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ABSTRACT
Review of root canal irrigant delivery techniques and devices

Yeon-Jee Yoo, Su-Jeong Shin, Seung-Ho Baek*
Department of Conservative Dentistry and Dental Research Institute, College of Dentistry, Seoul National University, Seoul, Korea

Introduction: Eliminating the residual debris and bacteria in the root canal system is one of the main pur-
poses of the endodontic treatment. However, the complexity on the anatomy of the root canal system
makes it difficult to eliminate the bacterial biofilm existing along the root canal surface and necrotic pulp
tissue by mechanical instrumentation and chemical irrigation. Recently, more effective irrigant delivery
systems for root canal irrigation have been developed. The purpose of this review was to present an
overview of root canal irrigant delivery techniques and devices available in endodontics.

Review: The contents of this paper include as follows;

- syringe—needle irrigation, manual dynamic irrigation, brushes

- sonic and ultrasonic irrigation, passive ultrasonic irrigation, rotary brush, RinsEndo, EndoVac, Laser
Conclusion: Though technological advances during the last decade have brought to fruition new agitation
devices that rely on various mechanisms, there are few evidence based study to correlate the clinical effica-
cy of these devices with improved outcomes except syringe irrigation with needle and ultrasonic irrigation.
The clinicians should try their best efforts to deliver antimicrobial and tissue solvent solutions in pre-
dictable volumes safely to working length. (J Kor Acad Cons Dent 2011;36(3):180-187.]

Key words: EndoVac: Laser; Irrigant delivery devices: Irrigant delivery techniques; Root canal irrigation:

Ultrasonics
-Received 25 April 2011; revised 2 May 2011; accepted 2 May 2011-
- 249 2we 9e4 722 BE AR GHT 5
£ glon, 2% 94 BN e =U% 5o d
TUAEE Yot R ¥ ZH Y JAE X = g o ATz E 23 | A9 S &de AAE
A AR, 9 Aol 59 A9 S AASI L ARdE sk, mebA Z1AA 23 33 A aA 23 Al
ofsh= d glek. v 2 NiTi file & 2% 2174 7] 2 o] el 23 X859 A4S A8l Fad 24t
S8 AHESIH EHE isthmus, fin, web, anastomoses 5 do

Yoo YJ, DDS, Resident; Shin SJ, DDS, Postgraduate student;, Back SH, DDS, PhD, Associate Professor, Department of Conservative Dentistry,
Seoul National University School of Dentistry, Seoul, Korea

*Correspondence to Seung-Ho Baek, DDS, PhD.

Associate Professor, Department of Conservative Dentistry, Seoul National University School of Dentistry, 28 Yeongon-dong, Jongno-gu, Seoul,
Korea 110-768

TEL, +82-2-2072-3815; FAX, +82-2-2072-3850; E-mail, shback @snu.ac.kr

180 Yoo YJetal JKACD Volume 36, Number 3, 2011



Review Article

o8 AHA R AdF, stes, Aold A ES
(NaOCl), iodine potassium iodide, FZZdAIH,
EDTA, MTAD o] AH&¥ 1 dAvt, A4 1-5.25%
sodium hypochlorite (NaOCl)©] F¥ <& AHA = 3
AeH 5o vt SERIA o] 484 & vk 2
T 3H 7 T UFE HEA NaOCl 53 22 23
HHog YA Slofof stn, 2 S DA F
o8 AlFe] dgsit 4 23 iyt U 2
Al?l EDTA 5-10 mlE A% 18 &< A&
NaOCIZ w3 A4 < s 7o a8, 22
g AMESE A, NaOCle] <2 ol ol )
FR2EAI Y Bhgsle] 23 A2 A
JoeB R mAEt AHE AAFE AMSHAY E2E
dAAZ HF AAES eh g

oA 2 AH ] BE 97 2UE AT @

°

r.é
U
o o

4

&l A

i o,
4 %

rg, e

o

il

& A

o fle EASH et mEA 9d ofAlE AHS
th4l NaOCI# EDTA, FERANT S BFA 02 ALE
o g S AR P= wle] WS BAsAY, pHE
FEAY SRS wR0RA 2R AF Y] 1 A R
Fol 54 E wole S AHPIR It E3, o]
& @ AHdo] A77} A2 2@l 2HFY isthmus

g9 QTS gHH o 4 agitation 3t W
o B& A7t ol FoiA 3 gl

Syringe2} needles 0|83 22k MAH

1. Syringe-needle irrigation
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2. Manual dynamic irrigation
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3. Brushes

79 e Bgo s JdE dol 1 Sl 9ol
Jele] Endobrush (C&S Microinstruments Ltd,
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1. Sonic instrument® o8¢+ &3 A%
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<8 271% sonic irrigation system$! EndoActivator
System (Dentsply Tulsa Dental Specialties, Tulsa,
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4. RinsEndo System

<& 271¥ RinsEndo system (Durr Dental Co,
Bietigheim-Bissinge, Germany)- pressure-suction
technology®ll 719ket 23 A& FA| =, B34 syringe=
5H 65 4o 3 A" Aol 1.6 Hz oscillating®.2 <3
W2 #8EEH suction phase E<tolle 3 U] A4
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w3 S W Rodig §%2 PUI ®W'%¥°] RinsEndoy
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5. EndoVac system

EndoVac system (Discus Dental, Culver City, CA)
< negative-suction system©2 master delivery tip,
macrocannula, microcannula@ o] FolA it}
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AHR o] A&sA ZHoE FHE T At Nielsen?t
Baumgartner”= EndoVac system®| AR&©] syringe-
needle irrigationdl| B8] <& A 1 mm AR A
U B2 e AAE + Atk Baslth. & Az
preliminary study°l*= EndoVac system< 3} o+
219 24 &, 53] isthmusolA syringeneedle irri-
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A WA 4 9t B9k oy}, Siuet Baumgartner™
= in vivo 794 EndoVac system= <#FHET}H 1 mm
e o] 2% U ZAF AlA &3} syringe-needle irri-
gation®t} © #Hojutia Huagich 2y Millersh
Baumgartner™= E. faecalis® ZGAIZ Z3&ol|A E.
faecalis®] AA7} EndoVac system¥} syringe-needle
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- syringe—needle irrigation, manual dynamic irrigation, brushes

- sonic and ultrasonic irrigation, passive ultrasonic irrigation, rotary brush, RinsEndo, EndoVac, Laser
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