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Abstract 

Purpose: To characterize retinal tears (RTs) and calculate the economic burden of RTs that 

present to the emergency department (ED) in the US.  

Methods: We used a large national ED database to retrospectively analyze RTs that presented to 

the ED from 2006 to 2019. Using extrapolation methods, national estimates of RT incidence, 

demographics, comorbidities, disposition, inpatient (IP) costs, and ED costs were calculated.  

Results: During the time period between 2006 and 2019, 15,841 patients presented to the ED 

with RT as the primary diagnosis. RT incidence was stable at 8.2 per million US population 

(95% Confidence Interval (CI): 5.3 - 21.0) in this time period. Most patients were males, 

Caucasian, paid with private insurance, and admitted to EDs in the Northeast. The most common 

comorbidities were hypertension (19%), a history of cataracts (15%), and diabetes (7.2%). 

During this time period, RTs costs added up to more than $79 million and $33 million in the ED 

and IP settings, respectively. Mean per-patient ED and IP costs increased by 145% (p=0.0008) 

and 86% (p=0.0047), respectively.  

Conclusion: Despite the stable incidence of RTs, RTs place a significant economic burden to the 

healthcare system, which increases yearly. We recommend physicians and policy makers to work 

together to pass laws that could prevent the increasing healthcare costs.  
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Introduction  

A retinal tear (RT) occurs when the posterior vitreous tugs on the inner limiting membrane of the 

retina. Age1, gender2, myopia3, and retinitis pigmentosa4 are considered risk factors for posterior 

vitreous detachment (PVD) and RTs. When a horseshoe RT (a full-thickness RT) occurs, 

vitreous fluid accumulates under the retina, which can lead to a rhegmatogenous retinal 

detachment (RRD). Even though RTs are rare, RT treatment and recovery is a significant source 

of emotional and financial stress.  

 

To our knowledge, there is no nation-wide analysis of the epidemiology of RTs. Most of these 

studies are retrospective chart reviews that look at treatment outcomes and occurrence of future 

RTs after treatment.5–10 15% of all PVD patients present with a symptomatic RT and RTs occur 

in 70% of patients with PVD and vitreous hemorrhage.5 12% of PVD-related RT patients can 

have future RTs, which can be asymptomatic.8 Approximations of RTs can be done by looking at 

other similar conditions such as giant RTs (GRTs), which are rare RTs that encompass more than 

90 degrees of the retina, and RRDs, a common consequence of RTs. GRTs are estimated to have 

an incidence of 0.9-11.4  per million population7  and RRDs have an incidence from 91 to 170 

per million population.11 Due to the fact that GRTs have a similar pathogenesis to RTs, it is 

likely that RTs are commonly idiopathic like GRTs.7 Overall, there is a large gap in our 

knowledge of the epidemiology of RTs and we can only make conclusions based on other similar 

conditions.  
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Along with the lack of understanding of the epidemiology of RTs, there is very little data on the 

economic burden of RTs. The rising costs of the healthcare field has been well documented.12,13 

Briefly, the rising costs have been attributed to rising service intensity, an aging population, and 

an increasing population.12 Increases in ED charges has also been demonstrated.12,14 To our 

knowledge, there is no research on the economic burden of RTs. Although it has been shown that 

there has not been an increase in mean inpatient (IP) costs for eye trauma, there is very little data 

for specific eye trauma diagnosis.15 Regardless of the little research done on the economic 

burden of eye trauma, it is possible that ED and IP costs are increasing.16 

 

In this study, we aim to fill in the gaps in our understanding of the epidemiology of RTs. We 

characterize the RT patient population, calculate annual RT incidence, patient outcomes, and 

calculate costs with a national ED database.  

 

Materials and Methods 

Dataset 

The National Emergency Department Sample (NEDS) is a database sponsored by the Healthcare 

Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). It is an all-payer database that includes data from nearly 

1000 EDs in the US. For each patient, characteristics of the hospital-owned ED where the patient 

presented to (e.g. geographic location, trauma center designation, teaching status), patient 

characteristics (age, gender, diagnosis, primary payer method), and disposition (ED encounter 

outcome, inpatient admission status, cost) are included. This database uses the International 

Classification of Diseases (ICD) to describe the primary diagnosis of a patient (which is defined 

as the diagnosis that all care is based on) and associated diagnoses. From 2006 to the first three 
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quarters of 2015, the ICD-9 system was used. From the last quarter of 2015 to 2019, the ICD-10 

system was used. More information about the NEDS can be found in the following 

link:https://www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/nedsoverview.jsp.  

 

NEDS data was handled according to the tenets of the Declaration of Helsinki and the HCUP 

data use agreement. To adhere to the HCUP data use agreement, estimates less than or equal to 

10 were not reported to maintain patient confidentiality.  

