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ABSTRACT and KEYWORDS

Background: Clinical ophthalmological guidelines encourage the assessment of potential
benefits and harms when deciding whether to perform elective ophthalmology procedures

during the COVID-19 pandemic, in order to minimize the risk of disease transmission.

Method: We performed probability calculations to estimate COVID-19 infection status and
likelihood of disease transmission among neovascular age-related macular degeneration
patients and health care workers during anti-VEGF procedures, at various community
prevalence levels of COVID-19. We then applied the expected burden of COVID-19 illness and
death expressed through health-adjusted life-years (HALYs) lost. We compared these results to
the expected disease burden of severe visual impairment if sight protecting anti-VEGF

injections were not performed.

Results: Our calculations suggest a wide range of contexts where the benefits of treatment to
prevent progression to severe visual impairment or blindness are greater than the expected
harms to the patient and immediate health care team due to COVID-19. For example, the
benefits of treatment outweigh harms when the chance of progression to severe visual
impairment is >0.37% for all scenarios where COVID-19 prevalence was 2000 per million, even

when the effective attack rate in the clinical setting is very high (5-43%).

Conclusion: Unless COVID-19 prevalence is very high, the reduced disease burden from
avoiding visual impairment outweighs the expected HALYs lost from COVID-19 transmission.

This finding is driven by the fact that HALYs lost when someone suffers severe visual
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impairment for 5 years are equivalent to nearly 400 moderate cases of infectious disease

lasting 2 weeks each.

Keywords: Age-Related Macular Degeneration, anti-VEGF, COVID-19, Health-Adjusted Life-

Years, Mathematical Model.
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MANUSCRIPT

Introduction

The coronavirus causing COVID-19 disease began circulating in Wuhan, China, in November
2019, quickly becoming a global pandemic. Italy was an early epicenter of the pandemic and
Italy’s national medical federation reported that 10% of responding health-care workers had
been infected with 125 attributed-physician deaths recorded from 11 March to 17 April 2020.1
In New York City when that city was the epicenter of the pandemic (March—April 2020),
ophthalmology residents had the fifth highest proportion of infections among specialties, with
5% of residents confirmed to have acquired COVID-19. It cannot be ascertained whether this
was in the line of work or not. For comparison 2.4% of GPs and 1.1% of diagnostic radiologists
had confirmed infection.? The risk of transmission from patient to health care team, and

among members of health care teams, clearly must be mitigated.

Advice in recent ophthalmologic guidelines suggests that a clinical evaluation of the benefits
and harms of performing eye procedures during the COVID-19 pandemic should determine
whether to proceed or defer interventions.? This means that clinicians should be using clinical
judgment to weigh the probability of serious progression of eye disease against the probability
that COVID-19 might spread among patients and health care staff. Patients with non-urgent
clinical conditions (such as stable glaucoma and amblyopia) and non-urgent surgical conditions
(such as cataract or epiretinal membrane) can be scheduled later.? For those requiring urgent
clinical assessment or procedures, stringent isolation and protection measures should be
integrated into the workflow. One major consideration is the availability of personal protective

equipment (PPE) for health care workers.* However, it is useful to have an approximate
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guantitative estimate of benefits and harms of proceeding with an intervention to guide

clinical decision-making.

In the present analysis we focus on intravitreal injections in the New Zealand context. These
have become the most common procedure in both ophthalmology and medicine.® Injection of
anti-vascular endothelial growth factor (anti-VEGF) for treatment of neovascular age-related
macular degeneration (nAMD) is the most common indication.® Since their introduction to
New Zealand there has been a significant reduction to the nAMD-associated blindness.” The
expected cost per quality adjusted life-year for sight improvement/maintenance from this
treatment is estimated at NZ$2,900. In the New Zealand health setting, most nAMD
treatments are delivered by the public health service, with less than 10% of volume performed

in private.’

