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Supplementary Table
Table S1. Effect size statistics for electroretinogram (ERG) parameters.
Parameter Hedges'g Clos

a-wave amplitude 0.54 [-0.58 — 1.46]
a-wave latency -0.52 [-1.44 - 0.50]
b-wave amplitude 0.06 [-0.95 - 1.14]
b-wave latency -0.71 [-1.63 - 0.52]

OP1 amplitude -0.75 [-1.67 - 0.38]

OP1 latency 0.59 [-0.52 - 1.64]

OP2 amplitude -0.68 [-1.50 - 0.45]

OP2 latency 0.40 [-0.75 - 1.67]

OP3 amplitude -0.09 [-1.04 - 1.01]

OP3 latency -0.15 [-1.10 - 0.93]
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Supplementary Figures
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Figure S1. Latency time of full-field flash electroretinogram (ERG) recordings at five weeks post
microbead injection. (a-c) Bar graphs showing the unaltered latency time of the a-wave (a) , b-wave
(b) and oscillatory potentials (OPs) (c) components. Unpaired two-tailed t-tests (a,b) or one-way
ANOVA test with Tukey’s post-hoc tests (c), ns = non-significant. CL = contralateral eyes, MB =
microbead-injected eyes.
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Figure S2. Experiment-to-experiment variability and reproducibility of two evaluation tools for suc-
cess rate after microbead injection. (a,b) The variation in anterior chamber depth and scotopic
threshold response (STR) amplitude values, as well as the mean enlargement and decrease, respec-
tively, upon microbead injection, are shown to be equivalent in three different independent experi-
ments. One-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post-hoc test, ns = non-significant. Key: CL = contralateral
eyes, MB = microbead-injected eyes and STR = positive scotopic threshold response.



