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Abstract
Introduction: Intraocular pressure (IOP) measurement is vital to select and monitor a patient undergoing
ocular surgery. The validity of tonometry by independent researchers is useful. In this paper, we compare
intraocular pressure (IOP) by rebound tonometry using iCare (Tiolat Oy, Helsinki, Finland) with
transpalpebral IOP (tpIOP) method by using Diaton (Bicom Inc., NY, USA) before and after transepithelial
photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK) in Saudi Arabia.

Methods: This cross-sectional validity study was held at a private ophthalmology hospital in central Saudi
Arabia from January 2021 to February 2022. The tonometry was performed before, at week 1 (W1), and
month 1 (M1) after TPRK. The tpIOP and IOP by iCare were compared using matched-pair analysis. The
agreement in IOP by two methods was reviewed using the Bland-Altman plot. Central corneal thickness
(CCT), spherical equivalent (SE) before surgery, and gender were correlated to the difference in IOP by two
tonometers. The main outcome was the difference in IOP measured by Diaton and iCare.

Results: We studied 202 eyes of 101 patients. The median difference in IOP by Diaton and iCare was -1.0
mmHg before, at W1, and M1 follow-ups. Before surgery, tpIOP by Diaton was 15.0±2.8 mmHg and by iCare
was 16.0±3.7 mmHg (P<0.001). At W1, tpIOP was 15.9±2.5 mmHg and 16.9±3.4 mmHg by iCare (P<0.001). At
M1, tpIOP was 15.7±4.1 mmHg and 16.5±5.4 mmHg by iCare (P<0.001). IOP by two methods was within ±2
mmHg in 73.3%, 69.8%, and 75.2% of the eyes before, at W1, and M1 of TPRK. Pre-CCT (P<0.001) was the
significant predictor of the difference in IOP by two methods at W1 and M1 (P=0.001). iCare gave the
overestimation of IOP compared to Diaton in 18.3%, 22.8%, and 17.8% of the eyes before, W1, and M1
follow-ups.

Conclusions: IOP by iCare and Diaton was similar. Central corneal thickness was the predictor of IOP
differences by tonometers.

Categories: Ophthalmology
Keywords: eye care, tprk, diaton, tpiop, icare

Introduction
Intraocular pressure (IOP) measurements using some newer tools are based on the principles of rebound
tonometry, transpalpebral tonometry, handheld applanation tonometry, pneumotonometry, noncontact
ocular response analyzer, and resonant applanation tonometry. Old methods such as Schiotz indentation
tonometry are rarely used anymore. However, applanation tonometry using a Goldmann tonometer (GAT)
that is mounted on a slit lamp biomicroscope is used with the patient in a sitting position and remains the
gold standard for IOP measurement [1,2]. Self-measurement of IOP by glaucoma patients, task shifting of
IOP measurement to mid-level eye-care professionals, and self-assessment by glaucoma patients require a
tonometer that is reliable, fast, and easy to use; does not require an anesthetic agent; and can be used with
the patient in different positions (sitting and supine) [3-5]. Each new tool has its benefits and disadvantages.
Therefore, the selection of a tonometer to screen and monitor IOP in their patients is a dilemma for eye-care
providers.

Diaton (Bicom Inc., NY, USA), a transpalpebral, transscleral IOP measuring tool, is noted as being on par
with the GAT [6,7]. Other researchers have noted that transpalpebral IOP (tpIOP) measured by Diaton is
good for screening the IOP of young healthy persons but is not reliable for monitoring IOP in the eyes with
glaucoma or thin corneas [8,9]. iCare (Tiolat Oy, Helsinki, Finland) is a rebound tonometer that provided
repeatable IOP measurements that matched IOP measured by the Perkins tonometer [10]. It is easy to use
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and preferred by eye patients for its comfort compared with GAT [11].

Because myopia in the younger population is at epidemic proportions and many choose not to wear contact
lenses and spectacles, the demand for refractive surgeries is increasing [12]. Glaucoma in an otherwise
healthy myopic eye can negatively influence the outcome of refractive surgery. Therefore, IOP measurement
before refractive surgery is a part of patient selection. Even after surgery, IOP needs to be monitored, and if
high, prompt intervention is needed [13]. The findings on the reliability of a tonometer to measure IOP in
myopic patients undergoing refractive surgeries are inconclusive, as are recommendations for its use over
GAT [14,15].