Triage guidelines released by The Royal Australian and New Zealand College of
Ophthalmologists (RANZCO) recommend continuing clinic appointments during the COVID-19
pandemic for nAMD patients with a high urgency.® The American Macular Degeneration
Foundation shares a similar position, stating that ‘anti-VEGF injections are essential for those
who require them’.® This is because the risks of stopping or delaying treatments for nAMD are
significant. A delay in providing treatment is known to increase the risk of disease reactivation
and visual loss.1° As a lifelong chronic disease, even with good disease control, continued anti-
VEGF injections are recommended to reduce the risk of reactivation.!* We know from an
observational study of 434 eyes where treatment was suspended, that 41% experienced
disease reactivation within the first year.'? In a large cohort study from the United Kingdom,
just 6.9% of NAMD patients became legally blind following 2 years of anti-VEGF, compared to a

predicted figure of 15.7% for untreated patients.*?
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COVID-19 imposes a high burden of morbidity and mortality upon communities through illness
and death. However, severe vision impairment and blindness due to untreated eye conditions
such as AMD also imposes quality of life losses. The clinical judgment equation must

determine whether to treat or defer after balancing these competing impacts on health.

In this paper, we compare the burden of disease due to severe vision impairment against the
possible burden due to COVID-19 transmission among nAMD patients and the healthcare team
at various community levels of infection prevalence. We aimed to estimate the probability of
progression to severe vision impairment in the New Zealand setting that might justify nAMD

treatment rather than deferral for individual cases during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Method

We developed a simple model of COVID-19 transmission and illness impacts. This model
accounts for the true background prevalence of COVID-19 disease in the community, and
therefore the probability that health care workers or the patient (drawn randomly from the
population) are currently infected, the probability of transmission among these individuals at
the time of treatment based on attack rate data, the health impact in terms of vision
impairment, COVID-19 infection, and life years lost due to death from COVID-19. The

parameters used in the model are displayed in Table 1.

The health impact of COVID-19 and visual impairment was compared using calculations of
health-adjusted life years (HALY), which measure the combined effects of mortality and
morbidity. One HALY is equivalent to one year of life lived in good health. For individual

diseases annualized disability weights (DW) have been calculated which when applied for the
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duration of iliness have the net effect of reducing the health of a life-year by a fractional
component. The Global Burden of Disease (GBD) Study used surveys to obtain data on paired
comparisons of different health states and calculated and published DWs for a range of
conditions.* For example, the GBD DW for a ‘moderate infectious disease’ was 0.051, which
can be applied for the duration of disease to quantify a one-time health impact. For a chronic
condition like severe distance vision impairment the GBD DW of 0.184 would be applied per
annum (for remaining expected lifetime if permanent). In our model life years were health
adjusted, meaning that any loss of life years was already adjusted for morbidity such as the

expected level of pre-existing illness by age group.

Data from contact tracing in China suggest a risk of infection by COVID-19 to close contacts of
1-5%.%° Whereas data from a study of transmission in a South Korean call center suggest an
attack rate of up to 43% for those who spend day after day in close proximity without

t.2* We modelled both these scenarios.

protective equipmen
For simplicity we assumed a healthcare team of 3 members for a standard ophthalmologic
procedure such as anti-VEGF injection for nAMD (injector, nurse, and additional assistant/clinic
staff). This means the patient experiences three possible exposures to COVID-19 and each
healthcare team member is exposed to two other staff and the patient. When calculating the
impact of vision loss we assumed the patient already had moderate distance vision loss (better
eye), with visual impairment: <6/18 to 6/60, (DW 0.031) and was at risk of progressing to
severe distance vision loss, <6/60 to 3/60, or blindness, <3/60, (DW 0.184 and 0.187

respectively) which were treated as equivalently bad outcomes for simplicity.
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Given that severity of illness and death from COVID-19 vary by age, we assumed an average
healthcare worker age in New Zealand of approximately 50 years.!” We analysed a number of
scenarios including where a patient of mean age for AMD treatment in New Zealand receives
monthly anti-VEGFs across six months, also a scenario where a patient of younger age (65-69
years) receives a single treatment. We also evaluated scenarios assuming the transmission
probability reported for ‘close contacts’ was reduced by 95% due to the impact of full PPE used
by all staff (gloves, goggles, face shields, water resistant gowns, and respiratory protective
equipment). Finally, the expected gain/loss in terms of HALYs for a single average patient was
scaled up by the number of patients expected to receive anti-VEGF injections in a 6-month

period to estimate total potential HALY impact in the New Zealand context.

Our coarse-grained model assumed a new health care team at each treatment occasion as a
simplifying assumption in order to avoid the complication of tracking those who had been
infected and recovered. Population prevalence of COVID-19 was assumed to be static across

time for repeat procedures.

