INTRODUCTION

Product :

Filtek Supreme XTE

Description:

Nano–filled composite restorative material

Manufacturer:
3M ESPE, Seefeld, Germany

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

INSTRUCTIONS TO EVALUATORS

Explanatory letters, questionnaires and packs of Filtek Supreme XTE and Adper Easy Bond were distributed in July 2010. The practitioners were asked to use the materials and return the questionnaire. The questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix 1.

THE EVALUATORS

Eleven members of the PREP panel were selected at random for participation in this evaluation, two of which were female. The average time since graduation was 20 years, with a range of 9 to 31 years. 

CLINICAL EVALUATION OF FILTEK SUPREME XTE

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: REPLIES TO SECTION 1

The number of anterior composite restorations placed by the evaluators in a typical week was as follows:


Number of restorations


Number of respondents



<10





2

10-15                                                         5

16-20 2

>20





2

55% (n=6) of the evaluators stated they did not typically use a multi-shade layering technique for anterior composites.

Comments from evaluators who did not use multi-shade layering included:


“ Bulk of work NHS & single shade gives good result” (2)


“ Occasionally but OK results with no multi-layering”


“ Can be difficult to get layers right”


“Only in large Class IV restorations”

100% of the evaluators stated that they normally place composite restorations in posterior teeth.

The number of posterior composite restorations placed by the evaluators in a typical week was as follows:


Number of restorations


Number of respondents



<5





1

 5 - 10                                                       6

>10





4

Of these the proportions were:


Occlusal


36%


Class II


36%


MOD



28%

When asked about the technique used for posterior composite restorations, 91% (n=10) used a dentine bonding agent, with 9% (n=1) using a glass ionomer base/sandwich and 55% (n=6) used a flowable composite base layer. One evaluator also used Dentsply SDR.

A wide range of anterior composite materials were used prior to this study by the respondents. These were Filtek Supreme XT/XTE (2), Tokoyamu Estelite (2), Z250 (1), Amaris (1), HFO (1), Miris 2 (1), Schottlander UFG (1), Venus (1), Herculite XRV (1), Majesty (1), Renamel (1), and Esthet X (1). 3 of the respondents used more than one material.

The principal reasons for the choice of these materials were good aesthetics, ease of use, good results and familiarity. Also mentioned were versatility, old rep as patient, and practice choice

A wide range of posterior composite materials were also used prior to this study by the respondents. These were Filtek Supreme XT/XTE (3), Filtek Silorane (2), Estelite (2), Herculite XRV (1), EsthetX (1), Venus (1), Majesty (1),and HFO (1). 

The principal reasons for the choice of these materials were good results, aesthetics and ease of use. Other reasons reported were ease of finishing, strength, and Prep Panel evaluation. SDR was used in combination with the overlaying composite by one evaluator.

Nine (82%) of the evaluators used their present material in compule form and four (36%) in syringe form, with two evaluators using materials in both forms.

When the evaluators were asked to rate the ease of use of their current anterior composite material, the result was as follows:

Difficult to use 1





              5    Easy to use
                                                                                     4.5                                                     

When the evaluators were asked to rate the ease of use of their current posterior composite material, the result was as follows:

Difficult to use 1 





              5    Easy to use






                4.4                                                                             

The evaluators currently used a variety of dentine/bonding systems. These were Optibond variants (2), Prime & Bond (2), Scotchbond variants (2), One up Bond F plus (2), Clearfil SE (1), XP Bond (1), G-Bond (3) 

When the evaluators were asked to rate the ease of use of their current dentine/enamel bonding system, the result was as follows:

Difficult to use 1 





              5    Easy to use






                4.3                                                                             

The evaluators rated the ease of use of their current polishing system as follows:

Difficult to use 1 





              5    Easy to use






                   4.4                                       
A variety of curing lights were used by the evaluators, including: Dentsply Smartlite, GC G Light, Hs LED Moulinex, Optilux 501, Elipar Freelight and SDI Radii plus.

Ten  (91%) the evaluators expressed a preference for composite materials to be supplied in Vita shades. The remaining evaluator was happy with the Manufacturer’s shades.

The aesthetic quality of anterior restorations place by the evaluators using their current composite material was rated as follows:

      Poor     1





                       5    Excellent







      4.2




82% (n=9) of the evaluators felt that the current anterior composite system had sufficient number of shades, with the average number in the kit being 8.
                                   




                                      

EVALUATION OF FILTEK SUPREME XTE

EVALUATION OF THE KIT AND MATERIAL AFTER FAMILIARISATION- REPLIES TO SECTION II.

