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Figure 1.Stage-1(l€eft), Ankylos(middle), Oneplant Systertright) implants used in the study.

Figure 2. An example ofigital processing of radiographic image using UTH2CImage Tool
software.

Figure 3.Measurement of crestal bone loss on magnified gadjghic image using UTHSCSA Image
Tool software.

Figure 4. Cumulative crestal bone level changeasmed from the bone level at the time of loading.

Table 1. Distribution of the examined implants.

Table 2. Cumulativerestal bone level changes measured from the berédethe time of loading.

Table 3.Crestal bone level changes of upper and lower javesch system.
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20023 10¥7-E] 2003 129 Aol FEAHGAHY wAHIAM A HI 10709
PUETEE iAoz aginh A7 e =2 % =% Fu x7] Ao ¢
AZHE AYr AFE 43 one stage surgedy AT

T gt ot 2509, atet 2.2l ARgHAY.  FE @ RES
A3 EAo] oF WaPgon FAELE BF AAXZ AP FHEZE Stage-
1(Lifecore, Chaska, MN) 34, Ankylos(Friadent GmbH, Mannheim, Germany)’B5Oneplant"
(Warantec, Seoul, Korea) 385 AF-8-3} 31 tH(Table 1, Figure 1).

Table 1. Distribution of the examined implants.

Jaw
Implant System Total
Maxilla(n=44) Mandible(n=63)
Stage-1 14 20 34
Ankylos 13 22 35
Oneplant™ 17 21 38

e

Figure 1. Stage-(left), Ankylos(middle), Oneplant Systerfright) implants used in the study.
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Figure 2.  An example of digital processing ofioggaphic image using UTHSCSA Image Tool

software. In this figure, Onepldftt is shown.
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Figure 3. Measurement of crestal bone loss on ifiadmadiographic image using UTHSCSA Image

Tool software.
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kol 7F A S ZF Al2Ele] 7 WAdE F%S one way ANOVAZ 413

Ay BE A="dA 27 i Fo] ZFFHol TAASE FoldtA FHAsSith

sy 7] IRYE Fo ZEFolME Stage-Bl Oneplang] 749 3-671¥, 6-1271¥ 2

TaTEde FAASR Fo3 Aol EASHA F%k o Ankylos All7]RE Bl A

EAM0E F9% FF5HS HTtHp<0.05, Table 2, Figure 4).

Table 2. Cumulative crestal bone level changessared from the bone level at the time of loading.
(mm)

Implant 3 month 6 month 12 month

System Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD

Stage-1 0.58+0.13* 0.70+0.18 *° 0.76+0.21*®°

Ankylos 0.98+0.32"* 1.24+0.23"® 1.32+0.27 *°

Oneplant™ 0.15+0.05 ** 0.18+0.07 0.18+0.16

a,b,c: statistically different in the same colums{®5)
A,B,C: statistically different in the same row(p&b)

SD: standard deviation
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Figure 4. Cumulative crestal bone level changeasmed from the bone level at the time of loading.

Al zEloll A AR
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ks

z}o] 7} $1 3 tH(p>0.05)(Table 3).

Table 3. Crestal bone level changes of upper @andrl jaws in each system.

(mm)
0-3 month 3-6 month 6-12 month
Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD
Mx 0.64+0.08 0.14+0.03 0.06%+0.07
Stage-1
Mn 0.56+0.14 0.12+0.09 0.05+0.06
Mx 1.25+£0.16 0.20+0.13 0.05+0.07
Ankylos
Mn 0.92+0.32 0.27%£0.19 0.09+0.13
Mx 0.14+0.04 0.03+0.05 0.01+0.09
Oneplant
Mn 0.15+0.05 0.03%+0.05 0.00£0.13
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Abstract

1-year radiographic evaluation of marginal boneleround
different implant neck designs

Young-Kyu Shin, D.D.S.
Department of Dental Science, Graduate School, &fddsiversity

(Directed by Prof. Chong-Hyun Han, D.D.S., M.S.Bh.D.)

The objective of the present study was to evaltlaeinfluence of macro- and microstructure of
implant surface on the marginal bone level aftercfional loading. In this study, 107 implants were
distributed into 3 groups. The first group receivgb implants with a polished neck(Ankylos), the
second 34 implants with a rough surface(Stage+ig,the third 38 implants with a rough surface and
microthread(Oneplaft). Clinical and radiographic examinations werenducted at baseline
(loading of the implants), 3 month, 6 month, andm@nth follow-ups. The average changes of the
marginal bone level in each group were statistioadimpared.

1. The amount of alveolar bone loss after 12 montdgcaéted statistically significant differences

among the three groups (p<0.05). The group withh bmugh surface and microthread,
Oneplant", showed 0.18+0.16mm, the group with rough surfanly, Stage-1, showed 0.76

+0.21mm, and polished neck, Ankylos, showed 1.32#&im.

15



2. On comparing the bone loss changes for each ailtdrgtween systems, both Stage-1 and

Oneplant showed no statistically significant changes aflemonths(p>0.05), whereas the

Ankylos showed significant different bone loss el interval(p<0.05).

3. There was no statistically significant differenoetie amount of bone level changes of upper and

lower jaws in each system(p>0.05).

In conclusion, the rough surface with microthread implant at the crest region was the most

effective design to maintain the marginal bone llegminst functional loading.

Key words: microthread, rough surface, polished neck, ctestalule design, marginal bone level.
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