 

Design and Analysis 

We conducted a retrospective longitudinal study to identify ED visits with a primary diagnosis of 

a retinal tear in the years 2006, 2009, 2012, 2015, 2017, and 2019. To do this, we created a 

database with patients that had a primary diagnosis of a retinal tear (ICD-9 Codes:361.01-361.05, 

361.31-361.33 and ICD-10 Codes:H33.00-H33.059, H33.30-H33.339). National estimates were 

calculated by the NEDS-supplied sampling weights. Descriptive statistics were calculated for 

retinal tear patient demographics and hospital characteristics. Annual incidence of retinal tears 

was calculated by using data supplied from the US Census Bureau. Yearly cumulative and mean 

per-visit emergency department and inpatient costs were calculated for each year. Costs were 

adjusted for inflation based on the January 2021 US dollar, using the Consumer Price Index for 

Hospital Services from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics. Within the retinal tear patient group, 

we also analyzed patients that presented with a retinal tear and a RRD (ICD-9 Codes:361.01-

361.05 and ICD-10 Codes:H33.00-H33.059). A p-value less than 0.05 was considered 

significant.  

Results  
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Incidence  

In the study time period, 22,128 patients presented to the ED with a RT. 15,841 of these patients 

had a primary diagnosis of RT. There was not a significant chance in retinal tear incidence from 

2006 to 2019. The average incidence in this time period was 8.2 per million US population 

(range: 5.3 - 21.0 per million US population) (Figure 1A). Out of all of the primary RT patients, 

10,577 (66.8%) presented with a RRD. The proportion of retinal tear patients with a RRD 

decreased from 81.2% to 63.3% (p=0.0017) in the study time period (Figure 1B). 

 

Demographics 

The majority of RT patients were male (61.0%), White (50.3%), had private insurance (49.3%), 

were admitted to northeastern hospitals (53.3%), and from the highest income quartile (28.3%). 

The most prevalent comorbidities included hypertension (19.0%), history of cataracts (14.8%), 

and diabetes (7.2%). Less common comorbidities included  hyperlipidemia (5.3%), obesity 

(2.2%), degenerative myopia (1.3%), myopia (2.5%), glaucoma (3.2%), tobacco usage (6.9%), 

overweight (1.4%), and alcohol usage (0.3%). 826 (5.2%) patients were admitted to the inpatient 

setting. A comprehensive list of patient demographics related to retinal tears can be seen in 

Supplementary Table 1.  

Management 

Most patients treated with a primary RT were treated and discharged without IP admission 

(91.5%). Elderly patients (at least 65 years of age)  had the highest rate of routine discharge from 

the ED (92.3%) and children (0-10 years of age) had the lowest rate of routine discharge 

(84.8%). 5.2% of patients were admitted. Middle age (45-64 years of age) had the highest rate of 

IP admission and elderly patients the lowest rate (3.6%) of IP admission. Discharge against 
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medical advice (0.6%), transfers to short-term hospitals or other facilities (2.1%), and home 

health care (0.6%) were more rare.  

 

Charges and Costs 

Over this time period, retinal tears lead to an inflation-adjusted cumulative ED cost of 

$79,476,223 and IP cost of $33,295,452. Annual total ED costs significantly increased by a 

factor of 10.6 from $3.7 million in 2006 to $43.1 million in 2019 (p=0.0475) (Figure 2A). 

Annual IP costs averaged $5.5 million per year and did not significantly change during this time 

period (p=0.14) (Figure 2B). Mean ED costs significantly changed by 145% from $2,569 in 2006 

to $6,302 in 2019 (p=0.0008) (Figure 2C). Mean IP costs significantly changed by 86% from 

$23,979 in 2006 to $44,499 in 2019 (p=0.0047) (Figure 2D). 

 

Discussion 

To our knowledge, there is no large-scale study that has studied the epidemiology and economic 

burden of RTs in the US. Most studies are retrospective chart reviews that characterize the 

surgical and clinical outcomes of RT.5-10 They do not extrapolate to the US population or provide 

insights into temporal trends of incidence and medical costs. In this study, we identified a stable 

RT incidence and a decreasing rate of RRDs in primary RT patients. In contrast, ED and IP costs 

for primary RTs have alarmingly increased during this time period. Altogether, this study raises 

awareness toward the increasing costs of RTs and the demand to help mitigate these increases.  

