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Objectives: The aim of this study was to compare Plaque Percent Index (PPI), calculated by Patient
Hygiene Performance Index (PHPI), Rustogi’s modification of the Navy Plague Index (RMNPI), and the
Quigley & Hein Plaque Index (QHPI), with visual assessment,

Methods: Ninety-six subjects, aged between 30-65 years, were examined; twenty subjects were in-
cluded in the final analysis. The subjects’ teeth were stained and photographed. Dental coloring and
intraoral camera photography were performed by a single examiner, The oral images obtained were
analyzed using Image J to measure the area of dental plaque, The values of PHPI, RMNPI, and QHPI
were calculated twice, Statistical analyses were performed using descriptive statistics, chi-square test,
and Pearson’s correlation coefficient,

Results: The results of the correlation analyses of PPl with PHPI, QHPI, and RMNPI were as follows:
for PHPI, the correlation coefficient (r)=0.584; for QHPI, r=0.689; and for RMNPI, r=0.729. Further, the
kappa indices of PHPI, QHPI, and RMNPI were 0,810, 0.677, and 0,590 respectively.

Conclusions: Among RMNPI, QHPI, and PHPI dental plaque indices, RMNPI and QHPI showed a high
degree of correlation with the actual stained dental plaque area; on the other hand, PHPI showed the
highest kappa index,
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Fig. 1. Example of scoring by various indices. PHPI: Patient Hygiene Performance Index, RMNPI: Rustogi's Modification modified Navy Plaque

Index, QHPI: Quigley & Hein Plague Index.
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Table 1. Mean and standard deviation of PPI, PHPI, QHPI and RMNPI

N Min Max Mean+SD
PPI 20 7.53 75.74 33.99+20.44
PHPI 20 2 5 4.45+0.89
QHPI 20 1 5 4.05+1.19
RMNPI 20 4 9 7.40%1.85
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Table 2. Correlation of PPI, PHPI, QHPI and RMNPI
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Table 3. Results of kappa index and percent agreement

PPI PHPI QHPI RMNPI Kappa index Percent agreement
PPI 1 PHPI 810 90%
PHPI 0.584™* 1 QHPI 677 80%
QHPI 0.689* 0.625™ 1 RMNPI 590 70%
RMNPI 0.729** 0.848* 0.684** 1

Pearson'’s correlation coefficient **P<0.01, *P<0.05.
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