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Supplementary Table 1

Detailed results of One-sample t-Test comparing the ME (using ULIB constants) to zero

p-corrected
Formula ME (SD), (D) t-statistic df p-value
(Bonferroni)
0.153
Hill RBF 3.0 2.890 71 0.0051 0.061
(£0.450)
0.180
Kane 3.563 71 0.0007 0.0084
(£0.429)
0.227
EVO 4.510 71 <0.0001 <0.001
(£0.426)
Barrett Universal  0.176
3.688 71 0.0004 0.0048
I (£0.405)
0.135
Pearl-DGS 2.687 71 0.009 0.108
(£0.427)
0.477
Holladay 2 8.056 71 <0.0001 <0.001
(£0.502)
0.633
Holladay 1 10.510 71 <0.0001 <0.001
(x0.511)
0.308
Haigis 5.512 71 <0.0001 <0.001
(£0.473)
0.321
SRK/T 5.202 71 <0.0001 <0.001
(£0.524)
-0.082
Holladay 2xp wk -1.539 71 0.12 1.53

(£0.451)
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Holladay lmodiﬁed 0.086

1.709 71 0.091 1.10
WK (£0.428)
0.079
SRK/Tmodified W-K 1.408 71 0.163 1.96
(£0.475)

ME=mean error; SD=standard deviation; df=degrees of freedom

Supplementary Table 2
Detailed results of the Cochrane Q test and significant results of McNemar's chi-square tests comparing

the percentage of hyperopic outcomes between formulas using ULIB constants

p-corrected
Formula Q Df p-value
(Bonferroni)
All formulas 139.88 11 <0.001 N/A
Formula % of hyperopic McNemar’s p-corrected
Df p-value

comparison results chi-square (3%) (Bonferroni)
Hill RBF 3.0 vs

67 vs 92 18 1 <0.0001 <0.001
Holladay 1
Hill RBF 3.0 vs

67 vs 85 13 1 0.0002 0.013
Holladay 2
Hill RBF 3.0 vs

67 vs 43 15.21 1 0.0001 0.0066
Holladay 2Np W-K
BUII vs

71 vs 92 15 1 0.0001 0.0066
Holladay 1
BU Il vs

71 vs 43 16.67 1 <0.0001 <0.001
Holladay 2np w-k
Kane vs

71 vs 92 15 1 0.0001 0.0066
Holladay 1
Kane vs

71 vs 43 20 1 <0.0001 <0.001
Holladay 2np w-k
EVO vs Holladay

73 vs 91 13 1 0.0002 0.013
1




EVO vs Holladay
2NPW-K
Pearl-DGS vs
Holladay 1
Pearl-DGS vs
Holladay 2
Pearl-DGS vs
Holladay 2np w-k
SRK/T vs
Holladay 2xp w-k
Haigis vs
Holladay 2xp w-k
Holladay 1 vs
SRK/Tmodified W-K
Holladay 1 vs
Holladay 1modified
W-K

Holladay 1 vs
Holladay 2np w-k
Holladay 2 vs
SRK/Tmodified W-K
Holladay 2 vs
Holladay 1modified
W-K

Holladay 2 vs
Holladay 2np w-k
SRK/T vs

Holladay 2xp w-k

73 vs 43

68 vs 91

68 vs 84

68 vs 43

76 vs 43

76 vs 43

91 vs 65

91 vs 63

91 vs 43

84 vs 65

84 vs 63

84 vs 43

76 vs 43

22

17

12

18

22.15

22.15

19

20

35

12.25

15

30

12.80

<0.0001

<0.0001

0.0005

<0.0001

<0.0001

<0.0001

<0.0001

<0.0001

<0.0001

0.0005

0.0001

<0.0001

0.0004

<0.001

<0.001

0.033

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

0.033

0.0066

<0.001

0.026




Holladay 1modificd

wx vs Holladay 63 vs 43 13.24 0.0003 0.019
2NPW-K

BU II=Barrett Universal II; degrees of freedom

Supplementary Table 3

Significant results of the Wald test performed to elaborate the GEE
Formula Wald Df p-value
Hill RBF 3.0 9.65 1 0.0019
Holladay 2 38.67 1 <0.001
Holladay 2xp w-k 12.47 1 0.0004
Holladay 1 39.47 2 <0.001
Holladay lmodificaw-k ~ 4.85 1 0.0277
SRK/T 44.41 2 <0.001
SRK/T modified W-K 16.65 1 <0.001
BU II 5.44 1 0.0197
EVO 4.71 1 0.03
Kane 7.93 1 0.005
Haigis 12.78 1 0.0003

Df= degrees of freedo

m



Supplementary Table 4
Detailed results of the Friedman test and significant results of the Wilcoxon post-hoc test comparing

absolute prediction errors between formulas after eliminating the systematic error

p-corrected
Formula Friedman Df p-value
(Bonferroni)
All formulas 618.07 11 <0.001 <0.001
z-value p-corrected
Comparison MedAE p-value
(Wilcoxon) (Bonferroni)
0.246 vs
BU II vs SRK/T -3.376 0.0006 0.04
0.291
0.233 vs
Kane vs SRK/T -3.373 0.0006 0.04
0.291
0.252 vs
EVO vs SRK/T -3.578 0.0003 0.020
0.291
Holladay 1modified w-x VS 0.215vs
3.606 0.0002 0.0132

SRK/Tmodified W-k 0.3

MedAE=median absolute error; BU II=Barrett Universal II



