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Korea Academy of Prosthodontics criteria for longevity studies of dental prostheses

Joon-Ho Yoon', Young-Bum Park?, Seung-Hwan Y oun®, Nam-Sik Oh**
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“Department of Prosthodontics, School of Dentistry, Yonsei University, Seoul, Republic of Korea
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Purpose: The most important factor in longevity studies of dental prostheses is objective and consistent evaluation of the prosthesis. The Korean Academy of Prosthodontics
suggested developing a standardized method for longevity studies of dental prostheses. The purpose of this study is to evaluate previously-used criteria and to develop new cri-
teria, in the form of a procedure flowchart and an evaluation sheet. These new criteria may be able to provide a unified standard for future longevity studies of dental prostheses.
Materials and methods: A literature review was performed about the evaluation of dental prostheses. Taking into account the strengths and weaknesses of previously used
criteria, a novel, intuitive and objective method was developed for assessment of dental prostheses. Then, a pilot survey was performed with the newly developed flowchart
and evaluation sheet to determine problems and implement possible improvements. Results: Thirty cases of fixed dental prosthesis (FDP), 25 cases of removable dental pros-
thesis (RDP), and 13 cases of implant supported prosthesis (ISP) were evaluated. The average life expectancy estimate was 12.82 years for FDP, 5.96 years for RDP, and 4.82
years for ISP with Kaplan-Meier survival analysis. Additionally, possible improvements discovered by the pilot survey were reflected in the flowchart and evaluation sheet.
Conclusion: The newly developed KAP criteria, flowchart and evaluation sheet enabled objective and consistent results in trial longevity studies of dental prostheses. It is expect-
ed that future studies will not only use the KAP criteria but also further improvement will be made on them. (J Korean Acad Prosthodont 2016,54:341-53)

Keywords: Life expectancy of dental prosthesis; Survival rate; Kaplan-Meier analysis; Prostheses and implant; Data collection
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Table 1. Mean and median of longevity of evaluated prostheses
Mean Median
Type et . 95% CI et 5 95% CI
stimate Min Max stimate Min Max
FDP 12.821 1.681 9.527 16.116 10 1.319 7414 12.586
RDP 5.955 0.973 4.048 7.861 5 1.563 1.936 8.064
ISP 4818 1.299 2272 7.364 3 0.826 1.382 4618

* FDP: Fixed Dental Prosthesis; RDP: Removable Dental Prosthesis; ISP: Implant Supported Prosthesis; SD: Standard Deviation; CI: Confidence Interval; Min: Minimum;

Max: Maximum
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Fig. 1. (A) Survival curve of fixed dental prostheses, (B) Survival curve of removable dental prostheses, (C) Survival curve of implant supported prostheses.

*CSR: Cumulative Survival Rate.
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Table 2. Distribution of the cases according to the prosthetic type

FDP Gender Male Female
(N=30) 15 15
Place Local clinic Dental hospital Non-licenced place
25 4 1
Opposing dentition Natural tooth/ FDP RDP
28 2
Plaque Index 0 1 2
4 24 2
Material Used Precious metal Non-precious metal PFM All-ceramic
7 3 17 3
Evaluation A B C D
3 1 6 19
RDP Gender Male Female
(N=25) 12 13
Place Local clinic Dental hospital Non-licenced place
10 13 2
Dentition Maxilla Mandible
14 11
Opposing dentition Natural tooth/ FDP RDP
8 17
Denture type Complete denture Removable partial denture
11 14
Evaluation A B C D
1 13 5 6
ISP Gender Male Female
(N=13) 3 10
Place Local clinic Dental hospital Non-licenced place
6 7 0
Opposing dentition Natural tooth/ FDP RDP
12 1
Plaque Index 0 1 2
5 7 1
Prosthesis type Single tooth replace FDP
3 10
Evaluation A B C D
2 9 0 1

* FDP: Fixed Dental Prosthesis; RDP: Removable Dental Prosthesis; ISP: Implant Supported Prosthesis; PFM: Porcelain Fused to Metal
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Fig. 2. (A) Flow-chart for evaluating fixed dental prostheses with KAP criteria: marginal integrity, (B) Flow-chart for evaluating fixed dental prostheses with KAP criteria:
anatomic form, (C) Flow-chart for evaluating fixed dental prostheses with KAP criteria: esthetic evaluation, (D) Flow-chart for evaluating removable partial dentures with
KAP criteria, (E) Flow-chart for evaluating complete dentures with KAP criteria, (F) Flow-chart for evaluating implant supported prostheses with KAP criteria.
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Fig. 3. (A) Evaluation sheet for fixed dental prostheses, (B) Evaluation sheet for removable dental prostheses, (C) Evaluation sheet for implant supported prostheses.
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Fig. 3. (continued) (A) Evaluation sheet for fixed dental prostheses, (B) Evaluation sheet for removable dental prostheses, (C) Evaluation sheet for implant supported
prostheses.

