ) b = | 32| 02| Bu | sMe | =mE | HE | oA flf':l (@=F) (@=3F) @=%) (@=3) 4.fndependenoé -
2= = 1 2 3 4 % | oA | () (Y/f) 5.Complication)
(2013) NRS (NA) surgery (AcrySof IQ ReSTOR 0L SN6OD3)
EHLIES,
Lok
10_ | Kretz N | 5 RLEO|| Diffractive Trifocal 10L o
2 | oo | NRS | (NA) g | 2000 75 | NA 1Y | (AT LISA Tri 839MP) 13,45 k2
pre—presb
yopia
471 | Kohnen T, | =Y gj:a;act 25(50) % | 60 | 3% |y Diffractive Trifocal Toric I0L 12345 Ik
(2020b | NRS | (1) rostapia ’ ’ (AcrySof 1Q PanOptixTFNT20-60) b =
) _ Cataract . .
Alio Tk, | ALRI Refractive Trifocal IOL o
48 1 omo | MRS | () S 1020 0% 1 838 | NA | Y| (Brogizon Presbyopic 0L NVA model 570) 1.2.3.4 127k2
= Cataract : .
Power XEPR | ofuRie ) Diffractive EDOF IOL s YU
3 | ooig) | NRS | (1) SN 53(4) 0% | NA | NA N g mfony) ! 417k
L - Cataract | -
Friedrich | &a&, | =2 Diffractive Bifocal 10L o
621 2012) NRS | () ;S;gs%pia 19(31) 0% | 65 | 42% | N (TECNIS ZMBOO) 1,5 o/t
= Cataract : -
Chang Mepd | B2 Diffractive Bifocal 10L 2y
782 (2019 NRS M ;S;gs%pia 36(72) 0% [ 5659 | 11% | Y (TECNIS ZMBOO) 1,2,3,5 o=
C
Altaie Mo, | SEiEiE Cataract 66.5 Diffractive Bifocal 0L o
YO 001y | nes | () cataract | 203(363) 0% | cle | %% | N | (AcrySof Natural ReSTORIOL SNGODS) 13,45 i
55.9
- Cataract ; .
Tan e, | =2 Diffractive EDOF I0L S
B (2019) NRS o ;Lrjégﬁ%’pia 40(55) 0% | 70.8 | 55% | N (TECNIS Syrrfony 10L) 1,2,3,4,5 7=
00 | Amuhim | TS | ARcppept | SeRet | on | Na | a0 | y | Diffractive Tritocal 0L . i
(2018 NRS (%) Pregb%pia ° ° (AT LISA Tri 839MP, AT LISA Toric 939 MP) T =
Alfonso | ZieH, | AR Enmetropic Diffractive Bifocal IOL o
59 (2010 NRS (1) presbyopia 23(46) 0% | 538 | 30% | ¥ (AcrySof ReSTOR  Natural SNGOD3) 1.3,4,5 ot
702 | Levinger | T2, | O]A=4 Presbyopia | 26(26) 0% | 538 | 5% | N Diffractive Trifocal 10L 1,2,3,5 A=
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HAES s |
gy AFK} 2 EX A
no. | TERE | S ST i lat ) INSY | AR | SNE2 | BNES | SNR4 | (WA20S | o o
@D | (7;|I;Vt) ° = | 3U2| 22| =2 | Bn | wus | HE | uM %rj':' Ex%) (=% (E=3) Ex%) 43_ I'::;:)seﬁg:sgé, ==
2 S 1 2 3 4 (CONM I 1= T ) (Y/f) 5.Complication)
(2019) NRS (1) (FineVision Micro F)
S128] Lt A .
162 | oo | Rt | BT | Prestyopia | 53109 0% | 582 | o | v | ferecive Bifocel (O 1,35 I
Mojzis T | ARl . Diffractive Trifocal 10L o
120 (2014) NRS O Presbyopia | 30(60) NA | 579 | NA | Y (AT LISA Tri 839MP) 1,3,4,5 =t
0 Ele;;ig He, | Aol Prestyopia | 3060 o g/lo.s ss0 | v | Diffractive Bifocal IOL - -
NRS | (1) P ° | H ° (AcrySof ReSTOR SNGAD3) ' =
(2012) 51
e - —
965 | o | e | B Presbyopia | 33(66) 0% | 533 | 8% | Y | poeres il (O 1,5 oM
ek | ATOI - e B
154 (Az'gﬂ%s)g e (_1;11L Presbyopia | 17(34) 0% | 529 | 18% | Y m;as:}gf)B'foca' oL 1.5 ol
e - =
156 (Az'gﬂ%s)g el Presbyopia | 65(130) 0% | 523 | 2% | v (DA'grria%'wV.r‘j)B'foca' oL 1.5 ol
Venter TR, | E= Ametropic Refractive Bifocal Toric IOL o
A0 | 0013 | NRs | (1) e B 0% | 48 | 60% | N | (| ENTIS Mplus Toric LU-313 MFT) 1.3.4.5 I

27



H 3.3 IYEHEM: ZUZHL=(17H)
HXES ZATpHA
VR | oy | o , APYR} + 7RSS S P
[ £ AKX oo =71 E_ C }-E A ~ .
O @ TR L AR snz uze wws| ma | gy | 92| BUEQ | OEEQ ) sheeee | aw
- S | NEE) | (NEE) | (%) il o |y /“ﬁ) 5.Complication)
1. RCT (1H)
Vertical coma
29 Khalifa - O[RIE Myopic 263 159 1y - = 475 2500 y alé higf;_—order aberrations - _—
. o o oh b : b aberrations were , =
(2011) (1) presbyopia | (5220 | (302H (229h O 45.2 were treated | selectively
left untreated
2. NRS, HW 7 (4H)
PresbyMAX
430 | Komen | xg g | =2 Presbyopia | 200 | 148 1198 gy | s43 &% | Y (Hybrid et | 13,4 1274
(2020) =S (1) (682 | (282 (302hH : micro—Monov vision) T =
ision)
i i Varifocal
Taneri - = Hyperopic 15 8H 7H AL 52 Monofocal °
{5t 2
731 2019 BENRS | () oresbyopia | 309D | (16ey | ey | X% |ogmss | TP | Y |(_SAUSF|’§A(DR) LASIK ! I
Soler Torres - AR Hyperopic | 30" 1494 169 S 51.9 asymmetrical symmetrical °
15t 24
123 (2015) e, NRS (1) presbyopia | (402H | (219H (19¢h 0% CHE: 53.5 63% N presbyL ASIK presbyL ASIK 1.3 18712
Aspheric conventional
_ S a] H n] ;
1310 | Oh(2013) | X8} NRS (f Presbyopia (2563) (12243) 2212000 % | 528 % |y cmed | presptic | 4 »
the CST laser(NCST)
3. NRS, Single—arm(F3) (12°H)
Jackson =t FHLCE Hyperopic | 339 Aspheric Wavefront-guided o
225 (2011) T5E NRS ) oresbyopia | (662 NA 24% 55.1 34% Y LASIK 1,2,3,4 1274
Xu - &= Emmetropic | 49 o
457 (2020) sk NRS o) oresbyopia | (899 NA 0% 58.5 0% Y LaserACE 1,4,5 1271
Liu =t e Myopic 374 PresbyMAX with o
497 (2020) T NRS (1 presbyopia | (742h NA 8% 438 30% v micro-Monovision 1,235 12748
i Ao Myopic, - Presbyopia correction using
695 (RZ%TS)ro T2k NRS (_15[ ! hyperopic (51%‘8% 0% 46.8 42% Y micro—Monovision and 1,2,5 (A=
presbyopia aspheric aberration patterns
i _ AQIA i 0 i
897 (P;é'%) X8 NRS (N};')— gﬂé‘s’g';opia (3762‘%) % | NA NA | Y EQUE';ZC&')RTGSWLAS'K 1.5 ol
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s

MK gj; A ARHAR} 5 e | sea (1.VA, 2.CS,
no S = ofor | S Zw(c 3.Satisfaction,
(@) 122) = Sz | ixZ Yot A2 4.Independence,
< (NH(E@H) | (NH(2) AH > /f) 5.Complication)
Schlote 45t AQA Hyperopic | 209 Multifocal central presbyopic
929 1 0017) BENRS | () presbyopia_| (3991 NA % v LASIK (SUPRACOR) 1234
Wang Yin 45t oA Hyperopic | 699 central presbyopic LASIK with
988 (2016) HiE NRS (1) presbyopia | (1382) NA 63814 v Custom Q algorithm 1.3
Zhang x5t e Myopic 40H Aspheric Micro-monovision
%31 016 HENRS () oresbyopia | (802 NA 434 i LASIK (LBV) 1,234
Cosar peen Ei7| Hyperopic | 68H
1225 (2014) M2k NRS ) oresbyopia | (12399 NA 57.3 N SUPRACOR 1,5
Ryan x5t OfYZHE | Hyperopic | 239
1268 2013) MaE NRS %) oresbyopia | (4600 NA 57 Y SUPRACOR 1,3,4,5
Luger it NA . 333 .
1309 (2013) Maf NRS (NA) Presbyopia 662) NA 53 Y Schwind PresbyMAX 1,2
Uthof so | oo | o
tho x5t =2 emmetropic, H i
1392 (2012) SEEN M - 609 NA OAI: 52 Y PresbyMAX 1,2
i - Al 51
presbyopia




1.3. HIEE IS 7t 22

1.3.1.1. FAIFEAYAR

F Y UAFAIE 3H(Alio, 20115 Gundersen, 2016; Monaco, 2017)° 84l RoB2|
H7IESLE o] &5t H7IsE 23} 1H(Monaco, 2017) AlQ)5H g EaSoll A T2l <A A4,
<Al SOl tiSt Al 7 |so] RASH BT Eok A vil7d HIEHAE S Unclear' 2 B715HT.
E3t ol ol gt 1ol Aot A FojRt, AR Higt A7 &0] FAste] A3 BIEH A2
Tow = H7Fotitt. Axpg7tof thet w7 (2} SRl HIER), B3R 2rtu(8e HIER) S 2
AoA mFE AHHEs] AHELEO] ‘Low'Z H7ISFRCH, 1¥(Gundersen, 2016)9] AFLoA
YA TpHpo] et ESE Ak g Qls] wleRRAlof] 2RI 4= Qlo] Aeid] H (W BlE)E
‘High' 2 g7Fstlen], 1 9] vEH A2 UATA¥S T2 18(Gundersen, 2016)9] 475
‘High' 2 H7}=] 31t}

Random sequence generation (selection bias

Allocation concealment (selection bias |

Blinding of participants and personnel (perfarmance bias

Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias

Random sequence generation {selection hias)

)
)
)
)
)
)

= | Allocation concealment (selection bias)

® @ | ® | seiective reporting (reporting bias)

® | ® | ® | Binding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
® | ® | ® | ncomplete outcome data (attrition biag)

® | ® | ® | Biinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)

@
Incamplete outcome data (attrition bias t’f
Selective reporting (reporting bias %
Other bias Alio 2011 [ 72 ®
=D% 2;% Sﬂi% Tfi% 100%= Gundersen 2016 | 2 .
.Luw risk of bias DUncIearriskuThias lH\gh risk of hias ‘ Monaco 2017 | @ | 2 ®
2 3.2 HIE2E I Z(RCT): I0L 1E 3.3 HIZZ A Tt

HIHEARQOKRCT): I0L
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1.3.1.2. HIFXAF

H]E2R0 AL 362 RoBANS =75 o|-85t0] H71sitt. Hln AT 9% 5 8%(Pedrotti, 2017;
v8-2], 2018; Escandon-Garcia, 2018; Song, 2020; Plaza-Puche, 2016; Zamora-De-La-Cruz,
2018; Pedrotti, 2020; Bohm, 2019; Van Der Linden, 2012)2 SA 3} dZ+o] 2-353
AWEEE 5] Aol7} glof vl Tt APPToIgon Loz 2780 B AT oA F Aol
thet 12 750] QYT Bslo] AT HlE IS BT AH) NSRS B Low 2
Blerelct.

B A OHOIA Fofat A Eo] AN, tiEt B LS U Aol dhdabE g2 o=

A&z o g 2RE Ho= A9 HEHYTES Low' O& HrlelF o, Wit A= 5% A4
FHATAAT dEFoZ2 XL HEGI=A] EHERE 16HA At Ay T=ASH
MEMEZS ‘Unclear 2 F7F5F3c

H| W AHOH) 2 8 wEtAso] thgt gRlo] ESHAsal o] AAITHA Y B4 A oA HE5HA
3%, 3,—‘_‘- | 77} Bt oo AeHulER-E Unclear 2 B715HEHA, ASAH27H)oA A, A4
59 44 AR el e A% Aol & HiAIE 4= = = Low & B7I5Hit

UTT7EA Ale] leEs7

Z|Eo R sieH, tiFEe] %Loﬂfﬂ 734”37}1}—4 *7P % AR

H
iy
r
3
2
i
El
ox
u: o
©]
>
0 O
B
nZi

Ao]lA E]EQ} BT ASEH T AMSSHIEAE
2 1782 91 HIEH YT S ‘Unclear’ 2 7ottt EH4gH
rEH T 020; B9Y7], 2015; Kretz, 2015; Tan, 2019)°l4] &=o]
USLO L oo ThEF AR B2 A= ARE] BlW 5ol Tt 1ol o]F01R|X| go} ‘Unclear’ & B7 513t
B3] AutH 119] -9 Al AP IpAS] gk S-S A E R QIs) HlEREAl o] kA &
JE 5H(ERSE], 2018; Kim, 2020; Song, 2020; Zamora-De-La-Cruz, 2018; Van Der Linden,
2012) AEA B (H 3 B1E7)S High' 2 B71sHlth. 718 HIEH 92 Rt X e vk
5%(Kohnen, 2020; Kohnen, 2020b; Kim, 2020; Chang, 2019; Kretz, 2015)°f ta] ‘High' &
Br¥st o Aqte] EAof thsfiA] HE3t 710l gli= % ‘Unclear’ 2 715151t

g
i)
ofd,

N
K
>
I >4’
i)
JP%J
1o
L
flo
g
- o)
)
tﬁ

oL
[N}
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1% 3.4 HIEZRIE 1HZ(NRS): 0L
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Alfonso 2010k

Alfonso 2010c

Alfonso 2011

Alio 2020
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Altaie 2012

Bohm 2019

Chang 2018

Escandon-Garcia 2018
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Friedrich 2012

Kirm 2020
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1.3.2.1. FERHIEHLAR

ALl AFAI Y 13 (Khalifa, 2011)0] tislA4= Cochrane RoB2] H7t -5 o]-&sto] 7135t
23t g oA TR B, WA 2o ditt AlR7]so] FAISte] SA] HiA
HIEH A EZ Unclear 2 B7I5Hth ES o540 thet A7 1&0] FASIARE, w7Fdol Axto
= MR gk& Ao Frlsto] A HIEHATES Low = B7ISIRAT 0] APy 7to] tigt

wHEES Z vEY), B AyEEE HEE), A9E By BER), 19
HIEH AU A0 DS EF Low = H7HE

. Blinding of participants and personnel {perfarmance hias)

= | Random sequence generation (selection hias)
= | Allgcation concealment (selection bias)

. Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
. Incomplete outcome data (atirition bias)

. Selective reporting (reporting hias)

@ | Other bias

Khalifa 2011

07 3.6 BB JAT(RCT): AL

1.3.2.2. HFXAAT

H] 2] 1682 RoBANS T2 0]-83}o] 371519t w7 48 (Kohnen, 2020; Taneri,
2019; Soler Tomas, 2015; Oh, 2013)2 S/ 20| 2-853 AHFS T 5ol Xo]7} glof
H w3 gk 1T 9l om L] 123 9] HE AT GA] Ao tigh LB 5] QltRtto] BYsto]
A Bl s A o SRS e v EY 9L 16 5 Low & B7IstAtt. tiAlT: A4 Bist
AeuEdoAe B AFE SHATIAT d&59 02 A7t A=A EHERt 1292
‘Unclear' & B7F5I3IH Bla Aol 4] Zofx} By Heo] A, thEat T

_l

ol
i)
_O‘L
X
T
)
-lOlt
re,
-
o,
o)



A % f"?} 102 ALAor A B= AY HEHNEE Low 22 B7ISISIh vl w A+
2”401]/\1 W EHoF AT A E HIEH 19lE 7T AF=7F S5 2ot ‘Unclear’ 2 B715131 0™
oq:rloﬂ/ﬂ étg, FA 59 S444 Ao W A5 AolE Al 4 = BF= Low' =
”ﬂ7}5} o QS 9ISt Zeradaesolehs eSS TS Lol A o Q= SAE
710 = siylon, tiERe] AtolA AP 7EAe] a2 fIIAINE w7 o5 Al at 2
AS7) YT PIAA| Y= A 0= wedsto] AH|ERT} SRIH|EH A B A7 BIEHYS
Tow & 75l 23} BrloA SRS L} 2-2 3] Bz utof| A A2 e} g7t S EA]
U2 5 AREEE 971 Qlof o] -]l HIEH IS High' 2 B7Fstal(Jackson, 2011), ©]9]
T JBE HE5] 7]&0kA] 92 4H(Xu, 2020; Schlote, 2017; Zhang, 2016; Ryan, 2013)&
‘Unclear’ & B7}5l}. E9H43F X152k J;_‘r‘“d?} gEEH ] 3¢ 4H(Jackson, 2011; Kohnen,
2020; Liu, 2020; Luger, 2013)°fl4] &=to] 31101t oo gt AR -2 &aAteto] vl 5o Higt
o] o] Fo A A] o} ‘Unclear’ & %‘7}0} E} Ae|d ZatH 110] 39 17H A BF IRESS
eI 4= QIglen, AFolAE AupHso] thisf 7[&EA] ek At 2H(Xu, 2020; Taneri,
2019)9] 4% g EuH[EHS ‘Unclear 2 B7stelt). 716k HIEHAA(FITE A8 A1 €)2
4¥(Jackson, 2011; Kohnen, 2020; Taneri, 2019; Luger, 2013)°|4] ‘High’ & B7}5}tt.

ol

l

=0 it
o o = A
= ~ ™ M
H E 1R L= N
I OEl g B0 g7 B 5 AU HW
ot o®m M o B oE w3
=0 0 o M o~ & ool & W
=5 =5 B H @ oM Kn o~
coswze (@2 | O OO OO e
Jacksonzo1 @ |2 | O | O | O | @] | © @
kohnenz020 | @ |2 @ | O O @ | O O
Luzozo | @ |2 | D | D 9| S| | & @
Lugerzo: | @ |2 | @O @ @ @ | @O
pazupisz (| on013 @ | @ 9 9 9 9 S e e
waz oz | Paic2017 | @ |2 | D | DO O O D@
pee (S | Romern201s | @ |7 | @9 |9 @ | @@ | @®
vz 2z [ ren2t: | @ @ @@ @2 | @@|®
mome 2oz (I shoe2017 | @ | @ | @ (@@ 2 [@0|@]®
2z N W ... el: - e e e e e e
semszanz S | raneri20s | @ | @7 | © | © | ® | ®| 2 | ®
sumzyzn (I | wor202 | @2 | @ © ® e e e e
== [
JIEFHIS& . . : , . wangYin201e |[@ |7 O O O O O O O
I t t t |
0% 25% 50% Ta% 100% wu 2020 . 2 . . . 2 . 2 .
|.Luwrisknfhias I:lUnclearriskthias .Highrisknfhias | zhang201 | @ |72 O | O @ |7 | O O @
cca| o o A L St
T2 3.7 HIEYYIE THI(NRS): LA HLS T3 3.8 HIZZ 0 ht

IIATIQCKHNRS): Zot=2XM 44
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2.1. oy
tzd

H| Wt Atoll A HaH A3 EW7Eo 2= JRe|(Halo), w574 (Glare), ¥ (Starbursts) 5°]
ZRIE|% .0 o] F AF-E0NA 7 wo] B gk S ERE|(Halo) @431}, o4 Q-a<=g Aol A
gHE(Halo)= 9-40%, w=5-4(Glare) 0-9%, W#Z(Starbursts)= 0-40%= 2HAJof 7HQIxp7 &

T 3.6 I0L: A|ZHat SHZHH| W2 AFP)

MIEA | o . AzEE sy
@ues) | S| WEZ amme Z
@ Diffractive - Halo BI&=: @ 3(15%), @ 5H(25%)0lA HaloZ 012 XI5
Monaco” Trifocal IOL, | @& Monofocal e ZASISICL H11st®) off Ef—ErE.jOﬂH 7|20k %2
(2017) @ Diffractive | IOL = -Halo £&8&: Z5& 0[Alo2 EI'_?_* A= © 3%(15%), @
EDOF I0L 4H(20%) ® OH%*—ErO._*OHH 7|&5HK| 942
-Day glare: 1 0.36+1.42, @©0.38+£1.19, ®0.15+0.59
(p=0.673)
-E\llght glare: 0 0.43+£1.16, ® 0.57+1.54, ® 0.19£0.97
-Han @1 18+2.41,®0.64+1.52, ®0.21+0.83
-é)arburst ®1.3+2.07,®0.83+1.61,®0.43£1.3
@ Diffractive (p=0.0
EDOF toric . Hazy V|S|on ®0,®0.32+0.94, ® 0.06+0.44 (p=0.027)
Song IOL, @ Monofocal 374 - Blurred vision: @ 0.66+1.32, @ 0.6+1.17, ® 0.45+1.08
(2020)? ® Refractive | IOL = (p=0.689)
EDOF toric - Distortion: ® 0, @ 0.09+0.41, @ 0 (p=0.133)
IOL -(DO%bbegvgslon @O 11+0.52, @03+O 86, ®0.13+0.88
p=0.091
- Fluctuation in vision: M 0.38+1.11, @ 0.13+0.61, ®
0.13+0.61 (p=0.098)
- Focusing difficulty: @ 0.36+0.13, ®0.19+£0.14, ®
0.06+0.06 (p=0.008)
. Degth perception dn"flculty ®0.26+0.77, ® 0.09+0.58,
02+0.15 (p=0.039)
e . ~Halo: @ 4/10(40%), @ 1/11(9%)
sgel (2019) | Diffractive | @Hybrid 1 5y -Glare: @ 0/10(0%), @ 1/11(9%)
- Starburst: M 4/10(40%), @ 0/11(0%)

1) RCT 9+; 2) 0-33 Z=(04 best); IOL: intraocular lens

RCT<Ql Monaco (2017)28] @+7ollA+= E5-8(Halo) @40 318E 45z A3 AoNA 15%,
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AE2A AFFHANA 25% LAY 0™ S5 o9 EF-e](Halo) @4 H g H-9-= 242} 15%,
20% 42302 HE|Qc}

Non-RCT<! Song 5(2020)2] dollA= E5F-2|(Halo), WA (Starbursts) , 28-S W57 ol
A/ (focusing difficulty), A=FHAAIS TAst7] o2 =7 (depth perception difficulty) 2 &
A BHRe] L7} /I5GA 7ol SAALE FoJet Aol7t Sle= Halskitt.

