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Supplementary Figure S1. PRISMA flow diagram of the database search and screening process. TE:
Trabeculectomy; CP: Canaloplasty; N: Number; WOS: Web of Science; CENTRAL: Cochrane Central

Register of Controlled Trials



Mean diff.

Omitted study with 95% ClI p-value
Aghayeva et al. (2021) . -2.61[-3.46, -1.75] 0.000
Ayyala et al. (2011) -2.57[-3.38, -1.77] 0.000
Briggemann et al. (2012) -2.55[-3.35, -1.75] 0.000
Briiggemann et al. (2013) . -2.60[-3.37, -1.82] 0.000
Matlach et al. (2015) . -2.52[-3.32, -1.71] 0.000
Nassri et al. (2020) * -2.62[-3.41, -1.82] 0.000
Quaranta et al. (2014) T -2.23[-2.60, -1.87] 0.000
Taruttis et al. (2018) * -2.67 [ -3.45, -1.88] 0.000
Thederan et al. (2014) -2.54[-3.32, -1.77] 0.000
Vastardis et al. (2021) . -2.44 [ -3.26, -1.62] 0.000
Garris et al. (2018) -2.54[-3.33, -1.74] 0.000
Matlach et al. (2013) = -2.69[-3.45, -1.93] 0.000
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Supplementary Figure S2. The leave-one-out sensitivity analysis showing the change in the reported
effect estimate in terms of 10OP between TE/PTE and CP/PCP. TE: trabeculectomy; CP: canaloplasty; PTE:
phacotrabeculectomy; PCP: phacocanaloplasty
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Supplementary Figure S3. A funnel plot showing no significant risk of publication bias.



Log odds-ratio

Omitted study with 95% CI p-value
Briiggemann et al. (2013) . 1.30[0.88, 1.73] 0.000
Matlach et al. (2015) 1.20[0.76, 1.64] 0.000
Nassri et al. (2020) . 1.17[0.73, 1.61] 0.000
Thederan et al. (2014) . 1.24[0.81, 1.67] 0.000
Vastardis et al. (2021) . 0.92[0.33, 1.50] 0.002
Matlach et al. (2013) I- 1.22[0.79, 1.65] 0.000
5 1 15 2
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Supplementary Figure S4. The leave-one-out sensitivity analysis showing the change in the reported
effect estimate in terms of complete success between TE/PTE and CP/PCP. TE: trabeculectomy; CP:

canaloplasty; PTE: phacotrabeculectomy; PCP: phacocanaloplasty



The Difference in Complete Success Between TE and CP Based on Follow-up

TE CP Log odds-ratio Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% CI (%)
1 month
Matlach et al. (2015) 26 6 15 14 — - 1.40[ 0.25, 2.55] 6.44
Heterogeneity: I> = 0.00%, H? = 1.00 - 1.40[ 0.25, 2.55]
Testof 8,=6;: Q(0)=0.00,p =.
Testof 6=0:z=2.39, p=0.02
12 months
Briiggemann etal. (2013) 12 3 14 1 —_— -1.25[-3.64, 1.14] 6.1
Matlach et al. (2015) 24 7 14 9 —+— 0.79[-0.40, 1.98] 7.92
Nassri et al. (2020) 26 4 12 15 —=a——  2.09[ 0.80, 3.39] 3.68
Thederan et al. (2014) 10 5 10 11 —o— 0.79[-0.58, 2.16] 6.06
Vastardis et al. (2021) 71 65 21 83 E B 1.46[ 0.88, 2.05] 24.82
Heterogeneity: I* = 45.61%, H* = 1.84 ’ 1.25[ 0.81, 1.69)
Testof 6,=0,; Q(4)=7.35p=0.12
Testof6=0:z=15.61, p=0.00
24 months
Matlach et al. (2015) 21 10 9 14 —a— 1.18[ 0.06, 2.31] 7.27
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H? = 1.00 4 1.18[ 0.06, 2.31]
Testof 8,=6;: Q(0)=0.00,p =.
Testof 6 =0:z=2.06, p=0.04
3 months
Matlach et al. (2015) 27 5 16 10 —c— 1.22[-0.02, 2.46] 6.02
Heterogeneity: I* = 100.00%, H* = 1.00 - 1.22[-0.02, 2.46]
Testof 8,=6,: Q0)=0.00,p=.
Testof6=0:z=1.92, p=0.05
36 months
Nassri et al. (2020) 21 9 10 17 —a— 1.38[ 0.27, 2.48] 6.89
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 <> 1.38[ 0.27, 2.48]
Testof8,=6;:Q(0)=0.00,p=.
Testof 6 =0:z=2.45, p=0.01
6 months
Briiggemannetal. (2013) 14 1 15 0 . -1.17[-4.45, 211 317
Matlach et al. (2015) 25 7 13 1M - 1.11[-0.05, 2.27] 7.09
Nassri et al. (2020) 26 4 15 12 —a— 1.65[ 0.35, 2.95] 4.59
Thederan et al. (2014) 11 7 13 9 . 0.08[-1.19, 1.36] 9.93