Evaluators rated the presentation of the kit as follows:

a) in terms of the completeness of the system:

      Poor     1





                       5    Excellent
                   4.5                                                          
b)   
in terms of the arrangement of the components:

      Poor     1





                       5    Excellent






           4.3

c) in terms of ability to place on working place:


      Poor     1





                       5    Excellent






      3.9

d) ease of cleaning of the kit::
      Poor     1





                       5    Excellent






       3.8
e) overall presentation:

      Poor     1





                       5    Excellent






            4.3
When the evaluators were asked if there were ways in which the presentation could be improved the following comments were made:


“Identify compules with shaded caps” (2 similar) 


“Larger print background for ease of shade selection” 


“Box too big” (3)


“But all kits are (big) & have to be decanted into a drawer”


“How about a laminated shade combination guide on the inside of the lid”

When the evaluators were asked to rate the technique guide/instructions the results were as follows:

      Poor     1





                          5    Excellent







                              4.9

The ease of use of the shade guide was rated as follows:

      Poor     1





                          5    Excellent







             4.2

EVALUATION OF 3M ESPE FILTEK SUPREME XTE IN CLINICAL USE: REPLIES TO SECTION III.

 The total number of restorations placed during the evaluation was 523, comprised as follows:

a) Anterior:

Class V

105

Class III

114

Class IV

65

b) Posterior

209


When the evaluators were asked to give details of the placement technique used  the results showed that the majority of Class V and Class I restorations were placed freehand, and all the evaluators used a matrix for Class II, III & IV restorations. 

When the evaluators were asked to give their, and their nurse’s, assessment of the dispensing and placement of Supreme XTE the result was as follows:

a) Anterior:

Inconvenient 1





              5    Convenient
                                                                                 4.5                                                           
b) Posterior

Inconvenient 1





              5    Convenient
                                                                           4.5                  
Two (18%) of the evaluators stated that they did experience difficulty with the material sticking to instruments and this was overcome by dipping the instrument in unfilled resin.

None of the evaluators experienced slumping of the material when placing restorations freehand.

The viscosity of the material was rated as satisfactory by seven (64%) of the evaluators. Of the remaining evaluators two stated it was too viscous and two that it was not viscous enough.

Ten of the evaluators (91%) stated that the material had sufficient working time.

Comments:

“Use of heated material allowed accurate placement & contained pre-polymerisation”


“Shorter working time than usual”

 All (100%) of the evaluators stated that the restorations were easily finished and polished using their normal systems and that the restoration margins were visually satisfactory.

When the evaluators were asked to assess translucency/opacity of Supreme XTE the result was as follows:

Too opaque 1





          5   Too translucent



                                    3.1

The overall aesthetic quality of restorations placed by the evaluators using Filtek Supreme XTE was rated as follows:

      Poor     1





                       5    Excellent







     4.4




                                   
                                      

Comments:

“Excellent when used with enamel shades. Good to have dark shades for the elderly.” (2)


“My skills need practice”


“Once shades mastered looks very nice”


“Enamel shades too translucent”


“Sometimes too opaque if darker shades used”

82% (n=9) of the evaluators stated that the number of shades of Filtek Supreme XTE were adequate, and ten (91%) of the evaluators stated that the number was not excessive.

73% (n=8) stated that the large range of shades in the Filtek Supreme XTE kit did enable the placement of more aesthetic restorations.

Comment:


“Good results but not solely as a result of the number of shades”

82% (n=9) of the evaluators used a layering technique with Filtek Supreme XTE.

Comment by one of the evaluators:


“Sometimes”

The principle use of Filtek Supreme XTE was seen by the evaluators as follows:


Anterior 

4 evaluators


Posterior

2 evaluators


Universal

7 evaluators

The shade most used was reported as follows:


A1E


1 evaluator


A2E


2 evaluators


A2B


1 evaluator


A2


2 evaluators


A3


1 evaluator


A3B


1 evaluator


A3E


1 evaluator


A3.5B


1 evaluator

The opacity most used was reported as follows:


B 


4 evaluators


A2B


2 evaluators


A3B


2 evaluators


A3D


1 evaluator


A4D


1 evaluator

The favourite shade combinations were stated to be;


A2B/A1E

1 evaluator


A2B/A2E

2 evaluators


A3B/A2E

2 evaluators

A3B/A3E

3 evaluators

A3D/A2E

1 evaluator


A3.5B/A3E

1 evaluator



A4D/A3E 

1 evaluator

91% (n=10) of the evaluators stated that, overall, Filtek Supreme XTE was satisfactory and the same number (10) would purchase the material at average price and also recommend it to colleagues.

