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Issue 1

@ Implant0lAf biologic width2| &
@ Implant0llAf biological widthe X I—'?'— TXE E mmel7t?

o>*'
it
rlo
i
2!
o
N
B

Consensus 1
@ ImplantOllAf biologic width B2 AFS2 &ES|CY,

CH2E BES supracrestal tissue attachment == supracrestal tissue height2h=
M2 S0 HMetel= O8%= UCh

@ Implant0f| A biologic widthe HXIF 4mm, X IE= 3mmO|Ch.

Sulcus

Biologic width
: 3mm

Junctional epithelium
sAmm | oermeeeeeeeey B
v

Reference Presented by Dr. Y&

+ Abrahamsson |, et. al. The peri-implant hard and soft tissues at different implant systems. A comparative

study in the dog. Clin Oral Implants Res 1996: 7: 212-219.

« Cristiano Tomasi, et. al. Morphogenesis of peri-implant mucosa revisited: an experimental study in

humans Clin Oral Implants. Res. 2014 Sep;25(9):997-10083. doi: 10.1111/clr.122283. Epub 2013 Jun 26.

+ Sgren Jepsen, et. al. Periodontal manifestations of systemic diseases and developmental and acquired

conditions: Consensus report of workgroup 3 of the 2017 World Workshop on the Classification of
Periodontal and Peri-Implant Diseases and Conditions. J Periodontol. 2018 Jun;89 Suppl 1:5237-S248.
doi: 10.1002/JPER.17-0738.

- Gustavo Avila-Ortiz, et. al. The peri-implant phenotype. J Periodontol . 2020 Mar;91(3):283-288. doi:

10.1002/JPER.19-0566. Epub 2020 Feb 21.

- Tomas Linkevicius, et. al. Influence of titanium base, lithium disilicate restoration and vertical soft

tissue thickness on bone stability around triangular-shaped implants: A prospective clinical trial. May
2018Clinical Oral Implants Research 29(5)
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Issue 2

@ Thin biotype} Thick biotype2Z X|&st= &
@ Thin biotypet Thick biotypeS E&Fot= Tt

Consensus 2

@ Thin biotypet Thick biotype 0= H&l5iCt,
@ Thin biotypet Thick biotypeZ &Fot=
Z 2mmo|ct.

rl:l

tet 7122 keratinized gingiva2l

QOSSTEM

Thin biotype

- Keratinized gingiva®| Z0| 2mm &ErCt &1
T7H|7 EHl:l
- Taperst X|OF SHEH

Thick biotype

- Keratinized gingiva2| Z0| 2mm =C} 51

U=
- Squaret X|0t SHEH

-E=2 MEFH(H) - X220 X2A S HYE HEHH)
- Pronounced scallopedt SEfO| HARZIn} - HEst AXXN 2 21X
ETES
Reference Presented by Dr. H8&E

- Seibert JL, Lindhe J. Esthetics and periodontal therapy. In: Lindhe J, ed. Textbook of Clinical

Periodontology, 2nd ed. Copenhangen, Denmark: Munksgaard; 1989: 477-514.

+De Rouck T, Eghbali R, Collys K, De Bruyn H, Cosyn J. The gingival biotype revisited: transparency of the

periodontal probe through the gingival margin as a method to discriminate thin from thick gingiva. J Clin
Periodontol. 2009;36(5):428-433.

- Weisgold A. Contours of the full crown restoration. Alpha Omegan. 1977;70(3):77-89.

« Claffey N, Shanley D. Relationship of gingival thickness and bleeding to loss of probing attachment in

shallow sites following nonsurgical periodontal therapy. J Clin Periodontol. 1986;13(7):654-657.

«Muller HP, Eger T. Masticatory mucosa and periodontal phenotype: a review. Int J Periodontics

Restorative Dent. 2002;22(2):172-183.

-Kao RT, Fagan MC, Conte GJ. Thick vs. thin gingival biotypes: a key determinant in treatment planning

for dental implants. J Calif Dent Assoc. 2008;36(3):193- 198.
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Issue 3
@ Fixturezh= 801E 7S A : ¢§ PA RT

Consensus 3

@ ‘Fixture’ CHA ‘Implant’ 2 AFE5H7 |2 SHILCE
-1SO 1942:2020(E) (ZMEZES}7|7), KS P ISO 1942:2020(8H=24A
1o mE,

Implant (O)
Fixture (x)

Reference Presented by Pf. 823
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Issue 1

® MGJ(Muco-gingival junction)| et 0= X=X 2ELUZA|, X[2ELUZA

R2X|IZHY & 71y MEet A2 FAAIN?

