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Issue 1

o

Implant0ilA peri-implantitis 21 o probingS AItGHOF k=717

Consensus 1

Implant0ilA] peri-implantitis 2IEEE {8l probingE Aldiske A2 FHEE(XI2,
implantoflA] EE2Z01 D=5t probing2 2HIZ 0F7 |8 4= 7| =201l probing Al
Z0|7} 2R3}t Peri-implantitis2] ZITH2 probing 2Tt OFL|2}, AN A74 2 HEALM
A A S SefoiA TSI

Reference Presented by Pf. 2581, Dr. 2MIS

«Schwarz F, et. al. Influence of frequent clinical probing during the healing phase on healthy peri-implant

soft tissue formed at different titanium implant surfaces:a histomorphometrical study in dogs. J Clin
Periodontol 2010; 37: 551-562

- Pierluigi Coli, et. al. Is Peri-Implant Probing Causing Over-Diagnosis and Over-Treatment of Dental

Implants?. J. Clin. Med. 2019, 8, 1123

+ Alberto Monje, et. al. Significance of probing for monitoring peri-implant diseases. Int J Oral Implantol

2021;14(4):385-399
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Issue 2

Implant {01l £X{st= keratinized gingiva2l width= Zl4& 2 mm7t 2R2S7t?

Consensus 2

USUE 9| 2=l ZX RF7H USHE| 0|20l 0X|= Fekol| thah Ch-2l

===0| ZEXSICE 0I5 ZeIS2 USHE F2(0 2mm 02| 230 EXHUSTH
- _

o=

LSZUE T HE IR 245 eES LoitE0] JthRez RUCt 25k /ot

2L} ZH5pMoto| ZRYSSE SHLIOH JHX| T QIERtE ZQ| Muto| HATE T BHAM
OHEIC}, FAHN Zi5PHDto| Z|Q} MESIM ZAS SXsl= UZUEQ)

TATFEL| 2R S ZRECE 12{ot0] &

HIZFRISICE M2t UZZE T ZXI0| LS |XI=)7| Sl Test 2tskEato)
Lol Challd o2t Bl =97t & TR,

Reference Presented by Dr. 51214

« Ausra Ramanauskaite, et. al. Influence of width of keratinized tissue on the prevalence of peri-implant
diseases: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Clin Oral Impl Res. 2022;33(Suppl. 23):8-31
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2= PART Issue 1 Issue 2

2022 2nd Osstem Example2| 122Xt Soft tissue management wXH 7HMS 0| Bone defectol| 2t HElot= S0 [ARIQt R T2 FQ17}?
EAbd v

Consensus 2

Consensus 1 Osstem Example0ilAf= Olzfiet 20| 2ZHAS 225i3Ct

2022 2nd Osstem Example®| 122X}t Soft tissue management wxf= CHSat 20| ZiZto| SAR0] w2t thestA| S0 |ARHRt XHEtS FHM6k= A2 =7HSIC.
Helot7 |2 oLt A Z2t2| ZO0|AIRNRL X (Ao E4E T1f5t0] EHCHSIo0F SiC,

- 21 A Incision and suture technique for soft tissue preservation =Z20] w2t SO0[AIXHRL XfH|2tE MElish= 7[&2 o2t Z0| MIAIStAt STt

: Basic course?t Zxl= LiE0| Hot, F& L2 Basic course0 T-4st11 Surgery
coursedll= Z=fsHAl He|

- 5IA| Various soft tissue preservation and augmentation technique R pCabE RIS sEmEs
. . - =Hl =T
: SFH| 1. Soft tissue preservation= 13Xt 4WA[(BZL0 S MM =4
1 - GBR)ol| S&lotod L& 714
- 6| Flapless surgery & Open membrane technique
: 33X 1. Flapless surgery= OneGuide w2t L& 74
: 32K 2. Open membrane techniques= 13Yx} 3WA|(Membrane)dl S&t6H04
g 7
N i =
122} Soft tissue management BY Uikt (RPIR Eo EX3/0[E2 T sHE)
TA| e - Block bone graft2] 2talgt ™S ls bone screw AIES HE
= - 0f2f A2 SAl0]| E= TR0 ARSI bioactive material
1 Introduction - Soft tissue of the peri-implant area (©f : hBMP-2)2 AIEE & U
2 Incision and suture technique for soft tissue preservation ZZALET} RO A SAM RIS HE
T EaET = oT = o =2 o
3 Incision & suture [Hands-on] Y =R U ESN - S4AEL 2 ER gl RS Y
. o R | Xtmar MS - Ximf|ake| StASHRXIE 2ls bone tackOILt tenting screwE
4 Keratinized gingiva AlRSt Ak 9IS
o= T- N=)
5 Various soft tissue preservation and augmentation technique
6 Flapless surgery & Open membrane technique
7 Soft tissue management [Hands-on]
8 Peri-implantitis
9 Peri-implantitis [Hands-on]
Reference Presented by Pf. Bf2i%
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Issue 3

