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Fig. 1. Customized film holding device.



Fig. 2. Bite registration material{Blu-Mousse:
Farmingdale, NY, USA)

Fig. 8. Occlusal view before mid-section of
dental stone model and Dbite
registration material.
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Fig. 4. T-Scan Il (Tekscan, Boston, U.S.A).
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Table 1. Observation period of patient

Follow -up period Patients ( Number of implants)

1 month later 20 (38)
4 months later 12 (23)
10 months later 8 (15)
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Fig. 5. Measurements of distance from implant
plateform to alveolar bone.
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Fig. 6. Mid-section of dental stone model and
bite registration material.
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Fig. 7. T-Scan Il view of occlusal contacts.



3. SA =M

w71 A7t W& T M9} T-Scan
09 AlZtel] we HAo Mals gk 27 o] 3
= A ul ] AL (repeated measured ANOVA)
& AHske] 95% AlFFEAM L4 Sheffe
Ho AR A% skl

m. o7 AN
D71 F 387 ASHEA Fale] BH
Zrolu YAl 4, 5l & RAEA BAHT 4|
7H9ER 5%, d3ov ok T A 2
e BEEA gk T gk A8, A"
w2 FAMG Aol dE WHHA &%

]
Delivery

0.16
E —<>=M esial
E —~ ~Distal
0.08
™ 4M 10M

Time

Fig. 8. Distance between implant platform and
alveolar bone.
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Fig. 9. The changes of thickness at silicone
material.

Table 2. Distance between implant platform and alveolar bone

delivery 1 Months 4 Months 10 Months
Mesial(mm) 0 0.076 0.150 0.191
Distal(mm) 0 0.095 0.152 0.200




Table 3. The changes of thickness at silicone material

Area Follow-up time N Mean + SD(mm) p-value*
delivery 38 0.229 + 0.159
. After IM 38 0.187 + 0.166
Mesial <0.05
After 4M 27 0.133 + 0.149
After 10M 15 0.127 = 0.146
delivery 38 0.151 + 0.141
After IM 38 0.095 + 0.108
Central <(0.05
After 4M 27 0.073 + 0.102
After 10M 15 0.055 + 0.104
delivery 38 0.258 = 0.151
. After IM 38 0.194 + 0.175
Distal <0.05
After 4M 27 0.126 + 0.152
After 10M 15 0.122 + 0.163

* Repeated measured ANOVA

Table 4. The result of Sheffe test of thickness changes of silicone material according to follow-up

time
Follow-up time . Mean povalue
difference + SD(mm)

Mesial Delivery-After 1M 0.05 £ 0.03 >0.05
Delivery-After 4M 0.10 + 0.04 >0.05

Delivery-After 10M 0.12 £ 0.05 <0.05

Center Delivery-After 1M 0.07 + 0.03 >0.05
Delivery-After 4M 0.11 = 0.05 >0.05

Delivery-After 10M 0.10 + 0.06 <0.05

Distal Delivery-After 1M 0.06 + 0.03 >0.05
Delivery-After 4M 0.11 + 0.04 >0.05

Delivery-After 10M 0.13 + 0.03 <0.05




Table 5. The changes of occlusal area in

T-Scan i
Time N Mean + SD(mm2) p-value*
delivery 38 17.77 + 5.52
After IM 38 2593 + 13.85
<0.05
After 4aM 27 34..89 + 21.05
After 1OM 15 42.89 + 36.07

* Repeated measured ANOVA

Table 6. The result of Sheffe test of changes
of occlusal areas in T-Scan i
between follow-up time

Foll i Mean 1
ollow-up time 5. p-value
P difference + SD(mm") prvald

Delivery-After 1M 994 + 862 >0.05

Delivery-After  4M -19.11 £ 1055 >0.05
Delivery-After 10M -29.00 + 1081 <0.05
After IM-After 4M  -13.02 + 1041 >0.05
After IM-After 10M  -16.18 = 10.82 >0.05
After 4M-After 10M  -8.06 + 7.62 >0.05
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- ABSTRACT -

Clinical Evaluation of Occlusal Contact Changes
in Implant Prosthesis

Chul-Hee Yun, D.D.S., Dae-Gon Kim, D.D.S., Lee-Ra Cho, D.D.S., PhD., Yang-Jin Yi, D.D.S., PhD,,
Chan-Jin Park D.D.S., Ph.D.

Dept. of Prosthodontics and Research Institute of Oral Science, College of Dentistry, Kangnung National University

Despite of the successful clinical performance of implants, it is still lacking of the knowledge of changes in implant
occlusion. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the changes of infraocclusal contact after clinical occlusal function
of implant.

Twenty patients(38 implants) were recalled during 10 months after placement of implant prosthesis. Occlusion changes
were investigated at placement, placement 1 months, 4 months and 10 months serially with silicone bite material and
T-Scan1l sensor. Bony changes were also evaluated with periapical radiographs. The changes of silicone thickness and
T-Scan Il sensored areas were statistically analyzed with repeated measured ANOVA and the Scheffe’s post-hoc test at the
95% significance level.

The following results have been made based on this study:

1. Alveolar bone loss was within 0.20mm and it was generally concluded within physiologic level.

2. There were no statistically significant differences in the thickness changes of silicone material at 1 month and 4 months
of occlusal function. However, there was statistically significant difference at 10 months of occlusal function (p<0.05).

3. There was no statistically significant difference in changes of occlusal contact area in T-Scan I at 1 month and 4
months of occlusal function, but there was statistically significant difference at 10 months of occlusal function (p<0.05).

Conclusively, as time goes by, implant occlusion to be formed infraocclusion was to be far close and increased occlusal
contact. However, it was not observed destructive bone resorption in periapical radiographs and any other side effects.

Key words : Implant occlusion, Occlusal contact, T-Scan, Silicone bite



