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Précis 

This study describes the impact on PDR risk of anti-VEGF injections for DMO in 

routine care and data-driven reassessment recommendations of the peripheral retina 

for people in long term injection clinics.   
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Abstract  

Background: To report insights on proliferative-diabetic-retinopathy (PDR) risk modification 

with repeated anti-vascular endothelial-growth-factor (VEGF) injections for the treatment of 

diabetic-macular-oedema (DMO) in routine care, and present data-driven PDR screening 

recommendations for injection clinics. 

Methods: Multicentre study (27 UK-NHS centres) of patients with non-PDR with and without 

DMO. Primary outcome was PDR development. Repeated anti-VEGF injections were 

modelled as time-dependent covariates using Cox regression and weighted cumulative 

exposure (WCE) adjusting for baseline diabetic retinopathy (DR) grade, age, sex, ethnicity, 

type of diabetes, and deprivation. A propensity score matched cohort was used to estimate 

the treatment effect on PDR incidence rates (IR). 

Results: We included 5716 NPDR eyes (5716 patients, 2858 DMO eyes). The WCE method 

showed a better model fit. Anti-VEGF injections showed a protective effect on risk of PDR 

during the most recent 4-weeks from exposure which rapidly decreased. There was a 20% 

reduction in risk of PDR (p0.006) in treated eyes. Severe-NPDR had a 4.6-fold increase in 

PDR hazards when compared with mild-NPDR (p<0.001). The annual IR of untreated mild-

NPDR cases was 2.3 [95%CI 1.57-3.23] per 100 person-years). In NPDR DMO cases 

treated with anti-VEGF, similar IR would occur with annual review for mild, 6-monthly for 

moderate, and 3-monthly for severe-NPDR.   

Conclusion: The WCE method is a better modelling strategy than traditional Cox models for 

repeated exposures in ophthalmology. Injections are protective against PDR predominantly 

within the most recent 4 weeks. Based on observed data, we suggest follow-up 

recommendations for PDR detection according to retinopathy grade at first injection. 
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Key messages 

What is already known on this topic 

- Clinical trials have shown that intravitreal anti-vascular endothelial growth 

factor (VEGF) injections reduce the incidence rate of proliferative diabetic 

retinopathy (PDR). 

- Repeated intravitreal anti-VEGF injections are the mainstay of treatment for 

diabetic macular oedema (DMO), however, there is little evidence on how 

these exposures impact on the risk of PDR in clinical practice.  

What this study adds 

- The impact of anti-VEGF on PDR risk varies based on the timing of exposure 

and the effect is not permanent. 

- Despite repeated treatments with anti-VEGF injections, patients with DMO 

may still progress to PDR. 

How this study might affect research, practice, or policy 

- Our work underscores the significance of taking into account repeated 

treatments at varying time intervals in ophthalmology, highlighting the utility of 

the weighted cumulative exposure method. 

- Implementing adequate modelling strategies to address the complexities of 

exposures in clinical settings can improve predictions and patient outcomes. 

- We provide PDR screening recommendations for DMO patients undergoing 

anti-VEGF treatments in injection clinics. Implementation would improve the 

safety and efficiency of treatment pathways. 
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Introduction 

Proliferative diabetic retinopathy (PDR) and diabetic macular oedema (DMO) are 

among the leading causes of incident sight impairment and blindness in the working 

age population.[1,2]  

Treatment of DMO and PDR has evolved over the last few decades after pivotal 

laser treatment trials.[3,4] Anti-vascular endothelial growth factor (VEGF) therapy 

has become the standard of care for managing DMO.[5] Despite rigorous and 

intensive intravitreal anti-VEGF DMO treatment protocols in clinical trials, 

progression to PDR occurs in treated eyes, though at lower rates.[4–6] Moreover, 

preventive treatment with anti-VEGF in patients with non-PDR and no DMO, shows 

that DMO and/or PDR incidence risk is not eliminated.[4,5,7,8] PDR risk over time 

was estimated by the Early Treatment Diabetic Retinopathy study (ETDRS), defining 

follow-up intervals (pre-dating anti-VEGF therapies).[9,10] Little is known about how 

treatment regimens impact PDR risk outside clinical trials, whether the effect of 

repeated anti-VEGF injections accumulates or persists after treatment cessation, 

and whether the same PDR surveillance recommendations apply for treated eyes. 