 

Within the study time period, primary RT incidence did not significantly change from an annual 

average of 8.2 per million population. To our knowledge, this is the first report of retinal tear 
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incidence for the US. Compared to RRD studies, our calculated annual RT incidence is smaller 

than annual RRD incidences, which can range from 91 to 179 per million US population.11 Our 

smaller  RT incidence (compared to RRD) indicates that most patients with a RT present to a 

clinic rather than ED. This makes sense since same-day outpatient clinic use is cheaper than ED 

use.17  Regardless, using ED-level RT encounters is an important way to track treatment costs 

and outcomes. Most of the RT and RRD studies have been retrospective chart reviews and, 

hence, do not extrapolate to the entire nation. Furthermore, they do not provide an insight into 

the treatment cost for these patients.5-10 

 

The stable trend of RT incidence reported in our study mirrors the global trend (from 2000 to 

2020) of myopia and high myopia incidences reported in a previous study.18 In contrast to the 

time period between 2000 and 2020,  Holden and colleagues18 estimate that myopia incidence 

will be significantly higher starting 2030 and increase by 238% by 2050 (compared to 2000). 

Due to the high number of myopes in the future, the incidence of high-myopia-related problems, 

such as RTs, RRDs, glaucoma, and lattice degeneration, will greatly increase and present a larger 

burden to the healthcare system. To ensure that physicians are prepared for the future increase in 

myopes (and hence RTs and RRDs), ophthalmologists have to become more vigilant to diagnose 

high-myopia and its downstream issues.  

 

To prepare for the high amount of myopia and myopia-associated issues in the future, we 

recommend strategies that increase surveillance and access to healthcare. Traditionally, visual 

acuity exams are common for children in the early education years.19 However, in our study, RTs 

were most commonly found in patients at least 45 years of age (79%). Therefore, we recommend 
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physicians to increase surveillance for RTs and other myopia-related conditions in patients of at 

least 45 years of age. Furthermore, a significant amount of our RT patient population consists of 

Hispanics descent, Medicare enrollees, and residents of low-income neighborhoods. It is well 

known that one’s income, neighborhood, and socioeconomic status are related to one’s access to 

healthcare and health outcomes.20 These demographics are more likely to be uninsured, deal with 

communication barriers with their physician, and receive lower-quality care.21–24 Briefly, to 

reduce healthcare inequality within the RT population, the physical and financial barrier to an 

eye professional has to decrease.24 Together, these should help RT patients to receive high-

quality care.  

 

Interestingly, we found RTs occurred 1.5 times more often in men than women. This relationship 

has been shown in other studies before. Men are more likely to have retinal breaks after a 

posterior vitreous detachment, have a higher rate of treatment failure, and have a higher rate of a 

new RT.6,9,25 Along with RTs, men are more likely to have a RRD and require surgery for a 

RRD.11,26 In contrast, research has shown that females are more likely to have a posterior 

vitreous detachment, which is suspected to be due to a higher amount of advanced glycation end 

products and steroid differences.27–29 It is possible that even though women have more 

degeneration of the posterior vitreous humor, there is a higher chance of the retina being tugged 

inward in men. A higher chance of retinal traction could occur if vitreous degeneration in males 

is closer to the inner surface of the retina, while in females it is closer to the center of the 

posterior vitreous cavity. Furthermore, it is possible that the collagen fibers in females are more 

loosely connected to the retina than in males. However, this is very little data on the biochemical 

difference between male and female vitreous humor.  
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Despite the stable RT incidence, we have detected a large  increase in mean ED and IP charges. 

This mirrors the increase of healthcare costs found in many different aspects of the medical field. 

Increases in service price and intensity have contributed 50% and the aging population has 

contributed 12% to the increase in annual healthcare from 1996 to 2013.12 Studies have shown 

that doctors in high-healthcare-cost regions and low-healthcare-cost regions are equally likely to 

recommend treatment options that are heavily backed by data. However, doctors in high-

healthcare-cost regions are more likely to recommend treatment options that are not as well 

backed by science and more likely to admit patients into an intensive care unit.13,30 Since the 

Northeast region accounts for almost half of our RT population, it is possible that doctors in 

these regions are recommending treatment options to RT patients that increase RT treatment 

intensity, which does not necessarily lead to better outcomes. Furthermore, there has to be 

changes on the policy level to ensure that care is administered in an efficient way without 

harming patient outcomes. Research has shown that if care is delivered in an integrated manner 

(e.g. physicians work in an network and provided team-based care) has great potential of 

reducing costs.31 

 

Although there are many advantages of using NEDS to track RT incidence and economic 

burden, there are some important limitations to the database and to our study. First, NEDS is an 

encounter-level database and it does not provide us longitudinal information about a patient’s 

care. Therefore, if the same RT patient presented to the ED twice in the same year, NEDS would 

list that as two separate encounters. Furthermore, the database does not include ophthalmology-
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specific data that is useful in characterizing eye diseases, such as intraocular pressure, visual 

acuity, location of tears, and size of tears.  

