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Advantages

« Simplified implant impression technigue (34
* Virtual assessment of the implant prosthetic space (34

« Evaluation of the depth of restorative interface (34

® |mproved Workﬂow befween |ObOrO'I'Ory Ond denhS'I' (3'4'5) Image 1 - Initial case — healing abutment in implant 26

Images 2 e 3 — Digital impression with 3Shape TRIOS®

« Emergency profile configuration before proceeding with
laboratory steps (34)

» Reduced chair time (>4
» Less costly for the clinical and laboratory freatment process (/)
» More comfortable for the patient (7:8)

« Can Dbe stored electronically, which eliminates space
management issues (@)

 Elimination of distortion from impression and gypsum materials (3)

Image 4- Simulation of the final restoration with 3Shape TRIOS®software

Limitations

« Additional cost of purchasing na intraoral scanner %)
» Learning curve for adjusting fo the new treatment modality )

 Not enough scientific data about the accuracy of the digital
Impression-making  technologies In comparison to the
conventional ones, especially regarding multiple Implant
digitation

Images 5 e 6 — Final case — Metal-ceramic crown in implant 26
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