Consensus 1

@ Muco-gingival junction?| et2 2= XISTUAA7t 7+& XEsICt,
- 2 S3|0l|lM A BSte 8017 SYE0] UX| oLt XIFtetniti= X[2EUEA =

HAIZ|0f QUL

arginal gingive

Interdent"l gingiva =
. -

Reference Presented by Pf. 258!

« X|Z=1kst PERIODONTOLOGY. =R |F=1tefu+gd2|3]. 7th Edition.
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Consensus 2
@ =2 G2 ‘aloplastic bone’, Fel= "MHMABIMZE 0lZst0] st = 0
- Alloplasticel 522 Ol2MIE0[2te 2 718 FSAICH M2t SHdEe JEHE2
alloplastic boneO| &f X&S|CY,
- H=0, XVIE2 autogenic bone, 8&5=2 allogenic bone, 0I5=& xenogenic
bone OIC,

!'Ii..’.-‘ﬁHIE.‘ et

~ Anterior nasal spine o

dorad )
Maxillary tuberosity 2lZ5 Exostosis

rE SB5= o|z= iy
Autogenic bone Allogenic bone Xenogenic bone Alloplastic bone
Reference Presented by Dr. 2&%
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Issue 3 Issue 4
@ USHE 7| FFEE let TRIR H AX|RO| USTUE 2 TES0| TRt Fa @ XXt YSTE, YSUE-YSHE 2t MY/ 2|= LoReIvt?
ZEBone widthy2 YOIQ17}?
Consensus 4
Consensus 3 D XIO1x|} QUZRHE 7+ METIRIS ZA 1 5mmOIL, QUSRIE olERIE 7+ KRl

@ MX(AX|ZENO| A B Z2 labial 2 2mmOY, palatal(ingual) 52 %A 3mmolct.
1mmOl&0ILCk,

- Bone level2| internal connection type implant(Osstem?| TS, KS system)2| &<
- TRIFL| A F 2 buccal F2 1.5mmOlY, lingual(palatal) Z2 1mmOl&o|Ct, inter-implant distance= 3mmO[A40|2, QIFX|2H= 1.5mmO|40]Ct,

>1.5mm >1.5mm
LabialE PalatalZ LingualZ Buccal®
2mm OJA 1mm O|A 1mm O|A 1.5mm 0|4
N I e e
L L P " "
W AU Tatan .
Labial Izmm Buccal I1.5mm P Wt * at .
L) . - S -
Fo 20 w a0 e e
L g -il'i-; ., "',‘t
il W - , G o % ' w
AR o W el R
Palatal { 1mm Lingual 41mm . A ‘: "_icah ; 3
x| TR A Ay e, F
Reference Presented by Dr. 2/&3 |
- Joe Merheb, et. al. Critical buccal bone dimensions along implants. Periodontology 2000: 2014: 66(1): 97-
105.
+Urs C. Belser, et. al. Outcome Evaluation of Early Placed Maxillary Anterior Single-Tooth Implants Using
Objective Esthetic Criteria: A Cross-Sectional, Retrospective Study in 45 Patients With a 2- to 4-Year Follow-
Up Using Pink and White Esthetic Scores. Journal of Periodontology: 2009: 80(1): 140-151.
+J. Robert Spray, et. al. The Influence of Bone Thickness on Facial Marginal Bone Response: Stage 1 Reference

Presented by Dr. £8%]
Placement Through Stage 2 Uncovering. Annals of Periodontology: 5(1): 119-128.

«U Grunder, et. al. J. Robert Spray, et. al. Influence of the 3-D bone-to-implant relationship on esthetics.
Annals of Periodontology: 2005: 25(2): 113-117.
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Issue 5

@ Mental foramen?| S5 2|X|= o= 22{of MY Ho| /=717

Consensus 5

@ Mental foramen0| 718 B2 2= Pi-P, 22{0]|Ct,

P, 3t 9] P—P. 29 P, S 2]

—HL %

Reference Presented by Dr. 2&%

< U3|Z| et al. SF2Q1 EIBTLHO| HHEH. The Korean J. Anat.: 1995: 28(1): 67-74.

