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Weks H B 20254E10H28H s A HM: 20254F11H21H: KA HR: 20254E12H2H
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HE: BBEAFAELEEINE ISR ETT(Auto-NCT, NT-100) N ERIERREAREHEMR. 7
% RUBEMERFF, W(ER20244E8 A ~20244F11 A R ERKIRAEIRBHE B B FARARHUT AEEBOLF AR B
#31H1(590), HH4T74L K FARE (small-incision lenticule extraction, SMILE) 8% (1608), 73} ¢
#BFAR# (laser in situ keratomileusis, LASIK) 234 (430R). FKBURFT &A1 )5 NT-100F £/ fE4=41 /1
Z43#7fX (corneal visualization scheimpflug technology, Corvis-ST)JU/ZHR JE{E, Bt&PentacambRE]
TAHTAFINT-100758 H SFPRIE IR FE45 58 o N MO Ao 30 EL B AR BT AR G 5#2 IEHR FE(E 5 Corvis-ST
WAL J12E R IER K (DIOP), RN AR WEARTTARGRIEREE. £58: ARILEE31H]
(598R) &, ARAfK&AR/FEhlerZIERR/EfE. Orssengo/PyefX IE IR [E{E 1 Kohlhaast IE HR & {E & Auto-
NCT. bIOP. IOPcHIEEIEREA LT ¥E (P <0.01), ShahiZIEHR K Dresdent IR EAE
ERILGITFR (P > 0.05), HHShahRIEREEER&Z/D. RETAREbIOPERME /M (1.23 + 1.96
mmHg), ARETbIOPESHIEREEFEREEEZR(P < 0.001), AR/5bIOPEShahRIEHR EE T HEE
F(P>0.05), ME5FMAREREEEEEER(P<0.001). Fi: &5 PEETUTRERBEE
RNEEHE, FENT-100 BSFRIEIREARH, Shah AR TS, ks REIFHEFIREEEARERE
UEARERAE — IR L.
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Abstract

Objective: To compare the application of the built-in corrected intraocular pressure formula of the
fully automatic intelligent non-contact tonometer (Auto-NCT, NT-100) after refractive surgery. Meth-
ods: A prospective study was conducted to collect 31 cases (59 eyes) of patients who underwent cor-
neal laser surgery in the refractive surgery department of Chongqing Ophthalmology Hospital from
August 2024 to November 2024, of which 8 cases (16 eyes) underwent full-femtosecond (SMILE)
surgery, 8 cases (16 eyes) underwent half-femtosecond (laser-in situ keratomileusis, SMILE) sur-
gery, and 1 case (16 eyes) underwent half-femtosecond (laser-in situ keratomileusis, SMILE) sur-
gery. Among them, 8 cases (16 eyes) underwent full femtosecond (SMILE) surgery and 23 cases (43
eyes) underwent laser in situ keratomileusis (LASIK) surgery. Preoperative and 1-month postoper-
ative IOP values were obtained from NT-100 and corneal visualization scheimpflug technology (Cor-
vis-ST), and five corrected IOP results were obtained by combining the Pentacam anterior segment
analyzer and NT-100. An independent samples t-test was applied to compare the preoperative and
postoperative values of the five corrected I0Ps with the biomechanically corrected intraocular pres-
sure (bIOP) measured by Corvis-ST, and a paired samples t-test was used to compare the preopera-
tive and postoperative values of the corrected I0Ps. Results: A total of 31 patients (59 eyes) were
collected, and the differences between preoperative and postoperative Ehler-corrected IOP values,
Orssengo/Pye-corrected IOP values and Kohlhaas-corrected I0P values, and Auto-NCT, bIOP, and
I0Pc measurements were statistically significant (all P < 0.01), and the differences between Shah-
corrected and Dresden-corrected IOP values were not statistically significant (P > 0.05), and the
difference in Shah-corrected IOP values was the smallest. The preoperative and postoperative bIOP
changes were small (1.23 * 1.96 mmHg), with a significant difference between the preoperative
bIOP and the five corrected IOP values (P < 0.001), and the postoperative bIOP was not significantly
different from the Shah-corrected IOP values (P > 0.05), whereas it was significantly different from
the other four corrected IOP values (P < 0.001). Conclusion: For patients undergoing lamellar cor-
neal refractive surgery for low to moderate myopia, among the five built-in corrected I0P formulas
in NT-100, the Shah formula is relatively reliable, and it is of some significance in guiding clinicians
to accurately obtain the post-refractive IOP as well as postoperative medication.

