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Table 1, Distribution of age and gender of patients
Gender
Age (yrs) Anterior Posterior Total
M F M F
20 7 0 0 2 9

20-29 10 10 1 5 26

30-39 1 5 1 1 8

40-49 2 2 5 5 14

50-59 0 2 4 3 9

6069 1 1 2 0 4

70- 0 0 1 0 1

Total 21 20 14 16 71
Anterior : upper anterior group
Posterior : upper posterior group

Table 2, Distribution of implants according to position
Position #17 #16  #15 #14 #13 #12 #11 #21  #22 #23  #24  #25  #26  #27

Number 0 4 5 7 5 3 15 12 6 0 7 6 3 0
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Table 3, Description of bone defect and specific surgery

# Bone defect Specific surgery
1 Fenestration Autograft
2 Fenestration GBR/ GoreTex, Autograft, DFDB
3 Fenestration GBR / Bioguide, Autograft, DFDB
4 Dehiscence GBR /Collatape
5 Fenestration Autograft
6 Fenestration GBR / Collatape
7 Dehiscence GBR / Biomesh
8 Fenestration Autograft
9 Fenestration Autograft
10 Fenestration Autograft ,DFDB
11 Dehiscence No treatment
12 Dehiscence GBR / Biomesh, Autograft
13 Fenestration GBR / Resolute
# Number of patient

GBR : Guided bone regeneration

DFDB : Pacific coast tissue bank, LA, USA

GoreTex® : W L Gore and Associates, Flagstaff, AZ, USA
Resolute® : W, L Gore and Associates, Flagstaff, AZ, USA
Biomesh® : Samyang, Seoul, Korea

Collatape® : Sulzer Dental, Carlsbad, CA, USA

Table 4, Distribution of implants according to length and diameter

Length
Fixture type
Diameter 10 115 13 15 18 Total
Standard 3.75 1 5 3 9
4 1
MK1I 33 2 1 3
3.75 14 8 4 26
4 2 2 9 1 1 15
5 1 3 5 9
MK il 4 1 3 4
5 1 1 1 3
MKV 4 i 1 1 3
Total 5 7 35 17 9 73
2 YEEES| 4E1IE F3hgo] 98 A,
A HAES AHF7FE-E 198613 Albrekesson & @A LEZZE 4 R 139 F 1mmols}, mjd
Zarb W7} MRS TRe-} 2HQ 7|l Z8be] 2AMS 0.2mmo]&te] £2F 24
Ak (@ 55, 7Y, AN, 2o, st &4
1) 7 J=LETL JF A a7 e A #2 A& 0T W7FR Q) S0 AF 7}
@ WAL YEBE F9] 279 YA SR
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Figure 1. Schematic drawing for the amount of marginal bone loss
IA] : Implant Abutment Junction, CEJ : Cemento Enamel Junction, d : Amount of bone loss

Table 5-1, Reasons for upper anterior teeth

Table 5-2, Reasons for upper posterior teeth

replacement replacement
Diagnosis Number Diagnosis Number
External trauma 25 External trauma 3
Periodontitis 2 Periodontitis 5
Congenital missing 3 Congenital missing 6
Unknown 8 Unknown 13
Others 3 Others 5
Total 41 Total 32
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Table 6, Description of complications

# Age Postion MKID'L Abutment Healing abutment Soft tissue complication Comment

1 22F #11 4*13 UCLA 7mm peri-implantitis

2 20F #22 3.75*13 UCLA 7mm periimplant mucositis cement remnant
3 24M #11 4%13 UCLA 7mm periimplant mucositis

4 23F #21 3.75*18 UCLA 7mm periimplant mucosttis

5 57F #21 3.75*15 UuCLA 7mm periimplant mucositis

1, Chronic peri-implantitis with fistula was observed 1 year after delivery of crown,
2. 2 months after crown cementation with vitremer®, inflammation occurred due to cement remnant, which was removed by flap

operation with vertical incision,

3, Peri-implant mucositis was observed 1 year after crown cementation,

4, 5. Peri-implant mucositis was observed after crown cementation,

Table 7, Marginal bone loss of upper anterior group
and upper posterior group given as mean
values + SD

Table 8, Marginal bone loss of bone defect group
and non-defect group given as mean val-
ues = SD

Marginal bone loss(mm)

Marginal bone loss(mm)

Upper anterior
044 £ 0.25

Upper posterior
0.57 £ 0.32

Non-defect
0,48 £ 0.26

Bone defect
0.40 £ 0,10
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~Abstract-

A Retrospective study on upper single tooth implants

Soo-Jin Jo!, Keun-Woo Lee?, Kyoo-Sung Che?, 1k-Sang Moon’

Dept of Periodontology, Yongdong Severance, Yonsei University
“Dept of Prosthodontics, College of Dentistry, Yonsei University
*Dept of Periodontology, College of Dentistry, Research institute for Periodontal Regeneration,Yonsei University

The aim of this retrospective study was to compare the amount of marginal bone loss between upper anteri-
or area and upper posterior area with 71 upper single-tooth restorations on 2 stage machined Brinemark
implants since Jan 1995, The second aim was to compare the bone defect group which had dehiscence and
fenetration and the others in the upper anterior region. The results were as follows,

1. The most frequent reason of missing tooth in the upper anterior region was trauma by 61%, While upper
posterior region showed various reasons such as congenital missing, advanced periodontitis, trauma,

2. Peri-implantitis with fistula occurred 1 of 41 implants in the upper anterior group in 1 year after loading
and 2 of 32 implants in the upper posterior group failed before loading, The 1 year success rate of upper
anterior group was 97,56 %, and 93.75 % for upper posterior group,

3. The mean marginal bone loss in the upper anterior group was 0,44 & 0,25 mm, while 0,57+ 0,32 mm in
the upper posterior group, There was stastically significant difference in the amount of mean marginal
bone loss (P<0.,05).

4, The mean marginal bone loss of bone defect group was 0,40t 0,10 mm at one year, and 0,48+ 0,26 mm
for the control group. No statistically significant difference of mean marginal bone loss was showen
between bone defect group and the others at implantation,

According to the results, the upper anterior region showed less marginal bone loss than the upper posterior
region. In case of missing single upper tooth, careful consideration on recipient residual ridge to determine
proper implant diameter and length, sufficient healing time, proper loading would lead to implant success,
Single tooth implants in the maxilla seemed to be an alternative to fixed partial dentures without damage to
adjacent teeth,

Key words : bone defect, marginal bone loss, single tooth implant, success rate
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