Accounting for the exposure to anti-VEGF injections is important in the context of 

DR. Anti-VEGF injections reduce DR progression rates and improve DR severity 

score (DRSS).[4,7,8,11] Estimating the effect of intravitreal anti-VEGF for DMO 

treatment on PDR development with real-world data is challenging due to 

confounding, variability in treatment regimens, uncertainty about cumulative effect, 

and the uncertain relevance of injections given at different time intervals. An 

appropriate representation of time-dependent exposures is necessary to avoid 

underestimating the effect.[12] Novel methods model the history of drug exposure, 
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such as the weighted cumulative exposure (WCE), flexibly representing the 

exposure's past effect on current risk through recency-weighted exposures. 

The present study addresses a significant gap in our knowledge by utilising real-

world, rather than modelled, data to examine the impact of anti-VEGF exposures on 

progression to PDR in individuals where the indication for anti-VEGF injections was 

DMO. Additionally, we provide data-driven PDR screening interval recommendations 

for patients receiving courses of intravitreal injections, which may last for years, and 

may occur in treatment pathways where the peripheral retina is not examined at 

every clinic visit. 
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Methods 

Study design and setting 

This was a retrospective multicentre study. The UK DR EMR User Group gathers 

large-scale routine clinical data to improve the prevention, diagnosis and treatment 

of DR. Twenty-seven UK centres using the same EMR system (Medisoft, Medisoft-

Ltd, Leeds UK), with mandated structured DR feature grading and time stamped 

interventions (e.g. intravitreal injections, laser procedures, and ophthalmic 

surgeries), contributed data. An algorithm generates DR grades according to 

ETDRS,[10] International,[13] and English National Screening Committee (NSC-

UK)[14] DR classification systems. Each site is the only English National Health 

Service provider of DR care for the local population and very few patients switch 

between providers or access private care. All patients were new referrals from the 

English diabetic eye screening program (DESP), a nationwide systematic program 

maintained by rigorous quality assurance measures. 

Data extraction 

Anonymised data were remotely extracted through the EMR’s DR module from the 

time of their first DR structured assessment entry onto the EMR, to the date of their 

last clinical entry before the data extraction on 31-December-2018.[15] Demographic 

data were extracted from the hospital’s patient administration system to the EMR. 

The cohort went through a staged exclusion process (supplementary-figure 1) to 

identify anti-VEGF treated and treatment-naive eyes with similar characteristics.  

Eyes with PDR at baseline or at time of first injection were excluded. Treated 
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patients who did not complete a loading dose of at least 3 anti-VEGF injections and 

patients with indications for anti-VEGF treatment other than DMO were excluded. 

The recording of clinical variables has been described elsewhere,[16] and included 

age, sex, type of diabetes (categorised as type 1, type 2 and other), ethnicity 

(categorised as White, Black, Any other Asian, Other and not stated) and 

deprivation, measured as the index of multiple deprivation (IMD), the official measure 

of relative deprivation in England.[17] Composite ETDRS scores were automatically 

generated in the EMR. For analysis, all eyes were graded at clinic visits as mild-

NPDR (ETDRS levels 20-35), moderate-NPDR (ETDRS level 43), severe-NPDR 

(ETDRS levels 47-53) and PDR (ETDRS levels 61-81). 

Statistical analysis 

The main outcome measure was PDR development, defined as retinal or optic nerve 

new vessels (NV), NV of the iris or angle, neovascular glaucoma, tractional retinal 

detachment, vitreous haemorrhage, preretinal haemorrhage or record of pan-retinal 

photocoagulation or vitrectomy for PDR-related reasons. One eye per patient was 

included for analysis in the treated cohort as follows: 1) the first treated eye; 2) if the 

first treatment was bilateral, the eye with worse DR grade was selected; and 3) if the 

first treatment was bilateral and the DR grade was the same bilaterally, a random 

selection was carried out. In treatment-naive eyes, the eye with worse DR grade was 

included, and if the DR grade was the same bilaterally, a random selection was 

carried out. Eyes were censored on change in their treatment modality (other than 

anti-VEGF), intraocular surgery, or their last DR assessment/follow-up. Survival 

curves were generated using the Turnbull estimator. 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 12, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.10.23298261doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.10.23298261
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 

