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Implant-supported single crowns are usually sup-
ported by a transmucosal abutment connected to the 

implant by torquing a connecting screw.1 Thereafter, a 
tight fit of the implant-abutment interface is required 
for the reliability and stability of this bolted joint.2,3 
The optimum fit depends on stringent machining tol-
erances; otherwise, excessive tolerances can result in 
screw loosening by flexural fatigue.4,5 Although the 
development of internal implant-abutment connec-
tions provided a biomechanical advantage over the 
external hexagon design,6,7 internal connections also 
require an accurate fit to keep the abutment stable on 
the implant.8–11

Customized universal castable long abutments 
(UCLAs) were designed to correct implant angulation 
or depth issues. Custom abutments can be cast to cor-
rect up to 30-degree divergence between adjacent im-
plants or implant placement that is too deep. Moreover, 
UCLAs can be used to manufacture the crown directly 
on the implant platform when shallow implants need to 
be restored. These components were initially designed 
for casting with precious metals and are now also made 
of non-noble alloys such as CoCr alloy because of the 
reduced cost compared with noble alloys, biocompat-
ibility, and ease of casting.12 Because a castable inter-
face cannot be as accurate as a machined interface,13 
UCLAs are presented with a plastic sleeve to be over-
cast on a metal base to improve fit of the abutment.14

However, overcasting produces an oxide film on 
the prefabricated metal interface that needs to be re-
moved. Usually, it is removed by blasting the surface 
with alumina particles; however, this procedure can in-
fluence roughness at the subcritical contour, as well as 
marginal and internal fit of the abutment. There is no 
information in the literature about the influence of ox-
ide layer removal by acid on abutment roughness and 
fit. Therefore, the objective of the present study was to 
evaluate the influence of oxide layer removal by acid 
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on the roughness and internal fit of overcast UCLAs for 
a taper connection. The null hypothesis was that acid 
treatment does not promote a smoother surface and 
better fit of overcast abutments.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Twenty maxillary first premolars were waxed on the 
plastic sleeve of the UCLAs with a CoCr premachined 
base (EFF) compatible with a regular CrossFit implant 
connection (Straumann) using a low-shrinkage acrylic 
resin (Duralay II, Reliance Dental) and a silicone mold to 
standardize the crown design. Fifteen specimens were 
included in investment material (Bellavest SH, Wilcos) 
to be overcast with NiCr alloy (Mesa, Wilcos). After cast-
ing, 10 metal frameworks were randomly distributed to 
undergo one of two different oxide layer removal meth-
ods (Fig 1): blasting with 100-μm particles of aluminum 
oxide at 0.60-MPa pressure or bathing for 5 hours in 
0.5% hydrofluoric acid (Empress acid, Ivoclar) at room 
temperature (n = 5). A vertical support was used to 
allow only the implant-abutment interface to be im-
mersed in the acid solution. After complete oxide layer 
removal, the frameworks were cleaned with water and 
alcohol for 10 minutes each using an ultrasound bath. 

The surface roughness was evaluated by a light in-
terferometer (NewView 9000, Zygo). Three random ar-
eas at the subcritical contour of each abutment were 
evaluated, and the arithmetic average of the roughness 
profile (Ra) was recorded. Next, the frameworks were 
attached to the respective analogs with the recom-
mended torque of 35 Ncm using a torque wrench. For 
fit evaluation, the sets were embedded into thermo-
plastic phenolic resin (Baquelite MP39, Fortel) using a 
metallographic press (EFD 40, Fortel) and were cut us-
ing a diamond disk (IsoMet Low Speed Saw, Buehler). 

The central cross section was reached using 400- and 
600-grit silicon carbide abrasive papers.15

The cross section was visualized by scanning elec-
tron microscopy (SEM; JEOL) at 500× and 1,500× 
magnifications. The internal fit was evaluated at three 
predetermined regions at the taper, axial wall, and in-
dex regions, as shown in Fig 2.16,17 All measurements 
were taken by one blind operator (N.D.P.), and the 
mean value between the right and left measurements 
was considered for each set. The groups (premachined, 
alumina-blasted, and acid-treated) were compared us-
ing analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Tukey post hoc 
test at a significance level of .05 (SPSS v.20, IBM).

RESULTS

Both methods were effective in removing the oxide lay-
er produced by the casting procedure. The use of low-
concentration acid solution created a more uniform flat 
surface with some sparse peaks, while alumina blasting 
clearly produced a rougher surface (Fig 3). The surface 
topography of the etched surface was more similar to 
the machined surface than the use of alumina blasting.

The Ra values, which represent the average height 
considering surface peaks and valleys, can be seen in 
Table 1. The oxide layer produced the roughest surface 
with the overcasting procedure (P < .05). Although alu-
mina blasting was effective in removing the oxide layer, 
it was not able to produce a smoother surface com-
pared with the acid treatment.

SEM images demonstrated a sealed interface at the 
taper region of all groups, despite increased roughness 
and some irregularities in the alumina-blasted group 
(Fig 4). However, the internal discrepancies of the axial 
and index walls were smaller in the premachined group 
(Table 2). The alumina blasting procedure produced a 

Machined
UCLA base

Overcast
UCLA base

After HF bath

After alumina blasting

Fig 1    Surface morphology of the machined surface and the over-
cast surface with the oxide layer and after acid bathing or alumina 
blasting for oxide layer removal.

