Comparison of Profilometry and Practitioner Based Scleral Lens Trial Lens Selection
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Introduction

e Profilometry is used to measure corneal
scleral geometry. The main technologies
studied, rasterstereography profilometry (RP)
and scheimpflug profilometry (SP) have been
indicated as helpful to scleral lens (SL) fitting.

e QObjective: To report on the number of trial
lenses needed to achieve an adequate final
trial SL fitting relationship by practitioner
diagnostic scleral lens (pSL) selection versus
calculated roSL and spSL based SL

e For pSL, the 3 eyes required 2 lenses, and the 3
fellow eyes required 1 lens to achieve a corneal
clearance between 200 and 500um.

e ForrpSL, 6 of 6 lenses showed corneal clearance.
4 of 6 showed 200um to 400um clearance, while 2
showed approximately 50um of clearance. 4 of 6
eyes were deemed an acceptable diagnostic fit in
1 lens and 2 eyes required 2 lenses.
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