217{2] MA|

RCT, Non-RCT 4+ oA LA mGAFoA G2 AT A R thz24 Q3= HAI7He]

EAA O O o]s} *]_O]E_ 3lo|5} 2~ oqoh:].
SAIZ 02 RO xlo]& ERIT 4= Qi
%
Study INT IOL_INT coMm N_INT M_INT SD_INT N_COM M_COM SD_COM SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
RCT
Alio (2011) Apodized diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof Restor SNEAD3 (Alcon) Monofocal IOL 78 06 .08 24 .04 .08 —_—T 0.25(-0.21,0.71) 22.54
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Acrysof IQ Panoptix TENT0OO Monofocal IOL 40 -.01 .01 20 -01 .02 —— -0.00 (-0.54, 0.54) 16.47
Alio (2011) Refractive Bifocal 0L Rezoom Monofocal IOL 70 06 .01 24 .04 .08 |———=——— 0.48(0.02,0.95) 2157
Alio (2011) Diffractive Bifocal IOL Acri.Lisa 366D Monofocal IOL 84 06 1 24 .04 .08 —_— 0.21(-0.25,0.66) 22.96
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL Tecnis Symfony ZXR00 Monofocal IOL 40 -01 .02 20 -01 .02 —_— -0.00 (-0.54, 0.54) 16.47
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.641) g 0.21(-0.01, 0.43) 100.00
NRCT
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD1 Monofocal IOL 30 06 .05 10 .03 .05 ————> 0.59(-0.14,1.32) 11.27
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric 10L Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF Monofocal IOL 21 -.02 .05 21 -01 .04 —_— -0.22 (-0.82,0.39) 16.25
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL Tecnis Symfony ZXR0O Monofocal IOL 47 -.01 .07 24 -01 .08 —_— -0.00 (-0.49, 0.49) 24.74
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric 10L Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 Monofocal IOL 47 0 .05 24 -01 .08 —_— 0.16 (-0.33,0.65) 24.67
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP Monofocal IOL 30 01 .05 10 .03 .05 — -0.39 (-1.11, 0.33) 11.50
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision Monofocal IOL 30 05 .07 10 .03 .05 ——t—=—> 0.30(-0.42, 1.02) 1157
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.420) < 0.06 (-0.18, 0.30) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T
1 1

- 0
favours INT favours COM

JZ 3.9 10L: wEAEH| 2= AT)

21.1.2. 283 Y3

Bl oA B S0 HES Bush7He] AT F 6HolA B T E W] gick
5359} Pedrotti (2017)9] ATFNHE AT4HA Al 5 FEete] o] 399 A%2A
ABLAAZLAN 14%, B2 AFHAAZONN 19%2 BAYSHATI 2 3HAc.
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B 3.7I10L: & SESHLE 37)

H|1 XX oMy B
o Sz 052 mmms e =
(EHaL) FHuE ZAu}
Eﬁz%q%%r)sen %}‘Eractlve Bifocal toric tDolrifCral%E/e Trifocal e 24T BHE WM 2227 BE 07)
taones Diffractive Trifocal 0L | \onofocal I0L | 4742 SETE BHS WY US(GR 25 02)
Pedrotti @ Refractive EDOF o PCO: M 3/21(14%), @ 4/21(19%)
(2017) toric I0L @ Monofocal IOL || 1271 IOL tilt or decentration: 2
(Pz%dzrg)tt' Diffractive Trifocal IOL | Diffractive EDOF oY =] S BEES U g8 25 07)
Zamora—De- . . .
La-Cruz Diffractive Trifocal I0L | Quiiractive Bifocal |y PCO 248122 B5 07)
(2018)
Van Der . . : o,
I(‘Z'B?(z? Diffractive Bifocal IOL %e[ractlve Bifocal Jhe E)_%%eﬁ;antratlon(z 1.0mm) 24 els(2H
Diffractive Trifocal IOL : : A = = OISlEt AAS
3 : -~ | Refractive Bifocal < & U 52 PCOE Hlst a5 A
Bohm (2019) %}E‘ractlve EDOF toric | o' 3h SHHZ DAOI2 (0 T 07)

G A7 138ME E5-2l(Halo), =74 (Glare), HHY

HIEQR

(Starbursts) 52| A4 EWHI 0|

. @52(Halo)9] A9 Kretz (2016b)9] A= 0%21 Aol H|3 Almulhim (2018)2]

Aol A= 65.9%014 Hilso] dAtoitt /A 2 Aoz SRIHUH. =F4(Glare) 2-51%,
Al =54 (Glare) 37439 AR == 2.5-69%= A-tuitt 2o} Zich
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H 3.8 10L: AlZiHa SHZ(TUZ ¢7)

|1 XX} OIMM H4
: s12 e
(EmoE) ET R 2t
’ . . - Night vision: 7.70+1.30
(oronsg Diffractive Bifocal | g7ygy - Glare: 1.20£0.60
- Halo: 2.50+0.50
Altaie (2012) | Diffractive Bifocal 67h Halo: 21/205(10.2%)

IOL

- Halo around lights: 3702 10H(28%), 6712 15H(42%)0{IA
UMSHK| L3

Chan %}Eractive Bifocal 3. 67 ~gl§3re at night: 3702 118(31%), 674 15(42%)0llA LASHX|

(2019 =
- Double images/ghosting: 3712 35%(97%), 671
36F(100%)0i|A] BT S

Kretz (2015) POIIIf(ﬁ%tE/e Bifocal 2-471¥ Photic phenomena: 362H63%)0IA] 2118t
- Starburst (Night vision): 2.80+1.50

Venter, Refractive Bifocal Ih - Glare (Night vision): 3.00+1.60

(2014)? oL = - Halo (Night vision): 3.20+1.60

- Double vision (Night vision): 2.50+1.60
- Starburst and halo: 128(20.7%)0A 028 &4

Venter Refractive Bifocal o : 2

A f YE - Glare: 12H(20.7%)0A 01AE 4
@013 toric 104 - Ghosting/Doubling: 62I(10.3%)01 0f2tS 54
Kretz (2016)b Foelfractlve Bifocal 3N Photic phenomenat(halo or glare): 0(0%)0llA E115t

*Blurred vision: & HIlj = 19{(0.{2%), i e OC:.__P(O%)) L
Kohnen Diffractive Trifocal - ~\é%1a| field defect: 3 #M = 12K0.7%), F HW = 12K0.7%)
(2020) oL Halo: % B = 49K2.7%), & BN = 49K2. 79%)01A E11

- Glare: 5 HM = 3212.0%), = HM = 3212.0%)0IM 211

- Glare: 1712 9H(22.0%) 374 2H(4.9%)HA £

-Halo: 174 27%(65.9%), 372 1424(34.1%)01q E11

(Az'g}%';“m piffractive Trifocal 1,374 - Starburst: 174 134(2.4%), 374 184(2.4%)01M £ 11
- Blurred vision: 1742 23(4.9%), 370 1H(2.4%)0AM 210

- oy 349 2HA: 171 2%(5.1%), 371 0B(0%)

- Halo: & 9| = 32H6.7%), & HM &= 32H6.7%)0IA 211, I0L
Al& ™ Halo 340 g CHMAL 5 2F &M

Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal h - Glare: 3 HW £100K22.2%), 5 H & 92(20.5%)0IA 211
IOL = - Visual impairment: & #HIf = 32K6.7% =
30K6.7%)0IM =11

<

=
, T M T

- Photopsia: & Hl &= 12H2.2%) B3
- Glare: J_.:_f?.j -E—ﬁ‘”% EFZ(Z? ()||)<;3;)ﬂ %‘%{?’ ?’? 13;'32(51 .0%)
. . . . - Halo: & 2XIE E0(27F 0|41 SEsot 2t 14H(54.0%
iags Diffractive Trifocal | g7yey - Starburst: 22 2AS H(28 0[A)1 SE! ST /2(28.0%)
- Double vision: 22 2HIE 2112 0[4)11 SESH &tXt
53(20.0%)
. . o - Halos: 2%8(3.64%)0|A| 2118+
Tan (2019) Diffractive EDOF IOL | 3718 - Glare during night driving: 12}(2.5%)0lA B8
Vounotrvoidis 22| BXI0IA mesopic conditionOflA ZA|IMO0HS EHESE=
2017 P Refractive EDOF IOL | 374& St Eﬂ%ﬁ_}lﬂﬂ—f 28((2/22, 9.1%) 9| etit= WAz 2kst

o

las B
1) 0-94 (93 best); 2) 3lF dAo| dist EHZA-E Not present, Present but not bothersome, Mildly bothersome,
Moderately bothersome, Very bothersomel @ ZAE 3) 1-78(18 best); 4) A lot of difficulty, moderate
difficulty; 5) 1-6- (13 best); IOL: intraocular lens

o]

= HAE| WHAIH

< A4 0 s gt A15S e 2= 0.01 LogMAR (95%
CI: -0.01, 0.02)°]121.2™ JRF7]Z=0f|A+=-0.06 LogMAR (95% CI: -0.09, -0.03)2.& UEhgdth thx 3
AFA Ale - LA BYAIZ T AT EAR= Gl A 0= wiekdrt. ot ol g4 Aalol|A]
7} 90% 202 o|-Ao] v $- 2 202 A} 54 A] o]of tigt F=0)7F W a5 Hlct.
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%
Study INT IOL_INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE Note ES (95% CI) Weight
Alio (2011) Apodized diffractive Bifocal IOlAcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD3 78 06 0.009 |- 0.06 (0.04,0.08) 3.33
Alio (2011) Diffractive Bifocal IOL Acri.LISA 366D 84 06 0.011 : - 0.06 (0.04,0.08) 3.26
Alfonso (2010)c  Diffractive Bifocal 0L Acri.Twin myopic 52 05  0.001 Decimal->LogMARZ & & . 0.05 (0.05,0.05)  3.50
Ferrer-Blasco (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD3 hyperopic 30 04 0.018 |——— 0.04 (0.00,0.08) 2.91
Alfonso (2011) Diffractive Bifocal 10L Acri.LISA 366D hyperopic 45 04 0.001 Decimal->LogMARZ & &t . 0.04 (0.04,0.04) 3.50
Friedrich (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 31 03 0.009 - 0.03(0.01,0.05) 3.34
Alfonso (2011)  Diffractive Bifocal I0L Acri.LISA 366D myopic 21 07 0002 Decimal->LogMARZ & e 0.07(0.07,0.07) 349
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD1 30 06 0.009 : - 0.06 (0.04,0.08) 3.33
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal 10L TECNIS ZMB0O photopic 72 -1 0.006 - h -0.10 (-0.11, -0.09) 3.43
Ferrer-Blasco (2012) Diffractive Bifocal 10L AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD3 myopic 30 o1 0.004 . 0.01(0.00,0.02) 3.47
Gundersen (2016)  Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL  ReSTOR SND1T 2 01 0015 - 0.01(-0.02,0.04) 3.08
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 57 02 0.011 - 0.02 (-0.00, 0.04) 3.28
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF 10L TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 40 -01 0.003 . -0.01 (-0.02, -0.00) 3.48
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR0O 47 -01 0010 - -0.01 (-0.03, 0.01) 3.29
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric 0L TECNIS Symfony ZXR01 52 -05 0003 .| -0.05 (-0.06, -0.04) 3.48
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix 54 -05 0010 - |
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP 54 -.04 0.011 - 086,
Mojzis (2014) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT Lisa tri 839MP 60  -05 0010 -~ I -0.05 (-0.07, -0.03) 3.29
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal 0L AT LISA i 839MP 0 .01 0009 - 0.01(-0.01,0.03) 333
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TFNT00 40 -01 0.002 . -0.01(-0.01, -0.01) 3.49
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision 30 05 0.013 if=— 0.05 (0.02,0.08) 3.18
Kohnen (2020)  Diffractive Trifocal 0L AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TENT00 firstimplanted eye 145 .01 0011 - 0.01(-0.01,0.03) 327
Kohnen (2020)  Diffractive Trifocal 0L AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TENT00 second implanted eye145 .01 0.008 -~ 0.01(-0.01,0.03) 3.36
Gundersen (2016)  Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL  FineVision 22 -01 0.013 —-— -0.01(-0.04,0.02) 3.18
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL  AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 50 -05 0.014 - -0.05 (-0.08, -0.02) 3.12
Alio (2011) Refractive Bifocal 0L ReZoom 70 .06 0001 0 0.06 (0.06,0.06) 3.50
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal 0L LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF31 50 -03 0127 —t -0.03 (-028,0.22) 0.32
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 106 -07 0.006 - | -0.07 (-0.08, -0.06) 3.43
Vounotrypidis (2017) Refractive EDOF I0L Lentis comfort LS-313 MF15 44 05 0.014 [ —— 0.05 (0.02,0.08) 3.15
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 a7 0 0.007 - 0.00 (-0.01,0.01) 3.39
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL Precizon NVA model 570 20 01 0011 - -0.01 (-008,0.01) 3.25
Alfonso (2010)b  Diffractive Bifocal IOL 447D hyperopic 20 02 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & | (Excluded) 0.00
Alfonso (2010)b Diffractive Bifocal 10L 447D myopic 14 0 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & ' (Excluded) 0.00
Alfonso (2010)c Diffractive Bifocal IOL Acri.Twin hyperopic 78 o1 0.000 Decimal->LogMARE & & } (Excluded) 0.00
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISA toric 939 MP 82 02 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & i (Excluded) 0.00
Overall (I-squared = 99.2%, p = 0.000) O 0.01(-0.01,0.02) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis A
T T
-279 0 279
ot71=
@ Ho|E
%
Study INT IOL_INT N_INT M_INT SE  Note ES (95% Cl) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal 0L TECNIS ZMBOO 36 -11 0007 - 011 (-0.12, -0.10) 6.12
2182| (2018) Diffractive Bifocal 0L AcrySof ReSTOR D1 20 01 0.004 . 0.01(0.00,0.02) 6.15
Alfonso (2010) Diffractive Bifocal IOL  AcrySof ReSTOR SN60D3 46 03 0.001 Decimal->LogMARE & & D 0.03(0.03,003) 617
#EA (2012) Diffractive Bifocal 10L Acri.LISA 366D 20 06 0.031 : [ 0.06 (-0.00,0.12) 5.09
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL  TECNIS ZMB0O 36 -11 0007 - 011 (-0.12, -0.10) 6.12
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 57 0 0.011 ''. 0.00(-0.02,0.02) 6.03
Escandon-Garcia (2018) Diffractive EDOF IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR0O 15 -1 0.049 -0.10 (-0.20, -0.00) 4.05
23 (2020) Diffractive EDOF IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR00, TECNIS Symfony Tori®6 -.04 0.007 -0.04 (-0.05, -0.03) 6.11
Pedrotti (2020) Diffractive EDOF IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 25 -09 0010 -0.09 (-0.11, -0.07) 6.05
Escandon-Garcia (2018) Diffractive Trifocal 0L AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNTOO 7 07 0072 007 (-0.21,007) 2.91
Pedrotti (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL  AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENT00 25 -08 0012 -0.08 (-0.10, -0.06) 5.99
Escandon-Garcia (2018) Diffractive Trifocal 0L FineVision Pod F 23 .24 0029 -0.24 (-0.30, -0.18) 5.21
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric I0L AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 25 -1 0018 -0.11 (-0.15, -0.07) 5.77
@182l (2018) Hybrid Bifocal I0L Optivis 20 03 0018 0.03(-0.01,007) 5.77
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal 0L SBL-3 53 -1 0008 -0.10 (-0.12, -0.08) 6.09
Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal 0L Lentis-313MF15 30 -08 0016 -0.08 (-0.11, -0.05) 5.83
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOL Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF 21 -.02 0.011 -0.02 (-0.04, 0.00) 6.02
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal 0L Precizon NVA model 570 10 -1 0041 011 (-0.19, -0.03) 4.52
Overall (-squared = 98.8%, p = 0.000) -0.06 (-0.09, -0.03) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T
-207 0 207
ORot7|=
® getv|E

21 3.10 I0L: W™AIZ(THUZ, ¥712])
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SgEEro] AT 3HO| AG=EolA WAV EE 2.2-5.4% <=0l 2™ Vounotrypidis
(2017)9] AollAl= 11 34H0-47)0] 0.23+0.16- 02 HAYRE F T e F35 L= Aulgt Zlos
BB FFARZLE 8.8-24.4% 02 BAEQIC Tk AZLAA Al T o] 2HoltS
wgsH7] Yol ZetEdaeS TS 3R] HIE-2 Altaie (2012)2] AllA 4.4% (163, Venter
(2013)9] A-ollA= 6.9% (47)0lA BALE9Tt. o]9] Z+s A5 ¢ Zhdt BF 5 thdet S0l
HEQon B Zheket A2 = 7141 A glo] 31& 7hsgt Au|et A&l itk

H3.9I0L: +ad SEE(HUE 37)

HTRR - s B
=moq Sz = Xapxt Z47
(En_ |_E) THUE= EJ—I'
] Z71AIE0| RS 27t et % S=5 orneal edema, pupillary
Ferrer— Diffractive Bifocal eh block, endophthalmltlsﬂ 0] A|2iS Y3fot= areEe AL
Blasco (2012) | IOL = o}orS mpx|at -.-Jﬁ.;WAlIWf | SYEH Ig(postenor capsulotomy)OI
‘1'00* 427t U2
Alfonso Diffractive Bifocal 67h 27(} NES LWOZ 5= Z2, A2 QFFH= SHS0| LMGHK| 2
(2010)b IOL = Opx|at f/u77 K| Nd:YAGZH 2R3t 42 gz
Alfonso Diffractive Bifocal e 27<f AES Q2 5= 4R, A 3ot SHHZ0| LMGHK| ke
(2010)c IOL = FX19f f/u77 Xl Nd:YAGZ| 2238t 2= SiINE
- ] - - PCO: 2rAl3IX| o2
Altaie (2012) | Qffractive Bifocal | g7y - LASIK after 10L |mf|antat|on 160H4.4%)0A Al
-I0L Al& & LRI A8, IOL Al& & LASIK A8 28(1.2%)0IA At
Alfonso Diffractive Bifocal Y 27<f ANES Q2 o= HR )\lé.% eiok= SEEO0| LMK L.
(2011) 0L = FXI2E £/uZkK| Nd: YAG7f LQs} 42 =
Friedrich Diffractive Bifocal e AL = OJAHIS 5O SHHEO HEAMSHK| OFOLS
(2012) 0L 6 HE TE S Ion_o =2 §3dsT Eool’xl [EEPIN=)
Chang (2019) | [iffractive Bifocal | g7yey 44 Z 31950| Q91T 10L exchange™ LS| 21U4S

Venter (2014) | fiefractive Bifocal | gypey | o 5 50 sns sieme wsi 218
. . S = L= MR 0| S2I)94 0=|( t | t )
i 22 3 TE= FHBE 20| SHELUTS(posterior capsule rupture
Kretz (2016)b %elfractlve Bifocal 34 OFALIH(endophthalmitis), ZtatAd(corneal decompensation)t 22
=5 52 UMGIK| §i
‘A3 S22 olos

- 3.4%) 2, FANE|Z0/C XI5 312
Venter (2013) | Fefractive Bifocal | gyyey | peo Smmizbizt ot siK| ors
- XHRJE: LIOTA] ZEHOT L2 9/ 42(6.9%)01A LASIK &2
astigmatic keratotomyS 2
Kretz (2016) | [aifractive Trifocal | goyey FXBA|ZH SO Q2J0/3t PCOT} LATIX| 92
- Retinal detachment 751 HIY = 271(1.3%), & B = 271(1.4%) E11
1(1.3%), & Hm = 1721(0.7%) 211

- Retinopexy: & H._WH 271(1,

-Eye operat|on X e

-10L extraction: & o= 124

-10L repositioning: = HM &= 171(0.7%) 21

- Increased |OP: & H._WH = 174(0.7%) 210

- Device dislocation: & &M = 171(0.7%) E10

- Optic nerve cup—to—disc ratio increase: 3 M = 174(0.7%), &
HI = 174(0. 7%) Hi

é%hznoe)n %}E‘ractlve Trifocal 1274 -V|trectomy = HH = 1740.7%) EJ_
-Dry eye: & HUXH = 1574(10 1%), &= I = 1374(8.8%) 211
-PCO: A H._WH = 674(4 0%), & ¢ = 871(5.4%) 211
- Foreign body sensation: & HM = 571(3.4%), = YW = 371(2.0%)
al
- Corneal edema N H._UXH = 42412.7%), & YW = 424(2.7%) 210
- Blepharitis: & &I & 374(2 0%), & #Hif = 371(2.0%) 210
 Punctate keratitis: 5 17 = 371(2.0%), = #I = 371(2.0%) &1
- Vitreous detachment: i 1 &= 374(2.0%), = S &= 274(1.4%)

Hi
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HI1 %Xt = oHHd Ha
=m0y Sz =Xtk 247
(E = |_E) THU= EJ-I'
(ondim Diffractive Trifocal | g7pgy 0L decentration 22 PCO= FHBE[ZHH0| H =X 22
Eoen Diffractive Trifocal | 37y QU7 |2t S0t OIS HHSHR| 1S
-Dry eye: & I &= 1171(24.4%), T HW = 1074(22.7%) 211
- Foreign body sensation: 5 HM = 374(6.7%), = HM = 571(4.5%)
B2
Vitreou$ tonzHaters: ?(i Y )E 2751(4H.4%), i “._WH)—‘.:— 374(6.7%) B0
-PCO: A ¥ = 171(2.2%), = WM = 271(4.4%) 211
- Conjunctivitis allergic: H.j_l'X_H = 172.2%), = B = 171(2.2%)
Hi
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal | 55y Corneal abrasion: & HIl &= 171(2.2%), = B = 171(2.2%) 210
IoL = : (,\I/lcggeaj*e&%hna: E&ﬂzﬂgo‘i—) 1 ﬁ(gﬂ.}%%) 1—?;1?'._; g(;.z—) Ej_(,Z.Z%) =in]
: :75\ [} _‘\I_ LI\ZL. ) &= (e _:I_ Tt
- Conjunctivitis: & = 12102 2% 1 T
- Corneal opacity: & HIf & 171(2.2%)2 10
- Device dislocation: & HIfl = 171(2.2%)2 10
- Myopia: & HM & 124(2.2%) =11
- Optic disc hemorrhage: & #HIlf = 174(2.2%)211
- Surgery: & @M = 171(2.2%) 21
foager | Qiffrective Trifocal | gojey | 4 2 50| 1T 10L exchange HRSHX| 24948
: : ; - FHEE 7|7 S92t PCO, endophthalmitis, corneal
Mojzis (2014) | [yiractive Trifocal | g7y decompensation® 2/ Al2let siES2 Sllolx] ate
- Increased I0P: 2H(6.7%)0IM £=X15 &M x2S 3=
! ’ - Macular edema: 1H(1%)0|M LA E2|UASE FAX|ZS 2AHE|E
Z2X (2020) anEractwe EDOF 4-674E - Refractive touch-up treatment: 5 (5.2%)014 AJ3
0 - IOL decentration or tilt: HAE 1S
-(_IloirnEelaI edema: =& & JMH 101(1.82%)0IIM 'Ly, 35| X|= 0|1
§ =
Tan (2019) %}Eractive EDOF Ihe . gli%h IOP: 22H(3.6%)0flA &4 anterior chamber lavage 32| 0|%
-ELH%“i((alnoqCéJhtalmitis), PCO, pupil deformation2 FH&Z7|7t
HIEX| s
Vounotrypidis | Refractive EDOF o X
2017) 0L 370 PCO(0-4%H): 0.23+0.16

PCO: posterior capsule opacification; LRI: limbal relaxing incisions; IOP: intraocular pressure; MGD:
Meibomian gland dysfunction; IOL: intraocular lens
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2.2.1. LIOIA|

T 3.10 IOL: LIOA|H Qo

— HonE LoT|E

= g | o7 | ZaK95% CI) | P [ R0y | gy [ o4 | ZaK95% CI) T
RCT
#72|(LogMAR) 5 424 | SMD 0.16  [-0.11, 0.44] | 3538 NS Not available
Z7tH2l(LogMAR) 2 120 | SMD -2.08 [-2.73,-1.44] | 46.4 Not available
27{2|(LogMAR) 2 120 | SMD -4.07 [-5.24,-2.91] | 67.8 Not available
Non-RCT
#72l(LogMAR) 5 262 | SMD -0.36  [-0.82, 0.09] | 62.0 NS 1 42 SMD  -0.53 [-1.15, 0.08] - NA
Z7t2l(LogMAR) 2 142 | SMD -0.32 [-0.67, 0.03] 0.0 NS 1 42 SMD  -2.21  [-2.99, -1.42] - NA
Z7{2/(LogMAR) 5 262 | SMD -159 [-2.68,-0.50] | 91.8 1 42 SMD -0.46 [-1.07, 0.15] - NA
Crlzi
272
LogMAR 38 2,004 | Mean 0.08 [0.06, 0.09] | 97.5 NA 23 833 | Mean 0.01 [-0.01, 0.03] | 89.9 NA
>20/20 6 391 Prop. 0.61 [0.44, 1.00] | 94.0 NA 5 417 | Prop. 0.75 [0.60, 1.00] | 94.0 NA
>20/32 4 259 | Prop. 095 [0.91, 1.00] | 49.0 NA 4 285 | Prop. 0.98 [0.95 1.00] | 55.0 NA
>20/40 6 413 | Prop.  1.00 [0.99, 1.00] | 10.0 NA 2 189 | Prop. 0.99 [0.98, 1.00] | 0.0 NA
B2z
LogMAR 17 911 Mean 0.15 [0.11, 0.18] | 97.8 NA 12 419 | Mean 0.12 [0.09, 0.15] | 93.9 NA
>20/20 4 238 | Prop. 025 [0.00, 1.00] | 97.0 NA 3 140 | Prop. 047 [0.00, 1.00] | 94.0 NA
>20/32 3 156 | Prop. 0.67 [0.00, 1.00] | 96.0 NA 3 140 | Prop. 0.93 [0.00, 1.00] | 85.0 NA
>20/40 4 238 | Prop. 0.83 [0.00, 1.00] | 95.0 NA 2 80 Prop. 0.94 [0.81, 1.00] | 82.0 NA
272
LogMAR 27 1,648 | Mean 0.15 [0.11, 0.19] | 98.8 NA 17 736 | Mean 0.14 [0.08, 0.20] | 98.5 NA
>20/20 7 733 | Prop. 042 [0.00, 1.00] | 96.0 NA 4 314 | Prop. 039 [0.00, 0.51] | 80.0 NA
>20/32 4 257 | Prop. 0.85 [0.78, 1.00] | 60.0 NA 4 314 | Prop. 093 [0.88, 1.00] | 68.0 NA
>20/40 6 702 | Prop. 097 [0.95 1.00] | 76.0 NA 4 314 | Prop. 097 [0.96, 1.00] 1.0 NA
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2.2.1.1. HuF A4

2 g7l AT AAE TElo] vl mzo] B Qg4
RCT, Non-RCT Q014 24 Q134 Ake] vl 2ahse 9 ;Low He)s aiuk oy
Gundersen (2016)] FToNAE 518F 5247 o524 ATHAANS vad 49w &
Bl A 714517 ke

RCT Q04 £ Q134 o] o Q34 Boblaold 2], 272 ek ge
SofslA AT T2 7] 40% olAFo. Aushle] Zol7t B e st

%

Study INT coMm N_INT M_INT SD_INT N_COM M_COM SD_COM SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
UDVA
Alio (2011) Apodized diffractive Bifocal IOLMonofocal IOL 78 15 12 24 .09 15 —— 0.47(0.00,0.93) 2153
Alio (2011) Diffractive Bifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 84 12 A1 24 .09 .15 T=— 0.25(-0.21,0.70) 21.95
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF 10L Monofocal IOL 40 .03 .05 20 .02 .06 -— 0.18(-0.35,0.72) 17.67
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 40 0 .04 20 .02 .06 — -0.42 (-0.96, 0.13) 17.48
Alio (2011) Refractive Bifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 70 A2 13 24 .09 .15 +— 0.22(-0.24,0.68) 21.38
Subtotal (I-squared = 35.8%, p = 0.183) 0.16 (-0.11, 0.44) 100.00
UIVA
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL Monofocal IOL 40 .27 .08 20 .42 .09 —-— -1.78 (-2.40, -1.15) 52.86
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 40 23 .07 20 42 .09 —-— -2.43(-3.13,-1.73) 47.14
Subtotal (I-squared = 46.4%, p = 0.172) < -2.08 (-2.73, -1.44) 100.00
UNVA
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 40 .02 .06 20 .38 1 — -4.71 (-5.73, -3.68) 46.93
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF I0L Monofocal IOL 40 .07 .08 20 .38 1 — -3.51 (-4.36, -2.67) 53.07
Subtotal (I-squared = 67.8%, p = 0.078) e -4.07 (-5.24, -2.91) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T

& -

0 1
favours INT favours COM

% 3.11 10L: LIPIAIZ(RCT, £Hot)

Non-RCT @0l G Q134gA) il thiedl Q184 3AE 9eb|2oA] 272 uetieie
Kol AN BAY, FAINE G2 ABAC] s AlAAe Aurde
et EAH 0 2 §ofat Xjol Ho|Al gigkeh. WA, A UMY 17} 60% oo
Aupshe] Fop7} Basiet,

