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H.6.2 Treatment in people presenting with visual acuity better than 6/12 or people presenting with visual acuity worse than 6/96
RQ10: What is the effectiveness of treatment of neovascular AMD in people presenting with visual acuity better than 6/127?

RQ25: What is the effectiveness of treatment of neovascular AMD in people presenting with visual acuity worse than 6/967

Visual acuity at 1 year (visual acuity 2 6/12 vs VA<6/12 to VA>6/96) (ETDRS letters; higher scores indicate better vision)

2 (Writing Cohort study  Serious'’ Serious® Not serious Not serious 11,914 MD 16.52 LOW
committee for (13.41, 19.64)

the UK AMD

EMR user

group 2014,

Ying 2013)

Visual acuity at 1 year (visual acuity <6/96 vs VA<6/12 to VA>6/96) (ETDRS letters; higher scores indicate better vision)

1 (Writing Cohort study  Serious’ N/A Not serious Not serious 8,888 MD -17.23 MODERATE
committee for (-22.36, -12.10)

the UK AMD

EMR user

group 2014)

Change in visual acuity at 1 year (visual acuity 2 6/12 vs VA<6/12 to VA>6/96) (ETDRS letters; higher scores indicate better vision)

3 (Writing Cohort study  Serious’ Not serious Not serious Not serious 12,529 MD -6.34 MODERATE
committee for (-7.33, -5.36)

the UK AMD

EMR user

group 2014,

William 2011,

Ying 2013)

Change in visual acuity at 1 year (visual acuity <6/96 vs VA<6/12 letters to VA26/96) (ETDRS letters; higher scores indicate better vision)

1 (Writing Cohort study  Serious’ N/A Not serious Not serious 8888 MD 13.99 MODERATE
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committee for (10.39, 17.59)
the UK AMD

EMR user

group 2014)

Change in visual acuity at 6 months (visual acuity <6/96 vs VA26/96) (Fang 2013, vision threshold up to260 letters) (ETDRS letters; higher
scores indicate better vision)

2 (Fang 2013, Cohort study  Serious’ Not serious Not serious Not serious 9032 MD 7.77 MODERATE

Writing (5.44, 10.10)

committee for

the UK AMD

EMR user

group 2014)

Change in visual acuity at 5 years (visual acuity = 6/12 vs VA <6/12 to VA=26/60) (ETDRS letters; higher scores indicate better vision)

1 (Zhu 2015) Case series Very serious?  N/A Not serious Not serious 186 MD -11.75 LOW
(-18.98, -4.52)

Percentage of people who lost 15 letters or more at 1 year (visual acuity 26/12 vs VA <6/12to VA >6/100 (23 letter)

2 (Buckle Prospective Serious’ Serious?® Not serious  Very serious* 1389 RR 0.41 VERY LOW

2014, El- cohorts (0.04, 3.94)

Mollagyess

2013)

Percentage of people who lost less than 15 letters at 1 year (visual acuity 26/12 vs VA <6/12to VA 26/196)

1 (William Prospective Very serious®? N/A Not serious Not serious 615 RR 10.01 LOW

2011) cohort (0.95, 1.08)

Percentage of people who gained 15 letters or more at 1 year (visual acuity26/12 vs VA<6/12))

4 (El- Prospective Serious’ Not serious Not serious Not serious 2310 RR 0.16 MODERATE

Mollagyess and (0.12, 0.22)

2013, Regillo retrospective
2015, William cohorts
2011, Ying
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2013)

Percentage of people who gained 15 letters or more at 6 to 12 months (visual acuity <20 letters (6/120) vs VA=26/120 (20 letters)

2 (Fang 2013, Prospective Very serious®  Not serious Not serious Serious® 239 RR 1.44 VERY LOW
Vogel 2016) cohorts (1.02, 2.01)

1. Downgraded one level for non-randomised study design but large sample size included in the analysis.
Downgraded two levels for non-randomised study design.

Downgraded one level for inconsistency (i2>50%)

Downgraded two levels for confidence interval crossing 2 lines of a defined minimal important difference
Downgraded one level for confidence interval crossing 1 line of a defined minimal important difference
Note visual acuity 6/12 equivalents to 70 ETDRS letters, and 6/96 equivalents to 25 ETDRS letters.