CHetx|opE HatS|R| B4A 4%, 20164 102 347



0
A
ok
1z
02

0E
o

riot

to
o
=

HHE £3 678 93t

hetAuR Hets] 2 Wet

. KAP Criteria

=g BEE YPISX(AETE)

EN-20_ W ¥ %

N wEYS EI
AoEe [o B MUy 4 92| |af
FA(CO
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
DD 000000 (00000000
Hﬂ“87654321 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
DD o000 O0oolooooo0oo0DoO
KIGXE ‘o, ZHBAE ‘= BA|, ARSUE § AT AOJ0] ‘=’ EA|)
324 OE ¥5l0] A0F PHE0 & JeUN 00 oS
T AR R R o7y
Alg B2 | ONINCieHE® O emosl DRXAYX 028
ol ) W (#917 o B ASH 71U FUNS)
ggx ¥E [ oxen, 2yyey O 7Rl 4e3 O Y@ss
Plaque Index | 00 01 02 03
238 8% (O o% oY Ozt
AE%Y | 0 IRNNW O JHVE F9Y - B
S | O A ebutment) T8 O S@AMdure) 118 O HEgd
o el O3 I3 D 2888 2% O fX 242
4oy | ox2EE  OwM
EE8F Jts 04, 123912 =9 Hg )

[R3E H7 99])

(Flow-chart# Al-8-she] HEE o §¥IE 32,

i)

chalsk & €328 AWM

o [£]eaga oz 2471 2@
BB [Fuara 2ge A, A& 48 AsHAG +A%4 AL + U
" ‘l—.un A& A8E 4 f& ASL FAY AW EAhE TETL ALL ST

AEo] Aol FAZYY AHE 718 + N228, AT 27 AAdAL &

[B&A 2494 F4A¥]
T 8AA 43 A9 BPFe] AR F2, BAF ¥ AF hie] FEAF A
FAN(E, 4FY BUEE I AP

Fig. 3. (continued) (A) Evaluation sheet for fixed dental prostheses, (B) Evaluation sheet for removable dental prostheses, (C) Evaluation sheet for implant supported
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A A= o] 9lo] A7} CDA guidelined]] 8 &él= RE 755
F5oe Hlol B2 Alzte] B esta, BEE Hrld dele
A7 8 o] 2 8 HThe B o] 24 gk

a7 N dE 770l o8] &)

‘:’/\1

COLOR MATCH

Is 1helrestorati\l/e | Yes Do not rate Call Code
material metallic? | Hotel H
Is the restoration in Can you see it without | No Call Code
an anterior teeth? using a mirror? | Oscar 0]
Is there a mismatch in color, shade and/or | cal Coe
______ translucency between the restoration and No Al A
---" the adjacent tooth structure? | a
Test:
Visible inspection at 18" without
mirror on anterior restorations, with w
mirror on posterior restorations
Sso ~ Is the mismatch between restoration and adjacent | ca Code
S tooth structure outside the normal range of No Bravo B
tooth color, shade and/or translucency? |
Call Code
Yes Charlie C

Fig. 4. An example of flow-chart in color match tab of USPHS criteria.
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Table 3A. Category and score of margin integrity in CDA guidelines

Score .
Acceptable Unacceptable Cilizniz
R (Excellent) No visible evidence of crevice along margin that explorer would penetrate; no evidence of ditching along margin
SCR Visible evidence of slight marginal discrepancy with no evidence of decay, repair possible but perhaps unnecessary;
explorer gets stuck in one direction

TFAM Faulty margins cannot be properly repaired

TPEN Penetrating discoloration along margin of restoration in pulpal direction

TCEM Retained excess cement

VMO Mobile restoration

VFR Fractured restoration

VCAR Caries continuous with margin of restoration

VTF Fractured tooth structure

Table 3B. Category and score of anatomic form in CDA guidelines

Score o

Acceptable Unacceptable i
R (Excellent) Restoration contour in functional harmony with adjacent teeth and soft tissues within good individual anatomical form
SOCO Restoration slightly overcontoured
SUCO Restoration slightly undercontoured
SOH Occlusion not completely functional
SMR Margin ridges slightly undercountoured
SCO Contact slightly open
SFA Facial flattening present
SLG Lingual flattening present

TUCO Restoration grossly undercontoured

TOCO Restoration grossly overcontoured

TET Occlusion affected

TOC Contact faulty

TOV Marginal overhang present

VTO Traumatic occlusion

VUO Gross underocclusion

VPN Restoration caused unremitting pain in tooth or adjacent tissue

VDM Damage to tooth, soft tissue, or supporting bone

Table 3C. Category and score of color and surface in CDA guidelines

Score L
Acceptable Unacceptable Cilizniz
R (Excellent) No mismatch in color shade or translucency between restoration(s) and adjacent teeth; restoration surface smooth; no irritation
of adjacent tissue
SMM Slight mismatch between shade of restoration(s) and adjacent tooth or teeth
SRO Restoration surface slightly rough but can be polished
TGI Grossly irregular surface not related to anatomy and not subject to correction
™M Mismatch between restoration(s) and adjacent tooth or teeth outside normal range of color, shade, or translucency
VSF Fractured surface
VGP Gross porosities in crown material
VSD Shade in gross disharmony with adjacent teeth
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