Heterogeneity: I” = 33.10%, H® = 1.49
Testof B, =6: Q(3)=4.48, p=0.21
Testof6=0:z=2.44,p=0.01

Overall

Heterogeneity: I = 8.43%, H* = 1.09
Testof 6,=0: Q(12) = 13.11, p = 0.36
Testof 6 =0:z=7.48, p =0.00

Test of group differences: Q,(5) = 1.38, p=0.93

Fixed-effects Mantel-Haenszel model

\ 4

0.83[ 0.17, 1.50]



Supplementary Figure S5. The change in complete success between standalone TE and CP stratified by

the follow-up assessment timepoint. TE: trabeculectomy; CP: canaloplasty



Qualified Success in TE/PTE vs. CP/PCP

TE/PTE CP/PCP Log odds-ratio  Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% CI (%)
Phacotrabeculectomy Vs. Phacocanaloplasty
Matlach et al. (2013) 19 0 14 1 1.39[-1.88, 467] 1.70
Heterogeneity: I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 e ——— 1 30 [ -1.88, 4.67]
Test of 8, = 6;: Q(0) =0.00, p =.
Testof 6=0:z=0.84,p=0.40
Trabeculectomy Vs. Canaloplasty Alone
Matlach et al. (2015) 30 1 19 4 1.84[-042, 411] 298
Nassri et al. (2020) 26 4 22 5 — 0.39[-1.04, 1.82] 13.06
Thederan et al. (2014) 13 2 17 4 B 042[-1.42,227] 7.99
Vastardis et al. (2021) 105 31 68 36 - = 0.58[ 0.02, 1.15] 74.28
Heterogeneity: I* = 0.00%, H? = 1.00 < 0.62[ 0.13, 1.12)

Testof ;=6 Q(3) =1.28, p=0.73
Testof 6=0:2=2.49,p=0.01

Overall > 3 0.64[ 0.16, 1.13]
Heterogeneity: I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(4) = 1.50, p = 0.83
Testof 6 =0:z=2.60, p=0.01

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 0.21, p = 0.65

Fixed-effects Mantel-Haenszel model

Supplementary Figure S6. The overall difference in qualified success between TE/PTE and CP/PCP
stratified by the intervention type [standalone vs. combined]. TE: trabeculectomy; CP: canaloplasty; PTE:
phacotrabeculectomy; PCP: phacocanaloplasty



Log odds-ratio

Omitted study with 95% CI p-value

Matlach et al. (2015) . 0.57[ 0.07, 1.07] 0.026

Nassri et al. (2020) 0.68[ 0.16, 1.19] 0.010

Thederan et al. (2014) 0.66[ 0.16, 1.16] 0.010

Vastardis et al. (2021) . 0.80[-0.14, 1.74] 0.096

Matlach et al. (2013) 0.62[ 0.13, 1.12] 0.013
o 5 1 15 2
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Supplementary Figure S7. The leave-one-out sensitivity analysis showing the change in the reported
effect estimate in terms of qualified success between TE/PTE and CP/PCP. TE: trabeculectomy; CP:
canaloplasty; PTE: phacotrabeculectomy; PCP: phacocanaloplasty