Keywords

Noncontact Tonometer, Corrected Intraocular Pressure, Corneal Laser Surgery

Copyright © 2025 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

(GROBY s sccs]

1. 5l
Bt N AR (1 ROk B g, A R D TR IZHT ORI IR JE AN Il W R 2 —[1]. AR

ik

=
s
i
g
5
A

DOI: 10.12677/acm.2025.15123431 447


https://doi.org/10.12677/acm.2025.15123431
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

UTE 5

HeAR S5 2 D5 F B 1 AR i DA R AR 77 2 25 DR 2R I 0% 2 5 3UIR & (Intraocular pressure, 10P)[F2048[2], 1t
B IR SR . H ATIm PR b i A ) R I 4 2% 2 AR 42 A =X AR & 1+ (Non-contact tonometer, NCT), 1%
FRHR v DG S i et . AN E Rl 0 0 f . DR RGE S0 A, IR 2R R A R R bk o SR L%
FARJG B, BRI NCT B EE A TS EUER, 5 1R IR K 45 SR ] 58 2 s /e 5 B IR B3 1R,
A T — BRI E A F ORI IR AT IR IR, JIsRAB B B IR . H T E R 2 HUR v
REMAS S BV MR, eIk w4 e g TR AL E o AT 7225 T AL nt LR BRI TR R 1 [ 7= 4 1 B 4
AeAE 4 A U 7 (Auto-NCT, NT-100), HNE 5 MR IEREAR, 85 M B /155 Hr X (corneal
visualization scheimpflug technology, Corvis-ST)ill#3 HE A #E AT LB 9T, #F—BI0IE NT-100 &2 IER &
25 S PR B FH Al 5%

2. FRFTTE
2.1 —fRFEH

ATREPEWT 9T, UREE 2024 4F 7 H~2024 4% 9 H 15 5 RERALG AR RHE B i 6T AR BT I ALEOE 7 5 R
FAREE 3L KB HR), Hr4T4 €T R (small-incision lenticule extraction, SMILE) 8 (16 }), 173
WFPF AR (laser in situ keratomileusis, LASIK) 23 (43 R), 5% 24 (45 BR), Zctk 7 H1(14 HR), P4
W4 22.60 +6.69 % (17~45 %), ARHiEREi-3.94 +1.88 D, ARAFiH4Hi-1.32+0.94D.

IINKRAE: (1) R > 18 % (2) ARiEkEE < -10.0 0D M/ELAR R4S < -5.00 D; (3) JEIREH
€, IE 2 FJEGEARM <0.5D/AF; (4) BMEMBEAET TR L F DL, R A AR A A 3 AL L L,
MR EER 3 N L (5) R RMAMEIEEE > 450 pm, H IR AR FETUREEE > 280 um.

HeBRbRitE: (1) HEETHR. RAMA. B IRMIEEVERAE . M2 . HOGIR . PP B 5%
R B S (2) BEAEIRESFAR S 3) HARMIE. FERE . T REBOWS 4 S B L; (4) Ak

PR

AN (/R FIRET) , 43 RIRACHIREHE Bt B 22 R 2 HtHE(IRB2023006), £ [F & FF
ZEMERET.
2.2. 3k

221 MEEE
4 H AR sE IR AL IR ETH Auto-NCT (NT100, JUREEIT R & B RAR, s E). nre LY 7
225 HHX Corvis ST (Oculus, ##[E). Pentacam BR #1543 #714X (Oculus, &),

222 MBFH*

ARHTRF NT-100 & Corvis ST Wl &R JE, Pentcam HRATIT T GREUA IS4, AR5 1 HKH NT-
100. Corvis ST MEMR &, Pentacam HREFi 5 73 A ASREL A NE S5 . v R A 45 R 3 ph 5] — IR R Tl 2