Socket preservation A| H&EGH= 20[AXl= FARI7I?

Consensus 3

Socket preservation2 X|Z=Z9| 9@% SXIN7 = 2X0]22Z volume maintenance
7t £ SOAIMHE HESICHO : 0IBE, HA 0| =2 Hd3).

= I_OI_

- zam °4EH Implant =& He xruil‘l.*gl Meimt =g Sof ufzt ZOJAIRY Ao

Reference Presented by Dr. ZZIF, Dr. BFH3H

+ Gustavo Avila-Ortiz, et. al. Effect of Alveolar Ridge Preservation Interventions Following Tooth Extraction: A

Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. J Clin Periodontol. 2019 Jun;46 Suppl 21:195-22

+ Jad Majzoub, et. al. The Influence of Different Grafting Materials on Alveolar Ridge Preservation: a Systematic

Review. J Oral Maxillofac Res. 2019 Sep 5;10(3):e6

+Joao Vitor dos Santos Canellas, et. al. What grafting materials produce greater alveolar ridge preservation

after tooth extraction? A systematic review and network meta-analysis. J Craniomaxilofac Surg. 2021
Nov;49(11):1064-1071

« Finn Niclas Pickert, et. al. Cone-beam computed tomographic evaluation of dimensional hard tissue changes

following alveolar ridge preservation techniques of different bone substitutes: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. J Periodontal Implant Sci. 2022 Feb; 52(1): 3-27

+ Seyed Hossein Bassir, et. al. Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Hard Tissue Outcomes of Alveolar

Ridge Preservation. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2018 Sep/Oct;33(5):979-994

+Oreste locca, et. al. Alveolar ridge preservation after tooth extraction: a Bayesian Network meta-analysis

of grafting materials efficacy on prevention of bone height and width reduction. J Clin Periodontol. 2017
Jan;44(1):104-114

+Hsun-Liang Chan, et. al. Alterations in Bone Quality After Socket Preservation with Grafting Materials: A

Systematic Review. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2013 May-Jun;28(3):710-20

+ Spyridon N Papageorgiou, et. al. Comparative effectiveness of natural and synthetic bone grafts in oral and

maxillofacial surgery prior to insertion of dental implants: systematic review and network meta-analysis of
parallel and cluster randomized controlled trials. J Dent. 2016 May;48:1-8
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Consensus 4

gkX| ZA| AR} Al intrasocket@} extrasocketoll CH21t 20| HESH |2 SIgCH
- Intrasocket : Implantet 27 HZE|7| 20| ER2, BIC S2 12{5t0{ bone

regeneration0| 22 Z0[AXH (0l : SE=, p-TCP & =2 &43)
- Extrasocket : 2= 7XIA740F SIE2 volume ma|ntenance7 tES Zo|ARIE
(Ol : 0I5Z, HA o] =2 D)

Reference Presented by Dr. ZIZIH2, Dr. BFEH

- Gustavo Avila-Ortiz, et. al. Effect of Alveolar Ridge Preservation Interventions Following Tooth Extraction: A
Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. J Clin Periodontol. 2019 Jun;46 Suppl 21:195-22

+ Jad Majzoub, et. al. The Influence of Different Grafting Materials on Alveolar Ridge Preservation: a Systematic
Review. J Oral Maxillofac Res. 2019 Sep 5;10(3):e6

+Joao Vitor dos Santos Canellas, et. al. What grafting materials produce greater alveolar ridge preservation
after tooth extraction? A systematic review and network meta-analysis. J Craniomaxilofac Surg. 2021
Nov;49(11):1064-1071

