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Abstract

¢ AIM:To investigate the efficiency of limbal conjunctival
autografting technique in recurrent pterygium.

e METHODS:: Forty-four eyes of 34 patients with recurrent
pterygium were treated by limbal conjunctival
autografting technique and 37 eyes of 32 patients with
recurrent pterygium were treated by transplantation of
conjunctival pedicle flap. Recurrence was defined as
fibrovascular tissue crossing the corneoscleral limbus onto
clear cornea in the area of previous pterygium excision.

¢ RESULTS: The follow-up periods ranged from 12 to 24
months. All 66 patients (81 eyes) were involved in the
result analysis . In the therapeutic group, the cure rate
was 98% and the recurrence rate was 2%, but in the
control group the cure rate was 84% and the recurrence
rate was 16%. There was a statistically significant
difference in the recurrence rate between the patients who
underwent limbal conjunctival autografting and those who
underwent transplantation of conjunctival pedicle flap (¥ =
4.62,P<0.05). In addition, no significant complications
were noted.

e CONCLUSION: Limbal conjunctival autografting is an
effective surgical technique for the treatment of recurrent
pterygium. It has a low recurrence rate when compared
with the transplantation of conjunctival pedicle flap
technique.

¢ KEYWORDS : pterygium; stem cell of limbal cornea;
transplantation

808

Cheng MX, Luo TC, Ruan MY. Limbal conjunctival autograft
transplantation for recurrent pterygium. /nt J Ophthalmol ( Gugi Yanke
Zazhi) 2010;10(4) :808-809

WE
BV E 10 L AR AR TR 85 4
.

Fik A 66 7] 81 R & P3RS A B A BEML A 4,
TRYT L34 1] 44 BRATICIRBS M VIBRER G A R M IS 2 140
MOFSAEA ; XF B 40 . 32 5] 37 HRATIEIR B VIR Bk & %
SEEIREE AR . WA RN E L. MAETHENLHBFIRA
FARE

ZR. ARV 12 ~24mo, RITALIGAE 8% B AR
2% XTI AR 84% \HEF16% , WAHAR K RES
B (y*=4.62, P<0.05) , PRI B IF R 4T,
218 ARG T AR AR TY B A MR B Y7 3L
2R R T A L B AR

KEBIRFORE A A T A oAl

DOI:10.3969/j. issn. 1672-5123.2010. 04. 072

TR, B a8, st BRI 2 T A i R A ARG 7 2 Kt
FURB AT RONER. EPRIR B4R 2010310(4) :808-809

0518

FORBS AR BR UL FA 45 s . 30K R BIGRIT
2AMUFR T, FRBROFATERE  HEAS
WA MR e IER R, BRRMFAREANFARAE
B ARIFERSE K, TATEHFRE A VIBRECS H K
A TR AIG Y B R FRE WIS A RS s
PR g, AR R J5 B K R M RE . PR 4 SR as
L/(1
1 JWHKFFE
1.1 3% %8 2005-06/2009-01 78 Fe B IR BT A M H %%
B K FEDIR B N R 66 6 81 HR |, 5 35 £ 43
AR, 22 31 1 38 HE . 4Fi 23 ~66(F-149.2) %, 66 R
RANGEF ARG B R SR ES A, o 21 HR AR 2 R
JaE k&, 7T RN 3 ARG RE & ,17 IRFERERR %, BEHL
R AL, A AL FOR B A VIBRER S A A T
YHAIES A 34 1] 44 IR ;B 20 . BIRES IR DIBR B4 4 5 45 i
MRS 32 41 37 BR , M MEHZESR , & G AT TFARE
[Z4
1.2 % FERERVIBRECS A IR ARG T M mA,
B VIR S IS 8 F 45 B, T 25 1T 1 ik o3 25 220
BB s g R AR B S I N 40, FHAI0T) B
FEORBS AL AR IR U] BB AR R % R A T ) )2 48
BRI b 2Vl M o B, P HE B PR Sk B0 A AR )
B BRI G U 5 580 A 2 45 e , KON S UL 2
% X — Rl WA, PIT A 8 REe 7 B 455 A J 2 45 A E AN
ZERT ST, G IR T B R TIBRAL | 45 RS ) s 2%



Int J Ophthalmol, Vol.10, No.4, Apr. 2010 www. 1JO. cn
Tel.029-82245172 83085628 Email ; 1JO. 2000 @163. com

