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[Abstract] Due to advances in digital technology, intraoral impressions have been increasingly used to fabricate im-
plant restorations because of its simplicity, high efficiency, comfortableness and convenience. In clinical practice, the
accuracy of intraoral impressions depends on various factors, including scanner technique, status of dentition and im-
plants, auxiliary devices, materials and environment, which might influence its accuracy and limit its application. When
applied to patients missing more teeth, its accuracy may be insufficient. It is suggested that intraoral impressions be
used cautiously when there are multiple and far apart implants and that the scan body not be tightened excessively and
that maintain appropriate environmental conditions. In this article, we have reviewed recent relevant literature and the
factors affecting the accuracy of intraoral impressions for implant restoration.
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a: confocal microscopy. b: the scanner emits a beam which is projected on the object and reflected to the detector. The distance of the object

is calculated by the trigonometric principle: (BC=ACXsinA/sin(A+C)). A: lightsource; B: object; C: detector. c: active wavefront sampling

Figure 1  Intraoral scanning techniques
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Table 1 Intraoral scanners and scanning technique''

[11-14]

Scanning technique

Common devices

Confocal microscopy technology
Triangulation technology

Active wavefront sampling technology

Trios 3 (3-Shape, Denmark), iTero (Align Technology, USA), PlanScan (Planmeca, Finland)
Cerec Omnicam (Dentsply-Sirona, USA), CS 3600 (Carestream Dental, USA), Aoralscan 3 (Shining3D, China)
True Definition (3M Espe, USA), Cerec Omnicam (Dentsply-Sirona, USA), Lava COS (3M Espe, USA)

Cerec Omnicam consists of two techniques
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