WINE A AE4AA} 2 ABHAS WL Pedrotti (2017)9) AL F7H7e)
URRbA ol 4 Sofat o] Selw 9lom A7), AAE Aol Ag4HA 2 78t Kol
B3E)R] gkt

olt
=\.‘=
S
e
Lo
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%
Study INT IOL_INT com N_INT M_INT SD_INT N_COM M_COM SD_COM SMD (95% CI) Weight
UDVA
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD1 Monofocal IOL 30 19 14 10 14 16 == 0.34(-0.38, 1.06) 18.00
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 Monofocal IOL 47 1 13 24 15 17 —_— -0.34 (-0.84,0.15) 23.67
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision Monofocal IOL 30 1 .09 10 14 16 —_— -0.35(-1.07,0.37) 17.99
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP Monofocal IOL 30 0 .07 10 14 .16 —_— -1.39 (-2.17,-0.60) 16.60
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 Monofocal IOL 47 12 a3 24 15 17 —=—  021(070,029) 2373
Subtotal (I-squared = 62.0%, p = 0.032) < -0.36 (-0.82,0.09)  100.00
UIVA
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 Monofocal IOL 47 14 12 24 2 18 — -0.42(-0.91,0.08) 49.65
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 Monofocal IOL 47 .16 17 24 2 .18 —_— -0.23(-0.72,0.27)  50.35
Subtotal (-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.600) < 0.32 (-0.67,0.03) 100.00
UNVA
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6ADL  Monofocal IOL 30 19 1 10 51 17 _— -2.47 (-3.39,-1.56) 19.23
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 Monofocal IOL 47 .34 19 24 38 16 —_— -0.22(-0.71,0.27) 21.28
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP Monofocal IOL 30 17 1 10 51 17 —_— -2.77 (-3.73,-1.81) 18.97
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal 0L FineVision Monofocal IOL 30 21 a1 10 51 17 —_— -2.44(-3.36,-153) 19.25
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 Monofocal IOL 47 .32 18 24 .38 .16 —_— -0.34 (-0.84,0.15) 21.27
Subtotal (I-squared = 91.8%, p = 0.000) _ -1.59 (-2.68, -0.50) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T

-4 0 1

favours INT favours COM

@ HeIE

%
Study INT IOL_INT com N_INT M_INT SD_INT N_COM M_COM SD_COM SMD (95% CI) Weight
UDVA
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOL Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF  Monofocal IOL 21 -01 .06 21 .02 .05 —_— -0.53 (-1.15, 0.08)  100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) <> -0.53 (-1.15,0.08)  100.00
UIVA
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOL Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF  Monofocal IOL 21 .05 .05 21 2 .08 -2.21(-2.99, -1.42) 100.00

—_—
L -2.21(-2.99,-1.42) 100.00

Subtotal (I-squared = .%, p =

UNVA
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF  Monofocal IOL 21 .54 .09 21 .58 .08 r -0.46 (-1.07,0.15)  100.00

-0.46 (-0.07,0.15)  100.00

01

Subtotal (I-squared = .%, p =)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T
-4 0 1

favours INT  favours COM
® ¥o7IE

1% 3.12 I0L: LIQtA|E(Non-RCT)

0]9] H|ZZFHRCT, Non-RCT)AFlA UM ES H5E FEE Harg A4 IR

2.2.1.2. ©lz o

H7{2] LIIA[A
& o]% A7 g Yot H S H st AGE0A 9 Aul= ol 1y} At A&
3 oty l% éXéEl AlEL 0.08 LogMAR (95% CIL: 0.06, 0.09)°]12.21 Fet7|Zo|A= 0.01
LogMAR (95% CI: -0.01, 0.03) 2.2 A& & JAFH 0 2 Q451 A|HS FAJI9). ot s AT
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%

1% 3.13 |OL: LIQtAIZ (TR, ')

Study INT IOL_INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE  Note ES(95%Cl)  Weight
T
Alio (2011) Apodized diffractive Bifocal I@trySof ReSTOR SN6AD3 78 15 0.014 | - 0.15(0.12,0.18) 2.75
Alfonso (2010)c Diffractive Bifocal 10L Acri.Twin hyperopic 78 .07 0.001 Decimal->LogMARZ & & . 0.07 (0.07,0.07) 3.12
Van Der Linden (2012)iffractive Bifocal IOL ReSTOR SN6AD1 143 .06 0.021 — 0.06 (0.02,0.10) 2.36
Alfonso (2010)b  Diffractive Bifocal IOL 447D hyperopic 20 .06 0.004 Decimal->LogMARZ & & . 0.06 (0.05, 0.07) 3.08
Alio (2011) Diffractive Bifocal IOL Acri.LISA 366D 84 A2 0.012 == 0.12(0.10, 0.14) 2.82
Alfonso (2010)c Diffractive Bifocal 10L Acri.Twin myopic 52 .11  0.003 Decimal->LogMARE & & :o 0.11(0.10,0.12) 3.10
Alfonso (2011) Diffractive Bifocal 10L Acri.LISA 366D hyperopic 45 .14 0.004 Decimal->LogMARZ & & L. 0.14 (0.13, 0.15) 3.08
Friedrich (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO 31 .08 0.020 - 0.08 (0.04,0.12) 2.43
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal 10L TECNIS ZMB0O photopic 72 .01 0.014 = 0.01 (-0.02, 0.04) 2.72
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD1 30 19 0.026 | — 0.19 (0.14,0.24) 2.11
Ferrer-Blasco (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD3 hyperopic 30 A1 0.026 b 0.11(0.06, 0.16) 2.11
Ferrer-Blasco (2012) Diffractive Bifocal I0L AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD3 myopic 30 .08 0.027 -I¢- 0.08 (0.03, 0.13) 2.01
Alfonso (2011) Diffractive Bifocal 10L Acri.LISA 366D myopic 21 .26  0.011 Decimal->LogMARZ & & | = 0.26(0.24,0.28) 2.87
Alfonso (2010)b  Diffractive Bifocal IOL 447D myopic 14 .05  0.003 Decimal->LogMARZ & & . 0.05 (0.04, 0.06) 3.11
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL  TECNIS ZMT 57 A2 0.021 :—‘— 0.12(0.08,0.16) 2.35
Gundersen (2016)  Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL ReSTOR SND1T 22 .08 0.028 —— 0.08 (0.03,0.13) 1.99
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 40 .03 0.008 = 0.03 (0.01, 0.05) 2.98
Power (2018) Diffractive EDOF 10L Symfony 94 12 0010 | :— 0.12(0.10, 0.14) 2.90
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 52 .01 0.012 - 0.01 (-0.01, 0.03) 2.80
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 47 A 0.019 - 0.10 (0.06, 0.14) 2.47
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision 30 1 0.016 - 0.10 (0.07,0.13) 2.60
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TFNT00 40 0 0.006 - 0.00 (-0.01, 0.01) 3.03
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP 30 0 0.013 = 0.00 (-0.03, 0.03) 2.79
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP 54 .01 0.014 = : 0.01 (-0.02, 0.04) 2.75
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix 54 04 0015 - 0.04 (0.01,0.07) 2.68
Levinger (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision Micro F 26 .18 0063 ———— (.18 (0.06, 0.30) 0.80
Mojzis (2014) Diffractive Trifocal 0L AT Lisa tri 839MP 60 -.03 0.012 - : -0.03 (-0.05, -0.01p.84
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISA toric 939 MP 82 .06 0.002 Decimal->LogMARZ & & . 0.06 (0.06, 0.06) 3.11
Gundersen (2016)  Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL FineVision 22 .03 0.021 ‘dl 0.03 (-0.01, 0.07) 2.34
Kohnen (2020)b  Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 50 2 0.017 | == 020(017,0.23) 2.58
Alio (2011) Refractive Bifocal IOL ReZoom 70 A2 0.016 .= 0.12(0.09, 0.15) 2.65
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal 0L LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF30 50 .05 0.017 -.: 0.05 (0.02,0.08) 2.58
Van Der Linden (201&efractive Bifocal IOL Lentis Mplus LS-312 9 .04 0016 |~ 0.04 (0.01,0.07) 2.64
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 106 -.03 0.009 - 1 -0.03 (-0.05, -0.012.96
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL ~ Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 89 .03 0012 - 0.03 (0.01,0.05) 2.84
Vounotrypidis (2017) Refractive EDOF 10L Lentis comfort LS-313 MF15 44 07 0015 - 0.07 (0.04,0.10) 2.67
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 a7 A2 0.019 L4 0.12(0.08, 0.16) 2.47
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL Precizon NVA model 570 20 .08 0.018 ol 0.08 (0.04,0.12) 2.53
Overall (I-squared = 97.5%, p = 0.000) [ 0.08 (0.06, 0.09) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T T
-.303 0 303
=
@ HeUIE
%
Study INT IOL_INT N_INT M_INT SE  Note ES (95% CI) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal 0L TECNIS ZMBOO 36 -.05 0.015 -0.05 (-0.08, -0.02)4.75
Friedrich (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL  TECNIS ZMB0O 19 .01 0.018 0.01 (-0.03, 0.05) 4.51
Tsaousis (2013) Diffractive Bifocal IOL  AcrySof IQ ReSTOR SN60D3 20 0 0.020 0.00 (-0.04, 0.04) 4.37
ZEA (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL  Acri.LISA 366D 20 1 0.025 0.10 (0.05,0.15) 4.02
stEel (2018) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR D1 20 09 0.025 0.09 (0.04,0.14) 4.02
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOLTECNIS ZMT 57 .04 0.013 0.04 (0.01,0.07) 4.86
Escandon-Garcia (2018piffractive EDOF IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 15 .08 0.026 0.08 (0.03,0.13) 3.92
Pedrotti (2020) Diffractive EDOF 10L TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 25 0 0.018 0.00 (-0.04, 0.04) 4.53
Power (2018) Diffractive EDOF 10L Symfony 40 .05 0.011 0.05 (0.03,0.07) 4.99
228 (2020) Diffractive EDOF IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00, TECNIS Symfony Téfc ~ -02  0.007 -0.02 (-0.03, -0.01)5.17
Escandon-Garcia (2018piffractive Trifocal IOL  AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENTOO 7 07 0038 0.07 (-0.00, 0.14) 3.02
E: d (2018piffractive Trifocal IOL Pod F 23 .08 0.019 0.08 (0.04,0.12) 4.47
Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL  AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT00 145 .02 0.009 0.02 (0.00, 0.04) 5.09
Pedrotti (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL  AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT0OO 25 -.02 0.018 -0.02 (-0.06, 0.02) 4.53
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric I0AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 25 -.06 0.020 -0.06 (-0.10, -0.02)4.38
2=l (2018) Hybrid Bifocal 10L OptiVis 20 .08 0.016 0.08 (0.05,0.11) 4.70
Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL Lentis-313MF15 30 0 0.016 0.00 (-0.03, 0.03) 4.65
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 53 -.08 0.011 -0.08 (-0.10, -0.06)4.99
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOlLentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 58 -.02 0.013 -0.02 (-0.05, 0.01) 4.87
Vounotrypidis (2017)  Refractive EDOF 10L Lentis comfort LS-313 MF15 22 .01 0.017 —Io— 0.01 (-0.02, 0.04) 4.60
1
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOLLentis Comfort LS-313 MF 21 -.01 0.013 —OI-: -0.01 (-0.04, 0.02) 4.87
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL  Precizon NVA model 570 10 -01 0.016 —o—:- -0.01 (-0.04, 0.02) 4.69
Alfonso (2010) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN60D3 46 .02 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & (Excluded) 0.00
Overall (I-squared = 89.9%, p = 0.000) é 0.01 (-0.01, 0.03) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !
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) 42} Lhehd B9 7109499 2918 SaI5t7] SIstol ATLEA] uteh slel 241 2tk
ofe} Het k. 59l BAFT B 71 o

H 3.11 10L: YA HA(HUZ, |1AHE|) 5t¢l 24

=5 =8 ES 95% CI 1> (%)
HeriE
oL 2% §|§§i 29 0.081 0.067 0.095 97.8
B 8 0.059 0.019 0.099 94.1
UeEss 21 0.089 0.072 0.107 98.1
IOL =# dExE 1 0.053 0.023 0.083 96.0
HEEH 6 0.074 0.034 0.114 93.7
e 32 0.080 0.065 0.094 97.6
=7t OfAlOt 4 0.077 0.041 0.114 86.9
7|Et 1 -0.030 -0.047 -0.013 -
Y=
1oL 7% 5@? 15 0.023 0.000 0.045 88.0
=28 6 -0.019 -0.049 0.010 85.2
O|I5=H 10 0.015 -0.023 0.053 93.2
IOL =8 HEEH 6 0.010 -0.026 0.046 85.4
ALEgH 6 0.015 -0.014 0.045 87.0
g 15 0.012 -0.006 0.031 79.1
=7t FAIOt 5 0.038 -0.020 0.095 94.7
7IEf 2 -0.030 -0.128 0.068 98.0

o2 A4 Ale =7E thad AE9A
o

Vg2 Tefslr] 3l vietel A E42 At 23 s Waes

T 3.12 |0L: LQA[Z(THUR, ¥17{2]) HIEtS|H 24 A
JIMEM B SE t P)t 95% CI 1> (%)
ot |5
Erk - 0.023 0026 - 0910 0.366 - 0.075 0.028 941
MExH - 0.035 0.024 - 1.480 0.148 - 0.084 0.013 96.0
Ol&XX - 0.016 0.029 - 0530 0896 - 0.075 0.044 93.7
OFAJOF 0.004 0.032 0.120 0.903 - 0.060 0.068 86.9
7|Ef} - 0.110 0.063 - 1.760 0.086 - 0.237 0.017 -
ooty |z
2535 0.057 0.046 1.230 0230 - 0.039 0.153 85.2
MEEH - 0.004 0027 - 0.150 0.886 - 0.060 0.053 85.4
B 0.002 0.027 0.070 0943 - 0.054 0.057 87.0
OFAJOF 0.023 0.026 0.880 0.386 - 0.030 0.076 9.7
7|E - 0.043 0.036 - 1.190 0.244 - 0.117 0.031 98.0
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o273 AF5AA A& olF DA E UStA E S Al Ajglo g B gt AE0|| A 2] Aul= ofe}
o} Ale & IRU|IES 3@% Algo] 20/20 or better' & B3 = 61% (95% CI: 0.44,

75% (95% CI: 0.60, 1.00)°1%1ct. thet s F23H4g Aztol| Al 177} 90%
| A2 208 A3 sfAA] o]of thgt 007} Fa s Kol

Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Binocular

Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL Lentis-313MF15 37 60 —a— 062 [0.48;0.74]
Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix(TFNT00) 102 145 — - 0.70 [062;0.78]
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix(TFNT00) 23 44 — 052 [0.37;068]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O0 33 36 — 0.92 [0.78;0.98]
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 100 106 — 0.94 [0.88;0.98]
Random effects model —_—— 0.75 [0.60; 1.00]

Heterageneity: /% = 94%, 1% = 0.0279, p < 0.01

Eye:Monocular

Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISAtoric 939 MP 36 82 — 0.44 [0.33;0.55]
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 50 89 — 0.56 [0.45;0.67]
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TFNT20-60 34 50 — 068 [0.53;0.80]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 49 72 — 0.68 [0.56;0.79]
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 19 48 — 0.40 [0.26; 0.55]
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 93 106 — 0.88 [0.80;0.93]
Random effects model —_—— 0.61 [0.44; 1.00]

Heterogeneity 12 = 94%_ +° = 0.0397, p < 0.01

0304 0506070809

T 3.14 10L: LA Z(HHYF, |72, 20/20 or better)

Ag 5 BeP1E8 238 AAL URkAIZE0] 20/25 or better & BT 49 82% (95% CI: 0.76,
1.00)°1912.04 Q1RE7| 201412 88% (95% CI: 0.83, 1.00)01ck. Tt sl 2154 Aol el
17} 70% 520 2 AFE 719 o 4o] JYT FEOE Ask sh4A Tt Bashd,

Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
Eye:Monocular

Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP 91 100 — 0.91 [0.84;0.96]
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISA toric 939 MP 62 82 —_— 0.76 [065;0.84]
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 79 89 — 0.89 [0.80;0.94]
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TENT20-60 43 50 - & 0.86 [0.73;0.94]
Friedrich (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 24 31 e 0.77 [0.59;0.90]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 60 72 — 0.83 [0.73;0.91]
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 30 48 —— 062 [047,0.76]
Random effects model —_—T 0.82 [0.76; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 72%, % = 0.0048, p = 0.01

Eye:Binocular

Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL Lentis-313MF15 47 60 — 078 [066;0.88]
Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT00) 128 145 — . 0.88 [0.82;0.93]
Friedrich (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 18 19 — 095 [0.74,1.00]
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT00) 35 44 e 080 [065;090]
Levinger (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision Micro F 24 26 —_— 0.92 [0.75;0.99]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 33 36 —a— 0.92 [0.78;0.98]
Random effects model =T 0.88 [0.83; 1.00]

Heterogeneity' /= 40%, <° = 0.0014. p = 0.14

05 06 07 08 09

% 3.15 10L: LA Z(SHU R, |72, 20/25 or better)
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Al T IRVIES S Jﬂﬂ URFAIZ o] "20/30 or better & C“el%? 5= 9% (95% CI: 0.97,
o]

Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Monocular

Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISAtr 839MP 99 100 — 0.99 [0.95; 1]
Levinger (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision MicroF 26 26 1.00 [0.87; 1]
Random effects model _— 0.99 [0.97; 1]

Heterogeneity: 2= 0%, = 0,p=0T72

Eye:Binocular
Levinger (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision MicroF 26 26 1.00 [0.87; 1]
Random effects model —— 1.00 [0.95; 1]
Heterogeneity: not applicable

[ I I I I I 1
0.88 09 0952094096098 1

% 3.16 10L: LIQFA|Z(SHUF, *1742], 20/30 or better)

A& T iRoP&ES 249 A7 2] UQtA|Zlo] “20/32 or better & B3t 4-9-=95% (95% CI: 0.91,
1.00)°191 01 FR71Z0l| A= 98% (95% CI: 0.95, 1.00)°1%Act. tht alg FeHg AxtoAl 7}
50% 20 & Q15 1he] ool Ast £E0 7 Azt sjajA] Folrt Basit,

Study INT INT_lOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl

Eye:Binocular

Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL Lentis-313MF15 B0 60 — 1.00 [0.94; 1.00]
Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix(TFNT00) 138 145 — 0.95 [0.90; 0.98]
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT00) 42 44 e 0.95 [0.85;0.99]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO 36 36 —= 1.00 [0.90; 1.00]
Random effects model == 0.98 [0.95; 1.00]

Heterageneity: /% = 55%, 1° = 0.0004, p = 0.08

Eye:Monocular

Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL  Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT a7 89 — e 0.98 [0.92; 1.00]
Kaohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENT20-60 47 50 — & —— 0.94 [0.83;0099]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 69 72 — 0.96 [0.88;0.99]
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric 10L TECNIS ZMT 41 48 —F— 085 [0.72;094]
Random effects model ] 0.95 [0.91; 1.00]

Heterageneity: /% = 49%. 1 = 0.0007. p = 0.12

075 08 085 09 095 1

J% 3.17 10L: LIQIA|EA(THU, 72|, 20/32 or better)
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N O =Z O = (o] e)
Al F IRPIES S 9 UM IFo] 20/40 or better' =
= 0, 0,
1.00)°1% 0.5 FRE7IENA = 99% (95% CI: 0.98, 1.00)°] ATt
Study INT INT_IOL Event Total
Eye:Binocular
Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT0O) 144 145
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT0O0) 44 44
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: ?= 0%, = 0,p=069
Eye:Monocular
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISAtoric 939 MP 82 82
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 89 89
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TENT20-60 50 50
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO 71 72
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBO0O 71 72
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 44 48

Random effects model
Heterogeneity 1 = 10%, 1> = < 0.0001. p = 0.35

ERLE

73%-+=100% (95% CI: 0.99,

0.85

0.9

0.95

% 3.18 I0L: LIQFA|ZH (U, &7H2], 20/40 or better)

1

Proportion 95%-Cl

099 [0.96;1.00]
1.00 [0.92;1.00]
0.99 [0.98; 1.00]

1.00 [0.96;1.00]
1.00 [0.96;1.00]
1.00 [0.93;1.00]
099 [0.93;1.00]
009 [0.93; 1.00]
092 [0.80;0.98]
1.00 [0.99; 1.00]

49



= (o]
= 73] LIotAIY
- ol3LA 5 = o = ( 0 . ) ojo
T AT Al ol % F12] =2 971 0.15 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.11, 0.18)°1 3
[e) = L ( 0, ) lo) 2 & OlA [
FF71Z0l A= 0.12 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.09, 0.15) 2.2 Al& & JAFA 0 & 945 Al
o} slty OFASlA 2 0 AP S O -0 A=Z0 7} 4
ohet s FARA 2ol A 1771 90% +E 2= o] /o] vl¢- w2 FEC = A 344
=0 O Q3 o
o)/} Bas) ®elet,
%
Study INT N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% Cl) Weight
'
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 72 26 0.020 ! == 0.26(0.22, 0.30) 5.85
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL 57 .21 0.017 | - 0.21 (0.18, 0.24) 5.94
'
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL 40 .27 0.013 H = 0.27 (0.25,0.29) 6.06
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL 52 .04 0.012 = 0.04 (0.02, 0.06) 6.07
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL 47 .14 0.018 - 0.14 (0.11, 0.17) 5.93
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 54 15 0.019 - 0.15 (0.11, 0.19) 5.88
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 40 .23 0.011 | - 0.23(0.21, 0.25) 6.10
Levinger (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 26 .17 0.041 — 0.17 (0.09, 0.25) 4.92
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 54 .07 0.016 - 0.07 (0.04, 0.10) 5.97
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 82 .07 0.002 . E 0.07 (0.07, 0.07) 6.21
Mojzis (2014) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 60 .08 0.013 - 0.08 (0.05, 0.11) 6.06
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL 50 .08 0.020 - E 0.08 (0.04, 0.12) 5.86
Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL 30 o 0.018 - H 0.00 (-0.04, 0.04) 591
'
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL 106 .16 0.011 = 0.16 (0.14, 0.18) 6.11
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL 50 .18 0.024 r-— 0.18 (0.13, 0.23) 5.70
Vounotrypidis (2017) Refractive EDOF IOL 44 .21 0.023 | = 0.21 (0.17, 0.25) 5.76
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric 10L 47 .16 0.025 —-— 0.16 (0.11, 0.21) 5.67
Overall (I-squared = 97.8%, p = 0.000) o 0.15(0.11, 0.18) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E
T T
-.299 o} .299
@ HeIE
%
Study INT N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% CI) Weight
Tsaousis (2013) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 20 .08 0.034 —‘i- 0.08 (0.01, 0.15) 6.68
Z2E (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 20 .26 0.031 | = 0.26(0.20,0.32) 6.97
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 36 .12 0.022 - 0.12 (0.08, 0.16) 8.21
gt=2l (2018) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 20 .32 0.038 | —=— 0.32(0.25,0.39) 6.12
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric 1OL 57 .21 0.026 E-’— 0.21 (0.16, 0.26) 7.60
Pedrotti (2020) Diffractive EDOF IOL 25 1 0.006 ': 0.10 (0.09, 0.11) 9.68
=23 (2020) Diffractive EDOF IOL 96 .04 0.007 = | 0.04 (0.03, 0.05) 9.62
Pedrotti (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 25 .12 0.008 - 0.12 (0.10,0.14) 9.57
Kohnen (2020)b  Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL 25 .05 0.020 *E 0.05 (0.01, 0.09) 8.42
gt =2l (2018) Hybrid Bifocal 10L 20 .11 0.018 *:- 0.11 (0.07, 0.15) 8.67
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL 53 .13 0.014 L] 0.13 (0.10, 0.16) 9.11
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOL 21 .05 0.011 = 0.05 (0.03, 0.07) 9.36
Overall (I-squared = 93.9%, p = 0.000) 0 0.12 (0.09, 0.15) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis H
T T
-.395 0o .395
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A AT

LRt 53 7F o] A4 9] 8918 FAst7] $lst

ofe} Ee} 2}, S BT B 1k o

H 3.13 IOL: LIQIAIE(HYZE, &

=)
i’;
l‘ll‘
or

H3.14 10L: LIoA | (Tz

=5 =8 ES 95% ClI 12 (%)
&=
oL X §|§§§ 12 0.147 0.098 0.196 98.2
=523 5 0.141 0.070 0.213 94.7
Ol5=d 5 0.162 0.083 0.240 96.4
IOL =4 MEEH 7 0.120 0.066 0.173 97.3
HExH 5 0.164 0.068 0.260 97.7
R 11 0.138 0.081 0.195 97.3
=/t OFAIO} 4 0.159 0.080 0.238 96.7
7|Et 1 0.160 0.139 0.192 -
AT &
oL % 5@?3 9 0.136 0.098 0.174 94.9
=5d 2 0.090 0.011 0.168 95.2
O|5=H 7 0.171 0.121 0.222 88.2
IOL =4 MEXH 2 0.087 0.094 0.154 90.5
ALz 3 0.064 0.022 0.106 95.6
FE 6 0.099 0.067 0.131 90.2
=7t FA[OF 5 0.165 0.079 0.251 96.3
7|E} 1 0.130 0.103 0.157 -
EESS %%*é ) Al TR, T Qlas

AEA 72, AB9A4 2Rl ST U Ho
(o]

o sotst] 8 EkslR) BAL AW A Ak QgL A o3
AgA0] B18) F2A2) URbAelol 5

’

S22 HErEH 2M 2

JINEM B SE t P)t 95% ClI 12 (%)
Hot7|1E
=2 - 0.006 0.044 -0.130 0.901 -0.097 0.086 94.7
MEXH -0.033 0.051 - 0.640 0529 -0.139 0.074 97.3
e 0.002 0.053 0.040 0971 -0.109 0.113 97.7
OtAJOF 0.020 0.046 0.440 0.662 -0.076 0.117 96.7
7|Et 0.022 0.087 0.250 0.804 -0.161 0.204 -
A7 |E
=X - 0.031 0094 - 0.330 0.749  -0.235 0.173 95.2
MEZZH - 0.085 0.055 - 1.550 0.147  -0.205 0.035 90.5
SExH - 0.108 0.047 - 2.300 0040 -0211 -0.006 95.6
OtAJO} 0.062 0.052 1.190 0.257 -0.052 0.177 96.3
7|Et 0.029 0.092 0.320 0.758 -0.171 0.229 -
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T2 A5l Al olF- S U e A9 Al A e Haret
4

S7HA"] YetAEo] “20/20 or better & &

A7-50xe] 2ok ofiet

ALt 9= 25% (95% CI: 0.00,

1.00)°]19).21 FRFr| 2o A= 47% (95% CI: 0.00, 1.00)°]iT}. Tyt st F&sh] Aulo A 1271 90%
FF0 7 AGE 7] o]F o] A3t 202 A A Fo7t QH T

Study INT INT_IOL
Eye:Binocular

Kretz (2016)b

Kim (2020)

Chang (2019)

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: 12 = 84% 12 = 0.0683, p < 0.01

Refractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL

Lentis-313MF15
AcrySof IQ PanOptix(TFNT00)
TECNIS ZMB00

Eye:Monocular
Almulhim (2018)

Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric 10L AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENT20-60
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I° = 87%, 1° = 0.0421, p < 0.01

2 3.20 IOL: LI2AE(HYRE, &

Study INT INT_IOL
Eye:Monocular

Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP

Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISA toric 939 MP
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof1Q PanOptix TENT20-60
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBO0OO

Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I° = 97%, t = 0.0901, p < 0.01

Eye:Binocular

Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL Lentis-313MF15

Gundersen (2016) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL ReSTOR SND1T
Gundersen (2018) Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL FineVision IOL

Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNTO0O0)
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O

Random effects model
Heterogeneity I° = 87%, ©° = 0.0360, p < 0.01

J2 3.21 I0L: LIA|E(HAR, &

52

Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISA toric 939 MP

S8 UQEAIZlo] 20/25 or better & o=
1.00)01%.01 Jet7|Eof| A= 72% (95% CI: 0.54, 1.00)0| 4Lk, That 3 F2gHAd
T8 A 719 o|F o] AR 0 2 AT A A

Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl

35 60 —

0.58 [0.45,071]
0.66 [0.50;0.80]
017 [0.06;0.33]
—————— 047 [0.00; 1.00]

29 44 —

6 36 —

42 82 —E— 051 [0.40;062]
23 50 — 046 [0.32;061]
3 72 = 0.04 [0.01,012]
1 34 =— 0.03 [0.00;0.15]

—_—————— )25 [ 0.00; 1.00]

02 04 06

ZtAHzZ], 20/20 or better)

298t 9= 58% (95% CI: 0.00,
3 Z3tollA P71 90%
Fo7E 8.

Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
79 100 —— 0.79 [0.70;087]
67 82 —— 0.82 [0.72;0.89]
36 50 —a 0.72 [0.58;0.84]
13 72 —— 0.18 [0.10;0.29]
13 34 —_— 0.38 [0.22;058]

— 0.58 [0.00; 1.00]

40 60 —aa 067 [0.53;0.78]
7 11 — 064 [0.31;089]
10 11 — 091 [0.59;1.00]
40 44 — 091 [0.78;097]
16 36 — 044 [0.28;062]

——r 0.72 [0.54; 1.00]

02 04 06 08

2t742], 20/25 or better)



Heterogeneitv: /% = 96%. 1° = 0.0767. p < 0.01

2 3.23 I0L: LIQtAI (TR,

Heterogeneity: /* = 82%, 1= 0.0079, p = 0.02

% 3.24 I0L: LIotAIE(HUR,

=

S

0304050607 0809 1

2t742], 20/32 or better)

=

S

[ I T I T 1
05 06 07 08 09 1

2t742], 20/40 or better)

Alg T IR7|ES S S URRAIE 0] 220/30 or better& B4 4-%-= 87% (95% CI: 0.74,
1.00)0]91.om FRI71ENA = 91% (95% CI: 0.85, 0.96)°1 1Tt
Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
Eye:Monocular
Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISAtri 839MP 94 100 — = 0.94 [0.87;0.98]
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 85 106 ——— 0.80 [0.71;0.87]
Random effects model —_— 0.87 [0.74; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: 1 = 89%, 12 = 0.0085, p < 0.01
Eye:Binocular
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 96 106 — 091 [0.83;095)
Random effects model —TT— 0.91 [0.85; 0.96]
Heterogeneity: not applicable
I T T T 1
075 08 085 09 095
T2 3.22 |OL: LI H(HUF, F7EH2], 20/30 or better)
Al T HRVIES S78E ST URIAIEo] 20/32 or better' & B8 73-%+= 67% (95% CI: 0.00,
1.00)0192H FRE71ENA = 93% (95% CI: 0.00, 1.00)°]Aet.
Study INT INT_lOL Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
Eye:Binocular
Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL Lentis-313MF15 60 60 — 1.00 [0.94;1.00]
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trfocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNTO00) 42 44 — . 095 [0.85;099]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 27 36 — 0.75 [0.58;0.88]
Random effects model 0.93 [0.00; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: I° = 85%, 1° = 0.0052, p < 0.01
Eye:Monocular
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENT20-60 45 50 — e 090 [0.78;097]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 29 72 ———— 0.40 [0.29,0.53]
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 24 34 — 071 [053;085]
Random effects model ——— = 0.67 [0.00; 1.00]

A& T RPIES SH A1Zo] 20/40 or better & /33t -+ 83% (95% CI: 0.00, 1.00)°]90™
=] 5 2

WRI7IENA= 94% (95% CI: 0.81, 1.00)°] A HFit s F21ed Aol A [71 90% +=2 & A5

zre] ol 4o] 4171t 50 8 A3t A Fo7t WRsic,
Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Monocular
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISA toric 939 MP 82 82 —3 1.00 [0.96; 1.00]
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 47 50 —a— 094 [083;099
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 42 72 —= 0.58 [0.48;0.70]
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 26 34 — 0.76 [0.59;0.89]
Random effects model 0.83 [0.00; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: I* = 95%, t° = 0.0328, p < 0.01
Eye:Binocular
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TENT00) 44 44 — 1.00 [0.92; 1.00]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 31 36 — 086 [0.71;095]
Random effects model —T 0.94 [0.81;1.00]
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Study

Ferrer-Blasco (2012)
Chang (2019)
Plaza-Puche (2016)
Friedrich (2012)

Van Der Linden (2012)
Ferrer-Blasco (2012)
Kretz (2015)

Monaco (2017)

Power (2018)

Song (2020)

Bohm (2019)

Levinger (2019)
Mojzis (2014)

Bohm (2019)

Monaco (2017)
Plaza-Puche (2016)
Bohm (2019,
Plaza-Puche (2016)
Kohnen (2020)b

Van Der Linden (2012)

INT

Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL
Diffractive EDOF IOL
Diffractive EDOF IOL
Diffractive EDOF toric 10L
Diffractive EDOF toric 10L
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal toric 0L
Refractive Bifocal IOL

0.2 ofAo] -
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Kretz (2016)b
Venter (2014)
Bohm (2019)
Venter (2013)

Vounotrypidis (2017)

Song (2020)
Alio (2020)

Alfonso (2010)b
Almulhim (2018)

Refractive Bifocal IOL
Refractive Bifocal IOL
Refractive Bifocal IOL

Refractive Bifocal toric 10L

Refractive EDOF 10L

Refractive EDOF toric IOL

Refractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL

Overall (I-squared = 98.8%, p = 0.000)
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Study
2EH (2012)
Chang (2019)
Friedrich (2012)
gt=2l (2018)
Tsaousis (2013)
Kretz (2015)
Pedrotti (2020)
% 2% (2020)
Power (2018)
Kohnen (2020)
Pedrotti (2020)

Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric I0L25

gtsel (2018)
Venter (2014)
Venter (2013)
Pedrotti (2017)
Alio (2020)
Alfonso (2010)

-0 A%
3T JLs

% o]% ZAE] Uk EL tek7]2 0.15 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.11, 0.19)°]9.0H
o] A= 0.14 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.08, 0.20) 22 A& & QAN 0 2 Q2555 A|8S JA519]
-0 & Ay} e A] )7t @ FEIch

INT

Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL

Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL 57

Diffractive EDOF IOL
Diffractive EDOF IOL
Diffractive EDOF IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Trifocal IOL

Hybrid Bifocal IOL
Refractive Bifocal IOL

Refractive Bifocal toric IOL 58
Refractive EDOF toric IOL 21

Refractive Trifocal IOL
Diffractive Bifocal IOL

Overall (I-squared = 98.5%, p = 0.000)
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

%
N_INT M_INT SE Note ES (95% ClI) Weight
30 08 0.002 . 0.08 (0.08, 0.08) 3.81
72 .09 0.009 =, 0.09 (0.07,0.11) 3.78
30 19 0.020 hd 0.19 (0.15, 0.23) 3.67
31 .03 0.016 m 0.03 (-0.00, 0.06) 3.72
143 .16 0.018 - 0.16 (0.13, 0.19) 3.70
30 .03 0.009 . 0.03 (0.01, 0.05) 3.78
57 1 0.019 - 0.10 (0.06, 0.14) 3.69
40 .07 0.013 -, 0.07 (0.05, 0.09) 3.75
94 34 0.009 ' 0.34 (0.32, 0.36) 3.78
47 34 0.028 ' 0.34 (0.29, 0.39) 3.56
52 -3 0.021 = ' -0.30 (-0.34, -0.26)  3.66
26 .02 0.020 - 0.02 (-0.02, 0.06) 3.68
60 2 0.015 g 0.20(0.17, 0.23) 3.73
54 .06 0.015 - 0.06 (0.03, 0.09) 3.73
40 .02 0.009 = 0.02 (0.00, 0.04) 3.78
30 21 0.018 1= 0.21(0.17, 0.25) 3.70
54 09 0.016 = 0.09 (0.06, 0.12) 3.72
30 17 0.018 # 0.17 (0.13, 0.21) 3.70
50 1 0.016 L 0.10(0.07, 0.13) 3.73
90 05 0.015 = | 0.05 (0.02, 0.08) 3.73
30 44 0.022 ! + 0.44(0.40, 0.48) 3.65
106 12 0.012 = 0.12(0.10, 0.14) 3.76
50 16 0.020 * 0.16 (0.12, 0.20) 3.68
89 A7 0.015 = 0.17 (0.14, 0.20) 3.73
44 .53 0.023 ' -+ 0.53(0.49, 0.57) 3.64
47 .32 0.026 H 0.32(0.27,0.37) 3.58
20 .22 0.027 - 0.22 (0.17, 0.27) 3.57
20 .01 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & &t ' (Excluded) 0.00
82 .04 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & R (Excluded) 0.00
$ 015(0.11,0.19)  100.00
T T
-574 574
@ Ho|E
%
N_INT M_INT SE Note ES (95% CI) Weight
20 .08 0.031 -“ 0.08 (0.02,0.14) 5.65
36 .04 0.010 o 0.04 (0.02, 0.06) 6.00
19 0 0.018 ! 0.00 (-0.04, 0.04) 5.90
20 17 0.027 al 0.17 (0.12,0.22) 5.75
20 A1 0.022 ~r 0.11 (0.07, 0.15) 5.84
.06 0.016 L 0.06 (0.03,0.09) 5.94
25 .26 0.016 = 0.26 (0.23,0.29) 5.94
96 17 0.014 - 0.17 (0.14,0.20) 5.96
40 .29 0.009 i 0.29 (0.27,0.31) 6.01
145 .07 0.009 = 0.07 (0.05, 0.09) 6.01
25 .14 0.010 ® 0.14 (0.12, 0.16) 6.00
.02 0.020 o 0.02 (-0.02, 0.06) 5.88
20 .09 0.022 - 0.09 (0.05,0.13) 5.84
53 .08 0.014 = 0.08 (0.05, 0.11) 5.97
.13 0.016 - 0.13(0.10, 0.16) 5.94
.54 0.020 ' =+ 0.54 (0.50, 0.58) 5.88
10 .13 0.038 —- 0.13 (0.06, 0.20) 5.48
46 .02 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & ! (Excluded) 0.00
& 0.14 (0.08, 0.20) 100.00

® ¥o7IE

2 3.25 I0L: LIotA|E(HUR,
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A 2420 et £3 71 o249 81le B ] flote] A7-EAdol wet kel A% Ak
A
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ofe] 3o} 2rh. B9l BT £ 7k o WAS A 821 I 4 YTk

=

H 3.15 IOL: LIQA|Z(HUR, 27{2]) 51l 2A

gz 23 ES 95% Cl 1> (%)
CHoby |2
oL 2% EEE 19 0.105 0.062 0.148 98.8
- =5y 8 0.250 0.143 0.358 98.6
NEESS 13 0.133 0.096 0.170 97.4
oL 28 MEZH 9 0.120 0.067 0.173 96.1
HaxH 6 0.216 0.010 0.423 99.6
23 22 0.141 0.094 0.188 99.0
27} OFAJOF 4 0.191 0.056 0.326 98.1
J|E} 1 0.120 0.097 0.143 -
Aot7|&=
oL EEE 13 0.118 0.060 0.175 98.1
- EEE 4 0.220 0.008 0.433 99.2
NEESS 10 0.082 0.052 0.113 86.0
IOL £ MEEH 4 0.088 0.034 0.142 93.0
HaxH 4 0.314 0.191 0.437 98.7
28 10 0.168 0.117 0.223 98.8
27} OFAJOF 5 0.110 0.045 0.174 93.9
7|E 2 0.073 0.058 0.088 0
24 A3 A AlE =7t o2 A5 A4 -2, A5 A 28530 FAE URIAH
U] 3= FFS mretalr] ol wiers] ] B4 Algeh 23 T[S B4 oA S1-8Y 15<g Ao v]9
Y ATFHAE T2 SR04 A UMK o] B W2 A 02 UERHT RE7|E 4014
olFxA AFAgAol vls] A& AFAgAlollA TAE] URMAIEHo| B W A0 2 YERTY. 0|9
HEE2 JOoI5t JoFS v]R|A] Rtk

H 3.16 IOL: L4AE(HeR, 2712)) HEtel7 2420

7IMEd B SE t P)t 95% ClI 12 (%)
HeIE
=2 0.151 0.060 2.500 0.018 0.028 0.273 98.6
MEXN - 0.003 0.069 - 0.050 0.961 - 0.143 0.137 96.1
ALZH 0.092 0.078 1.180 0.249 - 0.068 0.251 99.6
OfAlOt 0.056 0.088 0.640 0529 -10.124 0.236 98.1
7|E} - 0.015 0.165 - 0.090 0.926 - 0.352 0.321 -
Y=
=2 - 0.025 0.133 - 0.190 0.853 - 0.304 0.254 99.2
HExH 0.007 0.052 0.130 0.899 - 0.102 0.116 93.0
ALxH 0.231 0.057 4.510 0.000 0.124 0.339 98.7
OfA|Of - 0.053 0.072 - 0.740 0.468 - 0.204 0.097 93.9
7|Ef - 0.088 0.101 - 0.870 0.394 - 0.300 0.124 0
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A5 =20 = ¢ ) oL
Ale & HR7IES S A HRIA=e] 20/20 or better' & B4 3% 42% (95% CI: 0.00,
o = LI 0 0 . 5] oA 2 0,
1.00)01%. o™ FRI7 |0l A= 39% (95% CI: 0.00, 0.51)°1%ict. ohet sl A Zxtof| A I7F90%
A= = =S o S A% =) =0
=02 ZRE 719] o]d o] Azt o R AR S A 017 @ FHTh
Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Binocular
Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TENT0O) 64 145 —— 044 [0.36;053]
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric I0L Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 29 89 — 033 [0.23;043]
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT00) 25 44 — 057 [041;072]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBO00O 8 36 — 022 [0.10;0.39]
Random effects model —— 0.39 [0.00; 0.51]
Heterogeneity: I° = 80%, t° = 0.0123, p < 0.01
Eye:Monocular
Altaie (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR Natural (SN60D3) 188 363 = 052 [047,057]
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL ~ AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISAtoric939 MP 52 82 —&— 063 [0.52;0.74]
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 20 89 — 0.22 [0.14;0.33]
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal foric IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TFNT20-60 16 50 —— 032 [0.20,047]
Friedrich (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBO0O 21 31 — 068 [0.49;083]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBO00 6 72 —+— 0.08 [0.03;0.17]
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 24 46 — & 052 [0.37;067]
Random effects model —— —————— 042 [0.00; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: 1 = 96%. 1 = 0.0540, p < 0.01
T 1 1
0.2 04 06 08
12 3.26 |OL: LIRtAIZ(HYUZ, 2712, 20/20 or better)
Sy = O > O Sl A0
A& T TRPIES 245 A2lo] 20/25 or better & ©43%t -9+ 74% (95% CI: 0.60, 1. 00)0]‘}12131
o = L- 0, 0, ol 5] 2 0,
L7 1&Eo A= 77% (95% CI: 0.64, 1.00)°]4ct. Tt °H FAA] Ao A 71 90% =02 A=
o NZ 0O
7he] ol@ige] A2 o @ A3t A Fo7t 8
Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Monocular
Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP 87 100 —a— 0.87 [0.79;0.93]
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISAtoric 939 MP 76 82 —a- 093 [0.85,097]
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 40 89 ——— 0.45 [0.34; 0.56]
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof1Q PanOptix TENT20-60 36 50 — & 0.72 [0.58,0.84]
Friedrich (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 29 A —&— 0.94 [0.79;0.99]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 42 72 —= 0.58 [0.46;0.70]
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 30 46 — 0.65 [0.50;0.79]
Random effects model —_— 0.74 [0.60; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: 1 = 94%, <% = 0.0308, p < 0.01
Eye:Binocular
Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT00) 123 145 — - 0.85 [0.78, 0.90]
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 52 89 — 058 [047:069]
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix(TFNTO00) 3B 44 —a— 0.80 [0.65;0.90]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 30 36 — 0.83 [0.67,0.94]
Random effects model —_— 0.77 [0.64; 1.00]
Heteroeneitv: /% = 85%. t* = 0.0134. p < 0.01
04 05 06 07 08 09
13 3.27 IOL: LIQIA[H(HUF, 272, 20/25 or better)
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A F2l7k a7,

Study INT INT_IOL

Eye:Monocular

Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 830MP 99
Levinger (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision MicroF 26
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal 0L SBL-3 93

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I* = 83%, > = 0.0024, p < 0.01

Eye:Binocular
Levinger (2019)

Venter (2014)

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: P= 0%, = 0,p =052

Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision MicroF 26
Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 104

I3 3.28 I0L: LIQA[Z(THH,

F

A8 YUtr]Eo] 20/30 or better =
99% (95% CI: 0.96, 1.00)°]1t}. TRP|&E A4S

A URIA[E o] "20/32 or better & /3% H-$+=

Event Total

100 —
26 —————1#

106 ———

—_— T

26 EE—
106 —
-

T T T T ]
08 085 09 0895 1

=272|, 20/30 or better)

Proportion

A A= 96% (95% CI: 0.90,
7to] o]&do] 80%

95%-ClI

099 [0.95, 1.00]
1.00 [0.87; 1.00]
088 [0.80, 093]
0.96 [0.90; 1.00]

1.00 [0.87; 1.00]
098 [0.93;1.00]
0.99 [0.96; 1.00]

=85% (95% CI: 0.77,

1.00)°12} o™ °J‘i7l—ffr°ﬂ/ﬂ% 93% (95% CI: 0.88, 1.00)°1Ac}. ot g FagHg AafolAl 17}

60~70% +EL& A5 7H9] ool Fiet

Study INT INT_IOL

Eye:Binocular

Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal lOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNTOO)
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL  Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT0O)

Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO
Random effects model

Heterageneity: I° = 68%, 1> = 0.0017, p = 0.03

Eye:Monocular

Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL  Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O

Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT

Random effects model
Heterageneity: 1 = 60%, 1 = 0.0029, p = 0.06

T2 3.29 I0L: LI2tAIE(HUF,

Szom A3t S

Event Total
138 145 — .
74 89 —a—
41 44 —_—
35 36 —
—T—
66 89 ———
45 50 —=
63 72 —
40 46 —
—_—
T T T T T 1

065070750808509095

22|, 20/32 or better)

Proportion

o7t a7,

956%-Cl

0.95 [0.90;0.98]
0.83 [0.74;0.90]
0.93 [0.81;0.99]
0.97 [0.85;1.00]
0.93 [0.88; 1.00]

074 [0.64;0.83]
0.90 [0.78,0.97]
0.88 [0.78;0.94]
0.87 [0.74;0.95]
0.85 [0.78; 1.00]
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A& T IR7|&ES 4 H 24 URQEAIZE o] “20/40 or better & B4 39+ 97% (95% CI: 0.95,
o3

Study INT INT_IOL Event Total

Eye:Binocular

Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT00) 141 145 e
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 85 89 —a
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNT00) 42 44 —_— =
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 36 36 _—
Random effects model ===

Heterogeneity: /% = 1%, t° = < 0.0001, p = 0.39

Eye:Monocular

Altaie (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR Natural (SN60D3) 351 363 —a
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISA toric 938 MP 82 82 —=
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric 10L Lentis Mplus toric LU-313 MFT 76 8 ————

Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal foric IOL AcrySof1Q PanOptix TFNT20-60 50 50 —=
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 71 72 —a
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 44 46 —_—
Random effects model ==

Heterogeneity: /% = 76%, t° = 0.0006, p < 0.01

12 3.30 10L: LIQIA|Z(THU, 2712, 20/40 or better)
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Proportion

097
0.96
095
1.00
0.97

0.97
1.00
085
1.00
0.99
0.96
0.97

W7 |ZN M= 97% (95% CI: 0.96, 1.00)°] 1Tk, that velr| & FARHd Aol A 127}
80% =02 AFE 71| o]A o] FUist =07 AT} XA F9]7F QFHT

95%-CI

[0.95; 1.00]



2.2.2. W@AH

£ G7IoA s AFEAE TS Hlalto] By AT Al ARt vt Aol A AIAISHAH. RCT, Non-RCT AHollA thxd 1378 AIXte] vl
2SS T d7olA @A 23E st
H3.17 I0L: wHAE QoF
o= A=
gﬂl‘xlﬁ = 2 = 2
A | o7 | ZaK95% CI) [ P [ gy | gas [ o7 ZaK95% CI) ” [ gy
RCT
Z717{2|(LogMAR) 2 120 [ SMD -1.67 [-2.11,-1.23] [ 0.0 Not available
Z2H2|(LogMAR) 2 120 | SMD -4.07 [-5.84,-2.29] | 85.8 Not available
Non-RCT
=7t712](LogMAR) 2 142 SMD -0.15 [-0.50, 0.19] 0.0 NS 1 42 SMD -0.49 [-1.11, 0.12] - NA
ZH2(LogMAR) 5 | 262 | SMD -172 [-3.22,-0.21] | 955 1 42 [ SMD 038 [-0.23, 1.00] | - NA
Crame
21742
LogMAR 14 746 | Mean  0.11 [0.07, 0.15] | 96.8 NA 10 406 | Mean 0.11 [0.06, 0.16] | 98.7 NA
>20/20 6 | 332 |Prop. 034 [0.00, 058 | 97.0 [ NA 2 181 [ Prop. 026 [0.00, 1.00] | 980 | NA
>20/32 6 | 332 |Prop. 079 [0.64, 1.00] | 97.0 | NA 2 181 [ Prop. 072 [0.36, 1.00] | 940 | NA
>20/40 6 332 Prop. 0.84 [0.73, 1.00] | 96.0 NA 2 181 Prop. 0.87 [0.66, 1.00] | 87.0 NA
2742
LogMAR 23 [1,135 [ Mean 012 [0.09, 015] [ 983 [ NA | 12 [ 394 [Mean 008 [0.03, 013 [ 981 [ NA
>20/20 6 | 332 |Prop. 033 [0.00, 054 | 97.0 [ NA 1 36 | Prop. 028 [013, 042] | - NA
>20/32 6 | 332 |Prop. 083 [0.73, 1.00] | 90.0 [ NA 1 3 |Prop. 097 [092, 100 | - NA
>20/40 6 | 332 | Prop. 098 [0.95 1.00] | 77.0 | NA 1 36 | Prop. 1.00 [0.96, 1.00] | - NA
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2.2.2.1. HuF A4

RCT 7oA T2 157940 tiv] bz 15 7le @7IEclM $371=], 272 gAEe
ol5tA AR, TAE WPAIF 9] AL 71 80% o] AFE T &2 259 o] A4S Ko
AsfAlof 2171 B asitt. Gundersen (2016)2] Aol 318 Y A52d Ad37gAI0t ol52A
ATTHAIE Bl 492 &2 Bl e B 7]asHA] Wttt

%

Study INT coMm N_INT M_INT SD_INT N_COM M_COM SD_COM SMD (95% Cl) Weight
CDVA

Alio (2011) Apodized diffractive Bifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 78 .06 .08 24 .04 .08 T 0.25(-0.21,0.71) 2254
Alio (2011) Diffractive Bifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 84 .06 a1 24 .04 .08 T 0.21(-0.25,0.66) 22.96
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF 10L Monofocal IOL 40 -.01 .02 20 -.01 .02 —— -0.00(-0.54,0.54) 16.47
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 40 -.01 .01 20 -01 .02 —— -0.00(-0.54,0.54) 16.47
Alio (2011) Refractive Bifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 70 .06 .01 24 .04 .08 = 0.48(0.02,0.95) 21.57

0

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.641) 0.21(-0.01,0.43)  100.00

DCIVA

Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF 0L Monofocal IOL 40 .16 .07 20 .29 11 —= -1.51 (-2.11, -0.90) 52.59
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 40 13 .07 20 .29 11 —= -1.85 (-2.49, -1.22) 47.41
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.438) < -1.67 (-2.11, -1.23) 100.00
DCNVA
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF 10L Monofocal IOL 40 .07 .07 20 .32 .09 —= -3.20 (-4.00, -2.40) 52.02
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 40 .01 .04 20 .32 .09 —_— -5.01 (-6.08, -3.94) 47.98
Subtotal (I-squared = 85.8%, p = 0.008) _ -4.07 (-5.84, -2.29) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T

-7 01

favours INT  favours COM

112 3.31 IOL: W EAIZ(RCT, ©Hoh)
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Non-RCT AollA @24 1344 tiv] vh2d 1584 19t FR7IE BFolA S
WHAZOA Fefet ZfolE Hol iEes S4E 272 nZAEY 4% txd
AZT7gANM ] Aol T2 As=7gAol vsl FelstA 2 A= Uepdtt. ot <7
WA AL P71 90% o1 AT-E 2t

Pee 570 o] 4/3E Hol Aus|Ao] Fept washd,

E
)
)
30
r

T

%
Study INT IOL_INT com N_INT M_INT SD_INT N_COM M_COM SD_COM SMD (95% CI) Weight
CDVA
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6ADL  Monofocal IOL 30 .06 .05 10 03 05 059 (0.14,132) 1348

Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00  Monofocal IOL 47 w01 .07 24 -01 08 0.00 (-0.49,0.49) 2052

Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP Monofocal IOL 30 .01 .05 10 .03 .05 -0.39(-1.11,0.33) 1374
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision Monofocal IOL 30 .05 .07 10 .03 .05 0.30(-0.42,1.02) 13.83
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 Monofocal IOL 47 0 .05 24 -01 08 0.16 (-0.33,0.65)  29.43

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.2%, p = 0.405) 0.11(:0.15,038)  100.00

