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The purpose of this study was to compare the efficacies of one initial intravitreal injection of aflibercept followed by a pro re nata
(PRN; 1+PRN) regimen to those of three consecutive monthly injections followed by the PRN (3+PRN) regimen for diabetic
macular edema (DME) with practical protocols. The medical records of 95 eyes of 71 cases that were diagnosed with DME and
had received intravitreal aflibercept (IVA) injections were reviewed. Fifty-seven eyes had received IVA with the 1+PRN regimen,
and 38 eyes had received IVA with the 3+PRN regimen. The best-corrected visual acuity (BCVA) and the central macular
thickness (CMT) were measured at the baseline and at 1, 3, 6, and 12 months after the IVA. The mean number of injections of
the 1+PRN group was 2:9 ± 1:7, which was significantly fewer than that of the 3+PRN group at 4:6 ± 1:4 (P < 0:001). The
change of the mean BCVA before and after the IVA at 12 months of the 3+PRN group was −0:14 ± 0:17 logMAR units which
was significantly better than that of the 1+PRN group of −0:045 ± 0:25 logMAR units (P = 0:02). The change of the CMT before
and after the IVA at 6 months of the 3+PRN group was −141:3 ± 152:4 μm which was significantly more than that of the 1
+PRN group at −86:1 ± 117:8μm (P = 0:013). Although the mean number of injections was more than that in the 1+PRN
regimen, the 3+PRN regimen had better visual outcomes at 12 months. In a practical protocol, we recommend the 3+PRN
regimen for patients with DME (IRB#3541).

1. Introduction

Diabetic macular edema (DME) is the most common cause
of vision decrease in patients with nonproliferative diabetic
retinopathy [1]. An earlier meta-analysis of 22,896 diabetic
patients found that the prevalence of DME was 6.81% of
patients with diabetes mellitus [2]. Although there are several
therapeutic procedures to treat DME including focal/grid
laser photocoagulation, intravitreal or sub-Tenon triamcino-
lone acetonide (TA) injections [3], pars plana vitrectomy [4],
and intravitreal dexamethasone implant [5–9], intravitreal
injections of antivascular endothelial growth factor (anti-
VEGF) agents have become the gold standard therapy for
DME worldwide [10–17]. Evidence from the results of sev-
eral clinical trials suggested that repeated intravitreal anti-
VEGF agent injections significantly improved the visual acu-
ities and maintained the visual outcomes for a long period in

eyes with DME [10–17]. However, the medical cost has
severely restrained the frequent injections of anti-VEGF
agents for most patients [18]. In Japan, the cost of a single
intravitreal injection of aflibercept is approximately $1,500,
and most patients have to pay 30% of the medical costs at
every visit to the hospital in addition to the annual medical
insurance fees. Thus, a reduction in the number of injections
would be a practical improvement.

The results of our recent studies of the different injection
protocols indicated that as few as 3:8 ± 2:4 anti-VEGF injec-
tions can significantly improve the best-corrected visual acu-
ity (BCVA) and the central macular thickness (CMT) in eyes
with DME after a one-year treatment period [19]. In repre-
sentative clinical trials including the VISTA and the VIVID
studies, the mean number of injections was 9-12 times/year.
Thus, the lower number of aflibercept injections was more
cost effective in resolving the DME in real-world studies. In
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addition, our previous real-world study showed that the
effects of the fewer number of intravitreal aflibercept (IVA)
injections persisted longer than those of intravitreal ranibizu-
mab (IVR) injections [20]. Thus, we have recently selected
IVA for the treatment of DME with a practical protocol in
the Chiba University Hospital.

