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Clinical and radiographic evaluation of implants with dual-microthread: 1-year study
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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The stability of periodontal condition and marginal bone level were important to achieve long-term success of
dental implant treatment. The aim of this study was to evaluate periodontal conditions and marginal bone loss around 67
GSII(OSSTEM, Seoul, Korea) dental implants with dual-microthread at the neck portion, 1 year after prosthetic loading.
Materials and methods: Sixty-seven GS II dental implants in 27 patients(mean age; 47.4+14.0 years) who received implant
treatments at Pusan National University Hospital, were included in this study. Thirteen US II(OSSTEM, Seoul, Korea)
implants with smooth neck design were selected for the control group. Periodontal and radiographic evaluations were carried
out at baseline, 6 months and 12 months after prosthetic loading.

Results: In the GS 11 group, plaque index(PI), gingival index(GI) and probing depth(PD) increased as time passed. In the US
Il group, GI and PD increased. Although marginal bone level was lower in the US II group in all evaluation periods, the
changes between the periods were not statistically significant(p >0.05). In each period, periodontal parameters were not

statistically significant between groups.

Conclusion: One year after prosthetic loading, GS 1T and US II dental implants showed similar periodontal conditions and
marginal bone response, and were within the criteria of success. (J Korean Acad Periodontol 2009;39:27-36)

KEY WORDS: periodontal parameter; dental implant; microthread; marginal bone loss.
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B. US II

Figure 1, Jjlustration of GS I and US II implant
(A) GS I implant has dual—-microthread at the
implant neck, (B) US I implant has machined
surface at the implant neck,
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Figure 2 Distance between implant shoulder and the
first visible bone—to—implant contact{DIB). (A) GS 11,
(B) Us 1I.
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Table 1. Distribution of Implants according to Implant System and Position

Anterior 0 0
Maxilia
Posterior 1 22
Anterior 0 2
Mandible
Posterior 12 56
Total 13 80

Table 2. Modified Plaque Index{meanXSD)

0.15+0.36™ ®

Gs I*

0.12+0.33" 0.30£0.60°

us 1II 0.00+0.00

0.15+0.38 0.08+0.27

*Statistically significant difference(p<0.05) was found.
A B The same letter indicates no significant difference.

Table 3. Modified Gingival Index(meantSD)

GS II* 0.18+0.42"

0.3440.57°

0.1610.37"

us I 0.00+0.00"

0.54+0.52° 0.46£0.52°

*Statistically significant difference(p<0.05) was found.
® The same letter indicates no significant difference.
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Table 4, Probing Pocket Depth(mm, meanZSD)

G6s Or 2.66+0.98" 3.00+0.98 3.40+1.128

us I 2.690.48" 3.77+1.01° 3.92+0.86°

*Statistically significant difference(p<0.05) was found.
A B The same letter indicates no significant difference.

Table 5, Gingival Recession{mm, meanSD)

Gs I 10313068 0.45:0.78 0.5510.88
us I | 0.00£0.00 0.23+0.44 0.3120.48

Table 6, Width of Keratinized Gingiva(mm, meantSD)

GS I 2.04+1.49 1.90+1.42 1.61£1.28

us o 2.5411.45 2.08+1.04 1.77:0.83

Table 7, Bleeding on Probing(%, meanXSD)

GS I | 27.99434.96 22.76+23.73 33.96+30.99
us I 28.85%26.70 4231134 44 51.92+27.88

Table 8, Distance between Implant Shoulder and the First Visible Bone—to—implant Contact Measured in the Radiographs
{mm, mean%SD)

GS T

W Mesial* 0951041 1.1640.39 1.2640,43°
Distal* 0.92+0.42° 1.1320.42° ' 1.2540.44°
Mesial 1.5940.40 1.7540.52 1.8540.52
Distal “ 1385038 r 1.5840.41 1.7040.38

*Statistically significant difference(P<0.05).
A B The same letter indicates no significant difference.
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Table 9, Changes of the Marginal Bone—Leve! between the Examination Periods(mm, mean%SD)

Baseline~émonth =~ 5 ~ Bmonths~12months

GS II
Mesial -0.2120.22 -0.10+0.17 -0.3140.31
Distal -0.20+0.19 -0.1210.16 -0.3310.25
us o
Mesial -0.16+0.20 -0.100.12 -0.26+0.23
Distal -0.20£0.20 -0.1240.14 -0.320.22

“” indicates the loss of marginal bone.

Table 10, Parameters in the GS I Group and the US II Group at the Baseline, 6months and 12months(mean®SD)

0.00+0.00

mPI 0.1510.36 NS

mGl 0.1810.42 NS 0.00£0.00

PD(mm) 2.66+0.98 NS 2.69+0.48

GR(mm) 0.3110.68 NS 0.0010.00

Baseline

KG(mm) 2.0411.49 NS 2.541+1.45
BOP (%) 27.99+34.96 NS 28.85126.70

DIB(Mesial) 0.95+0.41 S 1.59+0.40

DIB(Distal) 0.9210.42 S 1.3840.38

mPI 0.1240.33 NS 0.15+0.38

mGl 0.1610.37 NS 0.5440.52

PD(mm) 3.00+0.98 S 3.77+1.01

GR(mm) 0.45£0.78 NS 0.2310.44

oM KG(mm) 1.901.42 NS 2.08+1.04
BOP(%) 22.7623.73 S 42.31+34.44

DIB(Mesial) 1.1620.39 S 1.75£0.52

DIB(Distal) 1.1320.42 S 1.58+0.41

mPI 0.30+0.60 NS 0.0810.27

mGl 0.34+0.57 NS 0.46+0.52

PD(mm) 3.401£1.12 NS 3.9240.86

GR(mm) 0.5510.88 NS 0.3110.48

oM KG(mm) 1.61+1.28 NS 1.7740.83
BOP(%) 33.96+30.99 S 51.92+27.88

DIB(Mesial) 1.2610.43 S 1.85+0.52

DIB(Distal) 1.2510.44 S 1.70£0.38

mPl: modified Plaque Index; mGl: modified Gingival Index; PD: probing pocket depth; GR: gingival recession; KG: keratinized gingival width; BOP:
bleeding on probing; DIB: distance between implant shoulder and the first visible bone-to -implant contact.

NS: indicates that there is no statistically significant between the GS Il group and the US Il group(p>0.05).

S: indicates that there is a statistically significant between the GS It group and the US Il group(p<0.05).
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