1) Pentacam K& 7%

{8 H Pentacam(Oculus, )& . k& RIALLE, 7RIS BORMESL TR, WHEEWE FE T T
AE L, BIAUREE, JEALNERIOIEAT, K2 (8 FH B T 12 5 RE P b AT Bl AN £, Rz g i &
7R OK (ARSI 45 51, Wie#E vh g £ )15 J5 i (Central corneal thickness, CCT). A 2 (Kyaiue) »

2) NT100 9 &5

f#F Auto-NCT (NT-100, " ELREEIT A IRA TR . BiAkd # REARAL 23, A8 74 IR R 1T 2
FHERAE R, WA IR B AR v AEALLT A 2 2 R s 2 A b 5 P el &=, RRIREGE
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U TAE &

2 3 NEZEEY<2 mmHg FEERIR R, ARET ARG 1 HIREEE(OP). e # 5 2
(Kvatue)« H A JEFE(CCT) s AT AR S 1 H RS AR IEIR T F i, 456 5 M IEHR 523K (1) Ehlers
(AIOP) = 0.071 x (545-CCT) [3], (2) Shah (AIOP)=0.050 x (550-CCT) [4], (3) Dresden (AIOP) = 0.040 x (550
um-CCT) [5], (4) Orssengo/Pye:(I0P) = IOP/K [6], (5) Kohlhaas (IOP)= 10D (measured) + (540-CCT)/71 +
(43-K)/2.7 + 0.5 mmHg [7], Ff43-51ic% A IOP (Ehlers), I0P (Shah), IOP (Dresden), IOP (Orssengo /Pye),
IOP (Kohlhaas).

3) Corvis ST KM &5

{8 H Corvis ST (Oculus, fEE)IE . Bk WAL LS, HELF B A, VE B AL O [E A
e AR I AT, MR R R h R I TR, ek B3 e il R, ARIRUESE 3 %
E1<2 mmHg KFEEAE IR IS B . IERARET ARG 1 H BN EE(OPe) &AM AR IR A
(bIOP).

23. FREIR

2.3.1. SMILE BIFERZTE

KH VisuMax K FPBEOEF R R4 (Carl Zeiss, BE)HATFAR, VEEE BUPEML LB AAT, i
HCX O JE FUR R 5| E R ER,  DUTR 500 KHz, fgf 120~140 nd BOG Kb /E /B, R 110 pm,
B4 7.50mm, SRJEHNEZESS, FERERN 10 pm, JE¥IX EAR 6.5 mm, UY)f 90°, H#ZESE, HiE
BGTE 11:00 A24F 2mm Y1 E, 4 BE S EEL, P RSO BT FARY B A —F ARG EFT T
FAT LRI TE o
2.3.2. LASIK B9FERTTE

KH VisuMax P TF AR R Ge(Carl Zeiss, FEE)HIVE A, CREOLRIAIE N 500 KHz, féE
v 135~150 nJ, FAREIEIEE 100~110 um, E4% 8.1mm. A IEIEHI1E 7 U5, K WaveLight Ex500 (Alcon,
W)W T RO LT HED T O I, SiZ N 500 Hz, PIEIYEX A 6.0~6.5mm, iEi# X 1.25mm, “F
i SRV S B AL A . BT A TR R — FARZL 3 & I F AR T 56 e

24. G FRE

KHI SPSS 25.0 #4741 bT. XF i E 54 K H Kolmogorov-Smirnov 48536 P4k i & ¥R IE A1,
WHFFE IESTER TR BRER A £ bR (X £s) R RETA G KR EAE KBS t 5556, blOP 5%
18 1F BR AR A PL R MO BEAS t 456 . DA P < 0.05 AH Giit22 .