9 

Effect of past anti-VEGF exposures on risk of PDR 

To examine the impact on model fit when accounting for repeated exposures in 

treated eyes, we implemented 3 different modelling strategies with different degrees 

of complexity using Cox regression and the novel WCE method.[18] The 

proportionality assumption was tested graphically by inspection of Schoenfeld 

residuals.[19] All models adjusted for baseline DR severity, age, sex, ethnicity, type 

of diabetes, and IMD. We compared goodness of fit using Akaike information 

criterion (AIC) while accounting for differences in degrees of freedom.[18,20] Lower 

AIC values indicate a better fit. Differences in AIC above 10 units are considered 

significant.[20] Briefly, a simpler model with higher AIC (worse fit) would likely suffer 

from under-fit bias when compared to a more complex model with a lower AIC 

(better fit).[21]  

A traditional Coxmodel adjusted for all time-fixed covariates and ignored anti-VEGF 

exposures. Coxmodel allowed comparisons with models adjusting for anti-VEGF 

injections. Using an extension of the Cox model (Coxtdc), anti-VEGF treatments were 

modelled as a time-dependent unweighted cumulative sum of exposures.[19,22]  

In pharmacoepidemiology, current risk may be affected by a recent increase in 

exposures.[12] Due to uncertainty about how past anti-VEGF injections impact PDR 

risk, we used weight functions fitted to the data using flexible restricted cubic 

regression splines modelled in Cox regression, avoiding a priori assumptions about 

the specific shape of the weight function following the methods from Sylvestre et 

al.[18] (WCEmodel). We considered 5 different windows of etiologically relevant 

exposure. For each time window, alternative models, with 1 to 3 interior knots 

uniformly placed across the time window were compared. The length of time window 

before index date and number of internal knots were chosen from the model with 
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best fit assessed by AIC (where minimum AIC means a better fit).[18] The linear 

combination of estimates from the weight function was used to calculate a WCE 

score for each individual. The WCEmodel controlled for time-fixed covariates and for 

each patient’s WCE score. 

 

Propensity score matching  

We used propensity score matching (PSM) in a treatment-naive DR cohort without 

DMO adjusting for age, sex, baseline DR severity, and IMD. A 1:1 nearest neighbour 

PSM without replacement with a propensity score estimated using logistic regression 

of the treatment on the covariates resulted in adequate balance (supplementary-

figure 2). The effect of anti-VEGF injections on the treated was estimated with a Cox 

model with matching weights applied. Robust standard errors were used for 95% CI 

and p-value calculations.  

Follow-up recommendations and anti-VEGF impact on risk of PDR 

We calculated PDR cumulative incidence rates (IR) per 100 person-time (where time 

is equal to the screening interval assessed). We computed IRs at 3, 6, 12, and 24 

months for each DR severity level. To ensure equitable delivery of eye care, IRs 

were compared with IRs observed in the treatment-naive cohort. Following UK-

NSC[23] and American Diabetes Association[24] DR screening recommendations, 

and considering follow-up in a tertiary, rather than a community setting, we set the 

PDR IR corresponding to the annual IR of treatment-naive eyes with mild-NPDR as 

reference. IR, rate ratio, and absolute difference in IR were calculated to provide 

further insights on the impact of anti-VEGF treatment on PDR incidence. 
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As sensitivity analysis, IR, rate ratios, and absolute differences in IR were calculated 

in an unmatched treatment-naive cohort. 