Single-step transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK) is an accepted surgical procedure to address
myopia in young adults. In this procedure, both epithelium and subepithelial stroma are ablated by laser. In
other corneal surgeries, the flap of epithelium was lifted, and laser surgery was done on stroma to correct
myopia. Although surgical outcomes at three months after surgery are similar, TPRK had epithelial thinning
and reduced central corneal thickness (CCT) if measured soon after surgery [16].

The literature demonstrates the effectiveness of both the Diaton and iCare tonometers compared with GAT
[4,10,17]. To the best of our knowledge, the effectiveness and reliability of Diaton compared with iCare,
especially in the eyes subjected to transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK), have not been
examined. We compare IOP measured by Diaton and iCare 200 in myopic eyes before and after TPRK and the
determinants of differences in IOP measured by the two tonometers.

Materials And Methods
The regional research and ethics committee of Qassim University, Saudi Arabia, approved this study
(607/43/6830). The tenets of the Helsinki Declaration were strictly followed. We evaluated the eyes
undergoing TPRK to treat myopia among patients at a private clinic in central Saudi Arabia from January
2021 to February 2022. Those consenting to participate were included in the study. We excluded patients
undergoing refractive surgery by methods other than TPRK. This was a cross-sectional comparison study.

To calculate the sample for this study, we assumed that in a population of 1000 eyes treated with TPRK for
myopia in our institute, 80% would have a 2 mmHg difference in IOP measured by Diaton and iCare as
documented by Sánchez Pavón et al. [18]. To achieve a 95% confidence interval (CT) with a 5% acceptable
error margin, we needed to review IOP using both methods in 198/200 eyes. We used OpenEpi software to
calculate the sample size [19].

One ophthalmologist measured IOP. Mid-level eye-care professionals assisted in the ocular assessment of
these patients. The demographic information included age in years, gender, and eye operated on. If both
eyes were to be operated on, the IOP of one randomly selected eye was first measured with the iCare (Tiolat
Oy, Helsinki, Finland) tonometer and then with the Diaton (Bicom Inc., NY, USA). In the fellow eye, the
Diaton was used first, followed by the iCare. If only one eye of a patient was to be operated on by TPRK, we
used the tonometers in random order.

iCare 100 is a reliable IOP measurement device that allows taking single or rapid six-series measurements
[20]. Its advanced positioning assistant enables correct alignment. The red or green light of a probe base
indicator indicates the correct or incorrect positioning of the device. Diaton tonometer measurements were
performed with the patient in a sitting position and gazing down at a 45° angle; the tonometer was placed in
contact with the eyelid at the superior limbus. The device was activated when the signaling mechanism
indicated the correct vertical position. There was a five-minute interval between the iCare and Diaton
measurements [21].

To determine myopia status, spherical and cylindrical refraction in diopters was noted. The spherical
equivalent (SE) of myopia was defined as spherical+(cylinder/2) refraction in diopters. Myopia was further
graded as “mild” if the spherical equivalent (SE) was ≤3.00 Ds, “moderate” if SE was between -3.00 and -6.00
Ds, and “severe” if SE was >6.00 Ds [22].

Central corneal thickness (CCT) and epithelial corneal thickness (epiCT) were measured at baseline with the
help of anterior optical coherent tomography (Pentacam AXL, Oculus, Germany) [23]. The participants were
further grouped based on CCT. Grade I comprised CCTs of <530 µm, grade II had CCTs between 530 and 560
µm, and those with CCTs of >560 µm were in grade III [24].

We used SCHWIND AMARIS 1050RS (SCHWIND eye-tech-solutions GmbH, Kleinostheim, Germany) for
transepithelial laser ablation (1.3 seconds/diopter). To create aspheric ablation, we applied SmartPulse
allocation software. After applying topical anesthetic, the standard procedures were used for laser
application. The corneal epithelium was not removed with a blade. The surgery steps adopted were like those
described in the literature [25,26].

Postoperative care included topical steroid application. We routinely followed up on patients at week 1 (W1)
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and month 1 (M1). CCT and IOP were measured using both tonometers at follow-up visits once the absence
of epithelial defect was confirmed. An IOP of less than 22 mmHg was labeled normal. If the IOP was 22
mmHg or more, we considered it a high pressure and treated the patient with glaucoma medications.