3. &R
3.1. RETEARE 1 BRIEREERNELE

BARRAARSG 1 H SR ENEEH TR, 7E LASIK + SMILE 21, 10P (Shah)#l 0P (Dresden)
FER TG (P> 0.05), 10P (Ehlers). 0P (Orssengo/Pye)#il IOP (Kohlhaas) & Auto-NCT. blOP. 10Pc
MEENZE T A G HE (P % <0.01). 7£ LASIK 41244, 10P (Shah)F1 10P (Dresden) % & T4t it2%
= X (P>0.05), IOP (Ehlers). IOP (Orssengo/Pye)#l IOP (Kohlhaas) &% Auto-NCT. blIOP. 10Pc J &A1 1%
FEASG R (P <0.01). 7£ SMILE 4124+, IOP (Shah). IOP (Dresden). 10P (Kohlhaas)Z: 5 J54¢
iH2£ % X (P > 0.05), IOP (Ehlers). 10P (Orssengo/Pye). Auto-NCT. bIOP. I0Pc Jl &1l 1% 7 BA Giit
NP Y <0.05). WE#E 1R 2,
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Table 1. Intraocular pressure values preoperatively and 1 month postoperatively
F 1. REIRARE 1 AREE

LASIK £ SMILE 4 LASIK + SMILE 41
AR & 441 - o »
AHi ARG AHi N AHi VN
NT-100 1587+2.15 12.03+152 1579+206  11.98+144  1585+211 12.02+1.49
Ehlers 1577+2.87 17.63+239 1546+1.80 16.88+1.83  1569+261  17.43+2.26
Shah 16.13+2.46  1651+1.80 1583+1.69 1587+1.85 16.05+227  16.34+1.82
Dresden 16.09+2.29  1554+157 1586+172 1508+1.65 16.02+2.14 1542 +1.59

Orssengo/Pye 16.34 +2.17 1241+ 1.74 16.26 +2.24 12.28 +1.45 16.32 +2.17 12.37 + 1.66

Kohlhaas 16.37 £ 1.97 15.00 +1.39 16.34 + 1.77 14.96 + 2.01 16.53+2.30 14.99 + 1.56
I0Pc 17.81+2.85 14.30 +1.40 17.97 +2.44 14.09 + 1.68 17.85+2.73 14.25+ 1.47
bIOP 17.54 £ 251 16.44 +£1.54 17.32 £1.65 15.74 £ 1.52 17.48 £2.30 16.25 £ 1.55

7F: Auto-NCT, Auto-NCT HRJEIEA(E; Ehlers, Ehlers /&2 1IEHRE{H; Shah, Shah & 1FHRJE{E; Dresden, Dresden 1%
IEHRJE1E; Orssengo/Pye, Orssengo/Pye K IFHR K {f; Kohlhaas, Kohlhaas #1EHR B8 ; IOPc, Corvis-ST HR &l & 1H ;
bIOP, Corvis-ST £ J1 5 4% 1E IR FRAE -

Table 2. Changes in intraocular pressure from preoperative to 1 month postoperative

2. RATMEEARE 1 BREMET K

LASIK SMILE 4 LASIK + SMILE 41
A il P {H BiA tE  PfH A tfH P {E
NT-100 384+208 1208 <001 381+£200 7.62 <0.01 383+204 1439 <0.01

AR 7341

Ehlers -1.86+3.09 —-3.95 <0.01 -142+213 -266 0.018 -174+285 -469 <0.01
Shah —0.38+2.63 —0.95 0.348 004+235 -0.06 0950 -0.29+254 -0.87 0.388
Dresden 0.55+241 1.49 0.145 0.78 £2.22 1.40 0.183 061+234 199 0.051
Orssengo/Pye  3.94+229  11.29 <0.01 3.98 £2.16 7.36 <0.01 395+224 1357 <0.01
Kohlhaas 1.37+213 421 <0.01 1.38+2.72 2.03 0.061 137+229 461 <0.01
10Pc 3.51+217 10.62 <0.01 3.88 £ 3.00 5.16 <0.01 3.61+240 1155 <0.01
blOP 1.10+1.73 4.15 <0.01 1.58 £2.50 2.53 0.023 123+196 481 <0.01

#: Auto-NCT, Auto-NCT HREill=1E; Ehlers, Ehlers #& IERREAE; Shah, Shah & IEHREAE; Dresden, Dresden 1%
1EHRJE1H : Orssengo/Pye, Orssengo/Pye #XIEHRE{E; Kohlhaas, Kohlhaas #ZIEIRE{E; IOPc, Corvis-ST HE & &1 ;
bIOP, Corvis-ST “E4) )15 4% 1IEHR R AE -

