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INTRODUCTION

Product:
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INSTRUCTIONS TO EVALUATORS

Explanatory letters, questionnaires and packs of the P2 impression material, were distributed in January 2004. The practitioners were asked to use the material and return the questionnaire. The questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix 1.

THE EVALUATORS

Eleven members were selected at random from the PREP panel. Two were female and the average time since graduation was 20 years, with a range of 11 to 36 years. 

EVALUATION OF P2 POLYETHER  IMPRESSION MATERIAL.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION – REPLIES TO SECTION 1

When the evaluators were asked how many impressions for crown and bridgework were taken in a typical week, the result was as follows:


Number of impressions



Number of evaluators



<10






5

10-15 4

16-20 0

>20






2

A variety of impression materials were used by the evaluators prior to the evaluation. These included Impregum (8), Aquasil (2), Affinis (2), Doric (1), Provil (1), Optosil and Xantopren (1), and GC Exafast (1). Five evaluators used more than one material routinely.

The main reasons for the choice of these materials were accuracy (consistent good results), ease of use and fast setting. Familiarity with the material, laboratory acceptability, auto-mixing, toleration of moisture, viscosity and patient acceptability were reasons less frequently stated. 

All the evaluators stated that they generally took full arch (as opposed to sectional or quadrant) impressions for routine crown and bridgework, with one evaluator using both techniques.

The evaluators stated that they generally used the following techniques for routine crown and bridgework:


Technique





Number of evaluators


Simultaneous Putty /Wash



7


Two Step Putty/Wash



3


Simultaneous Syringeable Heavy/Light body
2


Monophase





6


Other techniques




0

When the evaluators were asked how many crown and bridge impressions were generally repeated, the result was as follows:


a)
1 in 3



0


b)
1 in 5



2 (18%)


c)  
1 in 10


2 (18%)


d)
1 in 20


3 (27%)


e)
Fewer than 1 in 20

4 (36%)

One evaluator commented that it was her normal practice to take 2 impressions anyway.

When the evaluators were asked which were the most common reasons for repeating a crown impression the result was as follows:


a)
Air blows





6 (55%)


b)
Deficient recording of preparation margins
5 (46%)


c)
Non-homogenous mix



0


d)
Poor wetting of preparation


1 (9%)


e)
Other reasons – see below



4( (36%)

· 1. Light body not adhering to putty.

· 2. Too fast a set for multiple units of bridgework.

· 3. Contamination prior to placement i.e. blood, saliva

· 4. Drags

The evaluators were asked to rate the ease of use (where1 = poor and 5 = excellent) and ease of removal (where 5 = easy and 1= difficult) of the materials presently used for crown and bridge impressions with the following results:

	BRAND
	EASE OF USE

 (mean score)
	EASE OF REMOVAL

(mean score)

	Affinis
	5
	4

	Aquasil
	4
	4

	Doric 
	5
	5

	Exafast
	4
	5

	Impregum
	4
	4

	Optosil/Xantopren
	5
	5

	Provil
	3
	4


The overall mean ratings of the presently used crown and bridge impression materials were for:


a) Ease of use (score 1 = poor and 5 = excellent):


1 









5 









      4.2


b) Ease of removal (score 1 = difficult and 5 = easy):


1 









5 









3.8

91% (n=10) of the evaluators stated that 10% or less of their crowns and bridges required more than limited adjustment before seating in the mouth. 64% (n=7) stated that 10% or less required more than limited occlusal adjustment (three evaluators [27%] stated that 30%, and one stated that 10-20%, of crown and bridge units required more than limited occlusal adjustment). 91% (n=10) of the evaluators also stated that 10% or less had to be remade for other than cosmetic reasons (the remaining evaluator stated 10-20%). 

Seven (64%) of the evaluators did normally use an automatic mixing machine (all of these used a Pentamix).

Six of the evaluators (55%) stated that patients did comment on the bad taste of the current impression material.

CLINICAL EVALUATION OF HERAEUS KULZER P2 IMPRESSION MATERIAL– REPLIES TO SECTION II.

36% (n=4) of the evaluators used the heavy body/light body and the remainder used the both monophase and heavy/light body.

The evaluators rated the presentation of the P2 kit as follows (where 1 = Poor and 5 = Excellent):


1 









5 









      4.1

Comment:


“Somewhat bland but no different from many impression materials”

All (100%) of the evaluators with instructions (see below) stated that they contained sufficient detail, and eight (89% of those with instructions) stated that they were well written and clear.

Further comments included:


“No instructions provided!” (2)


“Very concise and accurate”


“Clearer labeling please”


“Laminated, pictorial instructions would be better”

When the evaluators were asked to rate their impression of P2 Polyether after familiarisation, the result was as follows:


a) Excellent 


4 (36%)


b) Good


4(36%)


c) Unremarkable

2(18%)


d) Disappointing

2(18%) *


e) Poor


0

* Extra rating by one evaluator – “for use as a crown & bridge impression material” after they had already rated the material ‘Good’ and qualified that “for denture work”.

Comments made by the evaluators scoring other than ‘Excellent’ included:


“Didn’t ‘wet’ the preparation well and it wasn’t easy to stop movement during setting”


“Would prefer less viscous wash”


“Just happy with present material”


“Pentamix tip failed on one occasion”


“No ‘micro- tip’ for delicate dispensing”

EVALUATION OF HEREAUS KULZER P2 AFTER CLINICAL USE– REPLIES TO SECTION III.