In these studies, the injection protocol was 1 to 3 consec-
utive monthly injections, but if the CMT was >300μm, addi-
tional injections were given [19, 20]. A reduction of the total
number of IVA injections is more desirable for the treatment
of DME with a practical protocol because it improved the
cost effectiveness. We have recently compared the effective-
ness of one initial injection of anti-VEGF agents followed
by the pro re nata (PRN; 1+PRN) regimen to that of three
monthly injections followed by the PRN (3+PRN) regimen
for macular edema (ME) associated with a branch retinal
vein occlusion (BRVO) [21]. The results of that study indi-
cated that the improvements of the BCVAs and the CMTs
were not significantly different between the 1+PRN and the
3+PRN groups [21]. However, the total number of injections
after 12 months in the 1+PRN group was 3:1 ± 1:6 times/year
which was significantly fewer than that in the 3+PRN group
at 5:1 ± 1:7 times/year [21]. Thus, we recommended the 1
+PRN protocol for patients with ME associated with BRVO
instead of the 3+PRN protocol [21].

Ebneter et al. compared two treatment regimens with
IVR for DME: one with the treat-and-extend regimen
(TER) and the other with the PRN regimen [22]. Their
results indicated that the visual outcomes were similar, but
the number of injections was fewer with the PRN regimen
than with the TER [22]. Thus, the PRN protocol can be more
cost effective in the real world. James et al. compared the
visual outcomes after IVR for DME in the 1+, 2+, and 3
+PRN regimens with a practical protocol [23]. They con-
cluded that one-third of the eyes with DME significantly
improved with the 1+PRN regimen and the 2+PRN regimen
[23]. Thus, they suggest that if baseline visual acuity is good,
the 3+PRN regimen should not be used [23]. In a PubMed
search, we did not extract any real-world study comparing
efficacies of IVA for DME with the 1+PRN to the 3+PRN
regimen.

Thus, the purpose of this study was to compare the effec-
tiveness of treating eyes with DME by the 1+PRN regimen to
that by the 3+PRN regimen on the BCVA and CRT.

2. Patients and Methods

The medical records of 95 eyes of 71 cases that were diag-
nosed with DME and had received the first IVA injection at
the Chiba University Hospital from January in 2015 to
December in 2017 were reviewed. The inclusion criteria were
patients with DME who had a vision impairment and a
CMT > 250 μm based on the optical coherence tomographic
images (SD-OCT, Heidelberg Engineering, Heidelberg, Ger-
many) [19, 20, 24]. The recent Japanese survey indicates that
most ophthalmologists in Japan think OCT findings includ-
ing CMTs as one of the most important indicators for initial
therapeutic intervention [24]. Practically, Snellen chart-
based BCVAs are used in Japan. The accuracy and the reli-

ability of the Snellen chart are likely to be less than the
ETDRS chart-based BCVAs. Therefore, most Japanese oph-
thalmologists use OCT findings as the most important
assessment indicator [24]. Eyes with a CMT < 250 μm,
vitreomacular traction, epiretinal membrane, uveitis, glau-
coma, and other retinal diseases, with brain or heart ische-
mia, were excluded [19, 20, 24]. In addition, patients who
did not agree to the high cost of frequent IVA injections were
excluded [19, 24].

The injection protocols were the 1+PRN regimen or the 3
+PRN regimen. From January 2015 to January 2016, all par-
ticipants underwent IVA with the 3+PRN regimen because of
having followed the main protocols of age-related macular
degeneration in our hospital. From January 2016 to January
2017, to save the medical cost, we had revised the regimen
from the 3+PRN to the 1+PRN for all patients with DME.
From January 2016 to December 2016, either the 1+PRN or
the 3+PRN regimen was allocated by each doctor. Thus, both
regimens were mixed for the last one year. If the CMT was
>300μm and patients agreed with the possible frequent
IVA injections, additional injections were given. However,
even if the CMT was <300μm, when the BCVA deteriorated
because of the persistent ME and the patients agreed with the
frequent injections, additional injections were given.

If the patients did not agree with the injection regimen,
other therapies including vitrectomy and sub-Tenon triam-
cinolone acetonide (STTA) injection were given. These
patients were not included in this study. Sustained release
steroid agents were not used because these agents have not
been approved in Japan. Thus, STTA injection was selected
for treatment of DME instead of sustained release steroid
agent injection. The follow-up period was 12 months after
the initial IVA treatment. No sight threatening adverse
events were observed after the IVA injections.

