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Lens . Parameters®
. Polarity
material CT (mm) TD (mm) BOZR (mm) Water Content Dk  |Refractive Index
Polymacon (PM) Nonionic 0.03 14.00 8.40 38% 10 1.43
Galyfilcon (GF) Nonionic 0.07 14.00 8.70 47% 60 1.41
Nelfilcon (NF) Nonionic 0.10 14.00 8.70 68% 26 1.38
Balafilcon (BF) Tonic 0.09 14.00 8.60 36% 91 1.426
Etafilcon (EF) Tonic 0.084 14.20 8.50 58% 28 1.40

4CT: center thickness; TD: total diameter; BOZR: back optical zone radius; Dk:

oxygen permeability; water content: low water < 50%,

high water > 50%; hydrogel lens: polymacon, nelfilcon, etafilcon; silicone hydrogel: galyfilcon, balafilcon.
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Table 2. Measured power by dry blotting (-1.50D ~ -9.00D, N=60)

Lens material®
PM GF NF BF EF
Mean+SD (D) —4.84+2.94 —4.97+2.96 —4.85+2.91 —4.72+2.85 —4.88+2.91
Intra-examiner MAD* (D) 0.08 0.18 0.04 0.16 0.03
(ExI) FP 0.010 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.001
p 0.990 0.999 1.000 0.995 0.999
Mean+SD (D) —4.89+2.89 —4.96+2.95 —4.83+2.94 —4.82+2.85 —4.89+2.92
Intra-examiner MAD* (D) 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.07
(Ex2) FP 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
p 0.999 0.999 1.000 1.000 1.000
Mean difference (D) 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.04
Inter-examiner dMAD* (D) 0.00 0.07 -0.03 0.06 —0.04
(Ex1/Ex2) td 0.10 -0.03 —0.04 0.19 0.04
p 0.92 0.98 0.97 0.85 0.97

“Mean of absolute difference = {(Z}(jnominal power — mean|)} +N; Pone-way ANONA; ‘dAMD (Ex1-Ex2); Ystudent t-test; *See notes for

Table 1.
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Fig. 1. Mean and standard deviations of the measured power

by dry blotting between examiner 1 (@) and 2 (O)
(-1.50D, -3.00D). Dotted lines are +0.143D, standard
deviation of the reproducibility.
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Fig. 2. Mean and standard deviations of the measured power
by dry blotting between examiner 1 (@) and 2 (O)

(-6.00D, —9.00D). Dotted lines are +0.143D, standard
deviation of the reproducibility.
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Table 3. Factors of conversion equation

Lens Factors of conversion
material* Ex1 Ex2 Calculated” P((:):ltle r
PM 4.08 4.10 4.57
GF 5.04 5.09 5.54
NF 7.16 7.91 8.63 4
BF 4.78 4.94 473
EF 532 5.52 6.25

3See notes for Table 1; ®calculated factors by equation: [(refrac-
tive index for lens — 1)/(refractive index for lens -refractive index
for saline)].
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Lens material®
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Fig. 3. Mean and standard deviations of the measured power
by wet cell between examiner 1 (@) and 2 (O)
(-1.50D, —3.00D). Dotted lines are +0.143D, standard
deviation of the reproducibility.

Al veht gkEAo] e Ao 7 HriHEth 53] dE
sfolE=2 A A=A 1 x}o]7} 0.22~0.25DE A HHEAX
o] e ZoZ yridn

Wet cell 'O 82 T HARA o8 33 =43 AA|
ZAY o] Pty EFHRE Table 49} o] BA41% Q)
o432 glol AE Yellxe] Alddo] =& Zo = e
Wt ey 7 AR ko] A, e Wy
THARE YER Fig. 37 Fig. 48 7502 WHs] 4
st A7t 249 JAE Ve AY oa Itk vEA
I ARG AF % ] MR Bl 9l £0.143DF 7

O_L/

K

[o:

_

Vol. 15, No. 1, March 2010
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Fig. 4. Mean and standard deviations of the measured power
by wet cell between examiner 1 (@) and 2 (O)
(-6.00D, —9.00D). Dotted lines are +0.143D, standard
deviation of the reproducibility.
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Table 5. Mean and standard error of the mean (independent
student t-test)
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Fig. 6. Bland-Altman plots for all soft contact lenses of the
difference between the dry blotting and wet cell
method. The lines at 0.9 and -0.7 show, respectively,
the upper and lower 95% limits of agreement.
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Purpose: To assess the reliability for measuring the back vertex power of soft contact lenses by dry blotting and
wet cell method using an auto-lensmeter. Methods: The soft contact lenses used for measurement were 5 types
that were distributed in Korea, and 4 back vertex powers (—1.50D, —3.00D, —6.00D, —9.00D) were used, and
repeatability and reproducibility were evaluated by measuring them with an auto-lensmeter by two examiners.
Results: Measured powers by dry blotting method were ranged in mean differences from 0.03D to 0.18D for
overall lenses, 0.10D to 0.18D for silicone hydrogel lenses, 0.03D to 0.08D for hydrogel lenses. The mean
differences between two examiners were less than 0.10D, and the inter-examiner reproducibility was good for dry
blotting method. The mean difference between powers determined by wet cell method were 0.09D to 0.69D, the
mean differences between two examiners were 0.02D to 0.59D. The reliability of measurements and inter-
examiner reproducibility were less than dry blotting method. Conclusions: The reliability of measurements for all
materials was better in dry blotting than wet cell method, the reliability of measurements for silicone hydrogel
lenses was low in both methods. In clinical practical which requires quick checking of back vertex power using
an auto-lensmeter, dry blotting method is thought to be more efficient than wet cell one.
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