CIvA

Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 Monofocal IOL 47 .02 1 24 .04 A1 -0.19 (-0.68,0.30) 49.93
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 Monofocal IOL 47 03 o7 24 04 1 0.12 (-0.61,0.38) 50.07
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.832) -0.15 (-0.50, 0.19)  100.00
CNVA

Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD1 Monofocal IOL 30 15 1 10 49 12 —— -3.17 (-4.19, -2.15) 19.39
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 Monofocal IOL 47 .09 2 24 .06 A1 0.17 (-0.32, 0.66) 20.83
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal 0L FineVision Monofocal IOL 30 a6 1 10 .49 12 — -3.08 (-4.09,-2.07) 19.44
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP Monofocal IOL 30 15 11 10 49 12 —_—lG -2.96 (-3.95,-1.97) 19.51
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 Monofocal IOL 47 08 a1 24 06 1 0.18(-0.31,0.67) 2083
Subtotal (-squared = 95.5%, p = 0.000) _— -1.72(-3.22,-0.21) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

ba
o -
-

favours INT  favours COM

=
@ Hob|E
%
Study INT com N_INT M_INT SD_INT N_COM M_COM SD_COM SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
CDVA
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOLMonofocal IOL 21 -.02 .05 21 -.01 .04 —_— T -0.22 (-0.82, 0.39) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = .%, p = .) > -0.22 (-0.82, 0.39) 100.00
CIVA
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOLMonofocal IOL 21 -.01 .02 21 0 .02 — -0.49 (-1.11, 0.12) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = .%, p = .) g1 -0.49 (-1.11, 0.12) 100.00
CNVA
Pedrotti (2017) Refractive EDOF toric IOLMonofocal IOL 21 .01 .03 21 0 .02 = 0.38 (-0.23, 1.00) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = .%, p = .) <> 0.38(-0.23, 1.00) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T
-2 0 1
favours INT favours COM
=
© g7z

7% 3.32 10L: WEAIFE(T=H, NRCT)

7 @] H|ZHRCT, Non-RCT)A7ollA WA 8-S T FEiE B9 A= oo
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of|A+=0.11 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.06, 0.16) 2.2 Al& & UAFA 0 &2 2451 A|HS G453t
ot s QT ATl 7 900 402 o AAo] - o S0 AT oA Fept Wasit

%
Study INT IOL_INT N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% Cl) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBO0O 72 .31 0.018 = 0.31(0.28,0.34) 7.08
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 40 .16 0.011 : = 0.16 (0.14,0.18) 7.31
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR07 52 .03 0.011 = 0.03(0.01,0.05) 7.31
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 47 .02 0.015 - : 0.02 (-0.01, 0.05) 7.20
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP 54 .04 0.015 - 0.04 (0.01,0.07) 7.19
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix 54 .15 0.019 3-* 0.15(0.11,0.19) 7.03
Mojzis (2014) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT Lisa tri 839MP 60 .06 0.014 -, 0.06 (0.03,0.09) 7.21
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT00 40 13 0.011 :‘- 0.13(0.11,0.15) 7.31
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENT20-60 50 1 0.018 -°:- 0.10 (0.06, 0.14) 7.05
Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL Lentis-313MF15 30 -.02 0.020 -r -0.02 (-0.06, 0.02) 6.98
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 106 .15 0.010 3 L 0.15(0.13,0.17) 7.34
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal I0L LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF37 50 .16 0.024 3—‘— 0.16 (0.11,0.21) 6.79
Vounotrypidis (2017) Refractive EDOF IOL Lentis comfort LS-313 MF15 44 17 0.023 1—-— 0.17 (0.13,0.21) 6.86
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 47 .03 0.010 - . 0.03 (0.01,0.05) 7.33
Overall (I-squared = 96.8%, p = 0.000) ¢ 0.11 (0.07,0.15)  100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
-.3‘45 0 .3115
@ "oz
%
Study INT IOL_INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% CI) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO photopic 36 .18 0.023 —- 0.18 (0.13, 0.23) 9.66
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO mespic 36 4 0.018 = 0.40 (0.36, 0.44) 9.94
g2l (2018) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR D1 20 .15 0.029 -i-'— 0.15 (0.09, 0.21) 9.28
Pedrotti (2020)  Diffractive EDOF IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 25 .07 0.006 = 0.07 (0.06, 0.08) 10.38
Pedrotti (2020)  Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT00 25 1 0.006 ' 0.10 (0.09, 0.11) 10.38
Kohnen (2020)  Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT00 145 .04 0.010 = 0.04 (0.02, 0.06) 10.29
Kohnen (2020)b  Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL  AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 25 .02 0.020 - 0.02 (-0.02,0.06) 9.86
8tS2| (2018)  Hybrid Bifocal IOL Optivis 20 04 0.025 -- 0.04 (-0.01,0.09) 9.58
Venter (2014)  Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 53 1 0.012 - 0.10(0.08,0.12)  10.21
Pedrotti (2017)  Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF 21 -01 0.004 -0.01(-0.02, -0.00) 10.41
Overall (I-squared = 98.7%, p = 0.000) O 0.11 (0.06, 0.16) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T

-.436 0 436

©® ge7|E

% 3.33 |0L: WHAIR(HLZ, SHH2)
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TR QB4 Al o F B A Add AR B

S7HA"] WA o] 20/20 or better' =
0.58)011 2 °ob°P7l%°ﬂH% 25% (95% CI: 0.00, 1.00)°]{t}. That 611% 03: 2314

A

o

Y

Q750 M) Znke chat

789 34% (95% CI: 0.00,

SEOT ATE 119 o|FAo] HZIe 4202 A A Folt a7 HT,

Study INT INT_IOL
Eye:Binocular

Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix(TFNTO00)
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: /2 = 98%, t° = 0.0729, p < 0.01

Eye:Monocular

Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanOptix

Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 842MP

Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR03
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF33
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: 1 = 97%, <° = 0.0810, p < 0.01

T2 3.34 |0L: W™A|ZH(HUZ

Aol A

Event Total Proportion
64 145 —E 0.44
2 B = 0.06
0.25
18 50 —_— 0.36
12 54 —F— 0.22
30 54 — & 0.56
34 52 —E 0.65
14 50 — & 028
1 72 = 0.01
—_— 0.34
| —
0.2 0.4 06

Ale & RVES 49 ST 8AIE0] 20/25 or better'

1.00)°]3.2oH RE7|Zo A= 62% (95% CI: 0.00, 1.00)°]9ich. that it g4

ANz = = i =]
SF02 AFE 7] o]WAo] H2ket 4202 At S 4] Zolvt Aasic.
Study INT INT_IOL Event Total
Eye:Binocular
Gundersen (2016) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL ReSTOR SND1T 7 11 — =
Gundersen (2018) Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL FineVision IOL 9 1 —
Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix(TFNTO00) 102 145 ——
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 13 36 —

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: 1 = 82%, 1% = 0.0318, p < 0.01

Eye:Monocular

Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric [IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TFNT20-60
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanOptix

Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA fri 843MP

Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR04
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF34
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00

Random effects model
Heteroceneitv: /° = 98%. t° = 0.1310. o < 0.01

O3 3.35 I0L: wPAE(HYE, T

33
35
46

33

50
54
54
52
50
72

_mm

= ——

=712, 20/20 or better)

7} 90%

95%-Cl

[0.36; 0.53]
[0.01;0.19]
[0.00; 1.00]

[0.23; 0.51]
[0.12; 0.36]
[0.41;0.69]
[0.51,0.78]
[0.16;0.42]
[0.00; 0.07]
[0.00; 0.58]

A3 A= 64% (95% CI: 0.00),

0.2

04

06

08

2t72], 20/25 or better)

Aol M

Proportion

0.64
0.82
0.70
0.36
0.62

0.66
0.65
0.85
0.90
0.66
0
0.64

>7}90%

95%-CI

[0.31;0.89]
[0.48; 0.98)
[0.62;0.78]
[0.21; 0.54]
[ 0.00; 1.00]

[0.51:0.79]
[0.51:0.77]
[0.73,0.93]
[0.79;0.97]
[0.51:0.79]
[0.05,0.21]
[ 0.00; 1.00]
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‘20/32 or better’ 2] $7tAE] AAHYAES G5 = HR71E 79% (95% CI: 0.64, 1.00)°]%}.0H
W7 || A= 72% (95% CI: 0.36, 1.00)°121t}. Tt s FARHA] AfollA 71 90% 30 & AFE
7ke] o] Aol gt s 0o A A S0/t Wttt

Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
Eye:Binocular

Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOplix(TFNT00) 128 145 . 0.89 [0.83;0.94]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 19 36 —a— 0.53 [0.35;0.70]
Random effects model —_— 0.72 [0.36; 1.00]

Heterogeneity: 1% = 94%, t° = 0.0617, p < 0.01

Eye:Monocular

Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TEFNT20-60 45 50 —a— 0.90 [0.78,0.97]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanOptix 44 54 —a 0.81 [0.69;0.91]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 844MP 53 54 —& 0.98 [0.90; 1.00]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR05 52 52 —d 1.00 [0.93;1.00]
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF35 37 50 — 0.74 [0.60; 0.85]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 20 72 —— 0.28 [0.18;0.40]
Random effects model —_— 0.79 [0.64; 1.00]

Heterogeneity: 12 =97%. 1*= 00318 p <001

I T T T 1
0.2 04 0.6 08 1

% 3.36 |10L: W ™A EH(HYR, F7HHE], 20/32 or better)

20/40 or better' @] $7HAE] WHAHE ST = 84% (95% CI: 0.73, 1.00)°]oH
W7 |20 A = 87% (95% CI: 0.66, 1.00)°11ek. Tt 3 F21ghA] AjollA 171 90% 4-F 07 A=
7to] o] do] HZRet =F o &2 Ayt S|4 A| 271 H g 5)t.

Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Binocular

Kohnen (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix(TENT00) 139 145 . 096 [091;098]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 27 36 —_— 0.75 [0.58;0.88]
Random effects model —_— 0.87 [0.66; 1.00]

Heterageneity: 1 = 87%, 1% = 0.0190, p < 0.01

Eye:Monocular

Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanQOptix TENT20-680 46 50 —=— 0.92 [0.81;0.98]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanOptix 47 o4 —E— 0.87 [0.75;0.99]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 845MP 53 54 — 0.98 [0.90; 1.00]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric 10L TECHNIS Symfony ZXR06 52 B2 —i 1.00 [0.93;1.00]
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus XLS-313MF36 42 50 —E 0.84 [0.71,0.93]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 28 72 —=— 0.39 [0.28;0.51]
Random effects model _—T 0.84 [0.73; 1.00]

Heterageneity: 1* = 96%. 1° = 0.0177. p < 0.01

0304050607 0809 1

12 3.37 I0L: w™A|Z(HYR, =7HAHE], 20/40 or better)
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u A2 WHAH

23 QAZA Al o]F AT WAAHLTRE7|E 0.12 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.09, 0.15)°]131.2.
|29 4=0.08 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.03, 0.13)2.& Al& &

AR Aol 17 90% S0 o 40| Th- e 0w

Q0 940k AlRhe BT

At s Fo7h wasict

13 3.38 10L: W™AIFE(HYE, 2A2])

%
Study INT IOL_INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE  Note ES (95% Cl) Weight
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD1 30 15 0.018 - 0.15(0.11,0.19) 4.31
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal 0L TECNIS ZMB0O photopic 72 .06 0.008 =, 0.06 (0.04,0.08) 4.59
Alfonso (2011) Diffractive Bifocal 0L Acri.LISA 366D hyperopic 45 .02 0.001 Decimal->LogMARZ & & m 0.02 (0.02,0.02) 4.66
Ferrer-Blasco (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD3 myopic 30 .01 0.004 ' 0.01 (0.00,0.02) 4.65
Ferrer-Blasco (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN6AD3 hyperopic 30 .04 0.011 = | 0.04 (0.02,0.06) 4.53
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL TECNIS ZMT 57 .08 0.019 - 0.08 (0.04,0.12) 4.30
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF 10L TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 40 .07 0.011 = 0.07 (0.05,0.09) 4.53
Song (2020) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 a7 .09 0.029 = 0.09 (0.03,0.15) 3.86
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR03 52 3 0.019 H = 0.30 (0.26,0.34) 4.27
Mojzis (2014) Diffractive Trifocal 0L AT Lisa tri 839MP 60 13 0.013 a 0.13 (0.10,0.16) 4.48
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal 0L AT LISA tri 839MP 54 .06 0.018 = 0.06 (0.03,0.09) 4.33
Mojzis (2014) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT Lisa tri 839MP 60 17 0.014 = 0.17 (0.14,0.20) 4.45
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix 54 .05 0.012 LN 0.05 (0.03,0.07) 4.50
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP 30 15 0.020 = 0.15(0.11,0.19) 4.25
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TENT00 40 .01 0.006 ' 0.01 (-0.00, 0.02) 4.62
Plaza-Puche (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL FineVision 30 .16 0.018 - 0.16 (0.12,0.20) 4.31
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 50 05 0.018 = ! 0.05 (0.01,0.09) 4.31
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF33 50 12 0.018 * 0.12 (0.08,0.16) 4.31
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 106 A1 0.010 L 0.11 (0.09, 0.13) 4.56
Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal I0L Lentis-313MF15 30 .39 0.037 ! —=— 0.39(0.32,0.46) 3.52
Vounotrypidis (2017) Refractive EDOF IOL Lentis comfort LS-313 MF15 44 4 0.017 H “+ 0.40(0.37,0.43) 437
Song (2020) Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF15 a7 .08 0.016 - 0.08 (0.05,0.11) 4.39
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL Precizon NVA model 570 20 .16 0.029 1= 0.16 (0.10, 0.22) 3.87
Alfonso (2010)c Diffractive Bifocal 10L Acri.Twin myopic 52 0 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & | (Excluded) 0.00
Alfonso (2011) Diffractive Bifocal IOL Acri.LISA 366D myopic 21 02 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & : (Excluded) 0.00
Alfonso (2010)b Diffractive Bifocal IOL 447D myopic 14 0 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & I (Excluded) 0.00
Overall (I-squared = 98.3%, p = 0.000) (o 0.12 (0.09, 0.15) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T T
-.462 0 462
Q =
@ HevIE
%
Study INT IOL_INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE  Note ES (95% CI) Weight
822| (2018)  Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR D1 20 .06 0.020 0.06 (0.02,0.10) 8.19
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O photopic 36 .02 0.010 0.02 (0.00,0.04) 8.53
ZFY (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL Acri.LISA 366D 20 .06 0.022 — 0.06 (0.02,0.10) 8.09
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O mespic 36 A2 0.012 E - 0.12(0.10,0.14) 8.49
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL  TECNIS ZMT 57 .03 0.012 |- E 0.03(0.01,0.05) 8.48
Pedrotti (2020)  Diffractive EDOF IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR0O 25 26 0.010 E * 0.26(0.24,028) 853
Pedrotti (2020)  Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof 1Q PanOptix TENT00 25 14 0.008 E - 0.14(0.12,0.16) 8.57
Kohnen (2020)b  Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 25 0 0.018 - E 0.00 (-0.04,0.04) 8.28
YfE¢2l (2018)  Hybrid Bifocal IOL OptiVis 20 .05 0.016 - 0.05(0.02,0.08) 8.36
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL SBL-3 53 .08 0.012 - 0.08 (0.06,0.10) 8.47
Pedrotti (2017)  Refractive EDOF toric IOL  Lentis Comfort LS-313 MF 21 .01 0.007 s 0.01 (-0.00,0.02) 8.60
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL Precizon NVA model 570 10 .08 0.035 —— 0.08(0.01,0.15) 7.41
Alfonso (2010)  Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR SN60D3 46 .01 0.000 Decimal->LogMARZ & & H (Excluded) 0.00
Overall (I-squared = 98.1%, p = 0.000) O 0.08 (0.03,0.13) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis H
T T
-.28 0 .28
OFO| =
® ¥o7IE
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T QB4R A4 ol 272 YA S A9d NSRS B g 75049 Arks offe}

A& T IRP7ES S 2AE WAAIE 0] 20/20 or better & /493 B9-=33% (95% CI: 0.00,
0.54)0]31.0.1 o710l A= 28% (95% CI: 0.13, 0.42)°| i}, that thotr| & oFAIghA Aulol| A 127}
90% L2 A= 749 o]d o] Azt 0 & AT} SfAA| F:0)7F 8 AH T

Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Monocular

Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENT20-60 25 50 —_— 050 [0.36;064]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanQOptix 27 54 —_— 0.50 [0.36,0.64]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 842MP 26 54 — 048 [0.34,0862]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR03 0 52— 0.00 [0.00;0.07]
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF33 17 50 —_— 034 [0.21,049]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBO0O 13 72 — 0.18 [0.10;0.29]
Random effects model o991 0:00; 1.00]

Heterogeneity: /- = 97%, 2= 0.0670,p <0.01

Eye:Binocular

Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBO00 10 36 — 028 [0.14;045]
Random effects model —_— 0.28 [0.13; 0.42]
Heterogeneity: not applicable

0 0102 03 04 05 086

12 3.39 IOL: ™A (B, 272!, 20/20 or better)

49 2A= 28 A1=E0] 20/25 or better' = B4 8-F-= 66% (95% CI: 0.00,
JRE71Z0 A= 89% (95% CI: 0.79, 0.99)°1 e}, Tt ©RI71%E AT AntollA 177}

Eﬂﬁ

Al &R

1.00)01%leH

o9,

= i3 =]
90% T2 A5 7H o] d/do] Hie- ARt o= AN} SiMA] Fo)7t B a5t

Study INT INT_lOL Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Monocular
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toricIOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENT20-60 40 50 — 0.80 [066;0.90]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanOptix 49 54 —— 0.91 [0.80;0.97]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISAtri 843MP 42 54 — & 0.78 [0.64;0.88]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR04 5 52 —&— 010 [0.03;021]
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF34 30 50 — 060 [0.45;0.74]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 55 712 —— 0.76 [0.65; 0.86]

Random effects model — 0.66 [0.00;1.00]
Heterageneity: /° = 98%, 1> = 0.1190, p < 0.01

Eye:Binocular

Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO 32 36 — 0.89 [0.74;0.97]

Random effects model _— 0.89 [0.79; 0.99]

Heterogeneity: not applicable
1 1 1

02 04 06 08

% 3.40 IOL: wB™AIS(HYUR, Z2HE|, 20/25 or better)

ZAE ZZAE 20/30 or better & B113F 4 A3t

TAE ZAAIF 20/32 or better' & B4 749 83% (95% CI: 0.73, 1.00)°]. 2.1 RRI7 |04 =
97% (95% CI: 0.92, 1.00)°12it}. that s T4 Aufol| A 127} 90% 50 2 AT-E 719] o] A Xo]
AZ¥et 207 AT} A A] )7} " g s)tt.

gt
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Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
Eye:Monocular
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 43 50 —E— 0.86 [0.73,0.94]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanOptix 51 54 —— 0.94 [0.85;0.99]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA fri 844MP 50 54 —E— 093 [0.82;0.98]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR05 23 52 ———— 0.44 [0.30,0.59]
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF35 42 50 — 084 [0.71;003]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO 66 72 —=— 0.92 [0.83,0.97]
Random effects model —_— 0.83 [0.73; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: I° = 90%, < = 0.0145, p < 0.01
Eye:Binocular
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMBOO 35 36 — e 0.97 [0.85;1.00]
Random effects model s 0.97 [0.92; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: not applicable

—r1r T 1 1T 1

04 05 06 07 08 09

O™ 3.41 10L: W ™A E(HLF, 272, 20/32 or better)

A IAAE 20/40 or better & E4J5H 3

100% (95% CI: 0.96, 1.00)°1%itt. Tt Telr| FA A At Al 771 70% 208 AF-E 71

O
.

8% (95% CI: 0.95, 1.00)°]1}.0™ IR0l A=
9]

old/do] THlet ~Eo= A3} si4A| F27F asitt.

Study INT INT_IOL Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
Eye:Monocular
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TENT20-60 50 50 —a 1.00 [0.93;1.00]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanOptix 54 54 — 1.00 [0.93;1.00]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISAtri 845MP 53 54 — & 098 [0.90; 1.00]
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL TECNIS Symfony ZXR06 38 52 ——— 0.73 [0.59; 0.84]
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF36 47 50 —_— 094 [0.83;0.99]
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 72 72 —= 1.00 [0.95;1.00]
Random effects model = 0.98 [0.95; 1.00]
Heterageneity: I° = 77%, ©> = 0.0009, p < 0.01
Eye:Binocular
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB00 36 36 — 1.00 [0.90;1.00]
Random effects model = 1.00 [0.96; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: not applicable I I I I |

06 07 08 09 1

J% 3.42 10L: WHAH

(Bt 22|, 20/40 or better)
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2.2.3. H{HIEx

2.2.3.1. HuZ A7

H| Wt Aol A vl W ZA3E Hargt A

gt
EQ,
39,
o

Feie T e HRkE Bt Skt 22 &2 oRE 234 A1 24 01 it ZWHV ‘EL
A=A Al axfet deo] = = AU

L29(2012)9] AollAt= ATl w w7 A deollA =R (photopic)2t BFE Al (mesopic)ollAl

1.5, 3, 6, 12, 18 cycle/degreerttt tH|Z =S 2451 01 Q<=5 v =S B tal B 151t}
Kim (2020)-2 w=F4l(Glare)ol ol wet 370 Ftiay tiedes S74toH oid A= 42
A73R19] =31k -FAksltiaL H1skodt. Alio (2020)2] Aol A%k 50-75412] ARtRItollA et -FARRE
e Eaolgtal B 15K Kohnen (2020b)+= Toric A2 U540l gt Lol A S35
= Ayt g edtof ] Btk vt Qlg<g Aol HlshA= tha W& Al B st Tan
(2019)9] AtollM= =-4l(Glare) A4 Wt S7849 thHR =] Fo3t 7 e B aIskoith
Mojzis (2014)2] A7olM= & & 1719 AR} 67719 AlRS] thHIA =S H|wslelom EAX R
ot 7ol A= Harskitt

T 3.18 10L: THH|Z=(SHUZ HH)

M1 XX -
(§Imo14 E}) Szt SHAHE | N | A mean*SD H|2
—_
Photopic 1.38+0.32
1.5cpd Mesopic 1.37+0.27
Photopic 1.73+0.24
3opd Mesopic 1.72+0.16
zZE=y Diffractive o ot Photopic 1.75+0.21
(2012) Bifocal IOL i 40er | bopd Mesopic 1.63+0.14
Photopic 1.38+£0.18
12cpd Mesopic 1.01£0.19
Photopic 0.77%£0.23
18cpd Mesopic 0.50%0.22
3 cod Photopic without glare 1.7£NA
P Photopic with glare 1.7£NA
6epd Photopic without glare 1.9+NA
Kim ) Diffractive e 880t Photop?c vv?th glare 1.9+NA
(2020) Trifocal I0L 12¢od Photopic without glare 1.6+NA
P Photopic with glare 15£NA
18c0d Photopic without glare 1T.1T£NA
P Photopic with glare T.1£NA
Kohnen Diffractive 4 500t logCS Photop.ic 1.40+0.40
(2020b) Trifocal toric Webar Mesopic 0.88+0.14
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owomy | BME | BEAE | N | zmms mean+SD BT
IOL Mesopic with glare 0.79+0.13
Photopic 1.68+NA
Photopic with glare 1.56+NA
3opd Mesopic 1.59+NA
Mesopic with glare 1.50+=NA
Photopic 1.74=NA
Photopic with glare 1.73=NA
6opd Mesopic 1.67+NA
Alio Refractive 1274 200t Mesopic with glare 1.53+NA
(2020) Trifocal I0L = = Photopic 1.53+NA
Photopic with glare 1.47 £NA
12cpd Mesopic 1.28=NA
Mesopic with glare 1.06=NA
Photopic 1.05=NA
Photopic with glare 0.95+NA
18cpd Mesopic 0.78=NA
Mesopic with glare 0.65=NA
6epd with glare 1.43+NA
Tan Diffractive h 550t without glare 1.60+NA 5(0.001
(2019) EDOF I0L = = 19od with glare 1.18+NA ’
P without glare 1.212NA
1.5¢cpd Photopic 1.57+0.13
(M= 602t | 12cpd Photopic 1.35+0.15
Mojzis Diffractive 18cpd Photopic 0.73+0.22
(2014? Trifocal 0L 1.5¢cpd Photopic 1.62+0.15 | p=0.034
671 609 | 12cpd Photopic 1.40+0.16 | p=0.019
18cpd Photopic 0.85+0.25 p=0.001
1) Photopic best corrected binocular contrast sensitivity
2) 1.5/3/6/12/18cpd 23HE JZ=2 B7|, F&7H59 3t 2719
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ZX|E | g | 8RS | Z13K95% Cl) | P [ |oXM

HE G
THbE DR | 11 | 445 [ Prop. 092 [0.88, 0.96] | 57.1 | NA

R
e 6 198 | Prop. 0.88 [0.74, 097] | 821 | NA
242 6 221 | Prop. 087 [0.82, 0911 | 00 [ NA
22 5 168 | Prop. 0.90 [0.77, 098] | 76.7 | NA
=9 |OL MEfo[3} 8 488 | Prop. 094 [0.88, 0.98] | 74.0 | NA
Sol 0L 10l ZH0E 9 3756 | Prop. 092 [0.83, 098] | 838 | NA

O3 JAF5AAY AT E T2 Qa7 A19} vl et ‘ﬁ-—rui At 212 Van Der Linden
LEITkS) el

o £ 939

2242, YR A4

ST AT T2 QLA Al T ANH O R S Alse] BT & BA7F92% (95%
CI: 0.8, 0.96)°1%ick. Thik s E#E9] ol Qo] et S50 a0l )7} Basie.

