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Table I Distribution of age group and gender

Gender

Age Woman Man Total

group n % n % n %
30-39 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.9
40-49 5 44 3 27 8 7.1
50-59 15 134 9 80 24 214
60-69 28 250 21 188 49 43.8
70-79 12 10.7 12 107 24 214
80 - 3 27 3 2.7 6 54
Total 64 57.1 43 429 112 100.0
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Table I. List of examination and evaluation criteria

Examination method
Intra-oral examination
Model examination
Radiographic examination
Examination list
Patient
Age and gender
Prosthesis
Location
Design
Kennedy classification
Length of service
Experience of RPD wearing
Opposing dentition
Criteria used to assess defect of RPDs (Criteria of NHANESIII)
Stability
Retention
Integrity
Excessive wear of posterior teeth
Presence of temporary relining material/ tissue conditioner
Evaluation of prosthesis
Success
Failure
Loss of an abutment tooth
Abutment tooth with a mobility score of 3 or more
Rejection of RPD by the patient
Nonuse of RPD for mastication
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Table I11. Type and distribution of major connectors

Maxilla n Mandible n
Palatal strap 11 Lingual bar 34
Ant-post strap 19 Linguoplate 39
Palatal plate 43 No metal framework 2
U-shaped palatal connector 2

Unilateral design 3

Total 78 75

Table IV. Type and distribution of direct retainer

Type of clasp n Type - other n
Circumferential clasp 271 ERA 5
RPI 45 Magnet attachment 4
Other Roach 10 Telescopic crown 29
Ring clasp 1 Other type 4
Total 327 Total 42

Table V. Incidence of indirect retainer according to type of arch and

Kennedy classification
Class I Class IT Class IlT Class VI
Arch
n % n % n % n %

Maxilla 23 15 19 124 3 2 2 13
Mandible 29 19 18 118 4 26 0 0
2 13

A F U2 9UAB 78, 8)E BEAY 0
B2 $8u0) gglon, 57l Aok A
ol
S

2. 718 maolx[o| 451t Aujoll thst =M

253} Aol B3 471A] ek 7] o we} &= 1537}
o] 7FEA AR F 4570 (294%)7} A sl o, 4
3 991 Bzt g s} oA 2 273 A
(2371), At #] 9] A= 28] /\]-53-01 Bobsa A9 (12
) 22l AR Q) edt F e (57) o2 vEb:
T} (TebleVI).

A 3697H2] AhA] 3= 187] (49%)] A )= 7} 44
ATk AR 9] e BT 15T IF 7HEA 49
Xl A WA 5L o, dircumferential typee] 4 4]
2]l A] bar typee] 21AGA A B} 2ol w3t
(TableV11).

FAHE 7P a0l A = 28, shet B Kemedy 257
I 7P =& of 27} 7 Bk, s 7P =14
A7} 2ok 2 AL Tk 7HE A Ao 2 9] A, 8t
o} 912] ¢} Kennedy 270l mHE A 3-E3 A& Aol

7} 2121tk (Table VII). thakx) o] Ale) = =pad =] (469)7}

=

322

744 gskon, 4, skt B JPEA 249X A
(4273), NEA 7} F2) %91 % (247) 0.2 ZALE]
ok 23U ) el 7HEA a0l R) o) A gt A
o]l J 8-S v A ¢k A o2 ey (TalelX).
HAE AFE7]7e U5 5 v|gke| 9l 119 o]
FARESE L Qe 7HEA FAo A & g 84 e

Table VI. Distribution of removable partial dentures according to criteria
for treatment failure

Mode of failure n %

Loss of an abutment tooth 12 26.7
Abutment tooth with a mobility score of 3 or more 5 11.1
Rejection by the patient 23 511
Nonuse for mastication 5 11.1
Total 45 100.0

Table VILI. Distribution of abutment loss according to type of retainer and

Kennedy classification

Retainer type Abutment loss Total
ClassI ClassII ClassIII ClassIV. n %

Circumferential 7 6 0 0 13 72

Bar 4 0 0 0 4 222

Others 1 0 0 0 1 5.6

Total 12 6 0 0 18 100.0

Table VIIL Distribution of removable partial dentures in success and fail-
ure according to type of arch and Kennedy classification