The BCVAs and the CMTs were measured at the base-
line and at 3, 6, and 12 months after the initial IVA injec-
tions. The decimal BCVAs were converted to logarithm of
the minimum angle of resolution (logMAR) units. A poor
baseline BCVA was defined as a BCVA > 0:301 logMAR
units, and a good baseline BCVA was defined as a BCVA
≤ 0:301 logMAR units. The center of the macular area
was determined to be the center of a 1mm diameter circle
in the ETDRS grid. Scan analysis was performed with the
version 5.3 software throughout the study. In case of seg-
mentation errors, the CMTs were measured manually.
The examiners measured the macular thickness at the fixa-
tion point and at 0.5mm from the fixation point twice, and
the average was used for the data analysis [21]. The DME
was classified as serous retinal detachment (SRD), sponge-
like DME, or cystoid macular edema (CME) by the OCT
images [25]. For the classification of DME, some patients
had more than 2 types of DME. In these cases, three
masked examiners evaluated the most predominant type
and the final characteristic of DME was decided by major-
ity [25].

The clinical data and demographics of the patients before
the IVA are shown in Table 1. Fifty-seven eyes had received
IVA by the 1+PRN regimen, and 38 eyes had received IVA
by the 3+PRN regimen. The age, sex, HbA1c, BCVA, and
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CMTs were not significantly different between the two
groups. In addition, the numbers of patients with the differ-
ent DME types, i.e., SRD, CME, and sponge-like DME, are
presented in Table 2.

All of the procedures conformed to the tenets of the
World Medical Association Declaration of Helsinki. A writ-
ten informed consent form was obtained from all patients.
An approval for the study was obtained from the Institu-
tional Review Board of Chiba University Graduate School
of Medicine in Japan (number 3541).

2.1. Statistical Analyses. The data were expressed as the
means ± standard deviations (SDs). The data were analyzed
for normality but not randomized because of the retrospec-
tive nature. The significance of differences in the data was
determined by the Mann-Whitney U test, Fisher’s exact test,
Wilcoxon rank-sum test, or chi-square tests. A P value < 0.05
was considered significant.

3. Results

3.1. Total Number of Injections. The mean of the total num-
ber of IVA injections in the 1+PRN group was 2:93 ± 1:7,
which was significantly fewer than 4:6 ± 1:4 in the 3+PRN
group (P < 0:001; Mann-Whitney U test; Figure 1).

3.2. Changes in Mean Central Macula Thickness (CMT) from
Baseline. In both the 1+PRN and the 3+PRN groups, the
mean CMT was significantly reduced from the baseline at
1, 3, 6, and 12 months after the IVA injections (P < 0:001
for all; Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Figure 2). In the 3+PRN
group, the mean CMT was significantly reduced at 3 and 6
months after the IVA compared to that in the 1+PRN group
(−176:6 ± 113:4 μm vs. −62:6 ± 126:3 μm (P < 0:001) and
-141:3 ± 152:4 μm vs. -86.1 vs. -117.8μm (P = 0:013), respec-
tively; Mann-Whitney U test; Figure 2). However, the differ-
ence in the mean CMT between the 3+PRN and 1+PRN
groups at 12 months after the IVA was not significant
(−133:8 ± 146:2 μm vs. −86:1 ± −136:6 μm; P = 0:0969;
Mann-Whitney U test; Figure 2).

3.3. Changes in Mean BCVA from Baseline. In the 1+PRN
group, the BCVAs were significantly better only at 1 month
after the IVA injections than at the baseline (P = 0:0199; Wil-
coxon rank-sum test). In the 3+PRN group, the BCVAs were
significantly improved at 1, 3, 6, and 12 months in compari-

son to the baseline after the IVA injections (P = 0:003, P <
0:001, P = 0:0058, and P < 0:001; Wilcoxon rank-sum test;
Figure 3).