The data were collected from hospital records using Microsoft Excel® (Microsoft® Corp., Redmond, WA). The
data were cleaned, and the information on the eye as a unit was compiled. Then, the data were transferred
into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) (IBM SPSS Statistics, Armonk, NY) version
25 spreadsheet. Both univariate and multivariate analyses were conducted. The qualitative data were
presented as numbers and percentage proportions. The quantitative data, if distributed normally, were
presented as mean and standard deviations. The difference in IOP using Diaton and iCare was our main
outcome at baseline and at W1 and M1 follow-ups. To study the efficiency of iCare compared to Diaton, we
used the Bland-Altman plot graph of SPSS. We considered a difference in IOP using two methods of less
than 2 mmHg to be an acceptable difference. If the IOP differed by more than 2 mmHg, we considered it an
overestimation or an underestimation. We considered the measurement by Diaton as reference since this
was a transpalpebral method and is less likely to be affected by TPRK. We correlated the qualitative variables
of IOP measured by Diaton and iCare by matched-pair analysis to estimate the two-sided P value of
correlation. A P value of <0.05 was considered statistically significant.

Results
We examined 202 eyes of 101 patients. Of the participants, 47 were male, and 54 were female. The mean age
of participants was 25.7±5.7 years (range: 18 to 42). Based on SE, 93 eyes (43%) had mild myopia, 79 (39.1%)
had moderate myopia, 21 (10.4%) had severe myopia, and nine (4.5%) had astigmatism (>1 D). The CCT was
grade 1 (<530 µ) in 68 (33.7%) eyes, grade II (530-560 µ) in 71 (35.1%) eyes, and grade III (>560 µ) in 63
(31.2%) eyes. The mean SE of 202 eyes was -3.2±1.9 D (range: -8.0 to 0.5). The mean CCT was 545.2±38.2
µ (range: 404 to 609). The mean epithelial corneal thickness was 56.5±7.6 µ (range: 15 to 79). The profile of
intraocular pressure measured by Diaton and iCare for all eyes and those in subgroups before, at W1, and at
M1 is presented in Table 1 and Figure 1.

Before
IOP by Diaton IOP by iCare

Validation
Mean SD Mean SD

Gender
Male 15.0 2.8 15.4 3.4

P=0.06
Female 15.1 2.8 16.6 3.8

CCT grade

Less than 530 14.5 2.8 14.8 3.2

P<0.001530-560 14.9 2.6 15.3 2.9

More than 560 15.9 2.9 18.2 3.5

Myopia grade Mild 15.1 2.8 16.0 3.5

P=0.834
 Moderate 15.0 2.8 16.1 4.2

 Severe 15.2 2.7 16.1 2.9

 Astigmatism 14.8 3.8 15.4 3.2

Week 1 after TPRK

Gender
Male 15.6 2.8 16.2 3.2

P=0.074
Female 16.2 2.7 17.4 3.6

CCT grade

Less than 530 15.4 1.9 15.1 2.8

P<0.001530-560 15.5 3.4 16.4 5.4

More than 560 16.4 2.5 18.2 3.5

Myopia grade

Mild 16.1 2.2 17.1 2.9

P=0.506
Moderate 16.0 2.6 17.0 4.0

Severe 14.7 3.0 15.1 3.5

Astigmatism 16.1 2.1 16.9 2.6

IOP before

<15 mmHg 15.2 2.2 16.0 3.2

P=0.485
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≥15 mmHg 16.4 2.4 17.5 3.5

IOP week 1 after surgery
<15 mmHg 13.1 1.0 14.8 3.1

P=0.02
≥15 mmHg 17.1 1.9 17.7 3.2

Month 1 after TPRK

Gender
Male 15.0 3.2 15.6 4.9

P=0.296
Female 16.3 4.7 17.3 5.7

CCT grade

Less than 530 14.9 5.0 14.9 5.8

P=0.004530-560 15.5 2.6 16.4 5.4

More than 560 16.8 3.7 18.2 3.5

Myopia grade

Mild 16.3 5.1 17.5 6.5

P=0.509
Moderate 15.1 3.1 15.2 3.9

Severe 14.7 1.9 16.7 4.3

Astigmatism 17.3 2.8 17.3 4.8

IOP before
<15 mmHg 15.1 4.7 16.2 5.5

P=0.182
≥15 mmHg 16.2 3.6 16.8 5.3

IOP week 1 after surgery
<15 mmHg 14.6 4.0 15.6 5.3

P=0.534
≥15 mmHg 16.2 4.1 16.9 5.4

TABLE 1: Intraocular pressure by Diaton tonometer and iCare tonometer before and after
transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
SD, standard deviation; IOP, intraocular pressure; CCT, central corneal thickness