 

All analyses were performed using R version 4.0.3. The survival,[25] and WCE[18] 

packages were used for survival analyses. The MatchIt[26] package was used for 

PSM.  
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Results 

A total of 5716 eyes (2858 treated vs 2858 treatment-naive eyes) from 5716 patients 

(61% Male, 3489/5716) with NPDR were included (supplementary-figure 1). Table 1 

shows cohort characteristics; 54% (3107/5716) of patients self-described as white, 

and more than a third (32%, 1830/5716) were in the most deprived quintile of 

deprivation (first quintile). There were 209 incident PDR cases over a median (IQR) 

follow-up of 1.2 (0.6-2.4) years in the treated cohort (4.45 [95%CI 3.89-5.09] PDR 

cases per 100 person-years). The median (IQR) number of intravitreal injections was 

11 (7-19); 11 (6-18) for mild-NPDR eyes, 12 (7-18) for moderate-NPDR, and 12 (7-

23) for severe-NPDR. The median number of injections by baseline DR severity per 

year of follow-up is shown in supplementary-table 1. Most patients received 

ranibizumab (67%, 1921/2858) at baseline, followed by aflibercept (31%, 889/2858), 

and bevacizumab (2%, 48/2858). In the treatment-naive cohort, there were 537 

incident PDR cases over a median (IQR) follow-up of 2.44 (1.19-4.45) years (6.27 

[95%CI 5.77-6.81] PDR cases per 100 person-years). 

Effect of past anti-VEGF exposures 

The WCEmodel with a regression spline function based on three equally spaced knots 

over a six-month time window exposure showed the best fit to the data when 

compared with Coxmodel and Coxtdc (AIC=2837.6, supplementary-tables 2, 3). 

Supplementary-figure 3 shows the estimated weight function for the WCEmodel, which 

illustrates the relative strength of anti-VEGF impact on PDR risk. Current and most 

recent doses showed the highest protective effect (negative weights). This effect 

rapidly decreases with increasing time after exposure, reaching 0 at approximately 

week 4. More remote doses did not seem to have an impact on current risk of PDR. 
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We report mutually adjusted hazard ratios (HR) from the WCEmodel (best fitting 

model, table 2). The poorest fit to the data was seen in Coxmodel which ignored the 

exposure of intravitreal injections (AIC difference of 94 vs WCEmodel). Mutually 

adjusted HR from Coxmodel and Coxtdc are available in supplementary-table 4.  
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Table 1. Cohort characteristics. 

  Group 

Characteristic Overall, N = 

5,716 

Treated, N = 

2,858 

Treatment-naive, N = 

2,858 

Age 64 (57, 72) 64 (57, 72) 64 (57, 72) 

Sex       

Female 2,227 (39%) 1,115 (39%) 1,112 (39%) 

Male 3,489 (61%) 1,743 (61%) 1,746 (61%) 

Baseline DR grade       

Mild NPDR 926 (16%) 463 (16%) 463 (16%) 

Moderate NPDR 3,872 (68%) 1,935 (68%) 1,937 (68%) 

Severe NPDR 918 (16%) 460 (16%) 458 (16%) 

Ethnicity       

White 3,107 (54%) 1,660 (58%) 1,447 (51%) 

South Asian 654 (11%) 313 (11%) 341 (12%) 

Black 373 (6.5%) 209 (7.3%) 164 (5.7%) 

Any other Asian 125 (2.2%) 61 (2.1%) 64 (2.2%) 

Other 122 (2.1%) 71 (2.5%) 51 (1.8%) 

Not stated 1,335 (23%) 544 (19%) 791 (28%) 

Type of diabetes       

Type 2 4,057 (71%) 2,129 (74%) 1,928 (67%) 

Type 1 436 (7.6%) 183 (6.4%) 253 (8.9%) 

Other 169 (3.0%) 66 (2.3%) 103 (3.6%) 

Unknown 1,054 (18%) 480 (17%) 574 (20%) 

IMD (quintiles)       

1 1,830 (32%) 915 (32%) 915 (32%) 

2 1,381 (24%) 688 (24%) 693 (24%) 

3 956 (17%) 479 (17%) 477 (17%) 

4 764 (13%) 383 (13%) 381 (13%) 

5 785 (14%) 393 (14%) 392 (14%) 

Median (IQR) for continuous variables. 

Count (column %) for categorical variables. 
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Table 2. Mutually adjusted hazard ratios allowing for baseline diabetic retinopathy 

grade, age, sex, type of diabetes, ethnicity, and index of multiple deprivation. Anti-

VEGF exposures are modelled as cumulative exposures weighted by recency. 