We also compared mean changes in the BCVA from the
baseline after the IVA injections between the two groups. In
the 3+PRN group, the mean BCVA was significantly
improved at 3 and 12 months after the IVA compared to that

Table 1: Baseline characteristics of the patients.

Baseline 1+PRN group 3+PRN group P

Number (eyes) 57 38 NA

Age (years) 61:7 ± 12:1 65:1 ± 9:2 P = 0:32

Gender (men/women) 34/23 24/14 P = 0:83

HbA1c (%) 7:67 ± 2:24 7:55 ± 1:04 P = 0:065

BCVA (logMAR) 0:42 ± 0:34 0:45 ± 0:29 P = 0:73

CMT (μm) 500:5 ± 120:3 537:7 ± 92:7 P = 0:067

BCVA: best-corrected visual acuity; CMT: central macular thickness;
logMAR: logarithm of the minimum angle of resolution.

Table 2: Different types of DME on OCT.

1+PRN (eyes) 3+PRN (eyes)

Sponge-like type 32 19

CME type 20 16

SRD type 5 3

OCT: optical coherence tomography; CME: cystoid macular edema; SRD:
serous retinal detachment; PRN: pro re nata.
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Figure 1: Comparisons of the total number of injections between
the 1+PRN and 3+PRN groups at 12 months. The mean total
number of injections in the 3+PRN group was 4:6 ± 1:4, which
was significantly more than 2:9 ± 1:7 in the 1+PRN group
(P < 0:001, Mann-Whitney U test). PRN: pro re nata.

–300
Baseline

M
ea

n 
ch

an
ge

 in
 C

M
T 

(𝜇
M

)

–200

–100

0

1 3 6
(months)

9 12

1 + PRN
3 + PRN

⁎ P<0.05
Mann-Whitney U test

⁎
⁎

Figure 2: Changes in the mean CMT from baseline to 12 months
after the IVA. In the 3+PRN group, the mean CMT was
significantly reduced at 3 and 6 months after the IVA compared to
that in the 1+PRN group (P < 0:001 and P = 0:013, respectively;
Mann-Whitney U test). However, there was no significant
difference in the mean CMT between the two groups at 12 months
after the IVA. PRN: pro re nata; CMT: central macular thickness.
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in the 1+PRN group (−0:16 ± 0:28 logMAR units vs. -0.05 vs.
0.19 logMAR units (P = 0:0389) and −0:14 ± 0:17 logMAR
units vs. −0:04 ± 0:25 logMAR units (P = 0:0183), respec-
tively; Mann-Whitney U test; Figure 3).

3.4. Changes in Mean BCVA from Baseline in Eyes Whose
Mean Total Number of Injections Was <4. To focus on the
DME eyes with a fewer numbers of IVA injections, we com-
pared mean changes in the BCVA from the baseline to 12
months in which the mean total number of IVA injections
was <4. In the 1+PRN group, the BCVAs were not signifi-
cantly improved at any time after the IVA injections. In the
3+PRN group, the BCVAs were significantly improved at 6
and 12 months after the IVA (P = 0:0357 and 0.008, respec-
tively; Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Figure 4).

In addition, the total number of injections in the 3+PRN
group with ≤3 IVA injections, and the mean BCVA was sig-
nificantly better at 12 months after the IVA compared to that
in the 1+PRN group with the total number of injections ≤ 3
(−0:20 ± 0:13 logMAR units vs. −0:009 ± 0:23 logMAR units;
P = 0:0013; Mann-Whitney U test; Figure 4). Thus, even in
the DME eyes in which the mean total number of injections
was fewer than 4, the 3+PRN group had significantly better
BCVA than the 1+PRN group at 12 months after the IVA
injections (Figure 4).

3.5. Comparisons of Changes in BCVA from Baseline in Eyes
with Poor and Good Baseline BCVA. In eyes with the poor
baseline BCVA, the BCVAs in the 1+PRN group were signif-
icantly improved at 1, 3, 6, and 12 months after the IVA in
comparison to the baseline BCVA (P = 0:0258, 0.0051,
0.0102, and 0.0050, respectively; Wilcoxon rank-sum test;
Figure 5). Similarly, the BCVAs in the 3+PRN group were

significantly improved at 3, 6, and 12 months after the IVA
(P = 0:0214, 0.0329, and <0.001, respectively; Wilcoxon
rank-sum test) (Figure 5).