« Finn Niclas Pickert, et. al. Cone-beam computed tomographic evaluation of dimensional hard tissue changes
following alveolar ridge preservation techniques of different bone substitutes: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. J Periodontal Implant Sci. 2022 Feb; 52(1): 3-27

- Seyed Hossein Bassir, et. al. Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Hard Tissue Outcomes of Alveolar
Ridge Preservation. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2018 Sep/Oct;33(5):979-994

+Oreste locca, et. al. Alveolar ridge preservation after tooth extraction: a Bayesian Network meta-analysis
of grafting materials efficacy on prevention of bone height and width reduction. J Clin Periodontol. 2017
Jan;44(1):104-114

+Hsun-Liang Chan, et. al. Alterations in Bone Quality After Socket Preservation with Grafting Materials: A
Systematic Review. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2013 May-Jun;28(3):710-20

« Spyridon N Papageorgiou, et. al. Comparative effectiveness of natural and synthetic bone grafts in oral and
maxillofacial surgery prior to insertion of dental implants: systematic review and network meta-analysis of
parallel and cluster randomized controlled trials. J Dent. 2016 May;48:1-8
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Issue 1

All-On-X&| 2 =M Mg Thes RHIF?

Consensus 1

322 A7}, IS 5~ E7HE =
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Reference Presented by Dr. 2&&t
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Issue 2

ME abutment ARRE sl0fsH= 0|R= 20I71?

Consensus 2

HIHE abutment AlEol=s 2L Mok 2XIEE2 02t 2232 HE abutment
AEE M= AESiC

1) Screw HI=ZHY
- HIEE abutment A2 A| screw?| Z0| XI0|2 QIaH HIEZHM0| 2iMist 4~ QUS

A
o= T Mo

Osstem

6mm 7mm

2) Morse taperst gap &
- HIEZ abutment ARE A| 226t 718 52| 0IF2 morse taper® gap 2 7154

[e)k=)
N=]

19



I HE PART 2022 OSSTEM IMPLANT CONSENSUS REPORT HE PART 2022 OSSTEM IMPLANT CONSENSUS REPORT

Issue 3
TSOHH| KSQ| USZEQ| XA XI0|, A Al RAIE, CIMIS Al FoAE EES
=]

MIZF AL Z=oARRY

Consensus 2

3) Screw head x}0|
- Abutment®t screw head?| FHEMO| URISHK| 2211 &7| OFEE 24 Ll 7isd U2

H=1—

Osstem eE Consensus 3

1) 22X X0l= KS2| AR T platformt ZI01Z! connection2& Q154
implant wall2| A7t 23| TS CHH| D|2nPE XMatdo| STH=(QUAC
22 RIZ40| AR KS7} TSELE 440% S71= miEU=E JRICt

TS 94.0 KS 94.0
0.23 0.25
@3.35 k 3.3 k
5 0.84
ot e
- < ’
4) LIAMME Zgt X10] < < >
- HIEZE X|tiZ= screw 20|17} ZH2HE abutment?} screw head?| MZA=l= =07t ¢ ~ :
=2tA screw HMIZ Zo|7t BEst 47t US C ~

TS KS

Reference Presented by Dr. 258
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Consensus 3

3) QUMIHS Al FOIAKEE2 KS2| pick up impression coping2 TSet E2| =2 HEAIMO|
UCEE X[2FHE 7H5517| oL

TS KS
g/h
1mmEte]

4) B REFA| FO|AFSIE KS2| 4R connection0] ZI0] hexAlZ Al F=o7t EeSiCt

KS

PV s

-

(/2]
Raaaaaaa ==
BB Lttt
f.rr:xf:,‘,,l

Reference Presented by Dr. 27|
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Issue 4

BEE £EZ0]| m2t FFE= connectorl| HEf 2 F7 = 22101712

Consensus 4

*3unit bridge 7|&

Zirconia PFM Glass ceramic
Z|A connector?| 37| 16mm? 0| A 9mm? 0A LUE2H2 HIFEX
Connector2| FEH Sharp8t ZECt round st SHEf

