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Retrospective evaluation of implant treatment in complete edentulous
patients: 3 types of prosthetic treatment

Dong-Hwan Sohn, Young-Kyun Kim

Department of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, Section of Dentistry, Seoul National University Bundang Hospital, Seongnam,
Korea

Purpose: The present study examined the long-term prognosis after the complete restoration of edentulous patients with implants.

Materials and Methods: The implant restorations were divided into three groups (implant-supported fixed prosthesis, implant-supported
hybrid prosthesis and implant-supported overdenture). From May 2005 until July 2014, 52 patients who received full treatment for edentu-
lous sites (Male 27, Female 25) at Seoul National University Bundang Hospital were enrolled in this study. A total of 431 implants were
insatlled, and the complications were evaluated. In addition, marginal bone loss around the implants was measured by a radiographic
evaluation. Based on this type of prosthesis and the placement position (maxilla and mandible), success rate, and survival rate of the
implants were evaluated.

Results: The mean marginal bone loss was 0.74 +0.55 mm (complete fixed prosthesis), 0.49+0.56 mm hybrid hybrid prosthesis,
0.52 +0.57 mm (implant-supported overdentures. In fixed prosthesis type, there was no statistically significant between sex, anatomical
location, and bone graft. In hybrid fixed prosthesis type, anterior position was 0.58 + 0.46 mm and posterior area was 0.38 +0.44 mm.
Angulated Implant’s marginal bone loss was 0.39+0.55 mm and uprighting implant’s marginal bone loss was 0.63 +0.67 mm. Total
implant survival rate was 94.8%. 22 implants were removed because of osseointegration failure. 17 implants were not consistent with
the success criteria. In conclusion, the success rate of three groups (implant-supported fixed prosthesis, implant-supported hybrid dentures
and implant-supported overdenture) was 89.3%, 92.0%, 93.1%, respectively.

Conclusions: An average of eight years and six months of assessment of fully edentulous patients with implant restorations revealed
satisfactory results. JOURNAL OF DENTAL IMPLANT RESEARCH 2016;35(2):40-45)
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Table 1. Implant system

System Number
us i 97
us i 47
SS I 43
CMI IS 42
CMI EB 42
TS 1l 41
3-1 External 37
TiUnite 35
GS Il 27
Zimmer 6
XIVE 5
GS Il 3
Implantium 3
Slimline 2
Superline 1
Total 431

SS I, US 11, US 1ll, TSI, GS 1l, GS lll: Osstem implants (Osstem
Implant, Busan, Korea.), CMI IS, CMI EB: NeoBiotech (Neo-
Biotech, Seoul, Korea.), 3-I external: Osseotite (Biomet 3i, Palm
Beach Gardens, FL, USA), TiUnite: NobelBiocare (NobelBiocare
AB, Goteborg, Sweden), Zimmer: ZimmerDental (Zimmer Dental,
Warsaw, Indiana, USA), XIVE: XIVE implant (XIVE implant, Frialit,
Friadent, Dentsply), Implantium, Slimline, Superline: Dentium
(Dentium, Seoul, Korea).
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Table 2. Implant diameter & length

Fixture diameter Number Fixture length Number
3.0~35 41 ~10 122
3.6~4.0 243 11~13 288
41~45 55 14~ 21
4.6~5.0 92 Total 431
Total 431
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Table 3. Mean marginal bone loss by 3 types of prosthetic
treatment

Bone loss
ig*x
Group (MeantSTD) (mm) '€
Complete fixed prosthesis (213) 0.74+0.55 *

Fixed-hybrid prosthesis (138)
Overdenture (58)

0.49+0.56
0.52+0.57

Table 4. Complete fixed prosthesis - Mean marginal bone loss
by conditions

Bone loss

Condition (Mean+STD) (mm) Sig*

Sex Male (132) 0.88+0.62 -
Female (81) 0.58+0.55

Anatomical Maxilla (133) 0.81+0.70 -
location Mandible (80) 0.75+0.53

Location Anterior (88) 0.74+0.58 -
Posterior (125) 0.82+0.65

Bone graft Yes (103) 0.75+0.50 -
No (110) 0.51+0.59
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Table 5. Fixed hybrid prosthesis - Mean marginal bone loss by
conditions