3.2. bIOP 5RIFIREEMELE

PARFT 5 HAIEIREME 5 bIOP fHELE:, 1E LASIK +SMILE #H, bIOP ¥ T 5 HAIEMR S, 10P
(Kohlhaas)iz K, 10P (Ehlers)ig/)N, bIOP 5 5 Fiig IEMR EAEIA BE M 2% 7 (P < 0.01), WK 1fR. 7£
LASIK 41, bIOP ¥t 5 4R IEHRE{E, 10P (Kohlhaas)f% K, IOP (Ehlers)f /)N, blOP 5 5 #ik: IE iR &
HHA REEZEFP <0.01), & 2 fir. 7€ SMILE 41, blOP %% T 5 HARLIEHR K {, 10P (Kohlhaas)
K, 10P (Ehlers)&/), blOP 5 10P (Ehlers). IOP (Shah)LL /% 1OP (Dresden) B i 35 1t 22 7 (P < 0.05),
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UTHE
5 10P (Orssengo/Pye) L }2 0P (Kohlhaas) T {2 7% 5 (P > 0.05), /&4 3 fiaw.
#xx P<0.001
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Figure 1. Comparison of preoperative corrected intraocular pressure formula and bIOP in the LASIK + SMILE group
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Figure 2. Comparison of preoperative corrected intraocular pressure formula and bIOP in the LASIK group
2. LASIK AARFIRIEREAR S bIOP HILLE
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Figure 3. Comparison of preoperative intraocular pressure correction formula and blOP in the SMILE group
3. SMILE AARBIRIEREARS bIOP AYELEL
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BARJE 5 AR IEREM S blOP {HL#:, 7E LASIK + SMILE 4, IOP (Ehlers)fx ik, IOP (Orssengo
[Pye) /I, bIOP {1 10P (Ehlers)F1 10P (Shah), /T 10P (Dresden). IOP (Orssengo/Pye) 1 IOP (Kohlhaas) .
Frpr, bIOP 5 10P (Shah)Jt &2 2 7 5 (P = 0.782), 5 HAth 4 R IEIR L (E A4 B 2% 57 (P <0.01), nf&
4 Fi7R. 1E LASIK 41, 10P (Ehlers)f K, 10P (Orssengo/Pye)f/IN, bIOP {ikT- 1OP (Ehlers)#l IOP (Shah),
%1 10P (Dresden). IOP (Orssengo/Pye) #1 IOP (Kohlhaas) . H:H1, bIOP 5 I0P (Shah) TG & % 7% 57 (P = 0.842),
LA 4 PR IERR R IA B 2 7P < 0.01), WE 5 FiR. f£ SMILE 41, 10P (Ehlers)f K, 10P
(Orssengo/Pye) />, bIOP ik F I0P (Ehlers)#1 IOP (Shah), =T IOP (Dresden). IOP (Orssengo/Pye)#1 IOP
(Kohlhaas). H:H1, bIOP 5 10P (Orssengo/Pye)f i 3% 7 7(P < 0.01), 5 HAth 4 Fifs 1E R AR ¥ J0 2 35 %
Z 5 (P >0.05), 4 6 Fras.

3.3. Shah BRIEAREES bIOP BI—EU4 534

76 LASIK 41, KA G Shah AZ1EHR KA 5 bIOP HHTHLEE, 45 95% (41/43)F) sHiAE 95% A {5 [X [A]
(—3.64,3.79)2. W5 7E SMILE ZHH1, KA J5 Shah £ 1EAR A5 bIOP 47 ELA:, B 94% (15/16) :5.7E 95%
{5 X [A)(-3.21, 3.46) 2 ; 7E LASIK + SMILE 4, AR5 Shah &2 IEMRE AR5 blOP #HTLLE:, B
97% (57/59) ] s fE 95% 1] 15 [X [8](=3.50, 3.67) 2., Wil 7 Ffiow.