%

Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% Cl) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 36 33 —0:- 0.92 (0.78, 0.97) 9.20
Van Der Linden (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 72 71 :-' 0.99 (0.93, 1.00) 11.86
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL 57 53 - 0.93(0.83,0.97) 11.02
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 41 40 -~ 0.98 (0.87, 1.00) 9.73
Levinger (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 26 23 —- 0.88(0.71, 0.96) 7.86
Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 50 48 =+ 0.96 (0.87, 0.99) 10.52
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 44 33 —= 0.75 (0.61, 0.85) 10.01
gtE2l (2018) Hybrid Bifocal IOL 11 10 —0:- 0.91 (0.62, 0.98) 4.64
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL 53 49 —Ib 0.92 (0.82, 0.97) 10.74
Van Der Linden (2012) Refractive Bifocal IOL 45 38 —=— 0.84(0.71, 0.92) 10.10
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL 10 9 —== 0.90 (0.60, 0.98) 4.34
Overall (I"2 =57.14%, p =0.01) Q 0.92 (0.88, 0.96) 100.00

T T T

5 1

T2 3.43 10L: MUbA gt (TR A1)
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23 A5 HA Ale T A TSRS AR AFE500A 972 AlF TS 3-9-= 88% (95%
CI: 0.74, 0.97)°131 2™ F7FAH A8 87% (95% CI: 0.82, 0. 91) A2 A18 90% (95% CI: 0.77,
0.98)F==0 = Yepyitt. ot dA ], 242 A2 TS g Bs EaEHolA o]d/do] w2 4508
S Ao 2171 F g it

%

Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 36 35 —° 0.97 (0.86, 1.00) 17.65
2&J]| (2015) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 13 —=— i 0.65(0.43,0.82) 15.68
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 44 31 —=—: 0.70(0.56, 0.82) 18.17
Kretz (2017)b Refractive Bifocal IOL 30 30 == 1.00 (0.89, 1.00) 17.10
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric 10L 58 49 —“- 0.84 (0.73, 0.92) 18.78
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL 10 9 — 0.90 (0.60, 0.98) 12.62
Overall (I"2 =82.06%, p = 0.00) <> 0.88(0.74, 0.97) 100.00
T T T
0 5 1
OF=R
%

Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 36 33 —= 0.92(0.78, 0.97) 16.29
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 44 34 —=—  0.77 (0.63, 0.87) 19.87
2 & J| (2015) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 16 —=+ 0.80(0.58, 0.92) 9.15
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL 53 46 - 0.87(0.75, 0.93) 23.88
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric 0L 58 52 -+ 0.90(0.79, 0.95) 26.12
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL 10 9 —=— 0.90 (0.60, 0.98) 4.69
Overall (I"2=0.00%, p = 0.48) & 0.87(0.82,0.91) 100.00

0 5 1
© 3=
%

Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 36 36 ‘—‘ 1.00 (0.90, 1.00) 21.54
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 44 37 —+- 0.84(0.71,0.92) 22.39
HHI| (2015) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 19 —= 0.95 (0.76, 0.99) 18.51
Venter (2013) Refractive Bifocal toric IOL 58 a7 —= 0.81(0.69, 0.89) 23.39
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL 10 7 —‘— 0.70 (0.40, 0.89) 14.17
Overall ("2 =76.69%, p = 0.00) Q 0.90 (0.77, 0.98) 100.00

I T T

0 5 1

© 278

7 3.44 10L: AHTEE(THUF ST
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G ArolA SLe R JIFFHAE EW AestZv= E0 18l S Y] HlE-E
94% (95% CI: 0.88, 0.98) ==0]3l.om ERlo] Bk thx 3 QIZHA|E 715, X1+ 5 ERSlel

A= B30 8ok SR 849 v 92% (95% CI: 0.83, 0.98)°]3ict. thit 5dgh
AarAA Aol i, ERQISAH OGS H gt BHEY oA o]AAo] w2 F0 2 |40 o7}
Zasith

0 X
o |1

%

Study INT N_INT  n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
Altaie (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 205 189 " 0.92 (0.88, 0.95) 17.17
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 36 35 —° 0.97 (0.86, 1.00) 12.39
Z 23 (2020) Diffractive EDOF IOL 9 77 - 0.80 (0.71,0.87)  15.69
AP (2015) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 18 —- 0.90 (0.70, 0.97) 9.80
Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 50 44 —-' 0.88 (0.76, 0.94) 13.67
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 41 41 '-0 1.00 (0.91, 1.00) 12.92
Kretz (2021)b Refractive Bifocal IOL 30 30 -'~ 1.00 (0.89, 1.00) 11.62
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL 10 9 —°'- 0.90 (0.60, 0.98) 6.74
Overall ("2 = 74.04%, p = 0.00) Q 0.94 (0.88,0.98)  100.00

I | I |

0 .5 1

0% 3.45 10L: S AIBAHH KAe OBH(EUT A7)

%

Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
23 (2020) Diffractive EDOF 10L 96 78 —- 0.81 (0.72, 0.88) 12.74
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 44 28 —— 0.64 (0.49, 0.76) 11.71
Kretz (2016) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 50 43 —0-5 0.86 (0.74, 0.93) 11.92
Levinger (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 26 25 —é‘- 0.96 (0.81, 0.99) 10.63
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 41 41 ;-' 1.00 (0.91, 1.00) 11.59
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL 25 22 —°— 0.88 (0.70, 0.96) 10.54
Kretz (2022)b Refractive Bifocal IOL 30 30 === 1.00 (0.89, 1.00) 10.96
Venter (2014) Refractive Bifocal IOL 53 52 == 0.98(0.90, 1.00) 12.02
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL 10 9 —=— 0.90(0.60, 0.98) 7.89
Overall (12 =83.82%, p = 0.00) @ 0.92 (0.83, 0.98) 100.00

T T : T

0 5 1

712 3.46 |OL: EfQI £ QH(HAZ A7)
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ZNX|E | 84 | SR | Z3K95% CI) HEEEEE
RCT
THH Ot =Rly | 2 [ 60 | RR 059 [047, 0.74] | 00 |
NEEREEE
272 2 60 RR  0.93 [0.65 1.33] [ 0.0 [ NS
F7t742| 2 60 RR 057 [0.44, 0.75] | 0.0
2742 2 60 RR 057 [0.46, 0.72] | 0.0
HOT 7
Y OIA=ZN | 15 [ 644 | Prop. 0.87 [0.82, 0.92] | 5856 | NA
NEENEEE
24742 8 300 [ Prop. 096 [0.93, 098] | 1.2 [ NA
F7t712| 10 370 | Prop. 094 [0.87, 098] | 737 | NA
2712 10 | 416 [ Prop. 091 [0.82, 0097] | 841 | NA

2.25.1. HuZ A7

JAZTHA Al F P T o4 ARESHA] ot &= X[l tisf] gt Blus A-oll= RCT
1’?1(Monaco 2017)°131t}. Monaco (2017)9] A-ollA= @24 15784 v 343 4524

ST, AE2A ATFTPAE Hlwstgl oH Ty 578 A AlewtollA Al b= B ol
%Rﬁ SHA] = EAPF 92 A Aol vl SAIF & FofskA B BATHRR: 0.59, 95%
CL: 0.47, 0.74). A7I& AlE o2 18] A5 S0AY, ZAE AlFoA thx2A 15574kl A
EE O ol BRSHA] o= A BlEo] EUAIRE A0l = F 1ol Zol7t YIgiT

%

Study INT CcoMm N_INT nINT N_COM n_COM RR (95% Cl) Weight
Overall
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 20 17 10 0 —_— 0.57 (0.41, 0.78) 47.80
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL Monofocal IOL 20 14 10 0 —— 0.61 (0.45, 0.83) 52.20
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.716) L2 0.59 (0.47,0.74) 100.00
Near
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 20 18 10 0 —_— 0.55 (0.40, 0.76) 47.98
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL Monofocal IOL 20 15 10 0 —_— 0.60 (0.44, 0.81) 52.02
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.727) = 0.57 (0.46, 0.72) 100.00
Intermediate
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 20 20 10 1 — 0.55 (0.38, 0.79) 55.00
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL Monofocal IOL 20 20 10 2 —_—— 0.60 (0.40, 0.90) 45.00
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.750) g 0.57 (0.44, 0.75) 100.00
bistance
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Monofocal IOL 20 18 10 7 e 0.89 (0.54, 1.47) 50.97
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL Monofocal IOL 20 17 10 8 R — 0.97 (0.58, 1.62) 49.03
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.818) —— 0.93 (0.65, 1.33) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T

.383 1 2.61
favours INT favours COM

J& 3.47 I0L: A= MH|wZ

re

)
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T2 QEAA Ale & g 2ke-0] € 9 Agof| sl A Hast A1=-2 TAISH A3t HA 2Rkl 87%
(95% CI: 0.82, 0.92)7F A& & T o)A} QHgo] H 85}A] Qb= A 0 2 YElth Tyl o] 5 EASUWol A
o|ZXo] &8 fF o & Ff|Ao] Fo)7} P a3t

%

Study INT IOL_INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL TECNIS ZMB0O 36 33 —e= 0.92(0.78,0.97) 7.26
Altaie (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL AcrySof ReSTOR Natural (SN60D3) 205 168 gl 0.82 (0.76, 0.87) 11.30
Kretz (2015) Diffractive Bifocal toric IOL  TECNIS ZMT 38 34 —=e= 0.89(0.76,0.96) 7.42
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF IOL ZXROOTECNIS Symfony ZXR00 20 14 —— 0.70 (0.48, 0.85) 5.42
Tan (2019) Diffractive EDOF IOL Technis Symfony 40 38 == 0.95(0.83,0.99) 7.58
2|23 (2020) Diffractive EDOF IOL TECNIS Symfony(ZXR00), TECNIS Symfony Toric 96 73 —_— 0.76 (0.67, 0.83) 9.95
Bohm (2019) Diffractive EDOF toric IOL  TECNIS Symfony ZXR00 24 17 _— 0.71 (0.51, 0.85) 5.98
Bohm (2019) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 846MP 26 25 === 0.96(0.81,0.99) 6.23
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL AT LISA tri 839MP, AT LISA toric 939 MP 41 38 -+ 0.93(0.81,0.97) 7.66
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL Acrysof 1Q Panoptix TFNT00 20 17 =—e—  0.85(0.64,0.95) 5.42
Bohm (2019)  Diffractive Trifocal IOL AcrySof PanOptix 27 26 —% 0.96(0.82,0.99) 6.35
Kohnen (2020)b Diffractive Trifocal toric IOL AcrySof IQ PanOptix TFNT20-60 25 20 — 0.80 (0.61, 0.91) 6.11
2t2/ (2018)  Hybrid Bifocal IOL OptiVis 11 11 = 1.00(0.74,1.00) 3.73
Bohm (2019) Refractive Bifocal IOL LENTIS Mplus X LS-313 MF37 25 23 == (.92 (0.75,0.98) 6.11
Alio (2020) Refractive Trifocal IOL Precizon Presbyopic IOL NVA model 570 10 6 H 0.60 (0.31, 0.83) 3.49
Overall ("2 = 58.54%, p = 0.00) <©  087(0.82,092) 100.00

% 3.48 IOL: AHE=-E(HEFE S

A, A, 2A AIFER P fle] Fdo] 7R tA|ofl tisf Earst e et At e
96% (95% CI: 0.93, 0.98), S%A = 94% (95% CI: 0.87, 0.98), TA 2] 91% (95% CI: 0.82, 0.97)Z
b2y A58 Ale & G, SR, 27 Al R 1 o /g gle] o) st et
0% = Hot. ot S, 2718 V1% A B oS Hud EdSUolA oldAgol w2

FO= 4] Fo7t B asitt.

%

Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% Cl) Weight
Alfonso (2010) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 23 23 —= 1.00 (0.86, 1.00) 7.81
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal I0L 36 35 —= 0.97 (0.86, 1.00) 12.07

Z 2% (2020) Diffractive EDOF 10L 96 92 + 0.96 (0.90, 0.98) 31.28
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF 10L 20 17 —=—! 0.85(0.64, 0.95) 6.82
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 44 42 —= 0.95(0.85, 0.99) 14.68
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 18 — 0.90(0.70, 0.97) 6.82
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 41 39 —= 0.95(0.84, 0.99) 13.70
A A | (2015) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 20 —= 1.00 (0.84, 1.00) 6.82

Overall (1"2 =1.23%, p = 0.42) ¢ 0.96 (0.93, 0.98) 100.00

T T T
0 .5 1

@ HAE
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Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
Alfonso (2010) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 23 19 —=— 0.83(0.63,0.93) 9.08
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 36 24 —— ! 0.67 50 .50, 0. 80; 10.40
Tan (2019) Diffractive EDOF 0L 40 40 +=1.00 (0.91, 1.00 10.67
% 235 (2020) Diffractive EDOF 10L 96 90 —+ 0.94(0.87,0.97) 12.41
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF |OL 20 20 —= 1.00 (0.84, 1.00 8.64
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 44 40 —9— 0.91 (0.79, 0.96 10.91
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 20 —+=1.00 (0.84, 1.00) 8.64
Almulhim (2018) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 41 40 —= 0.98 EO .87, 1.00; 10.73
2| (2015) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 19 —= 0.95(0.76, 0.99 8.64
Kretz (2016)b Refractive Bifocal IOL 30 26 —= 087 £0 .70, 0.95; 9.89
Overall ("2 =73.68%, p =0.00) <> 0.94(0.87, 0.98 100.00
T T T
0 5
® 521712
%
Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% Cl) Weight
Alfonso (2010) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 23 23 = 1.00 (0.86, 1.00) 9.26
Van Der Linden (2012) Diffractive Bifocal IOL 72 72 {= 1.00 (0.95, 1. OO) 11.10
Chang (2019) Diffractive Bifocal 0L 36 25 —=— : 0.69(0.53,0.82) 10.15
Z 23 (2020) Diffractive EDOF 10L 96 80 —=: 0.83(0.75, 0. 89) 11.37
Tan (2019) Diffractive EDOF 10L 40 37 —= 0.93(0.80, 0.97) 10.32
Monaco (2017) Diffractive EDOF 0L 20 15 —— 0.75(0.53, 0.89) 8.94
Monaco (2017) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 18 — 0.90(0.70, 0.97) 8.94
Kim (2020) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 44 37 —= 0.84(0.71,0.92) 10.47
2| (2015) Diffractive Trifocal IOL 20 17 —=+ 0.85(0.64, 0.95) 8.94
Van Der Linden (2012) Refractive Bifocal IOL 45 45 —* 1.00 (0.92, 1.00) 10.51
Overall (1"2 =84.13%, p = 0.00) <> 0.91(0.82, 0.97) 100.00
T T T
0 5 1
©ZA=

7 3.49 IOL: AE=EE(HYF S3F)
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Bl A7lA et dae olF A4t EHAS Eardt A= Soler Tomas (2015) 130]loH
g ERAMA = Alstt Bl S 2 O = 9F A= 7] o] BhA| ot HIr = 7|&okA] okt

= AR FHAIH

B+ AofA AT wAHAES BgE 1H(Kohnen, 2020)2 Hybrid micro-Monovision¥};
3

==
e |
micro-Monovision B2 3t A2 &2 H7}0] F&of ubx] olo} M- 2 7]&56}A] Qi)

I AoA Zdatagdes o]|F e PHHIo2 B A+= Taneri (2019) 1o o
I AFNA] Varifocal LASIK¥} Monofocal LASIKS H]| Wt A2 = - B5oA it g
WHAYSHA] korthal H skt

Cad

AT _— — oFs B
(EHAL) e - SRR Zq
=MHORET |7 =0 X o ost 7o =
Taneri (2019) | Varifocal LASIK Monofocal LASIK | 3742 TOSRI SU RIS/ Bl SRS
HA A O
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ZrabdApgo] tigh B AT F Al4TE EHS B gk J7= 3wo|9itt. Schlote (2017)9]

AollAl= 80%2] BEAANA =H-4(Glare)Z, 55%°141 ©@F-2|(Halo)7} Yl A o= Hars|Qir}. shA|qt

o] A% EHFY] ZF=7t 274 o]sH5H Worst) 222 1 H=7t AZbekA|= 4ttt ol Zhang

(2010)] Aol 55 =74 (Glare) T2 EA|(Double vision) A7 IAYoHA] k-2 Aot -FALSH
J

H322 Z01284s: AHEY 2HA(EHYT 947)
bs [ PSpN; oI E
_ == - -
(EHAL) Fxus a4
- Glare: 16H(80%)0|I E11, B&2 2E: 1.95+1.4
- Halo: 118(55%)0llA E11, —.——,*-g JE1.3+£1.6
Schlote o - Double vision: 5%(25%)0Al 211, £X8 Z=: 0.35+0.75
(2017)" SUPRACOR 12713 - Fluctuations in vision: 255 (7 5%)01|A1 H1 BR824 15+1.2
- Headaches: 38(15%)0N 211, 222 %’E +1.

0.4+1.2
- Reduced Distance vision: 14H(70%)0IA 211, 2Xt8 Z&E: 1.8+1.7

Aspheric
Zhang Micro—monovisi o . 50 ision BHIE SASH= SHKl= oloie
2016) on LASIK (Laser kY= Severe glare 22 double vision 2HIE S45H= Stite AS
Blended Vision)
?2{)6‘1”3) SUPRACOR 672 - 4%4(17%)01 L0l THSt 21438 213

1) A% 04= no side effect, 1-58(54 very strong)
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2428 4o] T B Ao 2
715 0.00 LogMAR (95% CI:
1% ¥ 244 Bl Aol

>~

78

2172| DA

2] A
-0.01, 0.01), 71 0.
A7} gl A0 2 Bl

1,
mlo
Lﬂ'
ol

S AT S-S TR A3 WA WA S

05 LogMAR (95% CI: -0.06,

-0.0H)=

%

Study INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE Note ES (95% CI) Weight

Jackson (2011) Aspheric Wavefront-guided LASIK 60 0 0.013 Snellen -> LogMARZ & & —_— 0.00(-0.03,0.03) 7.73

Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) Dominant eye 58 0 0.024 —_— 0.00 (-0.05, 0.05) 2.30

Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) Non-dominant eye 58 .03 0.020 ——— 0.03(-0.01,0.07) 3.32

Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 68 0 0.005 —_— 0.00 (-0.01, 0.01) 54.72

L

Luger (2013)  Schwind PresbyMAX 62 0 0.006 —_ 0.00 (-0.01,0.01) 31.93

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.691) 0.00 (-0.01, 0.01) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T
-.0686 0 .0686
@ HeIE
%
Study INT N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% CI) Weight
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX 58 -.06 0.018 (—‘— -0.06 (-0.10, -0.02) 10.66
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 34 -.05 0.009 —— -0.05 (-0.07, -0.03) 36.01
Ryan (2013) SUPRACOR 23 -01 0.021 —— -0.01 (-0.05, 0.03) 8.48
Luger (2013) Schwind PresbyMAX 31 -.05 0.007 — -0.05 (-0.06, -0.04) 44.85
Overall (I-squared = 22.6%, p = 0.275) <> -0.05 (-0.06, -0.04) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T
-.096 0 .096

® A=

03 3.50 Zot=Ees: WHAEH

2, AAE)



U TS B OB AT F WP WA Qsteha mush

235(3H), Ftojzdol o2 I X =(3H)
11 Cosar (2014)9] oA S JLEso]
Ry Zojgdoldo 2 QIR AR = vHle

H323 Z01284s: 250 YE5(EHYZ 97
|1 XK} =52 oM H
(BHOIE) s FHBE 2
Schlote ° - Artificial tears every day: 173(85%)0|A 211
1
(2017) SUPRACOR 1224 - Artificial tears more than before treatment: 12E(60%)0IA 210
-8 T 0lE 2 HaL QS
Xu (2020) LaserACE 1271 +& &, & 120|M Z25} Z2(subconjunctival hemorrhage)0| L4zt A
0|2 Hetot HE2 QIUS
Liu (020) | FresOYMAX W e | a3 seze wasi a2
ngjeklytfoﬂausmg - AT(BI)0IA THEE RAJO] ChEE XIS Alayat
aro— o e E AES2 AUE
Doty | mro Monovision | Na - Corneal flap2] §RI#1Z0| LR AOE QS
b P - =& % diffuse lamellar keratitis, bacterial keratitis, haze 242 AAS
aoeration 2244901 QITAAZEZO| LAl
patterns
o) b LASIK OhE | BTIRSO S B2 HHSS WHGHK AU
central
Wang Yin presbyopic LASIK o7H 16H(23.2%)011A1 15 O|L} 2H MR |27} H23MS. 2H(2.9%) Ekt= Yot
(2016) with Custom Q| '8 | e xix2t wege
algorithm
Aspheric
Zhang Micro—monovision U 22 213U W 1210I1M diffuse lamellar keratitis7} YMSIRCH X|2=
(2016) LASIK (Laser = e
Blended Vision)
Cosar o - 52H4.1%)0llAl Peripheral, mild diffuse lamellar keratitis7t 2445t
(2014) SUPRACOR oz - 89K 5%)01M ZZ QFZIEE, 19K0.8%)01M BSE AIAAH0| Lt
caE S HES2 Yo ¥=
o - 7IE 5':”(22%) 6718 7= 3E(13%)HA AFHES 211
9
Ryan (2013) | SUPRACOR 671 - 6712 O|Lf KYX|22 BF2 BIRI= SOIS . 670 0|5 53(22%)0HA UDVA
A3E 2ol LM MX 25 &3, 0| 5 1HS EoHH|RAMCHS| MXZS 25
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EevIE

o=

F<IIoNE: —
ot | Z3H95% CI) AR Z1H95% Cl) HERE
HAFAT
e
LogMAR 500 Mean 0.07 [0.04, 0.11] 98.5 NA 408 | Mean  0.01 [-0.04, 0.06] 98.9 NA
20/20 or better 219 Prop. 0.43 [0.00, 1.00] 99.0 NA 9 289 Prop. 0.67 [0.54, 1.00] 95.0 NA
20/32 or better 80 Prop. 0.79 [0.38, 1.00] 96.0 NA 138 Prop. 1.00 [0.98, 1.00] 40 NA
20/40 or better 152 | Prop. 0.99  [0.96, 1.00] | 45.0 NA 249 | Prop. 1.00 [0.98, 1.00] 0.0 NA
71712
LogMAR 130 ‘ Mean -0.03 [-0.08, 0.02] 80.9 NA 163 Mean -0.05 [-0.14, 0.03] 97.3 NA
20/20 or better Not available 105 | Prop. 0.97 [0.89, 1.00] | 68.0 NA
20/32 or better Not available 69 Prop. 1.00 [0.95 1.00] - NA
20/40 or better 72 [ Prop. 1.00 [0.97, 1.00] 0.0 NA 69 Prop. 1.00 [0.98, 1.00] - NA
=712
LogMAR 574 Mean 0.14 [0.10, 0.18] 99.0 NA 336 Mean 0.12 [0.07, 0.16] 97.2 NA
20/20 or better 195 | Prop. 0.60 [0.00, 1.00] | 91.0 NA 36 Prop. 0.78 [0.64, 0.91] - NA
20/32 or better Not available Not available
20/40 or better 2 72 Prop. 0.96 [0.91, 1.00] 7.0 NA Not available
J1 or better 4 126 Prop. 0.44 [0.00, 1.00] 78.0 NA 159 Prop. 0.24 [0.00, 0.43] 91.0 NA
J2 or better 2 80 Prop. 0.76  [0.41, 1.10] | 94.0 NA 159 | Prop. 0.88 [0.79, 1.00] | 76.0 NA
J4 or better 2 80 Prop. 0.85 [0.58, 1.00] 92.0 NA 159 Prop. 1.00 [0.98, 1.00] 0.0 NA
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3.2.1. LE
3.2.1.1. HluZ A7

H| W Aol A YRS B Igt 52 a4 H7ke] H| W& A3 7392 & 571e] E40
Obx] Qrol HI & 7|&oHA] kktHKhalifa, 2011; Kohnen, 2020; Oh, 2013; Soler Tomas, 2015).