In eyes with the good baseline BCVA, the BCVAs in the 1
+PRN group were not significantly improved from the base-
line BCVA at any time (Figure 5). However, the BCVAs in
the 3+PRN group were significantly improved at 1, 3, 6,
and 12 months from the baseline BCVA (P = 0:0367,
0.0071, 0.0231, and 0.034, respectively; Wilcoxon rank-sum
test; Figure 5).

Furthermore, in eyes with the poor baseline BCVA, there
was no significant difference in the mean BCVA between the
two groups at 12 months after the IVA (Figure 5). However,
in eyes with the good baseline BCVA, the mean BCVAs in
the 3+PRN group at 3, 6, and 12 months after the IVA were
significantly better than those in the 1+PRN group
(P = 0:0113, 0.0164, and 0.044, respectively; Mann-Whitney
U test) (Figure 5).

3.6. Comparison of Total Number of Injections in Eyes with
CME and Sponge-Like DME at 12 Months. To examine the
effect of IVA on different types of DME, we classified DME
as sponge-like ME or CME. Because of the small number of
the SRD type, the SRD type was not included in this analysis.
The number of patients in each group was not significantly
different between the two DME types (P = 0:7877; chi-
square test; Table 2). In the 1+PRN group, there was no sig-
nificant difference of the total number of injections between
CME and sponge-like DME (2:5 ± 1:5 vs. 3:3 ± 1:7; P =
0:075, Mann-Whitney U test) (Figure 6). However, the total
number of injections of the sponge-like DME in the 3+PRN
group was significantly more than that in the CME group
(5:3 ± 1:4 vs. 3:9 ± 1:0; P = 0:0063, Mann-Whitney U test;
Figure 6).
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Figure 3: Changes in the mean BCVA (logMAR units) from the
baseline to 12 months after the IVA. In the 3+PRN group, the
mean BCVA was significantly improved at 3 and 12 months after
the IVA compared to that in the 1+PRN group (P = 0:0389 and
0.0183, respectively; Mann Whitney U test). BCVA: best-corrected
visual acuity; PRN: pro re nata; logMAR: logarithm of the
minimum angle of resolution.
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Figure 4: Changes in the mean BCVA from the baseline to 12
months after the IVA injections in eyes in which the mean total
number of injections was <4 times. In the 3+PRN group, the
mean BCVA was significantly improved at 12 months after the
IVA compared to that in the 1+PRN group (P = 0:0013, Mann-
Whitney U test). BCVA: best-corrected visual acuity; PRN: pro re
nata; logMAR: logarithm of the minimum angle of resolution.
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3.7. Changes in Mean BCVA and Mean CMT from Baseline to
12 Months after IVA for CME and Sponge-Like DME. In eyes
with sponge-like DME, the BCVA in the 1+PRN group was
significantly improved only at 6 months after the IVA
(P = 0:0096; Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Figure 7). However,
the BCVA in the 3+PRN group was significantly improved
at 1, 3, and 12 months after the IVA (P = 0:0144, P = 0:0310,
and P = 0:0016, respectively; Wilcoxon rank-sum test;

Figure 7). The CMTs in the 1+PRN group were significantly
reduced at 1, 3, 6, and 12 months after the IVA (P < 0:001,
P = 0:0031, P < 0:001, and P = 0:0021, respectively; Wilcoxon
rank-sum test; Figure 7). The CMTs in the 3+PRN group were
also significantly reduced at 1, 3, 6, and 12 months after the
IVA (P = 0:0049, P < 0:001, P = 0:0048, and P = 0:00025,
respectively; Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Figure 7).