FIGURE 1: Intraocular pressure measured before, at week 1, and month
1 after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK) by Diaton and
iCare
The x-axis shows intraocular pressure (IOP) measured at a different time in relation to TPRK. The y-axis shows
intraocular pressure (mmHg). The red squares indicate the mean value of IOP in 202 eyes. The upper and lower
ends of the vertical line indicate the 95% confidence interval of the mean IOP

The tpIOP after TPRK increased at W1 and then declined at M1. IOP measured by iCare was significantly
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higher than that noted by tpIOP before surgery. However, the changes in IOP measured by iCare did not vary
significantly by time. The mean pair tpIOP and iCare IOP difference was -0.955 (95% CI: -1.38 to -0.54)
before TPRK, -0.95 (95% CI: -1.34 to -0.56) at W1 post TPRK, and -0.812 (95% CI: -1.23 to -0.4) at M1 post
TPRK.

The tpIOP before surgery was median 1.0 mmHg (interquartile range {IQR}: -2.0 to 0.0) (minimum-
maximum: 12.0; +8.0) more compared with iCare IOP. One week after TPRK, the median difference was -1.0
(IQR: -2.0 to +1.0) (minimum-maximum: -9.0; +8.0), and one month after TPRK, it was -1.0 (IQR: -2.0 to
+1.0) (minimum-maximum: -14.0; +10). At W1 post TPRK, the difference in IOP measured by the two
methods was not significantly higher (P=0.983), but at M1 compared with before TPRK, it was 1.77 mmHg
higher using Diaton than iCare compared with the IOP difference noted in same eye before surgery
(P<0.001). The difference between tpIOP and IOP using iCare and determined by qualitative and quantitative
variables is presented in Table 2.

Qualitative variables

Before TPRK Post TPRK week 1 Post TPRK month 1

Paired
difference of
mean

95% CI
P
value

Paired
difference of
mean

95% CI
P
value

Paired
difference of
mean

95%
CI

P
value

Gender -2.49
-2.93 to
-2.05

<0.001 -2.48
-2.89 to
-2.08

<0.001 -2.35
-2.77
to -
1.92

<0.001

Pre-central corneal
thickness (CCT) grades

5.46
541 to
551

<0.001 5.28
523 to
533

<0.001 -5.46
540 to
551

<0.001

Type of refractive error -2.68
-3.12 to
-2.26

<0.001 -2.68
-3.1 to -
2.28

<0.001 -2.4
-2.9 to
-1.9

<0.001

Quantitative variables

Before TPRK Post TPRK week 1 Post TPRK month 1

Pearson coefficient (r)
P
value

Pearson coefficient (r)
P
value

Pearson coefficient (r)
P
value

Age 0.097 0.17 -0.013 0.86 0.193 0.006

Spherical equivalent 0.019 0.788 0.011 0.88 0.019 0.785

Central corneal thickness -0.258 <0.001 -0.328 <0.001 -0.229 <0.001

tpIOP before 0.2 0.004 -0.075 0.29 0.013 0.85

tpIOP 1 week post-surgery   0.152 0.031 -0.004 0.96

tpIOP 1 month post-
surgery

    -0.117 0.096

TABLE 2: Difference in intraocular pressure measured by Diaton tonometer and iCare tonometer
before and after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
95% CI, 95% confidence interval; tpIOP, transpalpebral intraocular pressure

Gender and the type of refractive error were negatively correlated with the difference in tpIOP and iCare IOP
before and after TPRK. CCT had a significant and positive correlation with the difference between tpIOP and
iCare IOP. Age and the difference of IOP at M1 were significantly and positively correlated. tpIOP measured
at W1 post-TPRK was positively correlated with the difference in IOP using the two methods.

Linear regression analysis revealed that the difference in tpIOP and iCare IOP at one month after TPRK can
be predicted (F=10.0, CCT before TPRK {standardized beta=-0.235, t=-3.47, and P=0.01}, and age
{standardized beta=0.103, t=2.95, and P=0.04}). The consistency of IOP using the two methods is shown in a
Bland-Altman plot before TPRK, at W1, and at M1 after TPRK (see Figures 2-4).
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FIGURE 2: Bland-Altman plot of IOP measured by Dalton and iCare
before transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
The black line is the mean difference in IOP by two methods. The blue line depicts the lower end of two standard
deviations. The red line depicts the upper end of two standard deviations

