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the concept of iris fingerprinting has the potential to
remove many sources of error associated with
conventional manual marking methods.



Methods
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Astigmatism outcomes
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Comparison of postoperative postoperative astigmatism
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Residual refractive astigmatism (D)

With 95% eyes in the IntelliAxis-L group and 94% eyes in the IntelliAxis-C group achieving an RRA of
<0.50 D, the mean residual refractive astigmatism was comparable between the two groups
(0.16 D vs 0.17 D, p=0.320).



UDVA outcomes
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Visual acuity (Snellen)

At postoperative 2 weeks,
79% eyes in the IntelliAxis-C
group and 96% eyes in the
IntelliAxis-L group had
UDVA 20/40 or better.



Ehnancement Rate

Enhancement rates

10%

9%

8%

7%

6%

5%

4%

3%

2%

1%

0%

2.8%

0.0%

IntelliAxis-C

IntelliAxis-L

While the enhancement
rate was lower in the
IntelliAxis-L group
compared with the
IntelliAxis-C group, the
difference could not reach
statistical significance (0.0%
vs 2.8%, p >0.05).

*one eye that underwent
enhancement due to residual
sphere (no residual cylinder) was
excluded.



RRA Comparison in Literature

Manual marking
(Zhou et al 2019)

Intraoperative aberrometry
(Solomon et al 2017)

Image guided
graphic overlay system
(Zhou et al 2019)
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Methods of toric IOL alignment
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The results obtained in the
present study with
IntelliAxis-C/L compare
favorably with the results of
recent meta-analysis,
revealing lower values of
RRA with IntelliAxis-C/L
compared with image
guided systems,
intraoperative aberrometry
or manual corneal marking
methods.



RRA Comparison in Literature
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Toric IOL alignment guided
by image-based systems
results in lower
enhancement rates
compared with toric IOLs
aligned using manual
corneal based marking.
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