Success Failure Total
Arch Class % I % n %
Maxilla  ClassI 30 66.7 15 333 45 100
Class I 16 69.6 7 304 23 100
Class IIT 4 100 0 0 4 100
Class IV 6 100 0 0 6 100

Mandible ClassI 35 686 16 314 51 100
Class I 15 714 6 286 21 100
Class 1T 2 100 0 0 2 100
ClassTV 0 0 1 100 1 100
No significant differences between type of arch and among Kennedy clas-
sification in each success and failure (P> .05).

Table IX. Distribution of removable partial dentures in success and failure
according to type of opposing dentition

Opposing Success Failure Total

dentition n % n % n %
Natural 32 69.6 14 304 46 100
CD 15 625 9 375 24 100
RPD 61 735 22 26.5 83 100
Total 108 70.6 45 294 153 100

No significant differences among type of opposing dentition in each suc-
cess and failure (P> .05).
RPD, removable partial denture; CD, complete denture.
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Table X. Distribution of removable partial dentures in success and failure

according to years in service
Success Failure Total

Year n % n % n %
0-5 81 81.8 18 182 9 100.0
6-10 22 489 23 51.1 45 100.0
11-15 2 66.7 1 333 3 100.0
16-25 3 50.0 3 50.0 6 100.0
Total 108 70.6 45 294 153 100.0

No significant differences among years in service of removable partial
dentures in each success and failure (P> .05).

Table XI. Defect of removable partial dentures by Kennedy classification
Class I Class II ClassIl  Class IV

Wiz n % n % n % n %
Retention 46 208 17 20 3 25 4 174
Stability 52 235 19 224 3 25 3 13
Relining/

Tissue conditioner 14 63 5 390 0 L43
Posterior Toothwear 59 267 27 318 5 417 4 174
Integrity 50 226 17 20 1 83 11 522
Total 221 100 85 100 12 100 23 100
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Fig. 1. Kaplan-Meier survival curve of all removable partial dentures.
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Fig. 2. Kaplan-Meier survival curve of removable partial dentures in the
maxilla and the mandible.
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Evaluation of clinical status of removable partial dentures

Dong-Seok Yang', DMD, MSD, Uk Cho', DDS, MSD, Chang-Mo Jeong**, DDS, MSD, PhD,

Young-Chan Jeon?, DDS, MSD, PhD, Mi-Jung Yun', DDS, MSD
'Graduate student, *Professor, Department of Prosthodontics, Collage of Dentistry, Pusan National University, Korea

Statement of Problem: Although many efforts have been continually made to estimate long term prognosis of removable partial dentures, the complication of removable partial
dentures was still found because of inaccurate fabrication procedure and improper maintenance care. Purpose: The purpose of this study was to evaluate the clinical status of
removable partial dentures. Material and methods: A total of 112 individuals with 153 removable partial dentures (35 - 87 years, 64 women and 48 men) were examined by
intra-oral examination, diagnostic cast and radiographic examination. Results and conclusion: The results of this study were as follows: 1. Length of service of removable partial
dentures was 5.3 + 4.3 years (mean), 4.0 years (median). 2. A total of 45 removable partial dentures were considered failures. The loss of 18 abutments of 369 was founded. 3.
Type of arch, Kennedy classification and type of opposite dentition were found to have no influence on longevity and success rate of removable partial dentures (P>.05). 4. Most
common major connector was the palatal plate in maxilla and the number of lingual bar and linguoplate designed in mandible were similar. 5. The circumferential type retainer
was the most commonly used retainer. 6. Sixty-three percent of the class [ and Il removable partial dentures incorporated indirect retention into the design. 7. Approximately 81%
of the removable partial dentures had at least one defect. Excessive wear of posterior teeth (27.9%), lack of integrity (23.2%), lack of stability (22.6%) were frequent defects of
removable partial dentures. (J Korean Acad Prosthodont 2009;47:320-7)
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