ns P>0.05 **¥P<0.001

25
*ok ok *ok ok *** *** 1 Corrected IOP

o 71 1T = or

15+

10—
5
0

Figure 4. Comparison of postoperative corrected intraocular pressure formula and bIOP in the LASIK + SMILE group
[ 4. LASIK + SMILE AARFRIEAREARS bIOP HIELEL

ARE (mmHg)

nsP>0.05 **P<0.01 ***P<0.001

il 1 Corrected IOP

Wﬁﬂpm =

251

RIE (mmHg)
s & 8

3]
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Figure 5. Comparison of postoperative corrected intraocular pressure formula and bIOP in the LASIK group
[ 5. LASIK AR ERIEREARS bIOP HILLER
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ns P>0.05 ***xP<0.001
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Figure 6. Comparison of postoperative intraocular pressure correction formula and bIOP in the SMILE group
6. SMILE AR ERIEAREAS bIOP AYELIR

LASIKAH . SMILEZH ; LASIK+SMILEZ
N ° N o
oo o oo o
o
2] 00 ° o 2] 00 20
L) ° 4 o %
o ° & @ﬂ o o 2 °° Fod o & ég o °
g o 0 ®% B e o %0 ®&
(I EEEETTETTRTRTRR S ° AAAAAAAA e BACLLETERTIRITPRPEPIIT E E (i EEETETRPEPPPPPRER <P PPRrRe Ot
5 @07 o I D s 8 ®°T o
— o © = 0 = o o ©O
< o o = ) ° = 8 °
JJ; 2] Iy R o o 17 24
= o © = ° S o ©
2 @0 z ] 0 & @ °
-4 -4
oo o 0o
T T T T 4 T T T T T T T
12 14 16 18 20 22 12 14 16 18 20 12 14 16 18 20 22
Shah 5bIOPHI ¥ E Shah 5bI0PH) 4 i Shaht5bIOP 35 fE

Figure 7. Comparison of concordance between Shah’s corrected IOP formula and bIOP
[# 7. Shah RIERREARS bIOP B9—E MHELER

4. W1ig

IR N T At UG R A 3t DA SRR s, TR AEER &5 T 2084 BT, 2 2050 4k
MENEE b7 B AT s 2 ER N T 49.8% (2 48 12 N) [8]. BEAE ANATAETE KBS &, iBlRoBR 22 I A\ RE
JEHRER NN T BEIEW AL IR SR R Z BB R R, Sk PRAT A e T AR R AT 3 58 75 WA 1R 55
o RO/ NI I IR S B H R (SMILE) AIEE 73T SR A I B A AR (LASIK) 1 S S LY A
JENF RN, CHIESLEA RIFM et AR RRTFEE9] [10]. 1T MR AR 5 2 S E IR
JEARARILL], H 2 SEBRIR R IFA IR [12] . ABEEOCAR G 2 MBLIRIE SOV . ARJGFIREEIFRIE, IfR
2 A 2 A FH 5953 2 IR 245 11 7)o 9 2 LR A DA R AR g g R LR B S, SR A BSOS o R s 1
MRS BI AR, A BT AR 5 AR 95 HR A5 B VA R B R S B R e . A T i T G IR Y
fal R [13], RJEHE MRS AHME SRR EN T &, SESEEEEE IR, iR BRI
SIERLE IR A, SRR B A TG, AR S G e SR EORS ¥ 30 55 PR R e 2 I PR = AR A OV E 1Y)
i)

BT JeE I T AR 32 WA e R 0 R A % B 6 SR AT i L S O R R o TG I A A v, BRAT A B A
GAT. ORA. Corvis-ST. NCT Z5# & E e ARG IRE, HER RIS RRKZ ALK T ARRA[14] [15],
T — DU TR e AndE GAT AR5 IR FEAKIRE EEFE R, Wil A Corvis-ST WA (¥ 44 71 % B2 IEFR & bIOP
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UTE 5

