SB SB+PPV Mean Difference Mean Difference
S2A Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Baba 2021 [44,47] 0.0546 0.277 789 0.556 0.649 202 17.8% -0.50[-0.59,-0.41] —=—
Kiew 2021 [34] 0.19 0.41 31 0.37 0.32 10 12.4% -0.18[-0.43,0.07] —
Lee 2019 [16] 0.3 0.38 80 0.28 0.33 66 17.1% 0.02 [-0.10, 0.14] L —
Moradian 2016 [37] 0.66 0.27 25 0.64 0.31 27 15.7% 0.02 [-0.14, 0.18] I e —
Ryan PRO2 2020 [40] 0.18 0.18 154 0.33 0.47 239 18.4% -0.15[-0.22,-0.08] —
Wong 2014 [43] 0.42 0.52 787 0.63 0.62 551 18.5% -0.21[-0.27,-0.15] —
Total (95% CI) 1866 1095 100.0% -0.17 [-0.32, -0.03] —~al—
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi? = 65.43, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); I> = 92% t t t
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.31 (P = 0.02) -0.5 _OFE\?ours SBO Favoursoééi—PPV 0.5
SB SB+PPV Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
S2B Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% ClI
Cankurtaran 2016 [29] 21 31 16 20 2.2% 0.85[0.61, 1.17] —
Dotan 2019 [31] 702 832 818 957 13.6% 0.99[0.95, 1.03] b
Haugstad 2017 [33] 150 175 20 23 5.8% 0.99[0.83, 1.17] .
Kiew 2021 [34] 27 31 9 10 3.4% 0.97 [0.76, 1.24] — T
Koto 2021 [46] 648 696 112 163 9.2% 1.35[1.22, 1.51] -
Lee 2019 [16] 72 80 61 66 9.5% 0.97[0.88, 1.08] -
Marques 2021 [35] 8 17 1 1 0.3% 0.63 [0.25, 1.61]
Moinuddin 2021 [36] 30 32 43 51 6.7% 1.11[0.96, 1.29] T
Rush 2014 [48] 106 121 70 78 9.5% 0.98 [0.88, 1.08] -1
Ryan PRO1 2020 [39] 292 320 735 815 13.5% 1.01[0.97, 1.05] T
Schaal 2011 [41] 277 322 297 316 12.8% 0.92 [0.87, 0.96] -
Wong 2014 [43] 690 787 484 551 13.5% 1.00 [0.96, 1.04] *
Total (95% CI) 3444 3051 100.0% 1.01 [0.96, 1.07] )
Total events 3023 2666
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 50.37, df = 11 (P < 0.00001); I = 78% ) t t i
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.43 (P = 0.67) 0.2 0.5 2 >
Favours SB+PPV Favours SB
SB SB+PPV Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
SZC Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Baba 2021 [44,47] 343 344 89 110 8.0% 1.23[1.13, 1.35] -
Cankurtaran 2016 [29] 31 31 20 20 9.3% 1.00 [0.92, 1.08] -+
Haugstad 2017 [33] 174 175 23 23 12.2% 1.01 [0.95, 1.08] T
Kiew 2021 [34] 31 31 10 10 4.6% 1.00 [0.87, 1.15] i
Lee 2019 [16] 80 80 66 66 18.1% 1.00 [0.97, 1.03] r
Marques 2021 [35] 17 17 1 1 0.2% 1.00 [0.45, 2.23]
Moinuddin 2021 [36] 32 32 48 51 8.7% 1.06 [0.97, 1.15] ™
Moradian 2016 [37] 19 25 19 27 1.0% 1.08 [0.78, 1.50] ]
Ryan PRO1 2020 [39] 315 320 768 815 18.8% 1.04 [1.02, 1.07] =
Wong 2014 [43] 769 787 531 551 19.2% 1.01 [0.99, 1.03] .
Total (95% CI) 1842 1674 100.0% 1.04 [1.00, 1.07] ]
Total events 1811 1575
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 35.05, df = 9 (P < 0.0001); I = 74% =0 2 015 é 5=

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.06 (P = 0.04)

Favou;s SB+PPV Favours SB

Figure S2. Forest plots of a subgroup efficacy analyses of SB versus SB+PPV for the surgical
management of RRD based on studies published on or after 2010 illustrating the (A) BCVA at
last follow-up; (B) primary reattachment rate; and (C) final reattachment rate. CI = confidence
interval, BCVA = best-corrected visual acuity; SB = scleral buckling; SB+PPV = combined
scleral buckling and pars plana vitrectomy; SD = standard deviation