Reference Presented by Pf. 432

- Khaled Bataineh, et. al. Fatigue Resistance of 3-Unit CAD-CAM Ceramic Fixed Partial Dentures: An FEA
Study. J Prosthodont. 2022 Feb 3

* Mércia Borba, et. al. Effect of ceramic infrastructure on the failure behavior and stress distribution of fixed
partial dentures.Dent Mater. 2015 Apr;31(4):413-22

+S. D. Heintze, et. al. Fatigue resistance of all-ceramic fixed partial dentures - Fatigue tests and finite element
analysis. Dent Mater. 2018 Mar;34(3):494-507

- Tamer A Hamza, et. al. Flexural strength of small connector designs of zirconia-based partial fixed dental
prostheses. J Prosthet Dent. 2016 Feb;115(2):224-9

-Nuno Calha, et. al. Effect of geometry on deformation of anterior implant-supported zirconia frameworks: An
in vitro study using digital image correlation. J Prosthodont Res. 2017 Apr;61(2):139-148

»Mihaela Pantea, et. al. Correlations between connector geometry and strength of zirconia-based fixed partial
denture. Materials Chemistry and Physics. 2019 Jan;222:96-109

23



| 23 PART

24

2022 OSSTEM IMPLANT CONSENSUS REPORT

Issue 5

USZE BHO typel| L2} FHZl= cement TEKIE FXLII?

Consensus 5

USZE HHO| typeo]| M2t FHER= cement TAIKI= Of2i2t 20| MGIRACt

Cement type

- QA B O 2= ZOE cementE FRotLt MS 0| 2t NE temporary resin
cementT A2 7HsSICH

- g7 HaE o 2= RMGI(Resin Modified Glass lonomer)7t £HE|H Hrt =2
SX|2HS Y& A2 radiopacityZ U= resin cementT™ AR 7FSSILCL.

- PEMQI ZR 1R Z UA| HEE ZOE cement ALE0| 7tsotH 22t & XA
I HAZ cementE FHSIC

- Zirconia AL 41X E RMGIE FAe!t,

ER type
- G5 FAE0| HIZ MEX|ZZ PFMI} zirconia & MZ0]| &2t210] radiopacity 7t
Q= resin cementS FASiCE

Reference Presented by Dr. Z&%!

- Fatemeh Nematollahi, et. al. Cement Selection for Cement-Retained Implant-Supported Prostheses: A
Literature Review. J Prosthodont. 2016 Oct;25(7):599-606

- Nehal Almehmadi, et. al. What is the Best Available Luting Agent for Implant Prosthesis?. Dent Clin North
Am. 2019 Jul;63(3):531-545
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Issue 6

X|=3Ljot EE=0|M WEEFE2 ofEH k=20 Z227F7

Consensus 6

1) X232 Lo} HEZE0| WXL A M 712 2ol HafeiA wExE L Ho
Sh= 0| B3I

)-_r"* L == 0|M ZEES & 27t /U2 s FLEMOZ QISHY crack, chipping

= ATEO0|7FEME 5 QOO R fine diamond burZ 0|30 275 E=& |

ﬁﬂfs Sk= 20| &Lt

3) XI23L|ote| A< CElX| Of=E WX 517 £fH high polishing0| Z~0|H
T2 Qs 0F7|=l= underbite 7S4S ES0i| S0{0F ST

_L

i

Reference Presented by Pf. O|&A

- Kerem Yilmaz, Pelin Ozkan. The methods for the generation of smoothness in dental ceramics. Compend
Contin Educ Dent. 2010 Jan-Feb;31(1):30-2

-Rohana Ahmad, et. al. An evaluation of the effects of handpiece speed, abrasive characteristics, and
polishing load on the flexural strength of polished ceramics. J Prosthet Dent. 2005 Nov;94(5):421-9

«Zeynep Ozkurt, et. al. Influence of Grinding Procedures on the Flexural Strength of Zirconia Ceramics.
Braz Dent J. 2010;21(6):528-32

*Kyung-Rok Lee, et. al. Effect of different grinding burs on the physical properties of zirconia. J Adv
Prosthodont. 2016 Apr;8(2):137-43

» Sneha Harishchandra Gaonkar, et. al. An in vitro study to compare the surface roughness of glazed and
chairside polished dental monolithic zirconia using two polishing system. J Indian Prosthodont Soc. 2020
Apr-Jun;20(2):186-192