IOP: intraocular pressure
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FIGURE 3: Bland-Altman plot of IOP measured by Dalton and iCare one
week after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
The black line is the mean difference in IOP by two methods. The blue line depicts the lower end of two standard
deviations. The red line depicts the upper end of two standard deviations

IOP: intraocular pressure
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FIGURE 4: Bland-Altman plot of IOP measured by Dalton and iCare one
month after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
The black line is the mean difference in IOP by two methods. The blue line depicts the lower end of two standard
deviations. The red line depicts the upper end of two standard deviations

IOP: intraocular pressure

Measuring IOP using two methods was within ±2 mmHg in 73.3%, 69.8%, and 75.2% of the eyes before, at
W1, and at M1 of TPRK. Pre-CCT (P<0.001) was a significant predictor of differences in IOP using the two
methods both at W1 and M1 (P=0.001). iCare gave an overestimation of IOP compared with Diaton in 18.3%,
22.8%, and 17.8% of the eyes before, at W1, and at M1 follow-ups.

Discussion
Among newer tools to measure IOP in the young myopic population, we found that IOP measured by iCare
was higher than that measured by Diaton before and after TPRK. However, the difference in IOP measured
using the two methods was not statistically significant. The CCT significantly influenced the difference in
IOP using Diaton and iCare both before and after TPRK. A thinner cornea after TPRK at week 1 and month 1
had a greater difference in IOP measured by Diaton compared with iCare and compared to that before
surgery. One month after TPRK, the difference in IOP using the two tonometers was significantly more in
older patients than in younger patients.

Although IOP measured by these two tonometers was similar in our study, one should be careful in selecting
a tonometer to measure IOP in the eyes with thin corneas. With an adequate sample size, the randomization
of the eyes to be tested first by one tonometer and then an adequate interval using the other tonometer, and
standard analysis methods, the present study shows true outcomes with less influence of bias. Both Diaton
and iCare have been found to be user- and patient-friendly [9,27]. Their efficiency compared to GAT in
previous studies suggested that they are a good tool for screening IOP in healthy people, but Diaton fell
short in monitoring IOP following refractive surgeries for myopia, especially in the eyes with thin corneas
[14]. iCare was shown to be more reliable than GAT post-LASIK surgeries [20].

We noted that at one week following TPRK, the IOP measurements by Diaton and iCare increased and then
declined one month after TPRK. Thus, either tonometer was good to monitor IOP one week after TPRK.
However, after one month, the IOP difference measured by the two tonometers was significant; hence, the
monitoring of IOP should be done by the same type of instrument, and we recommend that clinicians not
switch from Diaton to iCare or vice versa.

CCT was a predictor of the difference in IOP measured by Diaton and iCare before and after TPRK in our
study. Diaton provided a lower IOP than iCare in the eyes with thinner corneas. This was also noted by
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Rozhdestvenskaya et al. [14], when they compared tpIOP with IOP measured by GAT. Toker et al. also noted
the influence of CCT on tpIOP compared with GAT [25]. Their logic was that changes in the biomechanical
properties of the cornea influence IOP using GAT but are less visible in transpalpebral IOP measured by
Diaton. iCare measures IOP using a rebound tonometer directed at the cornea; therefore, a similar influence
of changes in the cornea could affect IOP. Thus, when tpIOP was measured by Diaton to screen and monitor
IOP post-refractive surgery, one should note the CCT before interpreting IOP.

One month after TPRK, the difference in IOP was greater in older patients than in younger patients in our
study. It seems that the stabilization of the corneal stroma after TPRK is better in younger than in older
patients. The changes in collagen crimp in both the cornea and the sclera were noted in older patients,
making these tissue stiff [28]. Because age was not correlated with the difference in IOP using the two
tonometers before TPRK and at W1, its significant influence one month after the TPRK study is difficult to
explain. We recommend further studies to understand this correlation between age and IOP difference.

In our study, the severity of myopia did not significantly influence the difference in IOP measured by the two
tonometers before and after TPRK. A study in a European country showed that post-LASIK surgery, the
reduction in IOP measured by a noncontact tonometer was linked to the reduction in myopia. A one-diopter
reduction following surgery resulted in 1 mmHg IOP reduction [29]. Thus, linking myopia severity to
different tonometers may explain the difference in IOP by the two tonometers after surgery. However, the
difference in IOP using two tonometers before surgery could be an interesting and independent issue and
could have been linked to variations in CCT in different grades of myopia.