 

In conclusion, despite the stable incidence of RTs, there has been large increases in ED and IP 

charges. This parallels what has been seen throughout the entire medical field.12,14,16 Therefore, 

we recommend doctors and lawmakers to work together to mitigate these increasing costs.  
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Figure 1: Annul trends of retinal tears. A: Annual incidence of primary retinal tears. B: Annual 

percentage of retinal tear patients with a rhegmatogenous retinal detachment. Error bars 

represent standard error. 
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Figure 2: Annual trends of costs for retinal tear patients. A: Total ED costs per year. B: Total IP 

costs per year. C: Mean ED cost per year. D. Mean IP cost per year. ED: Emergency 

Department. IP: Inpatient. Error bars represent standard error. 
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Supplementary Table 1: Demographics of Patients with a Primary Retinal Tear  
 
Characteristics Young 

Children 
(0-10) 
N (%) 

Adolescents 
(11-20)  
N (%) 

Young 
Adults (21-

44) 
N (%) 

Adults (45-
65) 

N (%) 

Elderly 
(�65) 
N (%) 

Total 
N (%) 

Sex       
Male 52 (57.6) 224 (51.3) 1415 (59.3) 5784 (61.3) 2195 (62.8) 9670 (61) 

Female 39 (42.4) 213 (48.7) 973 (40.7) 3650 (38.7) 1297 (37.2) 6171 (39) 
Race       

White 
* 40 (23.5) 287 (34.7) 2048 (50.2) 1002 (62.4) 

3376 
(50.3) 

Black * 49 (28.9) 198 (24) 352 (8.6) 122 (7.6) 722 (10.8) 
Hispanic 21 (82.4) 72 (41.8) 292 (35.4) 1517 (37.2) 444 (27.7) 2346 (35) 

Asian or Pacific 

Islander * * 20 (2.4) 63 (1.6) 17 (1.1) 106 (1.6) 
Native American * * * 11 (0.3) * 11 (0.2) 

Other * * 29 (3.6) 89 (2.2) 19 (1.2) 147 (2.2) 
Primary 
Payment 
Method       

Medicare 
* * 43 (1.8) 519 (5.5) 2459 (71.2) 

3021 
(19.2) 

Medicaid 
56 (65.8) 163 (37.4) 472 (20) 775 (8.3) 117 (3.4) 

1582 
(10.1) 

Private Insurance 
13 (15.5) 161 (37) 1090 (46.2) 5797 (61.8) 688 (19.9) 

7750 
(49.3) 

Self-Pay 
* 86 (19.7) 579 (24.5) 1622 (17.3) 122 (3.5) 

2419 
(15.4) 

No Charge   * 23 (0.2)  33 (0.2) 
Other * 26 (6) 165 (7) 648 (6.9) 69 (2) 915 (5.8) 

Median 
Household 
Income in 
Patient’s 
Zipcode       

1st Quartile 
27 (31.6) 115 (27.8) 652 (28.4) 1896 (21.3) 741 (22.2) 

3430 
(22.8) 

2nd Quartile 
11 (13.1) 96 (23) 537 (23.4) 2037 (22.9) 851 (25.5) 

3532 
(23.5) 

3rd Quartile 
19 (22) 65 (15.8) 610 (26.5) 2303 (25.8) 833 (24.9) 

3829 
(25.4) 

4th Quartile 
28 (33.4) 139 (33.4) 500 (21.8) 2673 (30) 919 (27.5) 

4260 
(28.3) 

Associated 

Comorbidities       
Hyperlipidemia * * 23 (1) 455 (4.8) 366 (10.5) 844 (5.3) 

Diabetes * * 75 (3.1) 670 (7.1) 395 (11.3) 1139 (7.2) 
Overweight * * 38 (1.6) 142 (1.5) 46 (1.3) 227 (1.4) 

Hypertension * * 136 (5.7) 1774 (18.8) 1094 (31.3) 3004 (19) 
Degenerative * 22 (4.9) 69 (2.9) 103 (1.1) 18 (0.5) 211 (1.3) 
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Myopia 
Myopia * 31 (7.2) 99 (4.2) 233 (2.5) 33 (0.9) 402 (2.5) 

Cataract * 
15 (3.5) 152 (6.4) 1609 (17.1) 570 (16.3) 

2352 
(14.8) 

Glaucoma * * 115 (4.8) 211 (2.2) 178 (5.1) 508 (3.2) 
Tobacco * * 80 (3.4) 597 (6.3) 414 (11.8) 1091 (6.9) 
Alcohol * * 13 (0.5) 24 (0.3) * 41 (0.3) 

Rhegmatogenous 

Retinal 

Detachment 68 (74.3) 309 (70.9) 1796 (75.2) 5947 (63) 2457 (70.4) 
10577 
(66.8) 

ED Outcome       
Admitted 

Inpatient * 30 (6.9) 173 (7.3) 491 (5.2) 126 (3.6) 826 (5.2) 
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