Final comments made included:

“ We will be changing to Filtek Supreme XTE as a practice as it is easier to shade and layer”

“It is my bread and butter material – excellent everyday material with results that last. Sometimes a little viscous but that’s nitpicking”

“Material of choice for posterior restorations”

“Easy to use and delivered natural looking restoration”

“Layering technique very sensitive but when done gives annoyingly good results!”

“I need flowable enamel shades”

“Too stiff – voids form between layers”

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The 3M ESPE Filtek Supreme XTE Composite system has been subjected to an extensive evaluation in clinical practice by members of the PREP panel in which 523 restorations were placed. Based on this, the following conclusions may be made:

Presentation

The kit scored well (all scores 4.3 or above on a Visual Analogue Scale [VAS] where 5 = excellent and 1 = poor) in criteria related to presentation, with the exception of ease of cleaning and ability to place on the work surface which scored slightly lower.

 Aesthetic quality
Roughly half of the evaluators did not typically use a multi-shade layered composite technique for the placement of anterior composite restorations. 91% (n=10) of the evaluators stated that the number of shades of Filtek Supreme XTE provided was not excessive. The rating for translucency/opacity of 3.1 (on a VAS where 5 = too translucent and 1 = too opaque) assessed for Filtek Supreme XTE is very close to the ideal median score. The overall score for aesthetic quality of 4.4 (on a VAS where 5 = excellent and 1 = poor) improved upon the score of 4.2 for the pre-trial material.

Ease of use

The new material scored highly for dispensing and placement for both anterior and posterior restorations (4.5 on a VAS where 1 = convenient and 5 = inconvenient) which would suggest a very similar score for ease of use to the pre-trial material.

Overall the good reception of this composite restorative material has been underlined by the 91% (n=10) of evaluators who stated they were satisfied with the material and would both purchase the system and recommend it colleagues.

THE HANDLING EVALUATION OF 3M ESPE ADPER EASY BOND

INTRODUCTION

Product :

Adper Easy Bond 

Description:
Self-etch adhesive

Manufacturer:
3M ESPE, Seefeld , Germany

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

HANDLING EVALUATION OF ADPER EASY BOND

REPLIES TO SECTION 1

When the evaluators were asked to rate the presentation of Adper Easy Bond the result was as follows:

      Poor     1





                          5    Excellent







                 4.3

Comments:


“Found getting more bond out of the bottle ‘fiddly’ “


“If the brush is bent for cavity access you cannot easily redip the brush”


“Would like some sort of storage container”

The laminated card instructions were rated as follows:

      Poor     1





                          5    Excellent







                      4.7

All (100%) of the evaluators had heard of the concept of selective enamel etch and felt that the technique was advantageous.

Comments:


“I find it easy to do”


“I like 3M ESPE Atzgel with fine tips – others too runny for me”

“I use this technique with self-etch adhesives – if not used bond strength affected – instructions should highlight this”


“Prefer system to self-etch enamel & dentine”

The total number of restorations placed during the evaluation was 313, comprised as follows:


Class 1




62


Class II




74


Class III




88


Class IV




36


Class V 




53

Adper Easy Bond was also used for treatment of dentinal hypersensitivity (one evaluator) and bonded amalgams (one evaluator).

All 100%of the evaluators stated that the foil dispensers were easily activated and also that the brush was a satisfactory. 

Comment:

“Did bend easily when trying to apply”

The absence of the need to wash off a separate etching liquid was stated to be an advantage over systems that use phosphoric acid by 86% (n=6) of the evaluators.

The application of Adper Easy Bond in comparison with other resins previously used was stated to be as follows:


Better 


2 evaluators


Less messy

4 evaluators


The same 

2 evaluators

The single dose aspect of Adper Easy Bond was stated to be an advantage over other systems by 86% (n=6) of the evaluators and the same number stated that the application time was satisfactory.

Comment:


“ G-Bond faster”

When asked if there were any changes considered essential to the acceptability of Adper Easy Bond the following comments were made:

“Seems a lot of waste – with Clearfil SE I can get a small amount on a tip each time”


“Found the foil package too fiddly”


“Make well shallower – ie less than the brush from tip to bend”

The rate for ease of use of Adper Easy Bond was as follows:

Difficult to use 1





            5    Easy to use
                                                                                    4.6

Final comments made included:

“Need longer term data for everyday practice use”

“ Bottle better – less wastage”

All the evaluators stated that the blister pack presentation was better than the 2 bottles.

Comments:


“But wasteful”

“Cannnot see how much left in the bottle and top gets blocked with set material – blister packs avoid this”


“Less messy and easier to store”


“Less error, less waste”

Conclusions

The new material was well received and achieved a better score for ease of use compared with the evaluators current dentine/enamel bonding system (4.6 v 4.3on a VAS where 1 = difficult to use and 5 = easy to use).
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