Figure 1 illustrates how the model works by calculating the probability that transmission of
COVID-19 occurs during treatment and then attributing health impacts to these cases
according to age and statistical severity of illness. It also attributes health impacts for
progression of visual impairment, and these values are then used to determine the probability

of progression which equals the health impact of COVID-19 transmission.
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Figure 1: Model to compare likely HALY loss due to COVID-19 transmission among patient and
immediate healthcare team against HALY loss due to progression of visual impairment without
treatment

Determine HALY loss for any COVID-

Determine the probability of COVID-19 19 transmission at time of treatment

o . o (determine likelinood of mild, moderate, or Expected HALY
active infection for each individual and severe disease, and death, according to age- loss due to COVID-
likelihood of transmission at treatment distribution of COVID-19 illness; Apply 19 for the staff-
encounter (probability patient has COVID-19, infectious disease DW for the duration of patient encounter

s N

probability staff members have COVID-19,
probability of transmission given attack rate,
adjusted by availability of PPE)

COVID-19 iliness by severity (1, 2, or 3
weeks); Apply HALY loss for death
(according to mean patient age and mean

staff age) Solve to
determine
X such that
A=B
Progression of visual impairment to
severe or blindness Apply DW for loss of vision to Expected HALY
remaining expected lifetime of loss due to
X = probability of transition from patient according to mean patient :’r'::;’i‘mem
moderate to severe visual impairment age

without treatment without

treatment = B

DW: disability weight, HALY: health-adjusted life year, PPE: personal protective equipment

Table 1: Parameters used in the proof-of-concept model to estimate expected health-adjusted

life-year impact of proceeding with anti-VEGF injections in the context of COVID-19 pandemic.

Parameter Value Source

Mean 5-year age group of | 75-79 years Ernst & Young (2017) report the mean age of

those undergoing anti- 65-69 years those undergoing anti-VEGF is 79 years.”

VEGF for AMD 65-69 year age group was included for the
‘younger patient, single treatment’ scenario

Average age of health care | 50 Approximate (in New Zealand average nurse

workers

age is reported to be 46, and 40% of doctors
are older than 50).%7

Health adjusted life
expectancy (HALE) in New
Zealand by age group

Varies by age, eg 9.1
years for those aged
70-79

Kvizhinadze et al (2015).%8

Excess disability weight for | 0.153 Difference between 0.031 and 0.184,
severe visual impairment Salomon (2015).1

over moderate visual

impairment (annualised)

Probability of COVID-19 5%—-43% WHO-China Joint COVID-19 Report reports

transmission from ‘close
contact’

that 1-5% of close contacts became
infected.?® The value of 5% is used in our
model.

Park et al. (2020) detail an attack rate of 43%
on one floor of a call-centre in South Korea.'®

10
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Probability of COVID-19 4% Chu et al. (2020). *°

transmission with ‘N95

mask or similar respirator’.

Disease burden from 0.006 mild Salomon (2015), applied to proportion of the

infectious disease (DW,
annualised)

0.051 moderate
0.133 severe

year that the individual is ill.14

Disease burden for visual
impairment or blindness
(DW annualised)

0.031 moderate
0.184 severe
0.187 blindness

Salomon (2015).* We used 0.153 applied
annually (the difference between moderate
and severe) in our model. This errs on the
side of minimising the DW for loss of vision,
thereby strengthening the case for
undertaking the procedure if it turns out that
health loss for visual decline outweighs
health loss from COVID-19

Duration of COVID-19
illness (to apply annualised
DW)

22.6 days
(hospitalised cases)

Verity et al. (2020).2°
(we therefore assumed 14 days duration for
moderate cases, and 7 days for mild cases).

Probability of severe
COVID-19 illness

Varies by age (eg 70-
79 years = 24.3%)

Ferguson et al. (2020).2!

Probability of death from
COVID-19

Varies by age (eg 70-
79 years = 5.1%)

Ferguson et al. (2020).2!

Number of procedures
required in 6 months

Scenario analyses:
6 (eg monthly anti-
VEGF injections)

Authors’ estimates.