+In-Soo KIM, et. al. Position of the Mental Foramen in a Korean Population: A Clinical and Radiographic

Study. IMPLANT DENTISTRY. : 2006: 15(4): 404-408.
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Issue 6

@ X0t ¥IXIE implant 2 &2 L0177

Consensus 6

@ #21(#11)2 04.0, #22(#12)2 03,5, #41(#31)2 030, #42(#32)2 ©3.00|,
AXl= 04.0, 27 K|= @4.5, th+*Xl= @5.0 O|C}.

$x 1 2|3 4 51|16 7
XIHX| X|1H2
=1 (mm) 6.0 |50 |55 |50 (50180170
Implant
=12 (mm) 40 (35 |4.0 |45 |45 |50 |50
st
=N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MAX| RBL |35 |40 |55 |50 |50 |90 |80
ZA (mm) ) : : . - : -
Implant
% (o) | 30|30 |40 |45 |45 50 |50
Reference Presented by Dr. 0[21<
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Issue 7

@ Implant 218 EHE FAUT}?

Consensus 7

@ Implant 2148 #3H2 @o|Ct,

- Ex) Implant2] Z1Z0[ 5.0mm¢! &< Implant diameter @5.022 HSSICE,

(mme 4= 7tS)

. @5.0
Implant diameter

Reference

Presented by Dr. 0[2!$
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Issue 8

@ IOt HIXIE implant EZ Z0l= HoRRI7I?

Consensus 8
@ X[} YIx| Ateio| 7|2XMe 2= 10mmoOl|Ct,
- 2ixfe| 22 =& 20| S0 [t 8.5mm 0[6H=Z2 short implant)O|Lt
11.5mmO el A= MEH THSSICL

Osstem Implant Z10| A} line-up (EH] - mm)
|
- | v Short Standard
6 7 85 10 115 13

Reference Presented by Dr. 0[2!%
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Issue 9

@ Incision2| £F2} 2t incisiondl| LS HAI2 2AI7}?

Consensus 9
@ Incision?| =2t HA2 Ct=ut 2ot
1. 2"Z7H(Horizontal incision) —[ Crestal incision

Paracrestal incision

. A[2E+ ZIH(Sulcular inclsion)
M (Vertical incision)

2. X2
3. %)

>uEl

(Horizontal incision)

xl2g+t =l
(Sulcular incisiol

* 2m &7l (Horizontal incision) 2

a. Crestal incision b. Paracrestal incision

Reference Presented by Dr. ZZ}#
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Issue 10
@ Sinus surgery Al, crestal approach &1t lateral approach WHE A&sh=

THE S22 2 mmet?

Consensus 10

@ Sinus surgeryOllAl £t& S&0]| w2} B2sk= 2412 ks 82 71&2 4mmolCt,

- ZHE B2 =0|7F 4mmO|A4Q! AL crestal approach(XIXH EZ#)o =,
= 2 20|71 4mmo| 2l AL lateral approach(E4 HZH)S Sict.

Crestal approach Lateral approach
(XI=d F2d) (B2 =2
Reference Presented by Dr. 0Ici3]
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Issue 11

@ Lateral approachZ sinus surgery= & [ E*E'I P A RT

Consensus 11

@ S| st(Inferior margin}2 sinus floor2%E 2~3mm,

H(Superior marginy2 SIASZEE 2F 5mm 04,
H(Anterior margin)2 &2&2| anterior walloilAl 2~3mm,
A(Posterior margin}2 Z=48f FS0|A| 10~15mmoOlCk,

CSSTER z tH (Inferior margin) : Sinus floor25E{ 2~3mm
‘ A (Superior margin) : 5IHZEE{ 2F 5mm 0|4t
: ARE=9| anterior wallollA] 2~3mm

A (Posterior margin) : 0| A 10~15mm
|58 AERHE ARl w2t H3t Tks)

Reference

2021 1st OSSTEM IMPLANT CONSENSUS REPORT




| 23 PART

B3 PART

2021 1st OSSTEM IMPLANT CONSENSUS REPORT

Issue 1

@ Custom, customized, customizable & 7HE L&

80i= FANP

— T A

Consensus 1

D HHESH 20{= custom abutmentO|LCt.

