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Fig. 1. A typical chromatogram of standard
solutions by high performance liquid chroma-
tography.

Removal Rate

100

Removal rate(%)

Group | Group Il Group Il

Experimental Group

Fig. 2. Removal rate(%) of experimental groups.

Table 1. Mean value of TEGDMA amount according to method of surface treatment

Group Mean(mg/ml) SD Removal rate(%)

Control 0.028 0.006

Group I 0.017 0.004 39.3

Group II 0.011 0.002 60.3

Group IIT 0.003 0.002 89.3
Table 2. Results of inter-group comparison evaluated by Scheffe test

Control Group I Group 11 Group 111

Control

Group 1 .002*

Group 11 .000* .158

Group II1 .000* .000* .040*

* © Statistically significant (p<0.05)
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Abstract

COMPARISON OF MONOMER RELEASE FROM PIT AND FISSURE SEALANT
FOLLOWING VARIOUS SURFACE TREATMENT

Sang-Woo Lee, Ho-Won Park, Ju-Hyun Lee, Hyun-Woo Seo

Department of Pediatric Dentistry, College of Dentistry, Kangnung National Unversity
Oral Science Research Center, College of Dentistry, Kangnung National University

The aim of this study was comparison of effectiveness of surface treatment methods in reducing the oxygen-in-
hibited layer of a commercially available freshly polymerized, light cured dental sealant(concise™, 3M, St Paul,
USA). Surface treatment groups were consisted of no treatment(negative control group) and 3 experimental
groups according to surface treatment of light-cured sealant. Experimental group I was 10 seconds exposure to
distilled water syringe, group II was 10 seconds’ manual application using a cotton pellet wetted with 75% alco-
hol and group III was 10 seconds prophylaxis with pumice/water slurry using rubber cup on a slow-speed hand-
piece. All specimens were immersed in 5 ml distilled water and stored at 37c water bath for 10 minutes. All
eluates were analyzed by HLPC for identification and quantitive analysis of monomers.

The results of this study can be summarized as follows.

1. None of the chromatograms of the tested sealant displayed peaks with the same retention time as that of

the standard solution, except for TEGDMA.

2. All surface treatment group had a statistically significant decrease of monomer release in comparison with

no treatment group.

3. Removal effects of unreacted monomer in group III was statistically significant in comparison with group 1

and group 1.

These results revealed that mechanical method using pumice and rubber cup is the most effective in removing

residual monomer and may be valuable to be used effectively in clinic.

Key words : Pit and fissure sealant, Monomer, HPLC, Surface treatment
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