1 (eg single

procedure)
Effective number of health | 3 Authors’ estimate: includes ophthalmologist,
care staff per ‘procedure’ nurse, clinic assistant
Parameters varied in the model

Probability of progression
from moderate to severe
visual impairment without
treatment

Varied in model

Varied to establish ‘break-even’ point where
expected HALYs gained = 0.

Population prevalence of
COVID-19

Varied in model

Varied from 200 per million to 200,000 per
million. Chosen because at the time of writing
COVID-19 prevalence in New Zealand was
approximately 200 cases per million

AMD: age-related macular degeneration, DW: disability weight, HALY: health-adjusted life-
year, VEGF: vascular endothelial growth factor

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20075085
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20075085; this version posted June 4, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

Results

Key results are summarized in Table 2. The results are presented with respect to three
dimensions, (1) the presumed relevant attack rate of COVID-19 in a clinical setting (scenarios
of 5% and 43%), (2) the availability of full appropriate PPE (that reduces transmission by 95%
versus not at all), and (3) by the community prevalence of active COVID-19. The results are
expressed as the probability of progression to severe vision impairment or blindness at which
the modelled health impact of visual impairment progression (due to not doing the procedure)
exceeds the expected health impact from transmission of COVID-19 among the patient and

immediate healthcare team.

Table 2: Results expressed as the probability of progression to severe visual impairment, which
would justify treatment given the prevalence of COVID-19 and availability or not of full

personal protective equipment (PPE).

Six monthly treatments, involving Single treatment, involving three 50-

three 50-year-old health care year-old health care workers and a
workers and a patient aged 75-79 younger patient aged 65-69 years
years
Community Attack rate 5% Attack rate 43% | Attack rate 5% Attack rate 43%
prevalence COVID-19
PPE is available and 95% effective (eg gown, gloves, N95 mask, face shield, cap)
0.0002 (200 per 0.004% 0.04% 0.0001% 0.016%
million)
0.002 0.04% 0.37% 0.001% 0.157%
0.02 0.43% 3.7% 0.01% 1.57%
0.2 4.25% 37% 0.1% 15.7%
PPE is not available (eg just gloves, surgical mask)
0.0002 0.09% 0.73% 0.002% 0.31%
0.002 0.85% 7.3% 0.022% 3.14%
0.02 8.5% 73% 0.22% 31.4%
0.2 85% Not justified 2.22% Not justified

‘Not justified’: treatment likely to cause more harm from COVID-19 than the benefit of
preserving vision; PPE: personal protective equipment.

Percentages indicate the probability of progression to severe visual impairment without
treatment; for example with PPE available and community prevalence of 0.0002, then a one-
time treatment is justified for a very low (>0.0001%) probability of progression, however, with
no PPE and prevalence of 0.2 then a monthly treatments across six months are only justified if
the patient will almost certainly (85%) progress to severe visual impairment without
treatment.

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20075085
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20075085; this version posted June 4, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

For example, for a one-time procedure under the assumptions that the relevant COVID-19
attack rate is 5%, full PPE is available, and the community prevalence of active COVID-19 is
only 0.0002 (ie 200 cases per million population), then the procedure might be considered for
a 65-69 year old if the likelihood of progression to severe visual impairment (or blindness) was
as low as 0.0001% or more. For the same scenario, if the relevant attack rate is 43% and the
prevalence is 0.2 (20% of the population has active COVID-19), then the likelihood of
progression to permanent severe visual impairment without treatment would need to be

greater than 15.7%.

Repeated treatments (eg monthly injections for six months) expose the patient and healthcare
staff to a much higher chance of spreading the infection and results reflect that fact. For
example, if the attack rate is 5% and 20,000 per million are infected, then the chance of severe
visual impairment without treatment must exceed 8.5% or the harm to health from COVID-19

transmission exceeds that of permanent visual impairment.

The HALYs driving these calculations were calculated. Two examples illustrate the findings.
First, we analysed the scenario where PPE is not available, the probability of progression to
severe visual impairment, or worse, is 5% without treatment, the attack rate is 5%, and the
patient is in the 75—79 age group needing monthly treatments. Results for this scenario
indicate the expected HALY benefit (accounting for COVID-19 impact and vision loss avoided) is
+0.07 at a COVID-19 prevalence of 200 per million, but becomes an expected loss of 1.11

HALYs if 200,000 per million of the population are infected.

