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The clinical effect of ICam4D photogrammetry technology applied in the fixed restoration of oral implants
CHEN Yan, WANG Mengting , SHI Fan, TANG Jinxin, XUE Chang’ao, SONG Xin. ( Department of Stomatology, Nanjing First Hospi-
tal, Nanjing Medical University, Nanjing 210006, China)
Abstract: Objective To compare the clinical effects of ICam4D photogrammetry technology combined with intraoral scanning tech-
nology , traditional splint impression technology and traditional window impression technology in full dentition oral implant fixed prostho-
dontics. Methods A total of 46 cases of dentition, including 14 patients with complete dentition and 18 patients with single-jaw denti-
tion, who had completed implant surgery and needed final restoration, were divided into three groups: the [Cam4D group (Group A),
the splint group ( Group B), and the window group (Group C). Group A included 16 cases, in which ICam4D photogrammetry tech-
nology combined with intraoral scanning technology was used to take impressions. Group B included 15 cases, in which traditional splint
technology was used to take impressions. Group C included 15 cases, in which only window impression rods were used for impression
taking without splints. The marginal adaptation of the prosthesis, impression-taking comfort, time consumption, satisfaction with the
restoration, and patient follow-up observations were compared among the three groups to evaluate the clinical effect of ICam4D photo-
grammetry technology combined with intraoral scanning technology in oral implant fixed prosthodontics. Results There was no statisti-
cally significant difference in the marginal adaptation of the prosthesis. The impression-taking comfort scores were; Group A (95.77+
2.30), Group B (60.02+7.56) , and Group C (71.92 £ 6.55). There were statistically significant differences among the three groups
(P<0.001). The time consumption was: Group A (16.53+3.24) min, Group B (59.38+10.74) min, and Group C (25.46+5.63) min.
There was a statistically significant difference ( P<0.001). There was no statistically significant difference in the satisfaction with the
restoration. Conclusion 1Cam4D photogrammetry technology combined with intraoral scanning technology is more time-efficient, pro-
vides higher patient comfort, and has better marginal adaptation of the prosthesis in oral implant fixed prosthodontics. It is recommended
for clinical promotion.
Key words: ICam4D photogrammetry technology; traditional splint impression technology; oral implant fixed restoration
Stomatology ,2026,46( 1) :61-65
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Tab.1 Evaluation criteria for the suitability of prosthesis edges
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Tab.2 Patient basic information
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Tab.3 Fitness conditions for prosthesis edges
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Tab.4 The duration of the impression and the VAS score for the comfort and satisfaction of the restoration
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