- Silvia P Amaya-Pajares, et. al. Effect of Finishing and Polishing on the Surface Roughness of Four
Ceramic Materials after Occlusal Adjustment. J Esthet Restor Dent. 2016 Nov 12;28(6):382-396

+Ipek Caglar, et. al. The effect of various polishing systems on surface roughness and phase
transformation of monolithic zirconia. J Adv Prosthodont. 2018 Apr;10(2):132-137

*Hyun-Sub Shin, Joon-Seok Lee. Comparison of surface topography and roughness in different
yttrium oxide compositions of dental zirconia after grinding and polishing. J Adv Prosthodont. 2021
Aug;13(4):258-267
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Issue 7

Consensus 7

Internal type implant2] multiple casedlA] screw type 22 FHGIK|= ¢4

[
LS

n

rr

QloL}

MN—

1

Single casedfiii= +XEZ0| 258 2 screw type 2EH0| &5 ME2
multiple caseOli= EE=9| passive fit2 ©7| HEL screw loosening 2|
complication0] 24ist= 2 internal type implant2] multiple caset|Al= screw type
AEE X|Yst= 0| HIZEISICL,

Reference Presented by Dr. 253

«Ryo Jimbo, et. al. Vertical fracture and marginal bone loss of internal-connection implants: a finite element
analysis. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2013 Jul-Aug;28(4):e171-6

« Josu Aguirrebeitia, et. al. Dental implants with conical implant-abutment interface: influence of the conical
angle difference on the mechanical behavior of the implant. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2013 Mar-
Apr;28(2):e72-82

+ Sebastien Baixe, et. al. Microgap between zirconia abutments and titanium implants. Int J Oral Maxillofac
Implants 2010. May-Jun;25(3):455-60

HE PART

2022 OSSTEM IMPLANT CONSENSUS REPORT

Issue 8

Link abutmentE 0[St EEE2 screw typeO|2t & 4= U=7F?

Consensus 8

Link abutmentZ 0|8t EXES screw typeLZ 258t 4 QI=X|9] ({E= 2|740]

= el LIS0RICL

1) Screw typeLZ 2Fe 4= ULt MZisk= 4=, link abutmento|
CAD/CAMLZ Hzket 2txist FEfQ| 2BEEES 2 /0l 0l2] H&fetod
onebodyZ} & HEHZ T2 LHol| Z&let7| IE0| screw typeLE =L,

2) Screw typeLZ 255t 4 girtn M2t 5= HARE, screw type 2 cement
ARE €10] casting HAISZ onebody2| EHES MEBtS 2R 27| =20
screw typeLZ EX| 9411 ER typeLZ 2rt,

Cement
n n Hat

Reference Presented by Dr. Z&%

- Nazmiye Sen, Yesim Olcer Us. Fatigue survival and failure resistance of titanium versus zirconia implant
abutments with various connection designs. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. J Prosthet Dent. 2019
Sep;122(3):315.e1-315.e7

«Ryan M Mizumoto, et. al.Titanium implant wear from a zirconia custom abutment: A clinical report. 1J
Prosthet Dent. 2020 Feb;123(2):201-205

+Guilherme C Silva. A straightforward technique for removing titanium bases from screw-retained
monolithic implant-supported prostheses. J Prosthet Dent. 2022 Oct; 128(4):837-838

27
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Issue 9

CIXIE HAlof Qlatxy t0| M0l= digital scant digital
impression® 0= A= 0| EZ2F?

Consensus 9

GPT-9(2017)0lM= digital impression0| £&0]11 digital scan0| CIX[E QMRS
Alo| ZAIHFO 2t AVHSHT QUL SHX|ZF OFRIZ analog impressionOfl CHH| =l=
Z0{2 digital impression2 AFEst U2 = FE7H2 digital scanit digital
impressionS HE3HAM ALR5H= 20| Z7ICt

*X |2t Est 8010l IHEH impression2 tHAE2| BHE SYCE Sxilol=s A=
Holz|of UC.

Reference Presented by Pf. O|&A

+ GPT-9(The glossary of prosthodontic terms :Ninth edition)

cX|EEHS 01




