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The Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) was used to assess the 

following aspects of the cross-sectional study: whether the sources of data were clearly 

defined; whether the inclusion and exclusion criteria for exposed and non-exposed 

groups are listed or refer to previous publications; whether the time period for 

identifying patients is given; whether the study population is continuous, if not 

population-based; whether the subjective factors of the evaluator cover up other aspects 

of the research object; describes any assessment performed for quality assurance; 

explain the reasons for excluding any patients from the analysis; how to evaluate and 

control the confounding factors; if possible, explain how data were missing from the 

analysis; the response rate of patients and the integrity of data collection were 

summarized; if by follow-up, identify the percentage of expected patients with 

incomplete data or follow-up results. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Supplementary TABLE 1 Quality of the included studies assessed by the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) 

Study Year of 

publication 

Define the 

source of 

information 

(survey, 

record 

review) 

List inclusion 

and exclusion 

criteria for 

exposed and 

unexposed 

subjects (cases 

and controls) or 

refer to previous 

publications 

Indicate 

time 

period 

used for 

identify

ing 

patients 

Indicate 

whether or 

not 

subjects 

were 

consecutiv

e if not 

population

-based 

Indicate if 

evaluators of 

subjective 

components of 

study were 

masked to other 

aspects of the 

status of the 

participants 

Describe 

any 

assessme

nts 

undertak

en for 

quality 

assurance 

purposes 

Explain 

any 

patient 

exclusion

s from 

analysis 

Describe 

how 

confoundin

g was 

assessed 

and/or 

controlled 

If 

applicable, 

explain how 

missing data 

were 

handled in 

the analysis 

Summarize 

patient 

response 

rates and 

completene

ss of data 

collection 

Clarify 

what 

follow-up, 

if any, was 

expected 

and the 

percentage 

of patients 

Yoshihara 

et al 

2014 yes  
 

yes no no yes yes yes 
 

yes 
 

Terasaki et 

al 

2016 yes  
 

yes no no yes yes yes 
 

yes 
 

Zhou et al 2018 yes  
 

no no no yes yes 
  

yes 
 

Choudhury 

et al 

2018 yes  
 

yes yes no yes no yes 
 

yes 
 

Yan et al 2018 yes  
 

yes yes no yes yes 
 

yes yes yes 

Yamashita 

et al 

2018 yes  
 

yes yes no yes yes 
  

yes 
 

Fang et al 2019 yes  
 

yes no no yes yes yes 
 

yes 
 

Hopf et al 2019 yes  yes yes yes no yes yes 
 

yes yes 
 

Guo et al 2019 yes  
 

yes yes no yes yes yes 
 

yes 
 

Yamashita 

et al 

2020 yes  
 

yes no no yes yes yes 
 

yes 
 

Lyu et al 2021 yes  
 

yes no no yes yes yes 
 

yes 
 

He et al 2021 yes  
 

yes yes no yes no 
 

yes yes 
 

Shao et al 2021 yes  
 

yes yes no yes no 
  

yes yes 

Cheng et al 2021 yes  
 

no no no yes yes yes 
 

yes 
 

Gong et al 2022 yes  
 

yes no no yes yes yes 
 

yes 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Supplementary Figure 1. Illustrating the Method for Systematic Exclusion of 

Studies: Re-evaluating Heterogeneity in the Meta-analysis of Age-Related Differences 

in Tessellated and Normal Fundus. 

Supplementary Figure 1 displays the results of a methodological approach applied to 

assess the impact of systematically excluding individual studies on the heterogeneity 

within the meta-analysis. The method aimed to re-evaluate the extent of heterogeneity 

in the pooled dataset. The analysis revealed that despite the systematic exclusion of 

studies, there was no statistically significant reduction in heterogeneity when the I2 

statistic was greater than 50%. This suggests that the observed heterogeneity in the 

meta-analysis remained substantial even after selectively excluding specific studies 

from the analysis. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Supplementary Figure 2. Illustrating the Method for Systematic Exclusion of 

Studies: Re-evaluating Heterogeneity in the Meta-analysis of Spherical Equivalent 

(SE)-Related Differences in Tessellated and Normal Fundus. 

Supplementary Figure 2 displays the results of a methodological approach applied to 

assess the impact of systematically excluding individual studies on the heterogeneity 

within the meta-analysis. The method aimed to re-evaluate the extent of heterogeneity 

in the pooled dataset. The analysis revealed that despite the systematic exclusion of 

studies, there was no statistically significant reduction in heterogeneity when the I2 

statistic was greater than 50%. This suggests that the observed heterogeneity in the 

meta-analysis remained substantial even after selectively excluding specific studies 

from the analysis. 

 

 