There were few limitations in our study. Because this was a cross-sectional study, IOP measured by two
methods in the same eye was reviewed through randomization, and there was an adequate time gap between
the measurement of IOP by two types of tonometers. One tonometer influencing the measurement of the
subsequent tonometer cannot be completely ruled out. Validity parameters could be better tested using
randomized clinical trial instead of cross-sectional method for more reliable evidence. The depth of corneal
stromal ablation was based on CCT and the grade of myopia in the eye before surgery. Hence, IOP post-
TPRK can be an effect of independent factors, as well as the extent of ablation during the intervention
procedure. Thus, the influence of CCT on IOP post-TPRK could be overestimated in such analysis.

Conclusions
In a large institute, arrays of tonometers are available to eye-care professionals. The current study shows
that there could be variations in IOP measured by the types of tonometers that are based on different
principles and the influence of corneal properties. Therefore, although the Diaton or iCare tonometer could
be useful in screening and monitoring IOP post-refractive surgery, using the same tonometer before and
after surgery could minimize spurious changes in IOP post-TPRK. IOP measured by iCare and Diaton was
similar in three-fourths of the eyes. However, IOP was overestimated in a few eyes and underestimated in a
few eyes measured by these two tonometers. CCT was a significant predictor of differences in IOP measured
by these two methods.

Additional Information
Disclosures
Human subjects: Consent was obtained or waived by all participants in this study. The regional research
and ethics committee of Qassim University issued approval 607/43/6830. The regional research and ethics
committee approved this research. Animal subjects: All authors have confirmed that this study did not
involve animal subjects or tissue. Conflicts of interest: In compliance with the ICMJE uniform disclosure
form, all authors declare the following: Payment/services info: All authors have declared that no financial
support was received from any organization for the submitted work. Financial relationships: All authors
have declared that they have no financial relationships at present or within the previous three years with
any organizations that might have an interest in the submitted work. Other relationships: All authors have
declared that there are no other relationships or activities that could appear to have influenced the
submitted work.

References
1. Garcia-Feijoo J, Martinez-de-la-Casa JM, Morales-Fernandez L, Saenz Frances F, Santos-Bueso E, Garcia-

Saenz S, Mendez-Hernandez C: New technologies for measuring intraocular pressure . Prog Brain Res. 2015,
221:67-79. 10.1016/bs.pbr.2015.06.003

2. Messenio D, Ferroni M, Boschetti F: Goldmann tonometry and corneal biomechanics. Appl Sci. 2021,
11:4025. 10.3390/app11094025

3. A comparison of the Diaton, iCare, and Goldmann methods of tonometry . (2011). Accessed: August 12,
2022: http://fir.ferris.edu:8080/xmlui/bitstream/handle/2323/4634/2011Hodge%20and%20Motz.pdf?
sequence=1&isAllowed=y.

4. Bubb L, Mathews D, Oehring D, Harper RA: Ophthalmic nurse practitioner assessment of glaucoma:
evaluating agreement within an initiative to enhance capacity in glaucoma clinics. Eye (Lond). 2021,
35:3258-65. 10.1038/s41433-021-01394-4

2022 Alzuhairy et al. Cureus 14(12): e33031. DOI 10.7759/cureus.33031 9 of 10

javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
javascript:void(0)
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/bs.pbr.2015.06.003?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/bs.pbr.2015.06.003?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app11094025?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app11094025?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
http://fir.ferris.edu:8080/xmlui/bitstream/handle/2323/4634/2011Hodge and Motz.pdf?isAllowed=y&sequence=1&utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
http://fir.ferris.edu:8080/xmlui/bitstream/handle/2323/4634/2011Hodge and Motz.pdf?isAllowed=y&sequence=1&utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41433-021-01394-4?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41433-021-01394-4?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction


5. Najmanová E, Pluháček F, Haklová M: Intraocular pressure response affected by changing of sitting and
supine positions. Acta Ophthalmol. 2020, 98:e368-72. 10.1111/aos.14267

6. Cook JA, Botello AP, Elders A, et al.: Systematic review of the agreement of tonometers with Goldmann
applanation tonometry. Ophthalmology. 2012, 119:1552-7. 10.1016/j.ophtha.2012.02.030

7. Latina MA, Shazly TA, Iospa R, Chynn EW: Accuracy of transpalpebral tonometer compared to Goldmann
applanation tonometer in normal and glaucomatous eyes. Collected articles. Diaton Tonometer, New York,
NY; 2009. 28:16.