- Prefabricated abutment2} CHH|Eli= ZS= customized abutmentZ ALE

OneFit Link
abutment abutment

abutmentE 72|17 l= M&

Custom abutment

Reference

Presented by Dr. Z
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Issue 2

@ Implant topOilA gingival marginZ7tX|2] S22 712|7 |= 80z FAI?
Consensus 2

@ Implant topOilA gingival marginZ7tX|2] SZt2 7t2|7 |= 0= transition zone
(OI=)olct.

i

e

AMPLANT -
k|

Transition zone
(o]345)

Reference Presented by Dr. Zi&t&
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Issue 3

@ Implantg 7&5k= 7
2040717

Consensus 3

@ A HIZ=X| 242 E

Reference

ITc—

==0| el MAx|X| 2 ERE 7127 l= HEE 801

LE 7I2|7l= MESH 0= misconnection(2A|Z)0|Ct,

Implant LIS hex
Impression coping hex

Misconnection(2l|Z)

rr

Presented by Dr. Z&l%
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@ YSHE 2HO| typedf| ME MY +=257M1} 2|4 =572 LOte7f?

Consensus 4
O ME/zA 53712 Of2liet 2ot
A a2 37HPFM 2E FIEFA)
- Cement type, ER type?| B £+537H2 9~13mmoO|Cct.
- Screw type2| B £~537H2 H[et0] giCt
- 2|A 237 (Metal/Gold crown 2& X A))
- Cement type, ER type?| |4 5372 7mmo|ct.
(X[2=0] 2mm, abutment=0| 4mm, XA 1mm)

- Screw type2 TS system 4.5mm, SS system 4mm, US system 4.5mmO|C}.

* Cement type, ER type XX/Z|A &8 27t

A Z[A
(PFM &3 (Metal/Gold
ESPN)) L=E=PESPN)]

xl2=0| 3~4mm 2mm

Abiraent 4~7mm 4mm

I
HE S 2mm 1mm
QSsTEM

27
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» Screw type

TS system

?8£ L"

.

GoldCast
abutment

SS system

ComOcta
Gold
abutment

US system

71

@=L

GoldCast
abutment

Reference

TS NP-Cast 0| Al
& RS A4 23K F2+ : 45mm
Implant platform~CHEX[7EX[2] 72|

1 7.0 Y |
|M| 35 (23) R Y
T 1.0 ' _ g :
\ 4 \ !
.- Bt W
' g b ¥
| i \ 4.5mm
NP-Cast I 1l 8 ,_,__J N A,
abutment S e | -
) |
| |
SS NP-Cast 0|2 A|
5 Lest 24 $2IM 7t 4.0mm .
Implant platform~CHEX|7EX|2] 72| (Bone level~0f| A7} OF:l)
8.0 1

ComOcta N
NP-Cast : & |
abutment '|
US NP-Cast 0| A|
£ LQSH 2|4 fEX Z7H: 4.5mm
Implant platform~CHEX|7EX|Q] 7{2| (Hole 7 27+ 112)
6.5

|
] '
h | )

# B _3'2 (49 ' : > |

i L AN
NP-Cast - ’ —=f ~ -
abutment

Presented by Dr. Z&Z%!
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Issue 5
@ UYSHE 2H M Al 223700l TE Mz MY Sk 2ot
@ USZUE BH M A| 222710 M2 K2 A FAl= Hofelzt?

Consensus 5

@ MZE XY FHE gold 1~1.5mmOI4, PFM 2mmoO A metal & Al 1mmO|4)),
zirconia 1.5~2mmO\4, glass ceramic 2~2.5mmo|&0]Ct,
@ M=E 24 F= BEEC I, 3 52| gH30| Liie ~ ooz £X|IE

HoIX| fd=Ch.

LS

M= Gold PFM Zirconia Glass ceramic
ESPS )| 1~1.5mm 0|4 2mm 0|4 1.5~2mm OJ& 2~2.5mm 02
Reference

Presented by Dr. 0l
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Issue 6
D YEZE overdenturedlA attachment S&0i| 2 £227H2 HC[QI7}?
@ USZE overdenturedlM attachment &0 2 £|A 2272 L0OfRI7}1?