 

Characteristic HR (95% CI)* p-value 

Baseline DR grade     

Mild NPDR 1.00   

Moderate NPDR 1.99 (1.13, 3.51) 0.015 

Severe NPDR 4.63 (2.55, 8.41) 2.8e-07 

Age (per 5-year rise) 0.91 (0.85, 0.96) 0.002 

Sex     

Female 1.00   

Male 1.36 (1.00, 1.84) 0.047 

Type of diabetes     

Type 2 1.00   

 Type 1 2.08 (1.35, 3.21) 7.3e-04 

 Other 1.24 (0.50, 3.10) 0.639 

 Unknown 0.89 (0.60, 1.32) 0.552 

Ethnicity     

White 1.00   

South Asian 0.91 (0.58, 1.45) 0.698 

Black 0.44 (0.20, 0.96) 0.036 

Any Other Asian 0.80 (0.29, 2.21) 0.657 

Other 0.34 (0.08, 1.42) 0.132 

Not Stated 1.02 (0.70, 1.48) 0.917 

IMD quintiles     

1 (most deprived) 1.00   

2 1.03 (0.72, 1.49) 0.867 

3 1.03 (0.68, 1.56) 0.903 

4 0.87 (0.56, 1.36) 0.542 

5 (least deprived) 0.62 (0.37, 1.04) 0.064 

*HR; hazard ratio, CI; confidence interval 
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Progression to proliferative diabetic retinopathy  

Figure 1 shows PDR development probabilities stratified by baseline DR severity. At 

year 4, the probability of PDR was 24.4% in the treatment-naive eyes and 14.8% in 

the treated eyes. The effect of anti-VEGF treatment estimated with a Cox PH model 

with PSM weights applied showed a 20% reduction in hazards of PDR (HR 0.80, 

95%CI 0.68-0.94, p0.006). Supplementary-table 5 shows the differences in IRs from 

observed data. On average, there were almost 2 fewer incident PDR cases per 100 

persons-year in treated eyes. The difference was most notable among people with 

severe-NPDR (rate ratio 0.65, 95%CI 0.45-0.93). Differences were not significant 

between mild-NPDR eyes.  

Sensitivity analyses comparing IR in unmatched treatment-naive eyes (53376 

treatment-naive DR eyes vs 2858 DMO anti-VEGF treated eyes) showed consistent 

differences in IR and rate ratios in eyes with mild and moderate-NPDR 

(supplementary-table 6). Differences were not significant overall, possibly owing to 

observed imbalances in DR severity and age (older population with higher proportion 

of mild-NPDR cases in treatment-naive eyes, supplementary-figure 2).  

Data-driven follow-up recommendations for PDR screening  

The cumulative PDR IR in treatment-naive patients with mild-NPDR was 2.26 

(95%CI 1.57-3.23) per 100 person-years. This would mean that, on average, 2 new 

PDR cases per 100 persons occur over a one-year period. Allowing for the 

occurrence of 2 new PDR cases per period, yields a recommended PDR interval 

screening of 12 months for mild-NPDR (IR 1.81, 95%CI 1.03-3.09), 6 months for 

moderate-NPDR (IR 1.97, 95%CI 1.65-2.35), and 3 months for severe-NPDR cases 
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(IR 2.35, 95%CI 1.85-2.97) with DMO treated with anti-VEGF. Figure 2 shows IRs by 

pre-specified screening interval. 

Figure 1. Survival curves for progression to proliferative diabetic retinopathy (PDR) 

stratified by baseline diabetic retinopathy (DR) severity. 

 

Associations with progression to proliferative diabetic retinopathy 

Eyes with severe-NPDR at baseline showed a more than 4-fold increase in PDR 

hazards (HR 4.63, 95%CI 2.55-8.41, p2.8x10-7) when compared with mild-NPDR 

patients (table 2). Every 5-year rise in age showed a 9% reduction in PDR hazards 

(95%CI 0.85-0.96; p6.0x10-4). PDR hazards in patients with Type 1 diabetes were 

2.08-fold higher when compared with type 2 diabetes patients (p7.3x10-4). Compared 

with females, males showed a 36% increase in PDR hazards (p0.047). Black 
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patients showed a 56% reduction in PDR hazards when compared with white 

participants.  

