SECTION 4
CONSENSUS REPORT

For teeth requiring endodontic treatment, what are the differences in
outcomes of restored endodontically treated teeth compared to
implant-supported restorations?

Members of Section 4 evaluated the systematic
review on the relative outcomes of endodontically
treated teeth as compared to implant-supported
restorations. The focused PICO question addressed
by the authors, Syngcuk Kim and Mian K. Igbal, of the
evidence-based systematic review is: For teeth
requiring endodontic treatment, what are the differ-
ences in outcomes of restored endodontically
treated teeth compared to implant-supported
restorations?

1. Does the section agree that the systematic
review is complete and accurate?

The section agreed that the systematic review was
complete and accurate. In addition, we believe that
this PICO question addresses a critical issue in dental
care. However, we note in particular that the PICO
question is limited to the restored single-tooth
implant and the restored endodontically treated
tooth.

The rationale and approach of the systematic
review were considered appropriate for evaluating
the survival of the restored single-tooth implant and
the restored endodontically treated tooth. For this
focused question on the restored single-tooth
implant and the restored endodontically treated
tooth, survival is an appropriate and available out-
come measure that permits evaluation of the 2 ther-
apeutic approaches. The literature search and meth-
ods are well described, and overall the section
believes that the review is thoughtful in considering
the PICO question in the context of comprehensive
patient care.

2. Has any new information been generated or
discovered since the review cutoff time?

There were 2 investigations available after the review
cutoff time. The first is a study by Doyle et al (Doyle
SL, Hodges JS, Pesun 1J, Law AS, Bowles WR. Retro-
spective cross-sectional comparison of initial nonsur-
gical endodontic treatment and single-tooth
implants. J] Endod 2006;32:822-827), which is the
only article that directly compared restored single-
tooth implants with endodontically treated teeth
with coronal restorations. The conclusions are consis-
tent with the systematic review and the results have
been included in the statistical analysis. The second is

a review article by Torabinejad and Goodacre (Tora-
binejad M, Goodacre CJ. Endodontic or dental
implant therapy: The factors affecting treatment
planning. J Am Dent Assoc 2006;137:973-977) that
presented no new data, and therefore was not
included in the analysis. However, the expert opinion
is consistent with conclusions of the systematic
review.

In addition, it is important to note that the results
from this systematic review generated implant sur-
vival rates quite similar to the implant survival rates
reported in the systematic review of Section 3.

3. Does the section agree with the interpretation
and conclusion of the reviewers?

The section agrees with the reviewers that the qual-
ity and methodology of the published literature
were not ideal for addressing this PICO question and
therefore the conclusions are suggestive but not
definitive. The state of the present literature does not
include clinical trials in which the restored endodon-
tically treated tooth and the restored single-tooth
implant are randomly allocated to sites where either
treatment can be used.

The section agrees with the interpretations and
conclusions of the systematic review with the follow-
ing consideration. We discussed the reviewers' state-
ment that “priority should be given first to treatment
modalities that aim at preserving the natural denti-
tion.” The section suggests that, in the absence of
randomized controlled trials, the choice of therapy
between restored single-tooth implants and restored
endodontically treated teeth should be based on
consideration of treatment complexity and the
patient’s informed decision, since the systematic
review showed both to be viable treatment alterna-
tives. Relevant issues to consider are the practi-
tioner’s training/experience and treatment complex-
ity, which may include but are not limited to active
caries, systemic illnesses, periodontal prognosis, and
costs.

The section recognizes that continued introduc-
tion of new technology in both restored single-tooth
implants and restored endodontically treated teeth
may affect outcome measurements and suggests
that continued systematic reviews are necessary to
make contemporary clinical decisions.
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4. What further research needs to be done rela-
tive to the PICO question?

Clinical trials should evaluate health outcomes in the
use of implants and endodontically treated teeth
that support prostheses randomly allocated to differ-
ent sites. It is a priority that such research uses vali-
dated outcome measures, employs standardized cri-
teria of success, accounts for selected prosthetic
restorations, and evaluates risk factors for restored
implants and restored endodontically treated teeth.
The outcome measures and criteria should address
biological, functional, and esthetic factors as well as
quality-of-life measures, cost-benefit ratio for place-
ment and maintenance, and adverse effects. The sec-
tion also suggests that future research should evalu-
ate the effect of implants and endodontically treated
teeth on systemic health.

Future research should consider the impact of
restoration modalities (eg, post and cores) or other
endodontic procedures {(eg, primary treatment,
retreatment, surgical treatment) on outcomes of
endodontically treated teeth. These initiatives should
also consider the impact of subsequent treatment on
osseointegration and outcomes of restored implants.
Retrospective studies may be most valuable in plan-
ning prospective randomized controlled trials. All of
the above studies should include a focus on observa-
tion periods greater than 10 years.
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5. How can the information from the systematic
review be applied for patient management?

This systematic review confirmed that both restored
single-tooth implants and restored endodontically
treated teeth have excellent survival rates with aver-
age study periods of 5 to 8 years.

There are few comparative studies to guide prac-
titioners and patients where the restored single-
tooth implant or the restored endodontically treated
tooth are equally possible therapeutic approaches. In
such cases, the results of the systematic review sug-
gest that the treatment decision is a matter of clinical
judgment and informed patient preference.




Section 4 Members

Reviewer

Syngcuk Kim, DDS, PhD
Department of Endodontics
University of Pennsylvania
School of Dentistry
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Co-Reviewer

Mian K. Igbal, DMD, MS
Department of Endodontics
University of Pennsylvania
School of Dentistry
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Section Chair

Kenneth M. Hargreaves, DDS, PhD

Department of Endodontics

University of Texas Health Science
Center

San Antonio, Texas

Section Secretary
David M. Shafer, DMD
West Simsbury, Connecticut

Section Participants

Robert J. Cronin, Jr, DDS, MS

Department of Prosthodontics

University of Texas Health Science
Center

San Antonio, Texas

Shimon Friedman, DMD
Department of Endodontics
University of Toronto
Faculty of Dentistry
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Jeffrey W. Hutter, DMD, MEd
Department of Endodontics
Boston University

School of Dental Medicine
Boston, Massachusetts

Karl Keiser, DDS, MS

Department of Endodontics

University of Texas Health Science
Center

San Antonio, Texas

114 Volume 22, Supplement, 2007

Rodger A. Lawton, DMD
Olympia, Washington

Samuel B. Low, DDS, MS, MEd

Department of Periodontology

University of Florida College of
Dentistry

Gainesville, Florida

Paul Robertson, DDS
University of Washington
School of Dentistry
Seattle, Washington

Phillip J. Sheridan, DDS
Mayo Clinic
Rochester, Minnesota

Mark S. Wolff, DDS, PhD

Department of Cariology and
Operative Dentistry

New York University

College of Dentistry

New York, New York