The Difference in Qualified Success Between TE and CP Based on Follow-up

TE CP Log odds-ratio  Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% ClI (%)
1 month
Matlach et al. (2015) 29 3 22 7 -T— 1.12[-0.34, 259] 591
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H? = 1.00 e 1.12 [ -0.34, 2.59]
Test of 8 =6;: Q(0)=0.00,p =.
Testof 8=0:z=1.51,p=0.13
12 months
Matlach et al. (2015) 31 0 22 1 1.44[-1.81, 468] 1.10
Nassri et al. (2020) 26 4 20 —1— 0.82[-0.54, 218] 7.67
Thederan et al. (2014) 13 2 17 4 —_—T 042[-142, 227] 5.16
Vastardis et al. (2021) 105 31 68 36 LIl 0.58[ 0.02, 1.15] 47.98
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 < 0.63[ 0.13, 1.13]
Testof 6, =6:Q(3)=0.39, p = 0.94
Testof 6=0:z=2.47, p=0.01
24 months
Matlach et al. (2015) 30 1 19 4 = 1.84[-0.42, 411 1.92
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 —4‘- 1.84[-0.42, 4.11]
Test of 6,=6:Q(0) =0.00,p =.
Testof6=0:z2=1.59, p=0.11
3 months
Matlach et al. (2015) 31 1 24 2 —_—t 0.95[-1.51, 3.41] 2.26
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H = 1.00 B e 0.95[ -1.51, 3.41]
Test of 6 =6;: Q(0)=0.00,p=.
Testof06=0:z=0.76, p=045
36 months
Nassri et al. (2020) 26 4 22 5 — 0.39[-1.04, 1.82] 843
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 R 0.39[-1.04, 1.82]
Test of 8= 6: Q(0) =0.00, p =
Testof0=0:z=0.53, p=0.59
6 months
Matlach et al. (2015) 31 1 23 1 0.30[-2.53, 3.12] 224
Nassri et al. (2020) 26 4 21 — 0.62[-0.77, 2.01] 8.05
Thederan et al. (2014) 14 4 17 0.03[-1.46, 1.52] 9.29
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H = 1.00 t 0.34[-0.61, 1.29]

Testof 8,=6:Q(2)=0.32,p=0.85
Testof 6=0:2=0.70,p=048

Overall

Heterogeneity: I° = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Test of 6 =0 Q(10) =2.77, p=0.99
Testof 0 =0:z=3.28, p=0.00

Test of group differences: Q,(5) = 2.06, p = 0.84

Fixed-effects Mantel-Haenszel model
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Supplementary Figure S8. The change in qualified success between standalone TE and CP stratified by

the follow-up assessment timepoint. TE: trabeculectomy; CP: canaloplasty



Log odds-ratio

Omitted study with 95% CI p-value
Ayyala et al. (2011) . -0.27 [ -0.84, 0.30] 0.348
Nassri et al. (2020) . -0.45[-1.01, 0.11] 0.113
Vastardis et al. (2021) . 0.00[-0.66, 0.66] 0.992
Garris et al. (2018) . -0.60 [ -1.24, 0.03] 0.063
Schoenberg et al. (2015) . -0.41[-1.03, 0.20] 0.188

15 -1 -5 0 5

Fixed-effects Mantel-Haenszel model

Supplementary Figure S9. The leave-one-out sensitivity analysis showing the change in the reported
effect estimate in terms of failure rate between TE/PTE and CP/PCP. TE: trabeculectomy; CP: canaloplasty;
PTE: phacotrabeculectomy; PCP: phacocanaloplasty



Log odds-ratio

Omitted study with 95% ClI p-value
Ayyala et al. (2011) . -0.69[-1.72, 0.33] 0.186
Briggemann et al. (2012) . -0.68[-1.66, 0.31] 0.177
Brliggemann et al. (2013) . -0.92[-1.89, 0.05] 0.064
Matlach et al. (2015) . -0.57[-1.52, 0.37] 0.235
Nassri et al. (2020) . -0.64[-1.65, 0.37] 0.213
Taruttis et al. (2018) * -0.64[-1.64, 0.35] 0.205
Thederan et al. (2014) -0.73[-1.72, 0.27] 0.151
Vastardis et al. (2021) -0.78[-1.84, 0.28] 0.149
Klink et al. (2014) . -1.01[-1.79, -0.24] 0.011
Garris et al. (2018) * -0.91[-1.93, 0.11] 0.081
Matlach et al. (2013) * -0.66[-1.65, 0.34] 0.198
Schoenberg et al. (2015) . -0.65[-1.65, 0.35] 0.200