Bone loss

Condition (Mean+STD) (mm) Sig*

Sex Male (81) 0.65+0.42 -
Female (67) 0.48+0.31

Anatomical Maxilla (84) 0.58+0.36 -
location Mandible (54) 0.44+0.39

Location Anterior (69) 0.58+0.46 *
Posterior (69) 0.38+0.44

Angulations Tilting (20) 0.39+055 *
Upright (118) 0.63+0.67

Table 6. Overdenture - Mean marginal bone loss by conditions

Bone loss
. .
Condition (MeanSTD) (mm) Sig
Sex Male (42) 0.65+0.87 -
Female (16) 0.57+0.61
Anatomical Maxilla (20) 0.54+0.64 -
location Mandible (38) 0.57+0.36
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Table 7. Complications after prosthetic loading
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Table 8. Cases of implant failure
Age Sex Site Type Width Length Surgery
73 M S Mx. Post. GS I 4 13 Sinus graft+ramus block
GS Il 5 11.5
66 M g Mx. Ant. SS i 4.8 115 lliac block bone graft
SS i 4.8 115
SS |l 4.1 11.5
SS |l 41 11.5
Post. SS I 4.8 11.5 lliac block bone graft
53 M Mn. Post. CMI EB 4.0 11.5 Distal tilting & Autologous bone chip
69 F A=zl MX. Post. us i 4.0 10.0 Autologous bone chip
72 F Mx. Post. CMI EB 5.0 11.5 AutoBT dentin graft
62 M S Mx Post. SinusQuick EB 4.0 13.0 Sinus lift + DBX+ Distal tilting
54 M Mx. Post. TS 1l 5.0 11.5 AutoBT
72 M | AR Mx Ant. 3 4.0 15.0
e 34 4.0 115
Post 3 4.0 11.5
3 5.0 13.0
3 5.0 11.5
56 M I Mx Post. us i 5.0 10.0 Autologous bone powder
73 M KAl Mn. Ant. us i 4.0 13.0
23 Post. us Il 4.0 13.0
73 S MXx. Ant. TiUnite 3.75 13.0
56 F Mx. Post. AVANA 4.0 11.5 Sinus graft + BioOss
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Table 9. Cases of severe implant marginal bone loss

AZEIE x|20 ThE Y| olF "ok 3VIK| REQ XEHY

Age Sex Site Type W L Surgery Prosthesis Opposing teeth MBL (mm)
47 M Mn. Post SS |l 4.1 11.5 Fixed Implant pros. 1.5
Mn. Post SS I 4.1 11.5 Fixed Implant pros. 1.5
Mn. Post SS | 4.1 11.5 Fixed Implant pros. 1.5
60 M Mx. Post GS |l 5 13 Sinus graft (DBX) Fixed Implant pros. 1.8
Mx. Post GS |l 5 13 Sinus graft (DBX) Fixed Implant pros. 1.5
73 M Mn. Ant. us i 5 13 HAH = A Fixed Tooth 2
64 M Mn. Ant. us i 4 13 Fixed Fixed hybrid 5
Mn. Post TiUnite 4 7 Fixed Fixed hybrid 5
Mn. Post TiUnite 4 7 Fixed Fixed hybrid. 6
Mn. Post us i 4.1 8.5 Fixed Fixed hybrid 6
Mn. Post us i 4.1 8.5 Fixed Fixed hybrid 7
62 F Mn. Ant. TiUnite 4 13 Ridge augmentation Over D. RPD 3
Mn. Ant. TiUnite 4 11.5 Over D. RPD 2
Mn. Ant. TiUnite 4 13 Over D. RPD 6
Mn. Ant. TiUnite 4 13 Over D. RPD 5
Mn. Ant. us i 4.5 11.5 Hybrid Fixed pros. 2.5
Mn. Ant. us i 4.5 11.5 Hybrid Fixed pros. 2
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