In eyes with CME, the BCVA in the 1+PRN group was
significantly improved only at 1 month after the IVA
(P = 0:0218; Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Figure 7). The BCVA
in the 3+PRN group was significantly improved at 3, 6, and
12 months after the IVA (P = 0:0413, P = 0:0039, and P =
0:0231, respectively; Wilcoxon rank-sum test; Figure 7).

The CMT in the 1+PRN group was significantly reduced
at 1, 6, and 12 months after the IVA (P = 0:0025, P = 0:0051,
and P = 0:0019, respectively; Wilcoxon rank-sum test;
Figure 7). The CMT in the 3+PRN group was significantly
reduced at 1, 3, 6, and 12 months after the IVA (P = 0:0038,
P < 0:001, P < 0:001, and P < 0:001, respectively; Wilcoxon
rank-sum test; Figure 7).

There were no significant differences in the mean BCVA
and in the mean CMT between the 1+PRN and 3+RPN in
eyes with CME and sponge-like DME at 12 months
(Figure 7).

4. Discussion

The results indicated that IVA injections followed by the 3
+PRN regimen significantly improved the BCVAs and the
CMT more than those followed by the 1+PRN protocol in
eyes with DME. Thus, the IVA injections using the 1+PRN
protocol were not effective in treating patients with DME in
the everyday clinical practice.

These results are not consistent with the results of earlier
studies on the effectiveness of anti-VEGF injections for ME
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Figure 5: Comparisons of changes in BCVA (logMAR units) from the baseline in the poor baseline BCVA and the good baseline BCVA
groups. In eyes with poor baseline BCVA, there was no significant difference in the mean BCVA between the two groups at 12 months
after the IVA. However, in eyes with the good baseline BCVA, the mean BCVAs in the 3+PRN group at 3, 6, and 12 months after the IVA
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2.5

3.93
3.34

5.26

0

2

4

6

1 + PRN 3 + PRN

CME type
Sponge-like type

N
um

be
r o

f i
nj

ec
tio

ns
 

⁎ P<0.05
Mann-Whitney U test

⁎

Figure 6: Comparisons of the total number of injections in eyes
with CME to that with sponge-like DME at 12 months. In the 1
+PRN group, there was no significant difference between CME
and sponge-like DME (2:5 ± 1:5 vs. 3:3 ± 1:7; P = 0:075, Mann-
Whitney U test). However, in the 3+PRN group, the total number
of injections in the eyes with sponge-like DME was significantly
more than that in eyes with CME (5:3 ± 1:4 vs. 3:9 ± 1:0; P =
0:0063, Mann-Whitney U test). PRN: pro re nata; CME: cystoid
macular edema.
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associated with retinal vein occlusion [21, 26–29]. These ear-
lier results suggested that the effects of the 1+PRN anti-
VEGF regimen were not significantly different from those
of the 3+PRN regimen in improving the BCVAs and CMTs
at 6 or 12 months in eyes with ME associated with retinal
vein occlusion [21, 26–29]. In addition, the total number of
injections with the 1+PRN protocols was significantly fewer
than that with the 3+PRN protocol [21, 26–29]. Thus, all of
these studies concluded that the 1+PRN anti-VEGF injection
regimen was recommended in eyes with ME associated with
retinal vein occlusion [21, 26–29]. On the other hand, in eyes
with DME of this study, the 1+PRN IVA injection protocol
did not significantly improve the BCVAs at 12 months after
the IVA. Thus, the 3+PRN IVA injection is better even
though the total number of IVA injections was significantly
higher than that of the 1+PRN IVA injection regimen for
the treatment of DME.

The fewer number of injections (less than 4) indicated
that only the initial three monthly consecutive injections
led to a significant improvement of the BCVAs (11/38 eyes;
29%) compared to the 1+PRN fewer than 4 injections
(35/57 eyes; 61%). Gonzalez et al. suggest that the BCVA at
three months after the IVR+prompt/deferred laser photoco-
agulation was significantly correlated with the BCVAs at 5
years after the initial treatment [30]. Taken together with
our findings, the initial three injections may be recom-
mended to maintain better BCVAs for a longer period.