3.21.2. HUA AL
72| LIt

ZHFEERE o3 AA T UM B gt AEolx 9] Aak= ofef 183} Zr}. 5 T IRPVIES
274= AAZ YAF2 0.07 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.04, 0.11)°]%}.0™ Jet7]Zo4+=0.01 Lo gMAR
(95% CI: -0.04, 0.060)2.& Al& & /JH 0 & Q43 Al S A5G et slid SRy AxtolA]

7} 90% 5202 AT 7Ho] o] Aol mf9 &2 £50 2 A} Fj4A] 9|7t "asict

%
Study INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% CI) Weight
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Distance eyes 40 -1 0.009 - -0.10 (-0.12, -0.08) 11.08
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Near eyes 40 .22 0.019 3 —— 0.22(0.18,0.26) 10.15
Soler Tomas (2015)  PresbyLASIK Al 40 06 0.003 - 0.06 (0.05, 0.07) 11.40
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) Non-dominanteye 58 22 0.034 —=— 0.22(0.15, 0.29) 8.10
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) Dominant eye 58 .08 0.028 ; 0.08 (0.03, 0.13) 9.02
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 68 .01 0.018 - 0.01 (-0.03, 0.05) 10.24
Schlote (2017) SUPRACOR 39 .05 0.002 . 1 0.05 (0.05, 0.05) 11.43
Ryan (2013) SUPRACOR 23 21 0.035 | —=— 0.21(0.14,0.28) 7.92
Luger (2013) Schwind PresbyMAX 62 19 0.023 | ——  0.19(0.5,0.23) 9.66
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK 72 -.09 0.011 - : -0.09 (-0.11,-0.07)  11.00
Overall (I-squared = 98.5%, p = 0.000) [0} 0.07 (0.04, 0.11) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T
-.287 0 .287
=
@ HIE

%
Study INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE Note ES (95% CI) Weight
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) 80 =11 0.007 - 3 -0.11(-0.12, -0.10) 7.46
0Oh (2013) Aspheric corneal ablation with the CST 12 0 0.115 Snellen -> LogMARE & S——— 0,00 (-0.23,0.23) 3.06
Xu (2020) LaserACE 4 -14 0025 — ' -0.14 (-0.19, -0.09) 7.02
Kohnen (2020)  PresbyMAX 58 .05 0.026 0.05(-0.00,0.10) 6.97
Uthoff (2012)  PresbyMAX myopic 10 09 0.025 0.09 (0.04,0.14)  7.01
Uthoff (2012)  PresbyMAX hyperopic 10 -04 0022 -0.04 (-0.08,0.00) 7.12
Uthoff (2012) PresbyMAX emmetropic 10 .03 0.035 0.03 (-0.04,0.10) 6.62
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 34 0 0.031 d 0.00 (-0.06, 0.06) 6.79
Schlote (2017)  SUPRACOR A& 28 YES 15 1 0.003 Decimal->LogMARZ & & f ® 0.10(0.09,0.11) 7.49
Schiote (2017)  SUPRACOR THAIZ 218 No 5 .04 0.009 Decimal->LogMARZ & & g 0.04 (0.02,0.06) 7.43
Ryan (2013) SUPRACOR 23 07 0.025 ——— 0.07 (0.02,0.12)  7.02
Luger (2013) Schwind PresbyMAX 31 .07 0.022 — 0.07 (0.03,0.11) 7.14
‘Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 -.04 0.006 L -0.04 (-0.05, -0.03) 7.47
Oh (2013) conventional presbyopic excimer laser (NCST)  NCST 11 0 0.090 Snellen -> LogMARZ & & ————— 0.00 (-0.18,0.18) 3.97
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK 36 0 0.008 - 0.00 (-0.02,0.02) 7.44
Overall (I-squared = 98.9%, p = 0.000) 0.01 (-0.04,0.06) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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226 o 226
® ¥A7IE
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A B3 et 59 71 ol 40) 2918 Blsly] giste] Zharadsd Ala=lol whet 519l
B4 Asiglont B4 7 o] a4 e A a1 Se1e 4 Qo

=5 =2l ES 95% CI I” (%)

23 6 0.087 0.000 0.173 97.9
27} OFAOF 3 0.043 -0.143 0.229 99.1

7|} 1 0.190 0.145 0.235 -
A e

23 9 0.031 -0.009 0.071 97.7
27} OFA[OF 5 ~0.077 -0.133 -0.020 753

7|} 1 0.007 0.028 0.112 -

2 dpE 015 PAE] U EE AUl AlFA L7 B 15 AFE04 9] il oo} 2t
& T o|RS 2AE QR 2lo] 20/20 or betterS B33t A= 43% (95% CI: 0.00,
3= 67% (95% CI: 0.54, 1.00)°]193t}. thet s F&sHg Aato A 1271 90%

£20% ATE 719 o|WAo] HhS- 7t S0 At A Fo7t Wast

Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 85%-CI
Eye:Binocular

Kaohnen (2020) PresbyMAX 15 29 * 0.52 [0.33,0.71]
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Moncvsion 27 34 —— 0.79 [062,091]
Romero (2019) micro-Monovision and aspheric aberration Group1(refraction +0.500 & +3.00D) 5 19 —%— 026 [0.09,051]
Rarmero (2019) mucro-Monowsion and asphenc aberrahion Group?{sphencal equivalent kess than -3 000) i 14 T — 050 [023,077]
Romero (2019) micro-Monowvision and aspheric aberration  Group3(sphencal equivalent greater than -3.000) 6 17 —— 035 [0.14, 062
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK 3N 36 —s— 0.86 [0.71,0.95]
Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 69 i 1.00 [0.95; 1.00]
2Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-maonaovision LASIK (LBV) 3 40 * 0.98 [0.87,1.00]
Luger (2013) Schwind PresbyMAX 15 M * 045 [0.30,067]
Random effects model —_— 0.67 [0.54; 1.00]

Heterogenedty. I’ = 95%, «* = 0.0345, p < 0.1

Eye:Monocular

Taneri (2019) Varifocal LASIK T 16 = 0.44 [0:20,0.70]
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Distance eye 3 40 = 098 [0.87,1.00]
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monavision LASIK (LBY) Near eye 4 40 0.10 [0.03;0.24]
Cosar (2014) SUPRACOR 27 123 - 022 [0.15,0.30]
Random effects model —_— 0.43 [0.00; 1.00]
Helerogenedty /* = 88%, 1" = 02622, p <01

02 04 06 08 1

13 3.52 ZtatE R4S LIQIAZI(TYZ, §742], 20/20 or better)
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goraq

DA T =20 = 5} Ao L 0 0 .
ZHtadaes T IiIES 49 Algol 20/25 or betters B/3%F 7-9-4= 60% (95% CI: 0.00,
OFO = L 0, 0, =] fo) =] 2
1.00)0]91 o™ FRE7IEN A= 85% (95% CI: 0.78, 1.00)°1 et Tt sid F2gH Aol A 17}
0/ AN*Z = fe) Z o ANZ0 ) (o) I Sl [e)
0% FELE A5 79 ool v 2 +E0= A3} FAA] oof| tigt Fo|7F B3| Hl.
Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
Eye:Binocular
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX 2 2 e 076 [056 090]
Romero (2019) micro-Monowsion and asphenc aberration brm.p![redranlon +0,500 & +3.000) 13 19 068 [043;087]
Romera (2019) micro-Monovision and asphenc ab 0 lent less than -3.000) " 14 —_— 079 [0.49,095]
Romero (2019) micro-Monowision and aspheric aberration Grotpa{sphencal cqulvalcﬂ greater than -3.000) 11 17 065 [0.38; 0.86]
Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom O algorithm i) 69 - 1.00 [0.95 1.00]
Znang (2016) Asphenc Micro.monovision LASIK (LBV) 40 40 —H 100 [0.91;1,00]
Luger (2013) Sehwind PresbyMAX 2 M B — 071 [0.52.086]
Lithoff (2012) PresbyMAax Al 25 30 = 083 [0.65 094]
Random effects model —_— 0.85 [0.78; 1.00]
Heterogeneity I° = 85%, +* = 0.0084, p <0 01
Eye:Monocular
Schiote (2017) SUPRACOR 30 39 L3 077 [061.089]
Zhang (2016) Asphenc Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Distance eve 40 40 — 1.00 [0.91;1.00]
Thang (2018) Asphenc Micro-monoision LASIK (LBY) Near eye 10 40 —F— 025 [013 041]
Cosar (2014) SUPRACOR 45 123 —= 0.37 [0.28;0.46]
Random afl"acls model —_—— 0.60 [0.00;1.00]
Heterogeneity [* = 8%, +* = 01678, p <0 01 r T : . :
02 04 08 08 1

AN
ETE'

02 3.53 ALBUAE: LIOA[(HYR

=

L]~ T o 1:1— of' =
ZHabgdes ¥ 20/30 or betterS GRS
ANZ O
2011)°11.0H 8fg Lol A B4} 100% B7 S8 Al
. = = o ) é_-_
CI: 0.94, 1.008A7t 3l A< 2/datiet.
Study INT subgroup Event Total
Eye:Monocular
Khalifa (2011) Verlical coma abefalions were selecivaly lefl urireated, while all olhar HOAS wefe reated 2
Khaifa (2011) al high-order abemations were eated 0 0
Random effects model
Heterogenedty. I = 0%, +* =0,p =100
Eye:Binocular
Romearo (2019) mecio-Monovision and aspheric abesration Group refraction «0 500 & +3.000) 19 19
Romero (2019) emicro-Monowsion and aspheric aberration GroupB{spherical cquvalent loss than 3000) 14 14
Romero (2019) mecro-Monovsion and aspheric aberration Group3(spherical equivalent greater than -3000) 17 17
Luger (2013} Scitwind PresbyMAX N
Random effects model
Heterogenedty I~ =0% 1" =0 p =042 I :
075 08

1% 3.54 22 s Lo (T
& T IRVES SHH YA AlF0] 20/32 or better& &
Ao A= 79% (95% CI: 0.38, 1.00)°]31t}. Jot7|&=
CIL: 0.98, 1.00) A7} 20/32 or better?] A8

o Pr% yﬂﬁi

E?l Ao = e

21718], 20/25 or better)

7| &oA Bagt 4= RCT 1¥(Khalifa,
okt FRI7ISEAA= 99% (95%

Proportion 95%-C1

100 [0.851.00]
100 [0.88;1.00]
1.00 [0.96; 1.00)

1.00 [0.82,1.00]
100 [077,1.00]
100 [080,100]
090 [0.74,0.58]

—— 0.9% [0.84; 1.00)

T T 1
085 09 085 1

o, ®17{8], 20/30 or better)

)

1#(Zhang, 2016)9]

AF-E0NA = 100% (95%

Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 95%-ClI
Eye:Binocular

Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX 27 29 — & 0.93 [0.77;0.99]
Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 69 — 1.00 [0.85;1.00]
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monaovision LASIK (LBV) 40 40 — 1.00 [0.91;1.00]
Random effects model 4 1.00 [0.98; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: /2 = 4%, 1% = < 0.0001, p = 0.35

Eye:Monocular

Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monaovision LASIK (LBV) Distance eye 40 40 — 1.00 [0.91;1.00]
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Near eye 23 40 —— 058 [041,073]
Random effects model — 0.79 [0.38; 1.00]
Heteroceneitv: 1° = 86%. t° = 0.0871. p < 0.01

05 06 07 08 0.

02 3.55 22 S LIS E(HYR

9 1

21712|, 20/32 or better)
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Zeragdae & dAE AlFo] 20/40 or better& 274015 Haleh A+=2 A/t A Rl 99%
(95% CI: 0.96, 1.00), 712 100% (95% CI: 0.98, 1.00)7F 33 Al oS 2495t 2 0= vhehyrt.

Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 96%.-Cl
Eye:Binocular

Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX @ 2 —_— 093 [0.77,0.99]
Romero (2019) micre-Monovision and aspheric aberration Groupiirefraction +0.500 & +3.00D) 19 19 —t 1.00 [0.82; 1.00]
Romeso (2019) micro-Monomasion and asphenc aberraton Group?{sphencal equivalent less than -3 000} 14 14 ——— 1.00 [077,1.00]
Romena (2019) micro-Monmasion and asphenc Group3(s] -al greates than -3 000) 17 LN —_— 1.00 [0BO, 1.00]
Wang Yin (2016) cenlral presbyopic LASIK with Customn Q algonthm a9 1] = 1.00 [085 1.00]
Lhang (2016) Asphenc Micro-monmasion LASIK (LBY) 40 40 = 100 [0891, 1.00]
Luger (2013) Schwind PresbyMAX MM . 1.00 [0.89; 1.00]
Uthoff (2012) PresbyMAX Hyperopic 10 10 + 1.00 [0.69; 1.00]
Uthoff (2012) PresbyMAX Emmetropic 10 10 . 1.00 [0.69; 1.00]
Uthoff {2012) PresbybAX Myopic w - 1.00 [0.69;1.00]
Random effects model = 1.00 [0.98; 1.00]

Heterogeneity I° = 0%, +° =0, p =098

Eya:Monocular

Pajic (2017) mulfifocal presbyl ASIK Dominant eye 35 36 S 1.00 [0.90; 1.00]
Pajc (2017) mulifocal presbyLASIK Non-dominant eye 36 36 i 1.00 [0.%0; 1.00]
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Distance eye 40 40 = 1.00 [0.91;1.00]
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Near eye 3B 40 ——— 0.88 [0.73, 0.96]
Random effects model - 0.99 [0.95; 1.00]

Heterogeneity: I = 45%, ° = 0.0004, p = 0.14 e ——

07 075 08B 0B85 D9 095 1
1% 3.56 =2 42 LIOAZ(THYZ, #1712, 20/40 or better)
= F7H2| LICHA|H

ZHr2E 4% 0]3 Z27HAE] UtA gl Totr]E -0.03 LogMAR (95% CI: -0.08, 0.02)°]31.oH
oFO71Zo A= -0.05 LogMAR (95% CI: -0.14, 0.03)°.& $& & YAH o7 Q45 A|d 4SS
2AIqT) Tt s FRGA] Ao A 171 90% =0 & o] A Ao t Q- =8 0 7 Ad Fj4A]
9|7} " g5t

%

Study INT N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% CI) Weight
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) 28 -.01 0.032 -0.01 (-0.07,0.05) 25.16
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (micro-Monovision) 30 -.08 0.020 -0.08 (-0.12, -0.04) 33.70
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK 72 -.01 0.008 - -0.01 (-0.03,0.01) 41.14
Overall (I-squared = 80.9%, p = 0.005) <>> -0.03 (-0.08, 0.02)  100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T
-.119 0 119
@ eIE
%

Study INT N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% Cl) Weight
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) 58 -.05 0.020 -0.05 (-0.09, -0.01) 32.36
Wang Yin (2016)  central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 -12 0.016 — | -0.12 (-0.15, -0.09) 33.14
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK 36 .01 0.003 0.01 (0.00, 0.02) 3451

Overall (I-squared = 97.3%, p = 0.000) -0.05 (-0.14,0.03)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

-.151 6 Al":':l
® ¥A7IE

% 3.57 ZUIHEE: LUAANH(TUF, S2H712)

ZhabZ A s o] 271 2] URKAIE 20/20 or betterS E 115 A3t 2L 3H3351 Aol A ARb7|&
SfFAE o)A Bl 3EAF= 97% (95% CI: 0.89, 1.00)0]th. T |& A3ME B 113t J-= g9t
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Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 95%-CI

Eye:Binocular

Pajic (2017) muttifocal presbyLASIK 33 36 0.92 [0.78; 098]
Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 69 —ul 1.00 [0.95;1.00]
Random effects model —— 0.97 [0.89; 1.00]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 68%, <° = 0.0024, p = 0.08

T T T T 1
08 08 09 095 1

T3 3.68 = HEaE: LIRIE(TYRE, 2712, 20/20 or better)

ZHra 4% o] % S7HAR URFAIE 20/25 or betterE B 18F 1H(Wang Yin, 2016)2] A-Loj|A]
FR71E 100% (95% CI: 0.94, 1.00)ZAF 257} ol AlHE o]t @& AyE st A=
et

Study INT Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl

Eye:Binocular

Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 69 | : : : : : 1.00 [0.95; 1]

095 096 097 098 099 1

7 3.69 = HaE: LIRIE(TYRE, 272, 20/25 or better)

a2 o) A E URHAIE 20/30 or betterE Ha1gt A= AUt

20/32 or betterE ®E 218t 13H(Wang Yin, 2016)2] AollAl dRE71E 100% (95% CI: 0.94, 1.00)2FA}
257} o A2 o|gith. Hel|E 23E Hud AT Yok

Study INT Event Total Proportion 95%-ClI

Eye:Binocular

Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 59 | : : : : | 1.00 [0.95; 1]

095 096 097 098 099 1

% 3.60 Z=Epa: LIIAH(SYR, S22, 20/32 or better)

Zaba A4 o] A Y URKAIE 20/40 or betterE E 113 Aol A ©RE, RF H5F 100% At

Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Monocular

Pajic (2017) multifocal presbylL ASIK Dominant eye 36 36 1.00 [0.90; 1]
Pajic (2017) muttifocal presbyL ASIK MNon-dominant eye 36 36 1.00 [0.90; 1]

Random effects model ——= 1.00 [0.97; 1]
Heterogeneity: F= 0%, 2= 0,p=1.00

Eye:Binocular
Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 69 E— 1.00 [0.95; 1]
Random effects model —1 1.00 [0.98; 1]
Heterogeneity: not applicable

T T T 1

092 094 096 098 1

a2 3.612
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ZhrEdSs o] 2AE] URELS Wo7|E 0.14 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.10, 0.18)°]lom
1712041 0.12 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.07, 0.160) 2.2 A& & JAFA 0 &7 Q451 A|8S JAISIITH

o
ol i PR AolA 17} 90% 4502 oA Ao] S S 520 At s4A] o] T

2L

%
Study INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE Note ES (95% CI) Weight
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Distance eyes 40 19 0.033 — 0.19(0.12,0.26) 7.61
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Near eyes 40 07 0.011 - 0.07 (0.05,0.09) 9.47
Soler Tomas (2015) PresbyLASIK 40 A1 0.003 Decimal->LogMARZ & & = 3 0.11(0.10,0.12) 9.74
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) Dominant eye 58 28 0.025 | —=— 028(0.23,033) 842
Kohnen (2020) X (Hybrid i Non-dominant eye 58 13 0.029 —"— 0.13(0.07,0.19) 8.04
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 68 1 0.016 - 0.10(0.07,0.13) 9.18
Schlote (2017) SUPRACOR 39 24 0.010 Decimal->LogMARZ & & ‘ - 0.24(0.22,0.26) 9.54
Soler Tomas (2015) asymmetrical presbyLASIK 21 13 0.011 Decimal->LogMARZ & & -— 0.13(0.11,0.15) 9.47
Wang Yin (2016)  central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm0.6 4 Q, non-domint eye 69 19 0.001 L. 0.19(0.19,0.19) 9.76
Wang Yin (2016)  central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm0.84Q, non-domint eye 69 1 0.012 - 0.10(0.08,0.12) 9.41
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK 72 -01 0013 - : -0.01 (-0.04,0.02) 9.36
Overall (I-squared = 99.0%, p = 0.000) Q 0.14 (0.10,0.18)  100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
- 3‘29 [ 3‘29
@ HIE
%
Study INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE Note ES (95% CI) Weight
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) 80 04 0.007 0.04 (0.03, 0.05) 11.37
Oh (2013) Aspheric corneal ablation with the CST 12 1 0.064 Snellen -> LogMARZ & & 0.10 (-0.02, 0.22) 6.19
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX 58 .05 0.020 0.05 (0.01, 0.09) 10.61
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 34 0 0.027 0.00 (-0.05, 0.05) 9.90
Schlote (2017) SUPRACOR THAIZ I8 No 5 3 0.022 Decimal->LogMARZ & & == 0.30(0.26,0.34) 10.38
Schlote (2017) SUPRACOR THAIZ 28 YES 15 21 0.010 Decimal->LogMARZ & & L] 0.21(0.19,0.23) 11.23
Wang Yin (2016)  central presbyopic LASIK with Custom Q algorithm 69 1 0.010 0.10(0.08,0.12) 11.26
Oh (2013) conventional presbyopic excimer laser (NCST) NCST 11 3 0.057 Snellen -> LogMARZ & & 0.30(0.19, 0.41) 6.78
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK 36 .03 0.017 0.03 (-0.00, 0.06) 10.84
Soler Tomas (2015) symmetrical presbyLASIK 16 A1 0.005 Decimal->LogMARZ & & ~‘ 0.11(0.10, 0.12) 11.42
Overall (I-squared = 97.2%, p = 0.000) (> 0.12 (0.07, 0.16) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T
-412 0 412
® get7|E

O3 3.62 Zt=Eaa: (YR, 272)

28l ES 95% ClI 12 (%)

7 8 0.145 0.101 0.189 99.2
OFAIOL 3 0.111 0.060 0.161 84.2

0
o
o))

i 0.132 0.078 0.187 97.4
OfAlOt 4 0.093 0.009 0.178 87.3
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2@ ol % 29 LR &S 2ud NEAER IS A7Sel49) Zike ofel Lk
= Al8d0] 20/20 or better = @33t 4= 60% (95% CI: 0.00, 1. OO)O] Ao
Job710) Al2e Bast 199) A7Pajic, 2017)0141 78% BsIgc s wel7|E H e
Aol 7} 90% 4502 o] o] ZIet S0 w844 olef thet )7} Was) Ralc,

Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 95%-Cl
Eye:Monocular

Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK  Dominant eye 13 6 —— 036 [021,054]
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK Non-dominant eye 23 36 e 064 [046,079]
Cosar (2014) SUPRACOR 95 123 —i— 077 [069;0.84]
Random effects model 0.60 [0.00; 1.00]

Heterogeneity: I~ = 91%, ©° = 0.0417, p < 0.01

Eye:Binocular
Paijic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK 28 36 — 078 [061;0.90]
Random effects model —_— 0.78 [0.64; 0.91]

Heterogeneity: not applicable

03 04 05 06 07 08

T3 3.63 A= Ea: LIRIAE(HYR, 272, 20/20 or better)

ZHr2d s T ORM|E 20/25 or better’ A8 B3 A 1H(Cosar, 2014)914= 89%=
R
Study INT Event Total Proportion 95%-ClI

Eye:Monocular

Cosar (2014) SUPRACOR 110 123 —————%%¢———— 0.89 [0.83; 0.94]

084 086 088 09 092 0.94

T3 3.64 = Ea: LIQIAE(HYR, 272, 20/25 or better)

22 A54% T 20/30 or better’, 20/32 or better’ 7|22 H 115t A= Q19ich

4

HRPES S4E AlEo] 20/40 or better' & B8 1H(Pajic, 2017)2] AtollAl= 96%7} s
o = =]

Age 9T Ao Husigth
Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 95%-CI
Eye:Monocular
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK ~ Dominant eye 33 36 0.92 [0.78;0.98]
Pajic (2017) multifocal presbyLASIK. Mon-dominant eye 35 36 —_— = 0.97 [0.85;1.00]
Random effects model —_— 0.96 [0.91; 1.00]

Heterogeneity: I° = 7%. 12 = 0.0001, p = 0.30
1 1 1

08 085 09 095

T3 3.65 = Ea: LIRIAE(HYRE, 272, 20/40 or better)
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22 URMAHS Jaeger A2 HIIgH
J1 or better’% 3% A= TRV E
0.61) #==olqlth. &R7|E

AT-EolA 0] A ofeet et

24% (95% CI: 0.00, 0.43), FRF7|&
J2 or betterg 243 &A= 1¥H(Zhang, 2016)°4 E1st% o

44% (95% CI: 0.27,

76%°1 2. Eq P71 88% (95% CI: 0.79, 1.00) 5014 tt. T4 or better A= TRI7|&0 2

A g e

1#(Zhang, 2016)°|} 2™

s ATolrle 85%7t S AlEe /et o=

B3k} 7 1Z0 A= 100% (95% CI: 0.98, 1.00) HE A4 s A18S GAJsE Aos

88

&1 LIOHA 2 (2R

> A Z
UERRT. Jaeger Ao A= 29 71 o]0l 493 2 +EL2 AslAol 27t B asit.
Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 85%-C1
Eye:Binocular
Romero (2019) micro-Monovision and aspheric abemation (‘rmmﬂrﬂmﬂ:m +1 500 & +3.000) 3 19 0168 [003;040)
Romero (2019) micro-Monovision and aspheric ab Gt less than -3.000) 1 4 -— 0.07 [0.00;0.34]
Romero (2018} micro-Monovision and aspheric ab al greater than-3.000) 1 17 =% 0.06 [0.00;0.29]
Wang Yin (2016) central prestyopsc LASIK with Cuslom ©Q algonthm 21 69 — 030 [0.20,043]
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) 25 40 —_— 062 [0.46,077]
Random effects mndcl‘ —— e 0.24 [0.00;0.43]
Heterogenedy. I° = 81%, +* = 0.0437, p < 0.01
Eye:Monocular
Zhang (2018) Aspheric Micro-manovision LASIK (LBV) Distance eye 12 40 —— 030 [017.047)
Zhang (2016} Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Near eye 18 40 — 045 [0.29062)
Oh (2013) Aspheric comeal ablation with the CST 17 24 071 [0.49;0.87]
Oh(2013) comentional presbyopic excimer laser (NCST) T 2 —_— 032 [0.14,055)
Random effects model —————————— (.44 [0.00; 1.00]
Heterogenety. 1° = 7%, ¥ = 00252, p < 0.01 =
| S E— —
02 04 0B oa
@® J1 or better
Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion  95%-CI
Eye:Binocular
Romero (2019) micro-Monowision and aspherc abemation Group 1 {refraction +0 500 & +3000) 7 19 —— 089 [067,099]
Romera (2019) micro-Monovision and asphenc ab Group? al hent kess than -3.000) 13 14 L 093 [D66; 1.00]
Romero (2019) micro-Monovision and asphenc Group: al greaterthan .3000) 16 17 0.94 [0.71; 1.00]
Wang Yin (2016) central presbyopic LASIK with Custom O algosithm 48 (3] — 070 [057;080]
Znang (2016) Asphenc Micro.manovision LASIK (LBV) 3/ 40 + 0.95 [0.83,099]
Random effects model —_—= 0.88 [0.79; 1.00]
Heteragenety: I = 6%, 1° = 0.0001, p < 0.01
Eye:Monocular
Zhang (2016) Asphenc Micro-monavsion LASIK (LBV) Dhstance eye 23 40 - 0.58 [0.41,0.73]
Jhang (2018) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Mear eya ar 40 —_— 092 [0.80,098]
Random effects modal ————————— (.76 [0.41; 1.10]
Heteragenetv: I = 84%. « = 0.0573. 0 < 0.01
 FIFY, FERTY BT R |
05 08 07 08 09
® J2 or better
Study INT subgroup Event Total Propartion B5%.C1
Eye:Binocular
Romero (2019) micro-Monevision and asphenc abemation Grmﬂrcrmcnon +0.500 & +3.000) 19 19 —_— 1.00 |0.82 1.00)
Romero {2018) micro-Monovision and aspheric ab Group. lessthan-3.000) 14 14 e 1.00 [0.77; 1.00]
Romero (2019) mecro-Monowsion and asphenc Group? -zl g greater than -3.000) 17 17 ———= 1.00 [0.80, 1.00]
Wang Yin (2016} ceniral presbyopic LASE with Custom Q algorithm 6 69 — 1.00 [0.95;1.00]
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monevision LASIK (LBV) a0 40 1.00 [0.91; 1.00]
Random effects model 4 1.00 [0.98; 1.00]
Heteragenedy = 0%, 1° =0, p = 100
Eye:Monocular
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) Distance eye 28 40 0.70 [0.53; 083
Zhang (2016) Aspheric MicTo-manavision LASIK (LEV) Near eye a9 40 — 088 [0.87; 1.00]
Random effects model R — 0.85 [0.58; 1.00]
Heteroenety: = 92%, +° = 00349, o < 0.01 » i ; " ;
06 07 08 09 1
© J4 or better

Z718|, Jaeger)



3.2.2. w@AH

cor|E=

ZUNE [ #M5 | ows | ZH95% Cl) T
Erlm i
242
LogMAR \ Not available
=7
LogMAR 3 184 Mean 0.19 [0.05 0.32] | 97.5 NA
>20/20 1 123 Prop. 0.95 [0.90, 0.98] - NA
>20/25 1 123 | Prop. 1.00 [0.97, 1.00] - NA
J1 or better Not available

yot7|E

ALK E E R Z1K95% Cl) BEESE
HAZGHT
SHAHE|
LogMAR | 1 [ 4 [Mean 013 [001, 0251 ] - | NA
=2
LogMAR 4 | 126 |[Mean 0.17 [-0.01, 0.34] | 98.1 | NA
>20/20 Not available
>20/25 Not available
J1 or better 3 | 50 [Pop. 1.00 [096 1.000 | 0 [ NA

3.2.2.1. Hluz g7

Bt Aol A WA S B s 452 22 daeati7o] vl E A|3st F9-2 £ 15710] F2{o]
ubz] oro} W & 7]&5}HA] 9ttHKhalifa, 2011; Kohnen, 2020).

