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[Abstract]

Purpose: The purpose of this study compared of reproducibility of prepared tooth impression scanning utilized
with white and blue light scanners.

Methods: To evaluate reproducibility with white and blue light scanners, the impression of premolar were rotated
by 10°-20° and scanned. These data were compared with the first 3-D data (STL file), and the error sizes were
measured (n=5). Independent t test was used to evaluation the reproducibility of impression of premolar with white
versus blue light scanners through discrepancies of mean, RMS (2=0.05).

Results: Discrepancies of mean with regard to reproducibility were 11.2um, 5.8um, respectively, with white and
blue light scanners (p<0.047). And discrepancies of RMS with regard to reproducibility were 33.4um, 18.8um,
respectively, with white and blue light scanners (p<0.045).

Conclusion: Our results indicate a good reproducibility of prepared tooth impression digitized with blue light
scanner more than that with white light scanner.
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Fig. 1. Maxillary prepared premolar tooth
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Fig 2. Impression obtained prepared tooth (#14)
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Table 1. Discrepancies of premolar tooth impression generated with white light versus blue light scanner

(Unit = um)
Scanner type 5
White light Blue light
Mean of discrepancies (95% ClI) 5 11.2 (56.0~17.4) 5.8 (4.2~74) {0.047
RMS of discrepancies (95% Cl) 5 334 (16.4~50.3)  18.8 (16.3~21.3) 0.045

P : p—value about independent t-test (a=0.05)
Cl : confidence interval, RMS : root mean square
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Fig. 3. Color difference map: reproducibility of premolar
tooth impression with white and blue light
scanners
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