In a second scenario, for a patient aged 65—69 years, needing a single procedure there is a gain

of 0.12 HALYs when the population prevalence of COVID-19 is only 200 per million. This is

13
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made up of an expected gain of 0.12 HALY due to prevention of vision loss, and a negligible
HALY loss due to the spread of infection. This changes to an expected HALY loss of 0.04 (due to
harm from COVID-19 infection outweighing benefits for vision) if the probability of severe
visual impairment by deferring treatment for 6 months is only 0.5% (rather than 5%) and the

prevalence of COVID-19 is very much higher at 200,000 per million.

Applying the assumption that correct use of good quality PPE reduces the likelihood of
transmission by 95%, we found HALY benefits in all scenarios where the probability of
progression to severe visual impairment without treatment was assumed to be 5%. The HALY
benefit is +0.01 even at 200,000 per million COVID-19 prevalence (in this case the threshold for

a zero net HALY impact is 4.25% chance of progression, as per Table 2).

Finally, the expected HALY gains per procedure can be scaled up by applying case volumes. For
example, in New Zealand, there are more than 75,000 anti-VEGF injections performed annually
(unpublished data, available from authors). Assuming monthly injections, this means there are
potentially 6000 patients getting treatment in a six-month period. If even 1% of nAMD patients
are at risk of progressing to severe visual impairment, then there are more than 87 net HALYs
to be gained by continuing injections while the prevalence of COVID-19 in New Zealand is

below 200 per million.

14
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Discussion

Our results indicate that for the most plausible community prevalence rates of COVID-19 and
with availability of appropriate PPE, then ophthalmic procedures should be considered more
beneficial than the likely harm from COVID-19 in many cases provided there is a non-negligible
probability of progression to severe visual impairment without treatment. The reason for this
result is easily illustrated by considering that the HALYs lost when someone suffers severe
visual impairment for 5 years are equivalent to nearly 400 moderate cases of infectious
disease lasting 2 weeks each.'® The difference in disease burden expressed as annualised
disability weight (DW) for a shift from moderate distance vision impairment to severe distance
vision impairment is 0.153, whereas the DW for a ‘moderate infectious disease’ is 0.051, which
only applies for the duration of illness.'* COVID-19 can be a severe and deadly disease,

nevertheless the burden of vision loss is significant and ongoing.

Notably, for all scenarios where COVID-19 prevalence is less than 2000 per million population
and proper PPE is available, a 1% likelihood of progression to severe visual impairment or
blindness without treatment will tend to justify treatment. However, if there was a rapid
escalation of COVID-19 cases, the ‘break even’ point at which HALYs lost rather than gained
from providing care will change. We find that if one in five members of the population carries
active virus, and PPE is in short supply, then the expected harms from COVID-19 outweigh the
benefits of anti-VEGF treatments even when the chance of severe visual impairment without

treatment is very high.

A number of other factors need to be considered beyond our simple model. Firstly, we

encourage the development of more sophisticated and accurate epidemiological models of the

likelihood of COVID-19 transmission in healthcare settings, given a range of contextual factors.
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We also encourage the development of estimates of the probability of severe visual
impairment if eye conditions are untreated. This would allow models to output the expected
HALYs gained and lost, rather than the probability of progression (requiring clinical judgement)

at which the intervention ‘breaks even’ in terms of HALYs.

Secondly, given the high number of undetected COVID-19 cases in the community then ideally
the true prevalence is established by random testing. In Austria, as at early April 2020, such
studies revealed an active case prevalence of 0.33%.2% Early random community testing in New

Zealand indicated zero community prevalence as at 20 April, 2020.23

Thirdly, our evaluation considers individual cases and assumes that the healthcare team is
different each time for repeated procedures. This means that cumulative risk to individual
health care workers who may perform many procedures, is not evaluated. The risk to
individuals who are likely to be repeatedly exposed ought to be considered when weighing
benefits and harms. That said, even without effective PPE, and with a COVID-19 population
prevalence of 200,000 per million, the expected HALY loss to health care workers due to
COVID-19 infection appears to be approximately 0.0001 per person per procedure. The reason
is that for the vast majority of people COVID-19 is a mild infectious illness for a week or two.?*
In the model this is weighed against severe visual impairment for the remainder of the

patient’s life.

