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Summary: The positive reception of this nano-filled composite restorative material is indicated by the 100% of evaluators who stated they were satisfied with Filtek Supreme and that 83% of the evaluators would recommend the system to colleagues. 
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Description:
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INSTRUCTIONS TO EVALUATORS

Explanatory letters, questionnaires and packs of Filtek Supreme, were distributed in late April 2003. The practitioners were asked to use the materials and return the questionnaire. The questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix 1.

THE EVALUATORS

Twelve members of the PREP panel were selected at random for participation in this evaluation, two were female. The average time since graduation was 20 years, with a range of 10 to 35 years. 

CLINICAL EVALUATION OF FILTEK SUPREME

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 3

>20





2

67% (n=8) evaluators stated that they used a multishade layering technique to place these restorations.

Comments made regarding ‘multishade layering’  included:


“ Yes- for private cases, No – for NHS” (2)


“ Yes – for incisal edge restorations” 


“ Achieve excellent aesthetic results without”


“ Only small anterior restorations placed so I do not use a layering technique – if large restorations indicated I prefer veneers or crowns”


75% (n=9) 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





4

 5 - 10                                                       3

>10





4

Of these the proportions were:


Occlusal


52%


Class II


32%


MOD



16%

When asked about the technique used for posterior composite restorations, 84% used a dentine bonding agent, with 50% using a glass ionomer base/sandwich and 75% used a flowable composite base layer.

A wide range of anterior composite materials were used prior to this study by

the respondents. These were Filtek Z250, A110  & Z100 (5), Point 4 (2), Dyract (2), Admira (1), Henry Schein flowable (1), Herculite (1), HFO Enamel plus (1), Esthet X (1) and Tetric (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. Other reasons reported were ease of finishing, “Advised by sales rep!” and “Introduced to it at Birmingham Dental Hospital”

A wide range of posterior composite materials were also used prior to this study by the respondents. These were Filtek Z100 (2), Prodigy (1), Z250 (4), HFO Enamel plus (2), Herculite (1), Heliomolar (1), Dyract (1) and Admira (1), with one evaluator using more than one material.

The principal reasons for the choice of these materials were good results, aesthetics and ease of use. Other reasons reported were ease of finishing, packable, lack of post-operative sensitivity, cost and “advised by FJTB!” 

Eleven of the evaluators used their present material in compule form and one in syringe form. One evaluator used 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
                                                                                4.3                                                     

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
                                                                             4.1                                                      

The evaluators currently used a variety of dentine/bonding systems. These were Clearfil SE (6), Scotchbond MP(3),  Adper Prompt L (3), Prime and Bond (1), Solo (1), and Admira (1), and 1 - bond (1). 

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

Difficult to use 1





              5    Easy to use
                                                                                    4.5                                                      
The rating given by the evaluators for their current polishing system was as follows:

Difficult to use 1





              5    Easy to use
                                                                               4.1   

 A variety of curing lights were used by the evaluators. These were Elipar Freelight (4), Heliolux (4), Optilux (1), Apollo 95 Plasma (1), Safetec (1), Dentsply? (1).

All (100%) the evaluators expressed a preference for composite materials to be supplied in Vita shades.

When the evaluators were asked to rate the aesthetic quality of anterior restorations placed using their current composite material the result was as follows:

 
Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                                 4.3 

75% (n=9) of the evaluators stated that the current composite used for anterior restorations had sufficient number of shades. The mean number of shades provided was 8, with a range of 3 to 30.

EVALUATION OF FILTEK SUPREME

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


                                                          4.3


b) in terms of the arrangement of the components:

 
Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                        3.9 

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

     Poor     1





              5    Excellent
 3.3

d) ease of cleaning of the kit
Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                        3.5

e) overall presentation

Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                            3.8

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


“Box a bit bland & bulky” (2)


“Screw-top bottles practical but not very trendy – is there a way to link the compules together (i.e. like disposible pencils or plastic wallplugs) to keep them neat in a draw?”


“Could bottle tops be colored for ease of shade spotting?”


“Too many components”


“Set compules up in shades i.e. A3 – Body – Dentine – Enamel”

When the evaluators were asked to rate the illustrated technique guide for Filtek Supreme, the result was as follows:

Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                                      4.5

A suggestion was made that a DVD on placement with the layering technique be provided or courses be arranged.

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

Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                               4.0

Quote : “Just a Vita Copy”

EVALUATION OF FILTEK SUPREME IN CLINICAL USE: REPLIES TO SECTION III.

 The total number of restorations placed during the evaluation was 778, comprised as follows:


a) Anterior
Class V
218




Class III
221




Class IV
103


b) Posterior
Class I & II
236

When the evaluators were asked to give details of the placement techniques used, all the evaluators replied that for Class I restorations a freehand technique was used, and for Class II and III restorations all the evaluators used a matrix. For Class V restorations the majority were placed freehand and for Class IV restorations the majority were placed with a matrix.

When the evaluators were asked to give their, and their DSA’s, assessment of the dispensing and placement of Filtek Supreme for anterior and posterior restorations, the result was as follows:

a) Anterior


Inconvenient
 1





              5    Convenient
                                                                                  4.5

b) Posterior

Inconvenient
 1





              5    Convenient
                                                                                     4.6

Three (25%) of the evaluators stated that they did experience difficulty with the material sticking to instruments and this was overcome by dipping the instrument in bond liquid.

