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INTRODUCTION

Product :

One Up Bond F

Description:

Dentine Bonding system

Manufacturer:
Tokuyama Dental Corp.
1-38-9 Taito-ku

Tokyo
Japan

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

INSTRUCTIONS TO EVALUATORS

Explanatory letters, questionnaires and packs of the One Up Bond F, were distributed in June 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, three were female. The average time since graduation was 23 years, with a range of 10 to 40 years. 

CLINICAL EVALUATION OF ONE UP BOND F

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: REPLIES TO SECTION 1

All (100%) of the evaluators currently used a dentine bonding system. The systems used, and the number of users of each, were as follows:

	System
	Number of users

	Prime & Bond NT
	4

	Prompt- L pop
	5

	Scotchbond MP
	4

	Solo
	1

	Clearfil SE
	3

	One Step
	1

	1-bond
	1


Three evaluators (25%) used as many as three different systems. The principal reasons for the choice of these materials were good results and ease of use. Other reasons reported were good published data, no sensitivity, multi use, compatible with composite used and competitive price.

The ease of use of the currently used bonding system was rated as follows:

Difficult to use   1 





    
  5
Easy to use







  4.3

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


Number of restorations


Number of respondents



<10





0

10-15                                                         5

16-20 0

>20





7

EVALUATION OF ONE UP BOND F

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

Evaluators rated the presentation of the material as follows:

            Poor     1 
                 




      5
Excellent







   4.3

One evaluator would have liked a matt black cover for the mixing crucible. Other comments included:


“ Box looked scruffy”


“ Why not a plastic box & buy refills. Cardboard lid tore”

The evaluators rated the instruction chart on the box lid as follows:

              Poor   1 
                 




       5
  Excellent







       4.7
Comments included:   


“ Excellent”


“ No indication of necessity for thinning or rinsing”


“ Does not instruct DSA to shake bottle if not used for a while e.g. over weekend”

The printed instruction leaflet was rated by the evaluators as follows:

             Poor     1 
                 




       5  Excellent







       4.5
Evaluator commented as follows:

“ Pictorial instructions preferable”

“ Laminated instruction card please”

EVALUATION OF ONE UP BOND F IN CLINICAL USE: REPLIES TO SECTION III.

The total number of restorations placed during the evaluation was 931, comprised as follows:




Class I
163




Class II
193




Class III
181




Class IV
146




Class V
248

When the evaluators were asked if One Up Bond F was used for other applications, 3 evaluators (25%) stated that they used the material for the pre-treatment of indirect restorations, for the treatment of dentinal hypersensitivity and for the repair of fractured porcelain. Other uses cited were for fissure sealants, bond a composite facing onto an old inlay, and direct bonding of a fractured tooth.

Regarding the black bottle (A), all 100% of the evaluators stated that the dispenser worked satisfactorily.

Regarding the pink bottle (B), again all 100% of the evaluators stated that the dispenser worked satisfactorily.

92% (n=11) of the evaluators stated that the liquids from bottles A and B mixed easily together. The remaining evaluator stated: “ It took a lot of mixing to become homogeneous and it spread very thinly and quickly”

All (100%) of the evaluators stated that the different colours of the liquids facilitated mixing.

Comment: “ Excellent idea”

When the evaluators were asked to give their, and their DSA’s assessment of the dispensing and handling of the One Up Bond F liquids, the result was as follows:

 Inconvenient   1                  




    5     Convenient







        4.6
 When the evaluators were asked to rate the mixed bonding liquid, the result was as follows:

  Too viscous   1                  




    5     Too thin





      3.0
All (100%) of the evaluators stated that the bonding liquid was easily applied to the tooth surface, though one evaluator commented “ Not sure whether to air blow or not – a little ‘pooling’ “

83% (n=10) of the evaluators stated that the primer did not give a ‘frosty’ appearance. 

75% (n=9) of the evaluators felt that it was an advantage of One Up Bond F, over other systems using phosphoric acid, in not having to wash off etching liquid. 

When the evaluators were asked to state how the application of One Up Bond F mixed bonding liquids compared with the application of other resins previously used, the result was as follows:

Better
6 (50%) Worse 1(8%) Same (8%) Messier 2 (17%)  Less Messy 3 (25%)

Comments made included:

“Mix spread thinly over the edges of cavity and colour didn’t disappear leaving a ‘messy brown’ stain”


“Didn’t like the shade of it!”


“Noticed excess on cavity margins”

When the evaluators were asked if One Up Bond F was faster or slower than the bonding system normally used, the result was as follows:


Faster

5

Same

5


Slower
2 

75% (n=9) of the evaluators stated that their dental nurses had no difficulties using One Up Bond F.

8 of the evaluators (67%) stated that they would purchase the material at average cost. Quote “ Definitely!”  

Comments made by the evaluators when asked if there were any changes considered essential to the acceptability of One Up Bond F included:


“Smell too pungent”


“ Colour not acceptable in cosmetic dentistry”


“ Mix in blister pack – like Prompt L Pop” (2)


“ Disposable wells to take away risk of cross infection”


“Prefer a clear colour”

When the evaluators were asked to rate the ease of use of One Up Bond F, the result was as follows:

Difficult to use   1 





    
5
Easy to use







       4.5

Final comments from the evaluators included:


“Very irritant if you get it on skin”


“ Excellent material which appears slightly fluorescent under curing light”


“I’m hooked on it – it’s a must! Any more samples?”


“Like to see long term results” (2)”


“Good material”


“Liked colour change system”


“Packaging cheap and cheerful”

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The One Up Bond F system has been subjected to an extensive evaluation, in clinical practice, by 12 members of the PREP panel in which 931 restorations were placed. Based on this the following conclusions may be made:

Presentation



The presentation of the material, the box lid instructions and the printed instructions all scored highly (4.3, 4.6 and 4.5 respectively on a visual analogue scale [VAS] where 5.0 = excellent and 1 = poor). 

Dispensing and application

All the evaluators stated that Bottles A and B dispensed satisfactorily and the majority (92%) stated that the liquids mixed easily together. All the evaluators (100%) stated that the different colours of the liquids facilitated mixing.

The mixed bonding liquids scored well for dispensing and handling (4.6 on a VAS where 1 = inconvenient and 5 = convenient) and rated the ideal score for viscosity (3.0 on a VAS where 1 = too thin and 5 = too viscous).

That the material was well received is indicated by the high scores achieved throughout the evaluation as well as a higher overall score for ease of use when compared to the pre-evaluation dentine bonding systems (4.5 to 4.3 on a VAS where 5.0 = easy to use and 1 = difficult to use). 

8 evaluators (67%) stated that they would purchase One Up Bond F endorses the favourable reception of this product.

