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Retrospective Comparison between Narrow Diameter Implants and Regular
Diameter Implants Using Regenerative Procedure in the Atrophic Maxillary
Anterior Area
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I Abstract

Purpose: The present study was to retrospectively compare narrow diameter implants (NDIs) with regular diameter implants (RDIs)
accompanying regenerative procedures in the atrophic maxillary anterior region.

Materials and Methods: The subjects were patients with NDIs (diameter <3.5 mm) and RDIs (diameter >4.0 mm) placed in the
atrophic maxillary anterior area from January 1st 2005 to December 31th 2009 at the Department of Periodontology, Dental Hospital of
Yonsei University in Seoul, Korea. The cumulative survival rates were calculated. Also, the biologic and mechanical complications were
examined as well.

Results: The survival rate of NDIs and RDIs were 96.67% and 98.60%, respectively, which did not reach a statistical significance. The
rate of membrane exposure in RDIs was 23.94%. Further, no significant mechanical complications were observed in both groups.

Conclusion: Narrow diameter implants can be a good alternative for simplifying surgery and is therefore successfully used in the
atrophic maxillary anterior region.
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H=
oAtk YETE A|2Hlo] QlojA] HA A S = Replace
Select (Nobel Biocare AB, Gothenburg, Sweden) 737J],
Implantium (Dentium, Seoul, Korea) 57|, Branemark
(Nobelbiocare AB) 57|, Xive (Dentsply, Mannheim,
Germany) 67|], Astra Tech (Dentsply) 57l], Straumann
(Straumann, Basel, Switzerland) 5717} AF&%]¢lcH

(Table 1), 307]9] &L =74 AZTHE = Replace Select

NDI 10 i
2
e 3 ) 3
2 1
E _D T T T T T Site
o
E 5 5 6 7

19
RDI 26

#13 #12 #11 #21 #22 #23

Fig. 1. Distribution of implants. NDI: narrow diameter
implants, RDI: regular diameter implants,

Hyun-Chang Lim et al. : Retrospective Comparison between Narrow Diameter
Implants and Regular Diameter Implants Using Regenerative Procedure in the
Atrophic Maxillary Anterior Area. Implantology 2014
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Table 1, Selected implant system

System Replace Select Brénemark Straumann Astra Tech Xive  Implantium Total
ND| 20 2 - - 5 3 30
RDI 53 5 5 5 1 2 71

NDI: narrow diameter implants, RDI: regular diameter implants,

Hyun-Chang Lim et al. : Retrospective Comparison between Narrow Diameter Implants and Regular Diameter Implants Using Regenerative Procedure in the Atrophic Maxillary
Anterior Area. Implantology 2014

Table 2. Diameter and length of narrow diameter implants (mm)

Length
Diameter Total
8 10 11 1.5 12 13 14
33 - — — 1 — 1 — 2
3.4 - 1 3 — 2 2 — 8
35 - 3 - - - 17 — 20
Total — 4 3 1 2 20 — 30

Hyun-Chang Lim et al. : Retrospective Comparison between Narrow Diameter Implants and Regular Diameter Implants Using Regenerative Procedure in the Atrophic Maxillary
Anterior Area. Implantology 2014

Table 3. Diameter and length of regular diameter implants (mm)

Length
Diameter Total
8 10 11 11.5 12 13 16
40 — 2 3 1 — 3 — 9
41 — 2 - - 3 — — 5
43 — 5 — — 2 45 2 54
45 — — — — - 3 — 3
Total — 9 3 1 5 51 2 71

Hyun-Chang Lim et al. : Retrospective Comparison between Narrow Diameter Implants and Regular Diameter Implants Using Regenerative Procedure in the Atrophic Maxillary
Anterior Area. Implantology 2014

271 3.5 mm+= 207)], Implantium 27 3.4 mm+= 37}], 3. ogtH

Branemark %7 3.3 mm+= 27|}, Xive &7 3.4 mm+= 5 ZAbE o]ZZE O] A2y} 2013 1292 7| HOoE
o] S HOow(Table 2), T170] Bt H4 U&= Sho] S FH40) YETES} Bt £ oo &
ZFE 2= Replace Select 27 4.3 mm+= 477l], Astra Tech E 7}9] Kaplan—Meier A< 243} log—rank test”} Al
27 4.5 mm+= 27, 27 4.0 mm+= 47|, Brdnemark % U]} A A A AL IBM SPSS Statistics 20,0 &
7 4.0 mm+= 57l], Straumann 27 4.1 mm+= 57l Xive Z131(IBM Co., Armonk, NY, USA)& A3l oH, &
27 4.5 mm+= 17l], Implantium =7 4.3 mm+= 77| 9] AA ©8.0] 2~x0. 005 o|gt=2 AolE it EDF o=
B2E 1B rH(Table 3). O HIEeo} Q122 o] 4| o] W7} ARE it
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: Retrospective Comparison between Narrow Diameter
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Fig. 2. Kaplan—Meier survival curves of NDI and RDI,
Atrophic Maxillary Anterior Area. Implantology 2014

CSR: cumulative survival rate, NDI
implants, RDI: regular diameter implants,

16 Implantology Vol. 18 No. 1, 2014

Hyun-Chang Lim et al.



NTOLOGY

PL

Table 4. Distribution of prosthetic complication (crown
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