In a DR feature-based sub-analysis of treated eyes with severe-NPDR, only 

intraretinal-microvascular-abnormalities (IRMA) showed a significant association with 

PDR (HR 2.55, 95%CI 1.12-5.79, p=0.022) when compared with dot-blot 

haemorrhages in 4 quadrants (supplementary-results, supplementary-table 7).  

Figure 2. Cumulative incidence rates of proliferative diabetic retinopathy at different 

time periods to drive screening recommendations. Time (t) tests the different 

screening periods for each diabetic retinopathy severity levels which vary along the x 

axis.  
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Discussion 

This study provides a comprehensive analysis of PDR development in DMO eyes 

undergoing anti-VEGF treatment in routine clinical practice. Our findings support the 

use of WCE to model the complex time-dependent exposures to anti-VEGF 

injections, preventing underfitting in real-world data. Our research sheds light on the 

duration of the protective effect of anti-VEGF injections particularly during the most 

recent 4 weeks from treatment (supplementary-figure 3). Despite frequent intravitreal 

injections, DMO eyes treated with anti-VEGF still develop PDR, but showed a 20% 

reduction in the risk of PDR when compared with treatment-naive eyes (figure 1). 

Based on our findings, we propose evidence-based intervals for peripheral retinal 

examination for new onset neovascularisation based on the baseline DR grade: 

likely to be important for “injection-only” clinical pathways. 

The effect of intravitreal anti-VEGF injections on PDR progression 

Incorporating intravitreal anti-VEGF exposures as weighted time-dependent 

covariates yielded a far better fit to our data (supplementary-table 3), providing 

evidence that PDR risk is modified by anti-VEGF exposures and varied with 

treatment recency. The RISE and RIDE extension study[6] demonstrated that 

patients with DRSS stability/improvement received more injections compared to 

those with worsened scores (p<0.001). Furthermore, greater instability occurred in 

more severe baseline cases (p<0.001).[6] The PANORAMA study suggested a dose-

dependent effect on DRSS improvement,[8] supporting the importance of past anti-

VEGF exposures and baseline DR severity. The protective anti-VEGF effect declines 

sharply, becoming insignificant at approximately 4 weeks after exposure. Reduction 

in treatment frequency to less-than-monthly injections, or treatment discontinuation, 
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translates to an increase in PDR risk compared with eyes treated with monthly 

injections which is even greater in high-risk groups.  

Progression to proliferative diabetic retinopathy 

Nguyen et al.[27] simulated treating severe-NPDR with rigorous early anti-VEGF 

injections versus delaying treatment until PDR development using extrapolated 1-

year data from PANORAMA[8] and RISE/RIDE[28] trials. Based on real-world data 

from over 77000 patients, a 2 million NPDR patient cohort was simulated. Early 

treatment showed a 51.7% relative risk reduction in PDR development over 5 years 

and a 19.4% absolute risk reduction. The authors highlight the lack of real-world 

evidence of anti-VEGF treatment on risk of PDR. However, as only 1-year RCT data 

is extrapolated in a Monte Carlo model, no differences in the timing and frequency of 

the treatments were taken into account, and results are likely to differ in real-world 

settings where intensity and timing of treatment vary. Our study addresses this by 

showing a 20% average reduction effect in PDR risk in the treated population 

(p0.006), and by providing real-world pharmacoepidemiologic evidence of the 

importance of past anti-VEGF treatments (supplementary-figure 3). 

The PANORAMA study[8] studied the effect of longer anti-VEGF treatment intervals 

for patients with no DMO and showed a PDR cumulative probability within 2 years of 

13.5% for treated eyes and 33.2% for sham eyes. In the RISE/RIDE studies,[4] 8% 

(21/257) of cases in the sham group progressed to PDR at 2 years follow-up from 

NPDR at baseline, compared with 2% (10/502) of those treated with ranibizumab. 

Total progression of retinopathy in RISE/RIDE by all measures was 30% (78/257) in 

the sham group and 10% (51/502) in the treated groups. The DRCRnet protocol 

W[7] explored the potential use of anti-VEGF injections at earlier stages of 
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retinopathy to prevent DR progression in eyes without DMO, finding 2-year PDR 

cumulative probability of 13.5% in the aflibercept treated group. The PDR cumulative 

probability at year-2 in our study was 12.2% in the treatment-naive vs 9.7% in the 

treated cohort. Possible reasons for the lower PDR cumulative incidence in our 

cohort at year-2 are the variation in appointment intervals in routine care and 

differences in baseline characteristics. Unlike clinical trials, we provide cumulative 

PDR risk estimates for up to 5 years of follow-up.  