2

Random-effects REML model

Supplementary Figure S10. The leave-one-out sensitivity analysis showing the change in the reported
effect estimate in terms of revision surgery between TE/PTE and CP/PCP. TE: trabeculectomy; CP:
canaloplasty; PTE: phacotrabeculectomy; PCP: phacocanaloplasty
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Supplementary Figure S11. A funnel plot showing significant risk of publication bias which was adjusted

by the trim and fill method (2 imputed studies), revealing no significant change in the reported effect

estimate



The Difference in Revision Surgery Between TE and CP Based on Follow-up

TE CP Log odds-ratio Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% CI (%)
1 day
Vastardis et al. (2021) 0 136 0 104 -0.27 [-4.20, 3.66] 3.82
Heterogeneity: t° = 0.00, P = %, H* = . -0.27 [-4.20, 3.66]
Testof 6,=6:Q(0)=0.00,p=.
Testof 6=0:2=-0.13, p=0.89
1 month
Brliggemann et al. (2012) 0 48 1 20 —— -1.96[-5.20, 1.28] 4.96
Vastardis et al. (2021) 0 105 5 79 —a— -2.68[-559, 0.23] 567
Heterogeneity: 7 = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 -2.36 [ -4.52, -0.19]
Testof 6= 6 Q(1) = 0.1, p=0.75
Testof6=0:z=-2.14, p=0.03
12 months
Briggemannetal. (2013) 2 13 1 14 0.77[-1.75, 3.28] 6.65
Nassri et al. (2020) 2 28 8 19 -1.77[-3.43, -012] 9.41
Taruttis et al. (2018) 1 30 6 26 -1.93[-4.12, 025] 7.63
Heterogeneity: ©° = 0.57, I = 33.47%, H® = 1.50 -1.18[-2.65, 0.29]
Testof 6,=6:Q(2) =3.23,p=0.20
Testof 6=0:2=-1.58,p=0.12
2 weeks
Vastardis et al. (2021) 0 127 0 93 -0.31[-4.24, 3.62] 3.82
Heterogeneity: t° = 0.00, I = .%, H* = . : -0.31[-4.24, 3.62]
Testof ;= 6:Q(0)=0.00,p=.
Testof 6=0:z=-0.15, p=0.88
24 months
Matlach et al. (2015) 0o 32 8 22 —— -3.20[-6.10, -0.30] 5.68
Klink et al. (2014) 53 99 14 161 1.82[ 1.18, 2.46] 12.87
Heterogeneity: ©° = 11.44, I = 90.87%, H® = 10.95 ‘— -048[-5.38, 4.42)
Test of 8 = 6;: Q(1) = 10.95, p = 0.00
Testof 06=0:2=-0.19, p=0.85
3 months
Ayyala et al. (2011) 1 45 4 29 -1.83[-407, 041] 745
Briiggemann etal. (2013) 1 14 0 15 117[-211, 445 4.89
Vastardis et al. (2021) 8 103 6 73 -0.06[-1.16, 1.04] 1143
Heterogeneity: ©° = 0.24, I = 17.36%, H* = 1.21 -0.32 [-1.50, 0.85]
Testof 6,=60: Q(2)=2.73,p=0.26
Testof 0 =0:z=-0.54, p=0.59
6 months
Briiggemann et al. (2013) 1 14 0 15 117 [-2.11, 4.45] 4.89
Thederan et al. (2014) 0 22 1 21 -1.14[-4.40, 2.11] 4.94
Heterogeneity: t° = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 0.00[-231, 2.31]
Test of B = 8;: Q(1) = 0.96, p=0.33
Testof 8=0:z=0.00,p=1.00
9 months
Ayyala et al. (2011) 1 45 1 32 -0.34[-3.15, 247] 5.90

Heterogeneity: ©° = 0.00, I’ = .%, H* = .
Testof 8, = 6;: Q(0) =-0.00,p=.
Testof 8=0:z=-0.24, p=0.81

Overall

Heterogeneity: ©° = 1.54, I = 60.97%, H* = 2.56
Test of 6, = 8: Q(14) = 48.42, p = 0.00
Testof6=0:z=-1.28,p=0.20

Test of group differences: Q,(7) = 3.57, p=0.83

Random-effects REML model

0.34[-315, 2.47]



Supplementary Figure S12. The change in revision surgery rate between standalone TE and CP stratified

by the follow-up assessment timepoint. TE: trabeculectomy; CP: canaloplasty\



