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Tab.1 Comparison of general data among three groups

Ire nem o W/ U mg Amms/ cm
A4 28/22 55.50£6. 00 2.98+1.18
B 24/26 57.2245.94 2.7841.40
CH 29/21 56. 645,57 2.85+1.51
F/XZ 1. 054 1.121 0.274

P 0. 590 0.329 0.761
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Tab.2 VAS scores of postoperative pain,

foreign body sensation and photophobia in three groups

P! AJF1d ARJg 7d AJg 30 d
A 4.25=1.22 3.1540. 90 1.65=0. 67
B2 5.72£1.20%  4.5340.98%  2.35%0.72%
CH 6.05=1.32 5.41+£0.97 2.7470. 84
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P <<0.05 <<0.05 <€0.05
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Tab.3 Comparison of BUT, SIt and BCVA among three

groups before and three months after operation

sred A H ARJE 34 A t P
BUT
A 6.68+1.35 12.50£2.57 13. 383 <C0. 05
B 6.54+1.33 11.74+2. 34 13.603 <0. 05
C 6.80+1. 46 10. 78+ 2. 48 10. 256 <<0. 05
F 0.442 6.131
P 0.643 <0. 05
SIt
A4 10.16+2. 60 14.10£2.19 8. 697 <C0. 05
B2 10.10£3. 44 13.76£2. 46 7.593 <0. 05
C 10.74+3.05 12.02+2.84 3.276 <0. 05
F 0.672 9. 854
P 0.512 <<0. 05
BCVA
A4 0.4340.17 0.5640. 20 5.072 <C0. 05
B2 0.3940.13 0.5440. 14 7.336 <0.05
CH 0.3840.15 0.47%+0.17 4.416 <0.05
F 0.936 3.367
P 0.395 0. 05
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Tab.4 Comparison of recurrence of pterygium in 3 groups
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Comparison of the Effect of Soft Contact Lens and rb-bFGF Eye
Drops on the Efficacy of Autologous Corneal Limbal Stem Cell
Transplantation after Pterygium Surgery

LIANG Zongbao, LI Weina, ZHONG Fulu
Department of Ophthallogy. The 910" Hospital of Chinese People’s Liberation Army, Quanzhou 362000, China

ABSTRACT: Objective It is to compare the efficacy of soft contact lens (SCL) and rb-bFGF eye
drops on the treatment of autologous corneal limbal stem cell transplantation (LSCT). Methods 1In a
prospective controlled study, 150 eyes from 150 cases of pterygium patients diagnosed and treated surgical-
ly in ophthalmology were collected and divided into three groups according to the randomized numerical ta-
ble method. In addition to the levofloxacin eye drops, flumirone eye drops and Tobradex eye ointment,
the patients in group A were given with SCL, the patients in group B were given with rb-bFGF eye drops,
and group C was the control group. The postoperative pain, foreign body sensation, photophobia, the
visual analogue scale (VAS) score, tear film break up time (BUT), Schirmer I test (SIt), best corrected
visual acuity (BCVA), corneal epithelial repair time and recurrence rate of the patients in the three groups
were compared. Results The VAS scores of pain, foreign body sensation and photophobia in the three
groups ol paitents were observed at one day, one week and one month after operation, and the symptoms
of discomfort improved obviously after operation, and the difference was statistically significant
(P<C0.05), and the VAS scores of the patients in groups A and B were lower than those of patients in
group C. There were significant differences between group A and group B (P<C0.05). The comparison

of BUT and SIt of the three groups of patients at preoperative were no significant difference (P>>0. 05),
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but the three months after operation were statistically significant differences (P<C0.05), and BUT and Slt
in group A and B were higher than those in group C.  But there was no significant difference in BUT and
SIt between group A and B (P>>0.05). The BCVA of the three groups was significantly improved com-
pared with that before operation, and the difference was statistically significant(P<C0.05). The BCVA in
group A and B was higher than that in group C. But there was no significant difference between group A
and B (P>>0. 05). The repair time of corneal epithelium in three groups was statistically significant
(F=55.115, P<C0. 05), and the repair time of group A and B were significantly faster than that of
group C. But there was no significant difference in corneal epithelial repair time between group A and
group B (P>>0.05). There was no significant difference in the recurrence rate among the three groups at
six months after operation (°=1.288, P>>0.05). Conclusion SCL can effectively alleviate the discom-
fort after LSCT of pterygium at an early stage. SCL and rb-bFGF eye drops are effective, safe and relia-
ble in the treatment of autologous corneal limbal stem cell transplantation of pterygium, and both of them
can improve the state of the ocular surface, and maintain the stability of tear film, and promote corneal
repair after surgery.

KEY WORDS: pterygium; soft contact lens; rb-bFGF eye drops; autologous corneal limbal stem cell
transplantation; curative effect
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42.78% in 2022, and the above indicators showed an increasing trend (P<C0.001). Meanwhile, the posi-
tive rate of screening decreased from 2. 95% in 2020 to 1. 73% in 2022, indicating a downward trend
(P<C0.001). Jinjiang (RR=2.53), Dongshan (RR=3. 73), Changting (RR=2.62), Cangshan (RR=
2.06) ,and Datian (RR=1. 97) were the high-incidence clustering centers (All P<C0.001). Jinan District
(RR=0.18), Xianyou County (RR=0. 64), Yongan City (RR=0. 15), Nan’an City (RR=0.60), Zhang-
pu County(RR=0. 49), and Hui’an County (RR=0. 57) were the low clustering centers of the rate of
screening-positive patients who underwent echocardiography (P<C0.001). Fuzhou City District, Datian
County, and Dongshan County were simultaneously located within the high-incidence rate of CHD cluste-
ring range and the clustering range for low rate of screening-positive patients who received echocardio-
graphy (P<C0.001). Conclusion The screening for CHD in newborns in Fujian Province has achieved
basic coverage; however, the rate of screening-positive patients who received echocardiography was dis-
tributed unequally. It is recommended to conduct etiological investigations of CHD in Fuzhou City Dis-
trict, Datian County, and Dongshan County and to continue improving the weak areas and technical as-
pects of the screening program.

KEY WORDS: congenital heart disease; Fujian Province; screening; spatiotemporal analysis
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