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REVIEW ARTICLE SWU Dent J. Vol.17 No.2 2024

Factors Affecting Accuracy of Digital Dental Implant Impression
Using Scanbody and intraoral Scanner: Review Literature

Pattaraporn Yuenyong* Pimduen Rungsiyakull** Pisaisit Chaijareenont**

Abstract

A scanbody is a device attached to a dental implant fixture and is used in conjunction with
an intraoral scanner for digital implant impressions. Studies that investigate the accuracy of digital
implant impression often focus on the position of the scanbody, which represents the position
and angulation of the implant fixture. Literature reviews indicate that factors such as the design
and materials of the scanbody, types of intraoral scanners, software system, the level, inclination,
distance, and position of dental implants, the scanning environment, and the operator’s skill can
affect the accuracy of digital dental implant impressions. The objective of this review article is to
provide an overview of method for digital dental implant impression using scanbody and intraoral
scanner, as well as to discuss the factors that can impact accuracy, for further advancements in

clinical applications.
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(rwanaIn Hexa Ceram Dental Lab.)

Fig 1. The process of data acquisition in digital dental implant impression begins

with scanning the dental implant fixture (a), followed by scanning the dental implant

fixture with scanbody inserted (b). The software system will automatically superimpose

these scanned files (c), continually merging scanbody from the three-dimensional file

with scanbody from the library (d), resulting in the conversion into virtual implant

position displayed in the file without scanbody (e).

(Image from Hexa Ceram Dental Lab.)
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Fig 2. Data processing for converting scanbody into virtual dental implant position.
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Table 1. Comparisons between conventional and digital dental implant impression.
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Fig. 3 Components of scanbody
(Modified from Mizumoto RM, 2018 (2)).
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Fig. 4 Cylindrical scanbody design with a partially beveled upper part.
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Fig. 5 the 3D image obtained by intraoral scanner (left)

and meshes shown in 3D image (right).
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Table 2. Examples of imaging technologies used in intraoral scanners.
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Table 3. Considerations of factors affecting accuracy in digital dental implant impression.
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una3l (Conclusion)
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