Baker et al. reported that in eyes with good baseline
BCVA, there was no significant improvement of the BCVAs
at 24 months after IVA injections with the PRN regimen
[31]. However, the results of eyes with good baseline BCVAs
in our cohort indicated that the 3+PRN regimen significantly
improved BCVAs at 12 months after the IVA, but not in the 1
+PRN group at any time. Thus, even with good baseline
BCVAs, the 3+PRN IVA injection regimen can improve the
BCVAs in eyes with DME.

We also examined the effects of IVA on different types of
DME. Because the number of patients was small, the data of
the SRD type could not be analyzed, but the results of several
recent studies are consistent; i.e., anti-VEGF injections were
significantly more effective for the improvement of the SRD
types of DME [19, 20, 32, 33]. We did compare the effects
of IVA on eyes with the sponge-like DME and the CME type.
Although more injections were required for the sponge-like
DME than for the CME type, the 3+PRN IVA injection pro-
tocol significantly improved the BCVAs at 12 months after
the IVA in both sponge-like and CME types, but the 1
+PRN protocol did not improve the BCVAs at 12 months
in both types. Taken together, the 3+PRN IVA injection reg-
imen is effective for both sponge-like and CME types of
DME.

In Japan, most ophthalmologists select anti-VEGF treat-
ment as the first-line therapy for DME, but the preferable
protocol is the 1+PRN regimen [25]. In this Japanese survey,
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Figure 7: Changes in the mean BCVA (logMAR units) and the mean CMT from baseline to 12 months after the IVA for CME and sponge-
like DME. There were no significant differences both in the mean BCVA and in the mean CMT between the 1+PRN and 3+RPN in eyes with
CME and sponge-like DME at 12 months. PRN: pro re nata; CMT: central macular thickness; BCVA: best-corrected visual acuity; logMAR:
logarithm of the minimum angle of resolution.
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however, if both the BCVAs and the CMTs deteriorated
again after the loading treatment, retreatment was performed
especially with the 1+PRN protocol. Although it is not the
best protocol, the results of the study indicate that the 3
+PRN regimen is more effective than the 1+PRN regimen
for the IVA treatment of DME. Because financial limitation
is the most important difficulty for the 3+PRN regimen, com-
bination therapies with IVA such as STTA may be required
for reducing the total number of injections. Sustained release
steroid agents, which are frequently used in Europe [5–9], are
not used in Japan because these agents have not been
approved in Japan yet. Instead of these agents, intravitreal
and/or sub-Tenon triamcinolone acetonide injections are
frequently used in Japan [25].

In this study, the OCT findings and the CMTs are used as
the most important assessment indicators for IVA injections
[25]. Thus, the OCT device used in this study, SD-OCT, is an
important factor for the interpretation of the results of this
study. If the different OCT devices including 3D-OCT and
swept source OCT are used in this study, the results may be
changed. Thus, the results of this study should be interpreted
with caution because consideration of IVA injections was
based on the OCT findings.

There are other limitations in this study. First, it was a
retrospective study and selection bias cannot be removed
completely. Second, the retreatment criteria were not fixed
beforehand. Third, the efficacies of IVA treatment in both
the BCVAs and the CMTs deteriorated again after the load-
ing treatment, regardless of the protocols used (1+PRN or 3
+PRN) because of smaller total number of injections com-
pared to that in the clinical trials. Thus, we cannot determine
that the 3+PRN regimen is the best treatment regimen. Fur-
ther prospective randomized clinical studies are required to
confirm the best treatment protocol for patients with DME.

In conclusion, the 3+PRN IVA injection regimen can sig-
nificantly improve the BCVAs and the CMTs at 12 months
after the IVA compared to the 1+PRN protocol in eyes with
DME. The effectiveness of the 3+PRN protocol is not depen-
dent on the type of DME and baseline BCVA. Thus, although
the total number of injections is more than that in the 1+PRN
protocol, we recommend the 3+PRN IVA injection protocol
for the treatment of DME in a clinical practice.
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