EARFIAHZ f2/N[16] 0 Corvis-ST & — R 1 A E B ful QAR F v, R85 ST 20 45 WS AR A e 2t 1o i S iR
JE, FEFERNNEY S 1HSH, WIS — P R S 50(SPAL) . AN ) N AR F5 £ (SSI)+ Corvis-ST
AW 12 R A TR EU(CBI) A o bIOP @ ARYEA FRIC/HT, I8 =5 8 M B A SR RMRE I . AR FEH Y IR S5 R 2R
3 HIARYE Corvis-ST IAFHR AT AE) 1AL IE M5 R[17], DIOP TG IESEASZAERS . M LA A=W )
SRR M[18], HAEJEYEA S bIOP Xf b HAWIAR it &2 R ey, —sHE R Lr[19]. Kk blOP
BOEGIE BTG IR S SR “FrifE” o AT ER, Tib27E LASIK 41, SMILE 4Hit =2 LASIK
+SMILE 4, #% Auto-NCT ZE{E A IOPc Z1E, bIOP FARRF G ZAt AN, 5SS N BRI 78 25 AR L,
R LR AER AU R T, bIOP FARATEZE R/, MELRE NS, REBCNHEI[20].

¥ Pentacam 75 g £ 5B LI e A B R AN Auto-NCT KIER B3R F i, 754 5 AR IER
JEo FEAT LASIK TR EEH, X Shah #IEHR A5 bIOP LiRZ&Z 57, MAET SMILE TR B,
bIOP 5 Orssengo/Pye & IEIR EAH A B 2= 5, HHAh 4 PR IERE(ES TR M2 5, Hrb Shah £ IE
IREAS S bIOP Bediili . WG ARBIAJG 5 RS IERR RAEAR L, KIUTEAT LASIK FAREE H, Shah £ EHR
JEA# DA K Dresden 1 1EBR JEAE o 5 % 2 5%, Shah R IEHR B2/, 5 Yang 25 A [21) MW 7SARL, 4R
T BEAE PO 72 28 W Ehlers 2 IEIRE A ZGE A 1F A LASIK RJF IR IS IR IE[22], SERATGBF R IEA—FL.
1E47 SMILE F AR H#, Shah & IFHR A8 . Dresden K2 1EHE {8 LA & Kohlhaas % 1ERR &8 TG & 2%
5, Shah B IERREE AR RN, 545 N [231BF AT &, W Shah £ IERR KA UAT1EN SMILE R
JE R e e 7 K. 5 MR IEIR A 20X Kohlhaas Al %58 T R S5, M4 4 FhaRX
HRET IR . AR A 38 SR RERREAN A, 9140 Shah A ZRLL 550 pum b f 5 R B2, 1T Ehler 24
TR v £ S5 B2 5 SN 550 um, AR JEAR IEE &F48 4K 1 mmHg, Shah 22U 52 454k 20 um, 1 Ehler
AXABEEER 15 pm, FIUCEME AT TA R AR, (H2 5 P REARHIE . fEFAT
MR, RILGIR 25 bIOP ML & FRETEBMERZ S, 17 SMILE FARIEF M LLAT LASIK
FARM B E PRI AR TE /N BEAE I 78 3R B AT SMILE AR S5 A4 77241 5 45 LASIK B F2 2 [24], KA LASIK
FR T L &M, 1 SMILE AR5 614 I, fA B A R IR B 1 M I 2 se e, St 13
FREMAD 15[25], £ HAL SMILE, LASIK %57 5 2 140 5% T2 LA [26], LA EJEE ]
BEFE T LASIK RJE IR AT RE

SRIM A FAFAE— 5 R R, FRATIBE O R EZOA PRI LR, U SO m
DI R R RS AR, H SMILE 5 LASIK NI Z MBSO FAR, RINEZ M
HFREEIHITHI, WANEERZMBEROCARGEERTENH, HFAEAERESE DY R, DR
VI AR 1 H, BEVIIN AR5, ARRGER AT DL EAS ik — AT 4R 5t .

g LRTR, £ EEAR G B, bIOP BUNESE, REWE N JE A G IR RS, fE %8, 76 NT-100
WE 5 MREIRE A, E R AAT IR Z M B E AR 5 58, Shah AT AT 5, FilG R 2= )
HERRIR 1S S YEAR G IR R LKA 5 25 — € Ta 5 8 o

E&UH

YT A 7 9 42 (XIPF-K'Y 2022002)
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