Consensus 6

@ Attachment ZF0| [ME +EZ7H2 HRZX| MUEE] OX|AQ| HH7IX| O|Ct,
@ Attachment 370 E £|A +=37K2 bar type overdenture= 10mm,

=

solitary type overdenture & O-ring= 7mm, Locator= 5mmO|ct,

4. oRIY B2

~ 3. Housing 37t

- 2.Bar 3%t

Bar Of2H 21 37t

3. _IK|M 27t

2. Retainer Cap 37t
1. ;;.|xra4 %}x g_?_}

3. oJx|Ak &7t

1. XEE S 32t

2. Processing Cap &7t

5
Bar type O-ring Locator
overdenture
Reference Presented by Pf. ‘=2l
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Issue 7

@ Multiple case0ilM USEE 7+ AR Zt=7tH ZEX| L0t QA7 22|=7] 022 8%

EXEI= QAL HERHS

@ Multiple caseOilM USTE 7+ AR 27t ZX| 201 QA7 22=7] 022 8%
pick up typelt transfer type & O &A0| R2[EH7F?

Consensus 7

@ Digital impression(scan body 0&)0|L} bite impression coping 01&& FHSITt.
@ Pick up typeO| transfer type 2Lt F2ISICH.
- Multiple casedlA LSHE 7+ AR Zi=Jt EX| 42 4 pick up type2 &7t
ZO0| M=o 227+ 208t BHH, transfer type QISAMI2| M7{7t 0f2{% HHO|
Uof 4= ULCL

Ci2t Ol= A= impression materialofl 2t 39| X107+ QT

Reference Presented by Pf. 0I&4]
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Issue 8

et
o
>
:>‘E
AIn
=
13
rlo

@ Implant level QM&xH=IF abutment level QMRS & O et
o7t

Consensus 8

@ Implant level LSt abutment level QKIS & 0= 40| & Hetet
HiHo|2to ©HAst 4~ it

52 abutment level QMRS Hlsi EEZE2| marging

= U0 HES 9| 2Tt =L

IS hex2l 2AIE 7t540] '=H2 EF0| UCt,

- Implant level 2l&x
O S=totA| Mz

SA

=
(e]]
—

- Abutment level

Implant level QIAIHE

.I.
' —
Implant level
impression

Abutment level 21AIS

Abutment 30Ncm Cementation
selection/
fabrication

of crown

— — ——> e >

Abutment level Fabrication 30Ncm Cementation
impression of crown

HE PART

2021 1st OSSTEM IMPLANT CONSENSUS REPORT

Reference Presented by Pf. 0|Z4]

-Seibert JL, Lindhe J. Esthetics and periodontal therapy. In: Lindhe J, ed. Textbook of Clinical

Periodontology, 2nd ed. Copenhangen, Denmark: Munksgaard; 1989: 477-514.

»De Rouck T, Eghbali R, Collys K, De Bruyn H, Cosyn J. The gingival biotype revisited: transparency of the

periodontal probe through the gingival margin as a method to discriminate thin from thick gingiva. J Clin
Periodontol. 2009;36(5):428-433.

+Weisgold A. Contours of the full crown restoration. Alpha Omegan. 1977;70(3):77-89.

« Claffey N, Shanley D. Relationship of gingival thickness and bleeding to loss of probing attachment in

shallow sites following nonsurgical periodontal therapy. J Clin Periodontol. 1986;13(7):654-657.

«Muller HP, Eger T. Masticatory mucosa and periodontal phenotype: a review. Int J Periodontics

Restorative Dent. 2002;22(2):172-183.

-Kao RT, Fagan MC, Conte GJ. Thick vs. thin gingival biotypes: a key determinant in treatment planning

for dental implants. J Calif Dent Assoc. 2008;36(3):193-198.
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O LSUEV} JedE x|ote] FEYoi| AT 7Fdstol HE== abutment2l
7 O

Consensus 9

@ Osstem example0®ilAl HEst= S M2 Ciot 3HX|= 06.0, SEXl= 04.52
HZASIT.
- Aot SEX[= 05.0 AR 7KS5HL 7ES St custom abutmentE,

=
S
=

of SEXI=
oot SEXI= 094.0 Ak 7HSSIL MS types ettt

E
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