8. Li Y, Shi J, Duan X, Fan F: Transpalpebral measurement of intraocular pressure using the Diaton tonometer
versus standard Goldmann applanation tonometry. Graefes Arch Clin Exp Ophthalmol. 2010, 248:1765-70.
10.1007/s00417-009-1243-y

9. Doherty MD, Carrim ZI, O'Neill DP: Diaton tonometry: an assessment of validity and preference against
Goldmann tonometry. Clin Exp Ophthalmol. 2012, 40:e171-5. 10.1111/j.1442-9071.2011.02636.x

10. Nakakura S, Mori E, Yamamoto M, Tsushima Y, Tabuchi H, Kiuchi Y: Intraocular pressure of supine patients
using four portable tonometers. Optom Vis Sci. 2013, 90:700-6. 10.1097/OPX.0b013e3182972df4

11. Ugalahi MO, Seidu MA, Olusanya BA, Baiyeroju AM: Does patient comfort influence the choice of tonometer
for the measurement of intraocular pressure?. Int Ophthalmol. 2016, 36:385-9. 10.1007/s10792-015-0139-6

12. Al-Swailem SA: Refractive surgery: the never-ending task of improving vision correction . Middle East Afr J
Ophthalmol. 2014, 21:1-2. 10.4103/0974-9233.124075

13. Arango AF, Tello A, Parra JC, Galvis V: Photorefractive surgery with excimer laser and its impact on the
diagnosis and follow-up of glaucoma. A review. Cesk Slov Oftalmol. 2021, 77:276-83. 10.31348/2021/8

14. Rozhdestvenskaya M, Illarionova A, Dashevsky A, Kotliar KE: Evaluation of modern transpalpebral
transscleral tonometry before and after keratorefractive surgery. Investig Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2017, 23:3406.

15. Lewis RA: Refractive surgery and the glaucoma patient. Customized corneas under pressure .
Ophthalmology. 2000, 107:1621-2. 10.1016/s0161-6420(00)00318-3

16. Kaluzny BJ, Cieslinska I, Mosquera SA, Verma S: Single-step transepithelial PRK vs alcohol-assisted PRK in
myopia and compound myopic astigmatism correction. Medicine (Baltimore). 2016, 95:e1993.
10.1097/MD.0000000000001993

17. Enikov ET, Polyvas PP, Jančo R, Madarasz M: Evaluation and testing of novel ocular tactile tonometry
device. Mechatronics 2013. Březina T, Jabloński R (ed): Springer, Cham, Switzerland; 2014. 847-54.
10.1007/978-3-319-02294-9_107

18. Sánchez Pavón I, Cañadas P, Martin R: Repeatability and agreement of intraocular pressure measurement
among three tonometers. Clin Exp Optom. 2020, 103:808-12. 10.1111/cxo.13043

19. OpenEpi: open source epidemiologic statistics for public health . Accessed: September 18, 2020:
http://www.OpenEpi.com.

20. Gómez-Gómez A, Talens-Estarelles C, Alcocer-Yuste P, Nieto JC: Reliability of iCare IC100 rebound
tonometry and agreement with Goldmann applanation tonometry in healthy and post-myopic LASIK
patients. J Glaucoma. 2021, 30:634-42. 10.1097/IJG.0000000000001878

21. Cacho I, Sanchez-Naves J, Batres L, Pintor J, Carracedo G: Comparison of intraocular pressure before and
after laser in situ keratomileusis refractive surgery measured with Perkins tonometry, noncontact
tonometry, and transpalpebral tonometry. J Ophthalmol. 2015, 2015:683895. 10.1155/2015/683895

22. Flitcroft DI, He M, Jonas JB, et al.: IMI - defining and classifying myopia: a proposed set of standards for
clinical and epidemiologic studies. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2019, 60:M20-30. 10.1167/iovs.18-25957

23. Yazici AT, Bozkurt E, Alagoz C, Alagoz N, Pekel G, Kaya V, Yilmaz OF: Central corneal thickness, anterior
chamber depth, and pupil diameter measurements using Visante OCT, Orbscan, and Pentacam. J Refract
Surg. 2010, 26:127-33. 10.3928/1081597X-20100121-08

24. Toker MI, Vural A, Erdogan H, Topalkara A, Arici MK: Central corneal thickness and Diaton transpalpebral
tonometry. Graefes Arch Clin Exp Ophthalmol. 2008, 246:881-9. 10.1007/s00417-008-0769-8

25. de Ortueta D, von Rüden D, Verma S, Magnago T, Arba-Mosquera S: Transepithelial photorefractive
keratectomy in moderate to high astigmatism with a non-wavefront-guided aberration-neutral ablation
profile. J Refract Surg. 2018, 34:466-74. 10.3928/1081597X-20180402-04

26. American Academy of Ophthalmology: Refractive errors & refractive surgery preferred practice pattern .
Elsevier, Amsterdam, Netherlands; 2017. https://www.aao.org/Assets/8fe35182-77aa-4cc5-a9f8-
cb1ecf300733/636492821908400000/refractive-ppp-final-12-19-17-pdf.