When the evaluators were asked if the material flowed satisfactorily the result was as follows:

No
 1





              5    Yes






                      4.8

One of the evaluators (8%) stated that the viscosity was unsatisfactory and that the material was too viscous.

All (100%) of the evaluators stated that the material had sufficient working time (quote – “light cured ??”).

Eight (67%) of the evaluators also stated that the restorations were easily finshed using the new Softlex system. Comments made by the remaining evaluators included:


“Discs still awkward to use -? superceded by points,cups?. Bristle brushes were good for final polish though more variation in shape needed”

“Brushes very good but paper discs not as good as Softlex extra thin”


“Enhance discs gave better finish”

All (100%) of the evaluators stated that the restoration margins were generally visually satisfactory.

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

Too opaque 1





          5  Too translucent



     

                                                                  3.3

The overall aesthetic quality of restorations of Filtek Supreme was assessed as follows:

Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                                   4.7

Comments regarding aesthetic quality include:

 “Nothing is perfect but this is very good”

“ Need a very opaque body/dentine shade fro direct veneers etc”

All the evaluators thought the number of shades provided was adequate though 3 of the evaluators stated that the number was excessive.

Quote: “Too many ‘white’ shades”

The majority of the evaluators (n=7) stated that the large range of shades in the kit did enable them to place more aesthetic restorations, with 10 (83%) of the evaluators using a layering technique.

The principal use of Filtek Supreme was seen by the evaluators as:

Anterior

3

Posterior

0

Universal

9

When the evaluators were asked to state the shade(s) most used, the result was as follows:


Shade


No. of evaluators


A1


1


A2


6


A3


6


Opacity

No. of evaluators





A2E


2


A2Body

2


A


1


A3Dentine

2


Body


3


B


3


E


1

The favourite combination of shades were stated to be:








No. of evaluators

A2B/A2E





4

A2B/A4E





1

A3B/A3E





2

A3B/A3D/A3E




1

A3B/A2E/Y





1

A3.5D/A2B/A2E




1

B3/A3






1

Overall all the evaluators (100%) stated that they were satisfied with Filtek Supreme.

83% (n=10) of the evaluators stated that they would purchase Filtek Supreme and the same number would recommend the product to their colleagues.

Final comments included:


“I mainly only use Vita A shades, therefore is it worthwhile making other shades or including as many in the start-up pack? Are the majority of shades a variation of Vita A (as per HFO and Optident)?


“Good step forward”


“Superb! The best, most aesthetic anterior composite I’ve ever used. The handling properties were simply perfect- it did exactly what you wanted it to do.”


“I particularly liked the presentation of compules in jars & so did my DSA.”


“The material made me look like a better dentist. I even tried deliberately to mismatch the shade either side of what I thought was right and it still looked good. If the longevity of this material is good I’ll definitely change over – it’s much easier to use than HFO. I just hope the surface doesn’t stain & that colour stability is good. Thanks for letting me try it!”


“Very good to use. Aesthetics as good as HFO. Didn’t stick to instruments”


“Very good aesthetics and polishes well. Layering with 2 shades OK but 4 too complex. Ifeel a simpler presentation would be better. This material is  really nice to use”



“The rheological properties were excellent – particularly useful for large posterior restorations”


“Prefer Z250s handling/finishing. Need more information on placement and a better shade quide – like Esthet X”

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The Filtek Supreme system has been subjected to an extensive evaluation in clinical practice by members of the PREP panel in which 778 restorations were placed. Based on this the following conclusions may be made:

Presentation

Though the kit scored well in terms of the completeness of the components (4.3 on a visual analogue scale where 5 = excellent and 1 = poor), it was considered bulky. This resulted in a lower score for ability of the kit to be positioned easily on the working area (rated 3.3 on a visual analogue scale where 5 = excellent and 1= poor). The illustrated technique guide and the instructions were given a high rating of 4.5 (on the visual analogue scale where 5 = excellent and 1 = poor), with one evaluator suggesting inclusion of a DVD showing placement techniques or perhaps arrangement of a course to get the best from this material. 

 Aesthetic quality
Filtek Supreme achieved a very high rating of 4.7 (on a visual analogue scale where 5 = excellent and 1 = poor) for overall aesthetic quality of the restorations. This compared with 4.3 for the material used prior to this evaluation.

The rating for translucency/opacity of 3.3 (on a visual analogue scale where 5 = too translucent and 1 = too opaque) assessed for Filtek Supreme is a near ideal median score. 

Ease of use

     The materials previously used scored 4.3 (anterior) and 4.1 (posterior) for ease of use (on a visual analogue scale where 1 = difficult to use and 5 = easy to use). When the evaluators and their DSAs were asked to rate the dispensing and placement of Filtek Supreme the material scored 4.5 for anterior use and 4.6 for posterior use (on a visual analogue scale where 1= inconvenient and 5 = convenient). 

That the material was well received is indicated by the 100% of evaluators who stated they were satisfied with Filtek Supreme and that 83% of the evaluators would recommend the system to colleagues. 