Finally, local COVID-19 mitigation strategies should be considered. In contexts where
mitigation of disease impact or suppression of the number of cases is the goal, then the
arguments above will apply. However, if the aim is elimination of COVID-19 then extra

consideration might be given to avoiding all personal contact, including ophthalmologic
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procedures. However, if patients recover at home in quarantine, and it is possible to keep

health care teams in small ‘bubbles’, then the risks might be managed.

A further consideration when weighing up whether to proceed with interventions or not is
future demand. For example, without continuing elective anti-VEGF injections where feasible,
there is a risk of post-pandemic surge in demand. Health authorities need to plan ahead in
order to avoid a mismanaged flow, and minimize staff burnout.?> We are mindful that the
reasoning described in this paper will apply to a number of other procedures where untreated
conditions are likely to result in a high burden of disease. The benefits and harms of

performing procedures for these conditions should also be quantified.

The risk of COVID-19 spread can be further mitigated by appropriate health facility processes,
including staff rotation, physical distancing, handwashing and disinfection, alert signs, no
touch payments and many other measures.? A study of 30 confirmed and suspected COVID-19
patients undergoing caesarean section reported no infection of healthcare workers.? This
shows that transmission can be kept low under optimal conditions. Effective PPE makes a
dramatic difference to the calculus. Furthermore, patients and staff could be tested for COVID-

19 and could remain in self-quarantine following contact.

During this unique period of a global pandemic, the equation for continuing to provide care
becomes more complicated. For ophthalmologists, there is a mindset change from patient-
centered (preventing vision loss) to a community-centered (preventing spread of infectious
disease and death) perspective. The personal health risks that the ophthalmology team and
our patients take must be carefully considered. The average age for nAMD patients increases

their risk for severe illness and death given age is one of the most important risk factors.?’
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Likewise, ophthalmologists are currently overrepresented in physician deaths attributed to
COVID-19 (4% of all physicians) possibly reflecting their close contact with patients. Dr. Li
Wenliang, the ophthalmologist and whistleblower who informed the world of COVID-19, died
of the disease.?® Our calculations show that with appropriate PPE (sufficient to reduce
transmission probability by 95%), the transmission risks are almost zero, even with high

COVID-19 prevalence, however the limiting factor will be the availability of this equipment.

Limitations

This analysis is only a proof-of-concept using a simple coarse-grained model. We have not
accounted for a number of variables including the possible spread of any COVID-19 acquired
during procedures to others beyond the patient and healthcare team. For repeat procedures
across a six-month pandemic period we have assumed a constant community prevalence of
COVID-19, however this would peak and decline. More sophisticated epidemiological models
should be developed to account for these variables. Also, our model applies the DW for
progression from ‘moderate visual impairment’ to ‘severe visual impairment/blindness’ as an
immediate transition, which does not account for slow deterioration and will likely over-
estimate HALY losses. We have also assumed just three healthcare staff exposed to each other
and each patient, however, real clinical interactions may involve more close contacts than this.
We have assumed that high-quality PPE reduces the chance of infection by 95% (ie one in
twenty close contacts using PPE are exposed to the risk of infection). Although, this could still
be conservative, as we note above, some reports suggest very low or no COVID-19
transmission in surgical settings (zero infections during 30 caesarean deliveries in one study).
Our analysis also, does not consider whether health resources might better be spent treating
COVID-19 patients. Our analysis was performed in the context of New Zealand’s population

demographic, including age at treatment and health adjusted life-expectancy and findings may
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not generalise to other settings. Finally, the COVID-19 pandemic is evolving and so the
parameters used in the model are dynamic and subject to change over time as more

information and further research becomes available.

Conclusion

Recent clinical guidelines emphasise the need for clinicians to consider the benefits and harms
of performing clinical procedures during the COVID-19 pandemic. We estimated the expected
HALYs lost due to COVID-19 transmission in the clinical setting, and the expected HALY gains

from preventing progression of eye disease from moderate impairment to severe impairment.

Our simple calculations suggest that with appropriate PPE, the threshold for carrying out
interventions is likely to be low, with a 1% chance of severe visual impairment or blindness
without treatment justifying interventions in scenarios we analysed, except where there is

very high population prevalence of COVID-19 disease.
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