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Figure S1: Treatment effect—gender specific, and laterality
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* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, n.s. not significant.

Figure S2: Vision related symptom burden— gender specific, and laterality
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* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, n.s. not significant.




Figure S3: Burden of clinic or hospital visits —gender specific, and laterality
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Figure S4: Risk of treatment related safety and tolerability issues or events —gender

specific, and laterality
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* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, n.s. not significant.




Figure S5: Impact on daily activities —gender specific, and laterality
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* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, n.s. not significant.




Figure S6: Impact on psychological well-being—gender specific, and laterality
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* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, n.s. not significant.