27. Grant D: Ease the pressure: on the look-out for a tool to provide a patient-friendly method of measuring
intraocular pressure? Optometrist Deborah Grant puts the iCare TA01i and the iCare ONE tonometer
through their paces. Optom Today. 2012, 16:32-4.

28. Ajazaj V, Kaçaniku G, Asani M, Shabani A, Dida E: Intraocular pressure after corneal refractive surgery . Med
Arch. 2018, 72:341-3. 10.5455/medarh.2018.72.341-343

29. Gogola A, Jan NJ, Brazile B, Lam P, Lathrop KL, Chan KC, Sigal IA: Spatial patterns and age-related changes
of the collagen crimp in the human cornea and sclera. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2018, 59:2987-98.
10.1167/iovs.17-23474

2022 Alzuhairy et al. Cureus 14(12): e33031. DOI 10.7759/cureus.33031 10 of 10

https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aos.14267?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aos.14267?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ophtha.2012.02.030?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ophtha.2012.02.030?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=intitle%3AAccuracy of transpalpebral tonometer compared to Goldmann applanation tonometer in normal and glaucomatous eyes&utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00417-009-1243-y?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00417-009-1243-y?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-9071.2011.02636.x?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-9071.2011.02636.x?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/OPX.0b013e3182972df4?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/OPX.0b013e3182972df4?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10792-015-0139-6?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10792-015-0139-6?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.4103/0974-9233.124075?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.4103/0974-9233.124075?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.31348/2021/8?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.31348/2021/8?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://iovs.arvojournals.org/article.aspx?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0161-6420(00)00318-3?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0161-6420(00)00318-3?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000001993?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000001993?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02294-9_107?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02294-9_107?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cxo.13043?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cxo.13043?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
http://www.openepi.com?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
http://www.openepi.com?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/IJG.0000000000001878?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1097/IJG.0000000000001878?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2015/683895?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2015/683895?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1167/iovs.18-25957?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1167/iovs.18-25957?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3928/1081597X-20100121-08?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3928/1081597X-20100121-08?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00417-008-0769-8?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00417-008-0769-8?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3928/1081597X-20180402-04?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.3928/1081597X-20180402-04?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://www.aao.org/Assets/8fe35182-77aa-4cc5-a9f8-cb1ecf300733/636492821908400000/refractive-ppp-final-12-19-17-pdf?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://www.aao.org/Assets/8fe35182-77aa-4cc5-a9f8-cb1ecf300733/636492821908400000/refractive-ppp-final-12-19-17-pdf?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://go.gale.com/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA328943583&issn=02685485&it=r&linkaccess=abs&p=AONE&sid=googleScholar&sw=w&userGroupName=anon~e8c8d3ea&utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction&v=2.1
https://dx.doi.org/10.5455/medarh.2018.72.341-343?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5455/medarh.2018.72.341-343?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1167/iovs.17-23474?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1167/iovs.17-23474?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction

	The Comparison of Intraocular Pressure Measured by Transpalpebral Method Using Diaton and Rebound Tonometry by iCare in the Eyes Before and After Transepithelial Photorefractive Keratectomy (TPRK) in Saudi Arabia
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials And Methods
	Results
	TABLE 1: Intraocular pressure by Diaton tonometer and iCare tonometer before and after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
	FIGURE 1: Intraocular pressure measured before, at week 1, and month 1 after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK) by Diaton and iCare
	TABLE 2: Difference in intraocular pressure measured by Diaton tonometer and iCare tonometer before and after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
	FIGURE 2: Bland-Altman plot of IOP measured by Dalton and iCare before transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
	FIGURE 3: Bland-Altman plot of IOP measured by Dalton and iCare one week after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)
	FIGURE 4: Bland-Altman plot of IOP measured by Dalton and iCare one month after transepithelial photorefractive keratectomy (TPRK)

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional Information
	Disclosures

	References