A total 137 impressions were taken, comprised as follows:


a) monophase


48


b) heavy body/light body

89

The evaluators rated the application of P2 Polyether around preparation margins in the following conditions as indicated below, where 1 = poor and 5 = excellent:

a) Dry fields above and below the gingival margins:


1 









5 









     4.2

b) Fields above and below the gingival margin in which there were limited moisture problems:


1 









5 









4.1

c) Moist fields above and below the gingival margin:


1 









5 








     4.0

d) Wet conditions:


1 









5 








3.8

Three (27%) of the evaluators stated that they did not use the material in wet conditions. 

Another evaluator commented: “Excellent in wet fields”

Comments made when the evaluators were asked to describe any difficulties in loading and seating impression trays of P2 Polyether included:


“Very easy to load but difficult not to disturb when seated – more gagging” (2)


“Timing from Pentamix critical – small nozzle takes ages to fill trays” (2)


“Less viscous than putty/wash material I’m used too”

The evaluators rated the overall ease of removal of P2 impressions from the mouth as follows (where 1 = difficult to remove and 5 = Easy to remove):


1 









5 









           4.5

Comment: “ Too easy – made me feel material hadn’t adapted well”

The evaluators were asked to rate the P2 impression material for working and setting times in clinical use, with the following results:

1. Working time                                      Number of evaluators




Excellent



3 (36%)




Good




7 (64%)




Acceptable



1 (9%)




Too long



0




Too short



0

2. Setting time                                        Number of evaluators




Excellent



2 (18%)




Good




3 (27%)




Acceptable



2 (18%)




Too long



3 (27%)




Too short



0

None of the evaluators reported any problems associated with the cleaning and disinfection of the P2 impressions, though one evaluator reported evident distortion if ‘Perform’ used. 

Unsolicited comments from technicians concerning the P2 material included:


“Margins much clearer”

“Excellent – good detail & east to cast”

“Some drags on veneer impressions but no worse than usual material”

“Easy to cast and liked surface detail”

The evaluators rated the overall surface quality of the casts returned with the P2 impressions as follows (where 1 = poor and 5 = excellent):


a) Monophase


1 









5 









4.1

Comments:

 “Occlusal definition not as good as putty/wash”

  “Lacked sharp detail”

b) Heavy body/light body


1 









5 









3.9

The evaluators rated ease of use of the P2 system as follows (where 1 = poor and 5 = excellent):

a) Monophase


1 









5 









         4.3

b) Heavy body/light body


1 









5 








      4.1

When the evaluators were asked to rate how the P2 impression material compared with the current impression/mixing technique, the results were as follows (where 1 = better and 5 = worse)


a) Monophase
Worse


  Same                                Better


5 









1 





                 2.5                       


b) Heavy body/light body

Worse


  Same                                Better


5 









1 






 3.1

All the evaluators stated that no patients made any adverse comments regarding the taste of P2 Polyether.

The evaluators were asked to rate the fit of single units, in comparison to units made with their previous material, with the following results:

Number of evaluators


Better





2 (18%)


Same





6 (55%)


Worse





0





No score




3 (27%)

45% (n=5) of the evaluators stated that they would recommend the P2 Polyether  impression system to their colleagues.

When the evaluators were asked to comment on any dislikes of the P2 impression system, the following comments were made:


“Hard to tell when fully set – surface stayed tacky”


“Nice if not limited to Pentamix”


“Too messy & flowable for Crown & Bridge”


“Smell & slow set.” 


“Difficult to control syringe”


“Light body tore and separated form heavy body – so stopped using material”


“Nothing new”

Final comments included:


“Excellent colour contrast – ordered today – excellent!”


“Would use for denture work”

“Not bad but not for me!”

“Patients liked taste. I liked faster set and consistent results”

“Handled well – it was a “real gent!”

“A sound system – comparable results to Aquasil & Impregum and handles better than Impregum.”

“Had to retake more impressions than normal because of airblows when using Pentamix – surprised me”

“More shiny than Impregum – surface looks wet”

“Green material left a fine residue on teeth and gums”

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The P2 Polyether impression system has been subjected to an extensive evaluation in clinical practice during which 137 impressions were recorded.

Based on this the following comments were made:

Presentation

The presentation of P2 Polyether scored highly (4.1 on and a visual analogue scale where 5 = excellent and 1 = poor) and the instructions were stated to be a well written, clear, and contained sufficient detail by the majority of the evaluators. 

Application of the material.

 
The impression material scored very well for application in circumstances where the field above and below the preparation margin was dry or with limited moisture problems (4.2 and 4.1 respectively, on a visual analogue scale 5 = excellent and 1 = poor). When the fields the fields were moist, or in wet conditions, above median scores of 4.0 and 3.8 respectively (on a visual analogue scale 5 = excellent and 1 = poor) were achieved. Three evaluators (36%) stated that the material was not used in wet conditions. 

Working and setting times

The working time was stated to be ‘excellent to acceptable’ by all the evaluators. The majority of evaluators (64%) also scored the setting time ‘excellent to acceptable’.

Ease of removal from the mouth

A higher score of 4.5 (on a visual analogue scale 5 = easy to remove and 1 = difficult to remove) was achieved in comparison with an overall score of 3.8 for the previously used material. The notable ease of removal caused one evaluator to comment that it gave the feeling that the material had not adapted well.

Ease of use

For ‘ease of use’ of P2 heavy body/light body and monophase materials scored about the same as for the mean score of the impression systems used prior to this evaluation (4.1 and 4.3, compared with 4.2 on a visual analogue scale 5 = excellent and 1 = poor). 

Conclusion

45% of the evaluators stated they would recommend the P2 polyether impression system to their colleagues. This indicates how well this impression system has been received but also the difficulty in persuading clinicians to change from tried and trusted impression systems for similar end results.