Zatg 4 o)F FHAE] WA S BgHE 1H(Xu, 2020)00141= YRI71E 0.13 LogMARC 2
Hyskgich Xu (202002 k=t S gAFOZ LaserACE Al& & 1 599 YA w4
F70AE AEE de7|Eo 7 Bt & A 0.33+0.12 LogMAROIA 671 % 0.12+0.12
LogMAR (p<0.05), 12719 % 0.13+0.12 LogMAR (p<0.05)2 7NA=dLoz H135leich
72 ARE o] F FHA Y wAIEE AdEl AlFHER Bgh A= glolth

= 22 WEAH

e o)F A% BRAEL BRIIE 0.19 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.05, 0.32)°0]312]
PRRE7IEo4=0.17 LogMAR (95% CI: -0.01, 0.34) 22 Al& & QA 0 2 95351 Al EAJott
chet 81 FHY AN 7 90% SR O ool the & SE O Ak 54A4] o]o] it
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%0 I Q g (0]
o7} a8 Helch
%

Study INT subgroup N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% ClI) Weight
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) Dominant eye 58 .22 0.026 -— 0.22 (0.17,0.27) 32.77
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX (Hybrid micro-Monovision) Non-dominant eye 58 .27 0.022 i~ 027 (0.23,0.31) 33.19
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 68 .07 0.011 - 0.07 (0.05, 0.09) 34.04
Overall (I-squared = 97.5%, p = 0.000) <> 0.19 (0.05, 0.32) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

] T
-.324 0 .324

@ Ho|E
%
Study INT N_INT M_INT SE ES (95% CI) Weight
Jackson (2011) Aspheric Wavefront-guided LASIK 30 .25 0.033 i—— 0.25(0.19, 0.31) 24.88
Xu (2020) LaserACE 4 .26 0.045 —— 0.26 (0.17, 0.35) 24.13
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX 58 19 0.025 ——  0.19(0.14,0.24) 25.26
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 34 -.03 0.009 -0.03 (-0.05, -0.01) 25.73
Overall (I-squared = 98.1%, p = 0.000) 0.17 (-0.01, 0.34) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
-.348 .348

® getv|E

7 3.67 A=Eaa: wZAE(HER, 272)

ZHta A4 o| 5 A WAAES A A|IFHE R B S AGL50A Q] Af= ot . &
o |22 AT IAAE0] 20/20 or better & E15F 13H(Cosar, 2014)2] Aol A= 95%
=]

Study INT Event Total Proportion 95%-ClI

Eye:Monocular

Cosar (2014) SUPRACOR 117 123 | : : | | 0.95 [0.9;0.98]

09 092 094 096 0098

O3 3.68 ZmEea: wPHAE YR, 2712, 20/20 or better)

FE FIWVES A 14
|=3

A H
100% A7 3G Al 2Ads A 02 H sty

Study INT Event Total Proportion 95%-ClI

Eye:Monocular

Cosar (2014) SUPRACOR 123 123 : : | | : | 1.00 [0.97; 1]

0975098 09850990995 1

13 3.69 ZaZ™pa: WHAM(SHURE, 272, 20/25 or better)
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AT WAPAHE Jaeger 2 HUSE A= Romero (2019) 13|t} dig 2o A= 100%
SIAE0] 2AE] AGAIF 1 or better & EASIYTH L B 5F3TE.

Study INT subgroup Event Total Proportion 956%-Cl
Eya:Binocular

Romero (2019) micro-Maonovision and asphenic aberration Group1{refraction +0.500 & +3.000) 19 14 E— 1.00 [0.82; 1]
Homero (2015) rmcro-Me and asphenc Group2{sphencal equivalent less than -3.000) 14 14 100 (077, 1]
Romerno (2019) micro-Ma and aspheric ab Group3{sphencal equivalent greates than -3 000 17 17 ! 100 [080; 1]
Random effects modek —=] 1.00 [0.96; 1]

Heteragensity I = 0%, =0,p=100
r T T 1

08 08 08 085 1

J% 3.70 Za=Hes: WEAEH(THURE, 272, J1 or better)

3.2.3. tHH|ZE

3.2.3.1. Hluzt A

eIl Hish Earet vlast A7 -

3.2.3.2. Ha G

Schlote (2017)9] AFolAE= S4E dHIFE 1.83+0.18(dhe AFE Bt HLloll 2315
o2kl B sttt Zhang (2016)2 F7HA|(photopic)2} BHY ](mesopic) ZAA &%
=T e AS /2 0}1}017}%1 S H 53Tt Uthoff (2012)= & ARE & T 6/1L97H]
HHRIES] 2lo)7} 2A] gdgtor] SE3At MR E Aok 24| ghe- Ao s E.Lo} %}, Romero (2019)
Ao A= ?E‘i?ﬂfﬁﬂ]*i](spherical equivalent)”} =3.00D ©°J5I1 Group 204 18cpdeilAl
EA=7} Al A tiB] foJstA S716tlon thE ollAls et gl AR B skl

H 3.28 ZUzHes ASUSE(HUZ AH)

X1 XX
) 5712 TIPS N | meantSD | H[Z
=i
Schlote (2017) | SUPRACOR cs” 1274 390t 1.83+£0.18
. AlEd 802t 1.38£NA
Zhang Aspheric AULCSF(Mesopic) | ar T ga0r | 7 41 £NA NA
Micro—monovision LASIK = ~ —=
2016 . INE=S ot 42+
(2016) (Laser Blended Vision) AULSCF?(Photopic) 3|7H§9’J ggor ] j;rmﬁ NA
AlEd 209F 1.85+0.16
CS( oM | 209t | 1.72¢020 | A
. Alsd 209F 1.82+0.16
Uthoff CS(Hyperopic) ohE | 209t | 1.69+023 | A
(2012)° PresbyMAX NEH | 209 | 1.86+0.16
CS(Emmetropic) e 200t 1732016 NA
. Alsd 209t 1.86+0.16
CS(Myopic) ehg | 209t | 1.74x022 | A
i i AlEd 382t 1.54+NA
Presbyopia correction 3cpd - p=0.221
Z%Tg)ro using micro—Monovision Group1? 672 380t 1.49£NA
and aspheric aberration 6cpd INES| 380t 1.62+NA p=0.164
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6/h2 | 389F | 1.56=NA
AZH | 389F | 1.29%NA i}
12cpd P [ 389r | 1.314NA p=0.535
A&H | 389 | 0.83+NA i}
18cpd "o | 389f | 0.84NA p=0.367
AEH | 289 | 1.47+NA i}
Sopd 67H2 | 289t | 1.38*NA p=0.276
A&® | 289t | 156+NA B}
Group2” oopd = 280F | 1.52+NA p=0.412
P peeg  |AEEL 2890 [1.34NA o
patterns P e v T 27 £NA 00,
A&F | 289 | 1.05%NA |
18rd  "oha | 280t | o0o1sna | PTOO7
ANEH | 349t | 1.42+NA -
Sopd b [ 349t | 1.49eNA | PO340
AEH | 349t | 1.60+NA i}
Group3” oons 6718 | 349t | 1.51+NA p=0.262
e 12cpd INE 340t 1.25+NA -0.420
P [eg | 349t | 1.18%NA p=r
AEH | 349t [ 1.10+NA i}
18cpd  "Sha | 349t | 0.92=NA p=0.371

1) Photopic logarithmic contrast sensitivity was measured by using the Pelli-Robson contrast sensitivity test;
2) Quantified the amount of contrast sensitivity function (CSF) improvement by computing the change in
the area under the log CSF (AULCSF); 3) 3l¥ #o&= Monocular 234t 7|&; 4) refraction +0.50 D and
+5.0C(1)D1 5) spherical equivalent less than —3.00D; 6) spherical equivalent greater than -3.01D; cpd: cycles
per degree

K| | 8% | &Rl | Z1K95% Cl) | P [ g9M
Tz ¢
SR = 4 97 Mean 88.7 [83.4, 93.9] 80.3 NA
=9l Ztot=a Moo MEHO|SE 4 79 Prop. 0.75 [0.64, 0.84] 0.0 NA

Bl AolM AlETEEE Haljt 289] 52 AU deetie] BluE AT 49 2

3.2.4.2, Tz Ay

i

e USRS A5 0 Hadt Tyt A 3o Ale -5 Bl oA ol S Z3o

92



H 3.30 Z%=EHea:

M1 XX} =
(ELAL) M= A N | mean+SD | H|Z
Al 49 2450+3.10
Xu (2020) LaserACE Overall (0-3%, 0& best)” 670 49 15.30+3.20 | p<0.05
1270 43 17.20+2.90
AlEH 378 | 30.0£11.0
_100& X
Overall (0-100H, 100% Best) e 343 | 94.0+6.0 p<0.05
. PresbyMAX with Distance vision (0-1007%, NEl 378 | 37.0£12.0
Liu (2020) micro—Monovision | 100H Best) 1270 349 | 92.0+7.0 p<0.05
Near vision (0-100%, 100H AlEH 37% | 56.0+14.0 (0.05
Best) 12742 34% | 93.0+8.0 P
Alsd 408 | 76.0+15.0
— S| vS|
Aspheric Overall (0-100H, 100H Best) he 402 | 92.0+6.0 p¢0.05
Zhang Micro-monovision | Distance vision (0-1004, Alsd 40% | 39.0%17.0 (0.05
(2016) LASIK (Laser 100% Best) 374 40% | 89.0%£8.0 v
Blended Vision) | Near vision (0-100%, 100% NH 409 | 75.0£21.0 ©.05
Best) 4 402 | 90.0+6.0 e
1) 1078 949, 304 9t
Zuhgdsd ofF HEES WAH0R BT TP A7 280N B A& BEES 90% ol4Je]
522 BB

H 3.31 Za=zdEHes

M X{x} = ZiTpHA
-
. A 1742 | 63/69 (91.3%)
gg?g)vm chi';frghst';ibé";'goﬁﬁﬂs Subjective Satisfaction 34 | 66/69 (65.7%)
e | 69/69 (100%)
Happy they had the procedure 6708 | 21/23(91.3%)
Ryan (2013) | SUPRACOR Satisfied with their UDVA 6742 | 18/23 (78.3%)
AeHY AleUEEE B3 3H 0 S /3S A Ht 88.6% (95% CI: 83.4, 93.9)9] W=
Holt= 2 0% vpehdt). Thgh 7} 80% O F ATE 7He] o] Ado] & E R ANt FjAA| -CM
a7

%

Study INT scale ES (95% CI) Weight
Liu (2020) PresbyMAX with micro-Monovision 0-100& (100& Best) ' 93.00 (90.31, 95.69) 39.96
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) 0-100& (100& Best) +192.00 (90.14, 93.86) 42.30
Soler Tomas (2015) asymmetrical presbyLASIK 0-100& (100& Best) —‘—- 73.00 (52.26, 93.74) 5.54
Soler Tomas (2015) symmetrical presbyL ASIK 0-100& (100& Best) - 70.00 (57.26, 82.74) 12.20
Overall (I-squared = 80.3%, p = 0.002) 0 88.66 (83.44, 93.88) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis H
T T T
95.7
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| IMXHEE) | IHEAR AT
FHIEQI SR
1268 [ Ryan (2013) [ 238 = 2180 DB o= &1

NERERES

958 Wang Yin (2016) 69Y F 699 25 U= (Everyday activities)Ofl 2HE2H9712)
1268 | Ryan (2013) 233 & 18H0| UDVAY| 2t=8t

WNEEE]

430 Kohnen (2020) 299 = 24H0IlM ST AIE0] CHSE XiAIE QRS

929 Schiote (2017) 209 & 15H0|A SUSH A0 st KAlE AEUS

1123 | Soler Tomas (2015) | 14H = 10HU|M ST Al&0| Tt XHAIE Q8IS

ERIEA

958 | Wang Yin (2016) | 69% &= 69 5 EI0) =

%

Study INT N_INT  n_INT ES (95% Cl) Weight
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX 29 24 —— 0.83(0.65,0.92) 36.42
Schlote (2017) SUPRACOR 20 15 — 0.75(0.53,0.89) 25.31
Soler Tomas (2015)  symmetrical presbyLASIK 16 10 —— 0.60 (0.36,0.80) 20.37
Soler Tomas (2015)  asymmetrical presbyLASIK 14 10 —0— 0.71(0.45,0.88) 17.90
Overall (12 = 0.00%, p = 0.43) <> 0.75(0.64,0.84) 100.00
I I I
0 .5 1
O 3.72 Z=Hes: HAIE 2 (HYE A7)
3.2.5. AF=EY
H3.33 202848 A4SYY QoE
ZIK|E EEEEL Z1K95% CI) | » [ g
EelE i
AE HE=EY
#Ae 4 114 Prop. 0.95 [0.82, 1.00] 77.8 NA
Exagal= 2 48 Prop. 0.76 [0.63, 0.88] 0.0 NA
= 3 161 Prop. 0.81 [0.66, 0.93] 71.4 NA

3.2.5.1. Hluz AF
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3.25.2. HUA AP

e Aol ZukE s QIS o ofg AHgSH] Sote HAo] chef WG oR Bt ot
THOR 7k AToIA9] SR A= of (i 3.32)9} e}

H 334 4u2Ree: IBSYL(HTH ©4)

gt

| IHRKEE) | ElERr]
272
- SN 4% M 6691 3 669! OIAXE — 12748 77 5001 F 349 ORI
225 Jackson (2011) »  HO|A(Writing checks): = ™ 662t & 662 AARE — 1274 7|&
509t 3 140t OFzixI2
R o OrAAI
487 | X (2020 I 712 421 & 2016l 221012 AR Sioh 02 o1
929 Schlote (2017) 1270€ 71& 209H & 89 QIAAR
963 Zhang (2016) 371 71&E 408 S 19F QHHEkE

bl

© SAOMEJIE 238 & 23 O3NS
o MR6ME 7|E 23 B 19 AHAE
« RNk 64E 7IE 23‘2;' 18 A8
1268 | Ryan (2013) - O 67 71 233 F 2% 01
o A22E 6HE 71E 238 S 1Y ABAE
« Q= AiZHXIQ: 6708 71 232 5 19 ORI
S
© AUREL +2 T 662 S 662 AFAZ —~ 12742 7|E 509 F 240t AAFAE
225 | Jackson (2011) . 7%%% % ™ 662t B 462F CHAZEE — 127018 7|F 502t & 02F QHAEIE
© O7rs: & T 662 S 502t AAFAE —~ 1271 71 502t & 02 QA
1268 | Ryan (2013) 6718 71FE AFE AZAI 23E 5 19 AMFAE
A

- S +57T 660 3 600 IANE — 1272 717 5021 B 001 OIEAE
225 | Jackson Q0T1) |, & ox: 257 p6% 3 540t OFARE — 12718 71 509t F 00t o1EAIR
430 Kohnen (2020) 1271 7|1& 2998 & 7H OtA=Z
929 Schlote (2017) 1270 712 208 5 18 oH4xtE
963 Zhang (2016) WY 7|1E 40T = 0T OtARR

72 deE QM QRS AE5Y MR 574, Halgt Schlote (2017)2] A2 3= oot .

H 3.35 Schlote (2017) QtA=2IA

HI1 XKt Szt

(BHaLT) gads N mean SD il
Near vision improved without glasses 20 8.2 1.9
Distance vision improved without glasses 20 6.4 3.1

Schlote SMS reading without glasses 20 7.35 3.4

(2017) Book reading without glasses 20 7.1 3.5
Shopping without glasses 20 7.5 3.0
Work at PC screen without glasses 20 7.6 2.95

O=very poor, 10=very good

e, S, 2A AFER P fle] Ado] 7hs Aol tisf Ealst A et At e



95% (95% CI: 0.82, 1.00), S7EAE] 76% (95% CI: 0.63, 0.88), <A 81% (95% CI: 0.66, 0.93)°=
UEhgt) Zhata g o _9‘,_ 7_131 2749, TA AgE7i 0= T oA} ok Qo] o] 7153t SRt
80% olo] el 97t 0] ke oliz o2 FRIEISIc, Tiek €712, 2] 7k e
Ba4e g l'ﬁ:i%lﬂOﬂH ool T $EO S0l Fo} Lasic

%

Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
Jackson (2011) Aspheric Wavefront-guided LASIK 25 25 -" 1.00 (0.86, 1.00) 24.53
Kohnen (2020)  PresbyMAX 29 22 — 0.76 (0.58, 0.88) 25.36
Schiote (2017) SUPRACOR 20 19 —= 0.95(0.76,0.99) 23.17
Zhang (2016) Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV) 40 40 < 1.00 (0.91,1.00) 26.94
Overall (I"2 = 77.80%, p = 0.00) Q 0.95 (0.82, 1.00) 100.00
I I I
0 5 1
@&/
%
Study INT N_INT  n_INT ES (95% CI) Weight
Jackson (2011) Aspheric Wavefront-guided LASIK 25 13 —_— 0.52 (0.33, 0.70) 52.04
Ryan (2013) SUPRACOR 23 22 i—® 0.96(0.79,0.99)  47.96
Overall (1"2=0.00%, p=.) @ 0.76 (0.63,0.88)  100.00
I [ [
0 5 1
® 31
%
Study INT N_INT n_INT ES (95% ClI) Weight
Jackson (2011) Aspheric Wavefront-guided LASIK 25 18 —O-I- 0.72 (0.52, 0.86) 14.41
Kohnen (2020) PresbyMAX 29 26 -'-0- 0.90 (0.74, 0.96) 14.88
Xu (2020) LaserACE 4 3 —— 0.75 (0.30, 0.95) 6.89
Schlote (2017) SUPRACOR 15 9 —0— 0.60 (0.36, 0.80) 12.52
Schlote (2017) SUPRACOR 5 3 —e—— (.60 (0.23,0.88) 7.79
Schlote (2017) SUPRACOR 20 12 — 0.60 (0.39, 0.78) 13.63
Zhang (2016)  Aspheric Micro-monovision LASIK (LBV}0 39 = 0.98(0.87,1.00) 15.77
Ryan (2013) SUPRACOR 23 21 === 0.91(0.73,0.98) 14.12
Overall (1"2 =71.74%, p = 0.00) 0 0.81 (0.66, 0.93) 100.00
I I I
0 5 1
27

12373 2UBB4S: AT TH(HAZ 7))
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ARIEE 8.8-24.4%010 21 th2d JATTAA Ale Fole I o] oK) wAe f1d]

o FASEL TS B 4.4-6.9%01r
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2
ox,
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19|t A 2, St A 9m)el ek T

ATGHOIM Hid Agsd Edgole =74(Glare), 25-2l(Halo)o] Btey s 54<]
U Aes W2 Aoz HuHnh A2 APAE2 ©@e71E 0.00 LogMAR (95% CI:-0.01,
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HISIAH. sedd WHSE EAY Fe dAARI(4-85%), IojEdopfom  <ldt
A =(8-23.2%) 5ol Bol Hils = hEFol o AN == Tz 157g Aok o] Attt
Apo|7t Zlct.

1.2 R84

1.2.1. O=H ASEH|
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AZFFAATe] He] SARLE [ookA U Non-RCT A+olAs EREPIE A4

URTAI oA th 2 A QI-F A T2 13 AI7Y] F-oJ 3t Zpol & ER1E 4= et T+t
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0.19) 22 JJH o2 =35t AlF S Bl AL AT 4= Ut oet ol 4 3hd At A1 2
shet

T2 A3eAA AleT Bsto] A R E B g GdF AFEA 9 AlE TEEE 92%
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FZole 2 AT AAY =RALRE HAYert fAEC] A ZARAHES v
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3. T AB4HAE ol 8% kgL TAAU

4 QB4R AL A5 QA It A0 2 945 SHEO] AR UEEA et
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73mRE 2(0.23£0.164, 47 "9 A7 o& H sttt T3 thxA QIEAA Als Foll = g2
Zto] Fdol el 7t Ao 493 deeS W2 3R] H]&2 Altaie (2012)9] A-HollA]
16%H(4.4%), Venter (2013)2] AollA+= 4”‘(6 9%)°1A B =St A& & AR SS 29
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219 L2 20| LogMAR(E5hs: 2:219] T A0 ofi= 218157 1L Blatsh/] 71 HohA
QAT S A o] AT

Decimal Snellen LogMAR
1.25 20/16 -0.10
1.00 20/20 0.00
0.80 20/25 0.10
0.67 20/30 0.18
0.63 20/32 0.20
0.50 20/40 0.30

AEHARE UAR ARaAeh 279 ARZALR Ul 43l o]t Bk UokA|ea A2 AL
2 U 4= 9l o o) UQhA|2ie ool BHEURES AsHA) Sk 24 Helo) U A

2 Quloial AlgS S5k Aol wet 98, S, SAE 2 S 5 Q.

T2 JIZFHAIE o183 =t & o] F AP 2 Al&] aTHE ZRIsk= 783 7|0l "k
2 B7HollA AER AFE0lA YA WA 971 0.01 LogMAR (95% CI: -0.01, 0.03),
377181 0.12 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.09, 0.15), &4 ﬂ 0.14 LogMAR (95% CI: 0.08, 0.20)°]]tt.
ER 2 AT EA AlE T P71 LRI 27 AE 20/25 (5412 0.8) o o] AlEE
R Shh= A Al 2 5 A 71 87%, %{ﬂﬂ 71 73%, ZAR 71 77% 2okt
BE Q8] AL Aol glis 0 URIAIE 0] 0.89014 1.278 % 4510 UA] 718t thed
ABFHAE o83 iRt H & o] F UM EE o] A& Fo] ik Aolth

T2 AS3FEAE 18T et A E olF T Alsof Hiet AW TS =S Bt AFES
HESH A7} Al T TSI 92% (95% CI: 0.88, 0.96)°130t T AUB428A4 Al S A&7
e A E] Al TS 88% (95% CI: 0.74, 0.97), $7HAE] A8 W= 87% (95% CI: 0.82,

RS
0.91), &A= A8 T2 90% (95% CI: 0.77, 0.98)°] ATt T3 Al& 3 87% (95% CI: 0.82, 0.92)
AP BFELONA H ol = AR H a7 T, Al SEAES] 96% (95% CI: 0.93, 0.98)7F
AT 22 AP ZAAA] H ol FEE AREE I aTt okl et ARE IR 22
SHA= ZGA] 94% (95% ClL: 0.87, 0.98), HA], Fo<sH ARG -2 A =] ZHA] 91% (95%
Cl: 0.82, 0.97) A7} Al& & T o)} ob4, EHE-= 52 AR " a7} §igitt
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

oz
]
FiD
rol

AAY. Qto]2k FaiQ171? JKMA 2019;62(12):608-10
g, B2, A, A4, £51, AAY, 5. AAA S, s=EA R AT, 2011:1-271

44

A5G, AAm], o], ol gAY, BiR, W8] 5. AREAR A v, SR AR AT, 2011;1-114
A4, =t &85 1. JKMA 2019:62(2):623-28

oigietatsts], Wt Mok 9l 21523, 2017

HrEe, AHE Qo] &4 2 &, JKMA 2014;57(6):520-4

F =Wl a9 1. JKMA 2019:62(2):616-22

g

de Silva SR, Evans JR, Kirthi V, Ziaei M, Leyland M. Multifocal versus monofocal intraocular lenses
a#er cataract extraction. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2016, Issue 12. Art. No.:
CD003169. DOI: 10.1002/14651858.CD003169.pub4.

Georgios Labiris, Aspa Toli,Aslin Perente, Panagiota Ntonti, Vassilios P. Kozobolis. A systematic
review of pseudophakic Monovision for presbyopia correction. Int J] Ophthalmol. 2017;10(6):
992-1000

Kelava L, Bari¢ H, Busi¢ M, Cima I, Trkulja V. Monovision Versus Multifocality for Presbyopia:
Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Randomized Controlled Trials. Advances in Therapy.

2017:34(8):1815-39

Khoshnood B, Mesbah M, Jeanbat V, Lafuma A, Berdeaux G. Transforming scales fo measurement
of visual acuity at the group level. Ophthalmic Physiol Opt. 2010;30(6):816-23.

Zamora-de La Cruz D, Zufiga-Posselt K, Bartlett J, Gutierrez M, Abariga SA. Trifocal
intraocular lenses versus Bifocal intraocular lenses after cataract extraction among participants
with presbyopia. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2020;6:CD012648.

https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ipg455
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ipg70
https://emed.mfds.go.kr/#/CECABO1F010

=Y Ql=7|7] BAMEA 72U ST sto] mE A TEQIESHE, b2y AFFHA 8571
AlZolokRobd A H AR, 2020.5.20.

A7 EAHAE 7
http://www.hira.or.kr/re/diag/hospitalTeme.do?pgmid=HIRAA030009040000

U vlgo] A=HE kel vl RARAR, AdEALARE7H BEAbE 2019.3.29.
AAEFAAE 7 vlF o m e g B (4! 2021.2.1.)

http://www.hira.or.kr/re/diag/getNewDiagNondeductibleYadmList.do?pgmid=HIRAA0300090
00000
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3.1 =2| HO|E{H|0]A

3.1.1 Ovid MEDLINE(R) ALL 1946 to December 09, 2020

(AAY: 2020.12.11)

e o o] HMATZ)
AR 1 exp presbyopia/ 1,608
2 Presbyop*.tw. 1,949
ChatRt S8 3 1or2 2.420
4 Animals/ 6,711,150
SECTA 2 5 Humans/ 18,870,707
6 4 not (4 and b) 4,728,825
BMEE 7 3not6 2,353

3.1.2 Ovid EMBASE 1974 to 2020 December 09

(AAY: 2020.12.11)

T2 oitH HAof HMZAIK(AH)
AR 1 exp presbyopia/ 2,524
2 Presbyop*.tw. 2,328
ChadRE St 3 1or2 3,132
4 Animals/ 1,233,150
SECLH L 5 Humans/ 13,628,696
6 4 not (4 and b5) 945,153
AME et 7 3 not6 3,124

(AMY: 2020.12.11)

e o o] HAATLZ)
1 MeSH descriptor: [Presbyopia] explode all trees 156
Chad A
2 Presbyop* 416
Chadkt St 3 #1 or #2 416
AME St 4 trials 407
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3.2 - UH|0IE HO]A

(AAY: 2020.12.11)

HIO[E | 0] A A o] AMZn
KoreaMed 1 (("Presbyop'[ALL])) OR ("Presbyopia"[ALL]) 45
1 (IALL==21] OR [ALL==HA]) 1071
@Egls_('ﬁﬂiﬂggwlolé 2 ([ALL=Presbyopia] OR [ALL=Presbyop]) 104
3 #1or# 2 FUHLHEES) 121
1 A = Presbyopia or HA| = Presbyop 39
S| O|E{H| 0] A(KISS) 2 A = OF or TA| = HA| 36
3 #1 or # 2 (Gt&X|, otutsh 39
1 TA| - =2t COR)Y A 1 A 330
S USSIEHEARISS) 2 T : Presbyopia (OR) HA| : Presbyop 134
3 #1 or # 2 (FUstE=R 366
1 A=t 97
2 HH="LeHAI" 7
NDSL 3 HH|=Presbyopia 82
3 TH|=Presbyop* 101
3 #1or# 2 (ZUH=R) 280
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