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INTRODUCTION

Product :

Palifique Estelite

Description:

Composite restorative material

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


Tokyo
Japan

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

INSTRUCTIONS TO EVALUATORS

Explanatory letters, questionnaires and packs of Palifique Estelite, 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 PALIFIQUE ESTELITE

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: REPLIES TO SECTION 1

A wide range of composite materials were used prior to this study by the evaluators. These were Filtek Z250, A110  & Z100 (6), Dyract (2), Spectrum (2) Filtek Supreme (1), Point 4 (2), Esthet X (1) Durafil (1), and Prodigy (1). 4 of the respondents used more than one material.

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

Difficult to use 1





              5    Easy to use
                                                                                   4.4                                                     

EVALUATION OF PALIFIQUE ESTELITE

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


                                                      4.1


b) in terms of the arrangement of the components:

 
Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                          4.0 

c) 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:


“ No kit as such – just a collection of shades” (2)


“ No shade guide and compared to Esthet X poor” (2)


“ ‘Budget’ feel cf. competitors”


“ Larger shade range”

When the evaluators were asked to rate the instruction leaflet, the result was as follows:

Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                                 4.3

Comments related to the instruction leaflet included:


“ Pictorial guide always better as an aide-memoir”


“ Paper is fragile – laminate please”

All the evaluators (100%) stated that the pre-loaded tips worked satisfactorily.

EVALUATION OF PALIFIQUE ESTELITE PASTE IN CLINICAL USE: REPLIES TO SECTION III.

 The total number of restorations placed during the evaluation was 858, comprised as follows:


a) Anterior
Class V
278




Class III
288


b) Posterior
Class I 
124

Class II
168

When the evaluators were asked to give details of the placement techniques used, all the evaluators replied that for most Class I restorations a freehand technique was used, and for Class III restorations all the evaluators used a matrix. For Class V and Class II 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 Palifique Estelite paste, the result was as follows:

Inconvenient
 1





              5    Convenient
                                                                                           4.9

When the evaluators were asked to rate the viscosity of the material, the result was as follows:

Too thin
 1





              5    Too viscous





               3.4

92% (n=11) of the evaluators stated that the restorations of Palifique Estelite were easily finished using their usual system. The remaining evaluator stated that it did not polish as well as Z250.

75% (n=9) of the evaluators stated that the restorations polished to a high gloss. The remaining evaluators commented “ Not as glossy as Z100/ Z250”.

75% (n=9) of the evaluators stated that the number of shades provided were adequate. The remaining evaluators stated that:

“Shades B1, B2 and C2 needed”

“ C & D shades needed” (2)

“ Need more options e.g A2 and opaque white shades”

The overall aesthetic quality of restorations of Palifique Estelite was assessed as follows:

Poor
 1





              5    Excellent
                                                                                  4.6

Comments made by the evaluators in relation to aesthetic quality included:


“ Very impressed”


“ Not quite as smooth and glossy as Z100”


“ Lack of dentine/body/enamel shades”


“ Too translucent”

When the evaluators were asked to detail any difficulties experienced during the placement and finishing of restorations of Palifique Estelite paste, the following comments were made:


“ Soft to use at start (cf Z100) but once used to it – marvellous”


“ Compules easy to use –didn’t like syringes in large tubes”



“’Sludgy’ – strange at first but Ok for all restorations except Class II as no compactability”

When the evaluators were asked to assess translucency/opacity of Palifique Estelite paste for anterior use, the result was as follows:

Too opaque 1





          5  Too translucent



     

                                                                  3.4

When the evaluators were asked to rate the ease of use of Palifique Estelite paste, the result was as follows:

Difficult to use 1





              5    Easy to use
                                                                                   4.5                                                     

Comments relating to changes were considered essential to the acceptability of Palifique Estelite paste by the evaluators included:


“Increase opacity / decrease translucency and improve colours”

“ Material could be slightly less viscous”

If this material were available at average cost 75% (n=9) of the evaluators stated that they would purchase Palifique Estelite paste.
Final comments included:


“ Excellent – the best I have used” (2)


“ Great for anterior restorations – not so sure about use for posteriors”


“ Easy to use and good shades”


“ Didn’t stick to instruments” (2)


“ Easy to express from compules”


“ Would like to see lab/long term results”


“ Need more shades like Z250 and make a compactable version” (2)


“ Budget feel to presentation – cheap and cheerful”

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The Palifique Estelite paste system has been subjected to an extensive evaluation in clinical practice by 12 members of the PREP panel in which 858 restorations were placed. Based on this the following conclusions may be made:

Presentation

Palifique Estelite paste scored well in terms of completeness of the system, arrangement of the components though overall presentation did not score quite as well. The instruction leaflet scored well (4.3 on a visual analogue scale where 1= poor and 5 = excellent) but perhaps addition of illustrations and lamination would have further improved the rating.

Ease of use

     Palifique Estelite paste scored slightly better for ease of use (4.5) to the materials previously used (4.4 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 Palifique Estelite paste the material scored an almost perfect 4.9 (on a visual analogue scale where 1= inconvenient and 5 = convenient). The rating achieved for the viscosity of the material was just slightly on the viscous side of perfect  (3.4 on a visual analogue scale where 1 = Too thin and 5 = too viscous).

Aesthetic quality
Palifique Estelite paste achieved a high rating of 4.6 (on a visual analogue scale where 5 = excellent and 1 = poor) for overall aesthetic quality of the restorations. The rating for translucency/opacity of 3.4 (on a visual analogue scale where 5 = too translucent and 1 = too opaque) assessed for Palifique Estelite paste was a near ideal median score. 

That 75% (n=9) of the evaluators would purchase the material indicates the positive reception of Palifique Estelite paste by the evaluators.