We recommend review under mydriasis for NPDR eyes with DMO undergoing anti-

VEGF treatment every 12-months for mild-NPDR, 6-monthly for moderate-NPDR, 

and 3-monthly for severe-NPDR. Although in the long term, novel grading systems 

incorporating widefield optical coherence tomography-angiography, may be resilient 

to the effect of anti-VEGF in their predictive power and may eventually supplant the 

ETDRS grading system, it will take many years to curate datasets to validate such 

systems. Currently, in the absence of novel grading systems, a pragmatic guide to 

surveillance is needed given the prevalence of injection treatments for DMO.[29] 

Proliferative diabetic retinopathy associations 

Baseline DR severity is one of the most relevant biomarkers for predicting patient 

outcomes, even with frequent anti-VEGF injections. Baseline DR severity grade was 

associated with 1.22 and 4.63-fold rises in PDR hazards for moderate and severe-

NPDR when compared with mild-NPDR, respectively. IRMA showed a 2.55-fold risk 

of progressing to PDR when compared with dot-blot-haemorrhages in 4 quadrants, 

further highlighting the relevance of clinical DR features.[9,10,16]  

Younger patients were at increased risk for developing PDR, confirming the findings 

of other studies.[30,31] Males showed a 36% increase in PDR hazards when 
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compared with females. Previous studies on DR and DMO have not shown 

significant sex differences. Sex is a known confounder in diseases involving the 

microvasculature,[16,32] and together with evidence of a reduced likelihood of 

achieving metabolic therapeutic goals,[30] are possible reasons for the observed 

differences. Black patients have been reported to be more likely to develop DR than 

white patients, more likely to present with sight-threatening DR,[33,34] and less likely 

to attend for diabetic eye screening.[35] Interestingly, white patients showed worse 

survival compared with black patients. It is worth noting that 19% (544/2858) of 

patients had missing ethnicity data, underscoring the need for caution in 

interpretation of ethnic associations. Type 1 diabetes and worse DR severity at 

baseline were the strongest predictors of PDR development.  

Strengths and limitations 

This study has several strengths. Firstly, we examined a large cohort with structured 

data collection in EMR including retinopathy grade, retinal features, time-stamped 

diagnoses, clinical examinations, and treatments/procedures. Secondly, we have 

analysed the relative importance of intravitreal injections given in routine clinical care 

settings, rather than modelled data, on PDR development by modelling injections as 

weighted exposures in Cox regression using the novel WCE method. Thirdly, we 

have used PSM to estimate the average effect of anti-VEGF treatment on the risk of 

PDR.  

The main limitations of our study are as follows. Our data are dependent on the 

quality of EMR examination and recordings. Large epidemiologic or clinical studies 

put constraints either on participants and on researcher behaviour and are 

increasingly more difficult and costly to perform; the results of real-world practice 
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provide equally important, but different, information, where the scale of the dataset 

compensates in part for the potential for inaccuracies in the clinical record. A second 

limitation of our study is that data on confounders such as level of hyperglycaemia, 

hypertension, and other systemic comorbidities was not available. As with any 

observational study, results can be influenced by residual unaccounted confounders 

that can only be resolved by a randomised controlled trial of differing intensity and 

duration of treatment regimens.       

 

Conclusion 

Our results support the use of WCE in modelling the effects of anti-VEGF injections 

in routine clinical practice and demonstrate that eyes with repeated anti-VEGF 

treatment for DMO still progress to PDR. Our WCE model suggests that intravitreal 

anti-VEGF therapy is associated with a reduction in risk of PDR which lasts for 4 

weeks after each injection. Baseline DR grade, clinical retinopathy features (IRMA), 

age, sex, type of diabetes, and ethnicity were key prognostic factors. Our findings 

highlight the risk of PDR progression after intravitreal anti-VEGF therapy has been 

initiated, or stopped, and are, together with our pragmatic screening interval 

recommendations, of clinical significance for the management and monitoring of 

DMO patients. 
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