Qs wN

161



Macular Degeneration

Appendix H: Grade tables and meta-analysis results

Mean visual acuity at 1 year

i better thanGN2  VA>GME fo <612 Mean Difference Mean Difference
Stutty or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean  SD Total Weight I, Random, 85%C1 I, Ranidion, 95% C1
viing commitee for the UK AMD ENR wser GrouZ014 T183 5547 1337 5353 TOGT B477 44.5% 1830[1555 M) ——
fing 2013 TTTOO138 397 B2E 144 TDE 555% 1SA0[1337 1683 : 3
Total {05% O 2720 D125 100.0% 9652 [13.41, 19.64] L 2
Heterogensity Tau® = 178, Chit= 181, df=1 (P = 005 F=T4% o 1=[I 1=[ 'J=I]
1 - K . ]
Testior overal efiect 7= 10039 P <0.00001) KB T and 696 W4 beer Frar 612
Change in visual acuity
Change in visual acuity (letters) at 1 year
Wil attier than 6012 W T <2 Maai [Earance Maan [Wiaence
By of S o Puan S0 Tolal Beam B0 Tt Weigd I P, B5% C1 I, Fiseeit, 55% L)
Vallism 2011 EREE 23 643 16BA 837 1A% -GG EEH 518 —a—
VARING commifies for fhe UK AMD ENF user GrouZ0f4  -3390 3637 3332 311 3333 G477 36.2% -GSOFE13,-487] ——
ing 2013 AT 138 FF 83 4 T8 333% -SEOET.I3,-187] i
Tt (8% Ch AT 0342 S00.0% -6.34 |75, -6.36) -*
Heterogenosy Chi'= 117, 0= 2 [F = 04E) F= 0% Ao 3 [ t T
Tashfor cuerall affect T 17 65 (F < 0.00001% VASBNE o =51 E v hefsr thar 8 2
Change in visual acuity at 6 months
Wi worse lham 609G WA =606 1o i 2 Mean Nerence e RN e
_Stundy ar Subgroup Mean D fetal Mean SO Totsl Weight B Fled, 05 O I, Fooed, % €1
Fang 2013 138 I7TH 21 B3 33T 1M 4% S50FT.24,19.24] b
Wilrg caremiles [or the Uk BED EMR esr Groudiie 114 2332 411 354 3574 BFY 066w TOE[S 4R 10249 ‘.‘
Total (5% O o BSOR PONATE  FOH[S44, 10,47 E 3
Helsngeresty ChP=013, d=1 P=07H, =05 I= i — -]
= 3 o 1 -0 11 0 n
Tsd fur ovarall effect 2= 43 (® « 0,000061) VA= RIE D B3 W <BRE
Change in visual acuity at 6 months
WA wnrse 1l 606G WA =606 ta i 2 Maan erence e [lifferance
Study or Subgroup _Mean S0 fotal Mean SO Total Weight B Flked, 05 O I, Fooed, B5% €1
Fang 2013 138 I7h 71 B3 3T 1M 34% SS0[T.24,18.24] t
Wiy comrmiBes [or the Uk BED EMR s Grouiiie 1.4 2332 411 354 1574 7Y B66% TOE[S4R 10.24q] ‘.‘
Total {5% ) T ES9R PONATE  FE[S44, 10,43 E 3
Melsggersty ChP=013 =1 [P=07H, =% I-!I.‘- i IIII.' .;i.I'
Tsd for overal effect 2= 647 ¢ « 0 DOOG) T AsEAE {0 BT VA, <BE :
Percentage of people who gained 215 letter at 1 year
People with good baseline vision vs people with VA between 6/12 and 6/69
VA better than 612 VA »6/96 to <6/12 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Fvents Total Fvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
El-Mollagyess 2013 0 30 17 B0 3.8% 0.06 [0.00, 0.90] +
Regillo 2015 7 B2 162 438 129% 0.31 [0.15, 0.62]
Williarm 2011 1 a8 153 827 141% 004001, 028 +———
Ying 2013 28 397 299 TOS3  B9.2% 017 (012, 0.24] . 3
Total (95% Cly 577 1733 100.0% 0.16[0.12,0.22] L 2
Total events 36 631
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 566 df=3 (P=0.13), F=47% ID.D'I 0!1 1ID 1DDI

Test far overall effect Z=11.03 (P = 0.00001})
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People with poor baseline vision vs people with baseline vision26/120 (20 letters)

Wi <6120 Wi 6120 or better Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Fvents Total  Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fang 2013 10 23 36 121 41.2% 1.46[0.85, 2.581] T
Yogel 2016 17 30 26 65 55.8% 1.42[0.92, 2.18] i
Tatal {95% Cly 53 186 100.0% 1.44 [1.02, 2.01] "
Total events 27 62
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 0.01, df=1{F=083);F=0% ) } } {
Testfor overall effect Z= 210 (F=0.04) 0.01 0.1 10 1

Fawours VA BN 200r better Favours YA=6120
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