Xof B A DI SR AL A5 2% | 8-0 JE TR LR G B 4 4~ fa %k
B EE TS IR AR S B 5 45 I 2 1 8-0 Je B2k
[T, B IS IR A 3, SR N VTRRER 5 iy
H A AR | H LSRR R VTR J5 i I ) b A &4
LT B BRI i fl— 5 A I i B U0 0 AR ) 5
o BB AN S R A S S R T AR 2 B /)N
MRBRAR AR /INTT A . FH 8-0 AT W I JE T 2R 1 465 i 5
N B NS RE IG5 R KT8 A 2 ~3 B I MRS Ab
HZERERSE S TIRZ U b FARM F— D EAETFAR
W T, RJGALE . RS BRIk, 5 MR BAT K
A MRy LB S R L Bz | ff B3 WIS 0 % 45 S e
HIEBL, RJEHE 1d SPUER R ERIRE 6 ~8 ¥/d,
Iwk PG RER GPUER R FRERE 4 I 5522 3 ~
dwk, ARJFHE 3wk MR R 27 MR R e 45 HH R o 2% ] e iR
W, FEVIIER 12 ~ 24 (F315.6) mo, J7RCHIWT . I6 X .
Bt V-2 ORI OB A A S g g, B & R
Sh R A MRS i A AT AR A SR

Geit2E b R XY KR, DL P <0.05 HA Giit2E

2 4R

JRITHL 44 BRP 6 AT 43 IR (98% ) , B & 1 IR (2% ) ;
XTHRZH 37 HRrh VAR 31 HR(84% ) ,E R 6 lR(16% )., ™
NAE R ERAGIMFE L (x> =4.62, P<0.05),
WIS JE W B 0 R0
3 1tig

FOIRBF R IR AT 2 — , HA R L v AR
ARES SN RS DA AF R R O B U %
TAMHT TR AWIERA BN SRS A A e e 5 )
TR T A2, A bt e Re A AL s 6T . 3R
BRI 2SI AR N 32, FUIRE NI TR J7 AR
Z AAEFURE A BT BRA , BRI UTER + 217 35 45 15
i R NI B 15 2 VI N A R 193 € R S KR AW B
Pran 5-Fu 8222455 R C, HFARJEZ R AT E— BT 7]
R, RRNEFAR B At T 2R TR RS SRl ST S K
ZUCT A A G M 52 400 5™ 5, BT LR R PESROIR

HOE AR L B RO AR R A ) R

AE , A RERH (R 4515 b K FIUBTAE I 45 5 A A B, R AR SR 55
PR G 52 38, JU R 5 R VESRUIR B Y S A I b 1 11y
A L T AN R R FI DD RESE N S %, A2 141
IRITAIAACR 98% , H R 2% s XHRALIA A H 84% H K
H16% . BT HARIR AR BART XA, 530k
I ATRESIRYTALILR B R VIR + A A T
200 YL AL 1 2 P A 30 1) T ) A I L, T AR M R 1) A
R P SRR 3o b e AR, 7 A TR T s A
BB, TRl i T A g T A B A T BERE 1k
SENE b R IR £ 4 A AU A A, DT B 1k B3 Y
ARG, TFLARES I BRIK 54 7 4 IR e 3 X ¥ 70
T R P B P AT 80, AEL|R Ty A IR T A, A RE A AR RE
IZEBE b BRNES R 2R 4 A A A IR R A IR YT R
RYEFUR B ARG 2 R RN hTERIRE
e LT 1 KSR TR R 45 AN o B A
I BN 1 | i LA AT A O, R O BA A et i, PR A2
RERNCLLT TR, ZRORH LSS BN R IRBR SN
PR, NS EBAUR 2 A Y AR A AR, FEARAR R RS
B2 S [ 2 ) 1 N by <o T AR S NG RPN
BT AR A S 235 5, 22 235 MR L G SofORY 2 A P A 3L
AJG IR SEKIZ IR . A, h TR B N LSBT 4
LR SRR N B VU] ARG 342 | 73 B IR 3 B 1k 05 Y
B 7T REASS IS 1E S i e g, nl L SE s
PR R B e AR AR K TR I BR SE 4 15 T 2 PR 4G
LR S TRIR L

S0k

1 Soliman Mahdy MA,Bhatia J. Treatment of primary pterygium: role of limbal
stem cells and conjunctival autograft transplantation. Eur J Ophthalmol
2009;19(5) :729-732

2 Dekaris I, Gabric N, Karaman Z, et al. Limbal-conjunctival autograft
transplantation for recurrent pterygium. EurJ Ophthalmol 2002512 (3) .
177-182

3 Kilic A, Gurler B. The efficiency of limbal conjunctival autografting in
pterygium surgery. FurJ Ophthalmol 2006;16(3) :365-370

4 Al Fayez MF. Limbal versus conjunctival autograft transplantation for
advanced and recurrent pterygium. Ophthalmology 2002;109(9) :1752-1755
5 B, BUoR, XK. BRSSO GRS ARV YT BRI AL IRAL
2004;13.73

809