Fig 2    The implant-abutment interface fit was measured at the taper 
(C1 and C2), axial (A1 and A2), and index regions (I1 and I2) on both 
sides. 
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higher discrepancy at the axial wall than the acid bath-
ing (P < .05).

DISCUSSION

A precision of fit between the implant and abutment 
is important for the long-term stability of a prosthesis. 
Overall, taper connections provide an improved micro-
bial seal and better joint strength that prevent screw 
loosening.14 The present study demonstrated that all 
UCLAs have a proper sealing at the taper region. How-
ever, the oxide removal procedure produces irregu-
larities and roughness of contact surfaces that result in 
greater embedment relaxation and greater loss of pre-
load.8 Thus, a surface roughness closer to the machined 
surface is desired. A previous study reported that the 
preload maintenance could be improved if the cast sur-
face is finished and polished18; however, any attempt of 

the technician to finish or polish the implant-abutment 
interface using rubber points with a handpiece, irre-
spective of previous laboratory procedures, would not 
create a sealed interface.

The advent of CAD/CAM systems introduced the 
use of different materials and new laboratorial proce-
dures19,20; however, the conventional lost-wax casting 
technique is still a clinical reality. The manufacture of a 
personalized abutment or a framework by the overcast-
ing process would be done in daily practice for financial 
reasons with no prejudice of marginal fit.21 Thus, the 
present study proposes the use of a low concentra-
tion of hydrofluoric acid solution, commonly used to 
remove the investment material for the old Empress ce-
ramic system (Ivoclar), to remove the oxide layer from 
the casting procedure. In contrast to the more concen-
trated HF solutions used to treat the surface of titani-
um to improve osseointegration,22 the present study 
demonstrated that 0.5% HF can be effective in oxide 
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Fig 3    Surface roughness of the (a) ma-
chined base, overcast surface (b) before and 
(c) after acid bathing, or (d) alumina blasting 
for oxide layer removal. 

Table 1  �Surface Roughness at the Subcritical 
Contour of Machined and Overcast CoCr 
Bases Before and After Removal of the 
Oxide Layer with Acid Bathing or Grit 
Blasting (Mean and SD)

Group Ra (µm)
Machined 0.5 ± 0.2a

Overcast 3.4 ± 0.5b

Acid 1.0 ± 0.3c

Blasting 1.7 ± 0.3d 

Ra = average height profile. Different letters indicate significant difference 
between the groups.

Table 2  �Internal Fit (µm) of Implant-Abutment 
Interface at the Taper, Axial, and Index 
Walls of Premachined and Overcast CoCr 
Bases After Removal of Oxide Layer with 
Acid Bath and Grit Blasting (Mean and SD)

Interface 
region

Premachined 
base

Overcast after 
acid bath

Overcast after 
blasting

Taper wall 0.000 (± 0.000)a 0.001 (± 0.001)a 0.003 (± 0.001)a

Axial wall 20.7 (± 2.6)a 35.0 (± 13.1)b 49.3 (± 22.1)c

Index wall 52.1 (± 9.1)a 64.7 (± 12.1)b 69.9 (± 20.1)b 

Different letters indicate significant differences between the groups.

a

c

b

d
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layer removal. However, it is not often used for metal-
ceramic restorations because it interferes with the ox-
ide layer for subsequent ceramic adhesion to the metal. 
Therefore, this acid must be applied only to the metal 
base and not the metal surface that will be coated with 
ceramic. It can be done with the aid of a vertical sup-
port to hold the abutment and control the immersion 
level of the abutment.

The results demonstrated that acid bathing pro-
duced a better fit and smoother surface than alumina 
blasting. Although the ideal misfit would be no margin-
al gap, interface gaps < 10 µm have been established 
as a clinical threshold for minimum biologic and/or me-
chanical complications.23 In the present study, the aver-
age microgap at the taper region of the premachined 
abutment and the acid-treated group were 0 ± 0 µm 
and 2 ± 1 µm, respectively. Considering that a microbe 
can have < 2 mm in diameter,24 a better seal against 
bacterial colonization in these groups can be presumed 

compared with the grit-blasted group, which exhibited 
a mean gap of 3 ± 1 µm. Further studies should inves-
tigate if the increased roughness produced by the alu-
mina blasting at the taper interface would reduce its 
sealing capacity.

On the other hand, a clinical threshold for the internal 
misfit has not been defined yet. It is important because 
despite an intimate fit at the taper interface, a worse fit 
of the axial and index walls would cause higher rota-
tional freedom and micromovements of the abutment 
that interfere with microleakage and screw preload 
maintenance, especially under loading.25 Although a 
previous study demonstrated that better internal fit 
can be associated with original abutments (implant 
and abutment from the same manufacturer),26 which 
would reflect in a lower incidence of mechanical fail-
ure,27 original abutments and nonoriginal abutments 
(compatible abutments from a different manufacturer) 
were found to be clinically acceptable.23 In the present 

Fig 4    SEM images of the implant-abutment interface at the taper wall (×1,500) and axial and index walls (×500) of the CoCr bases before and 
after acid bath and blasting.
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study, a compatible component premachined UCLA 
was used, and the overcast procedure increased the 
internal misfit. However, the acid-treated surface pre-
sented a lower misfit at the axial wall compared with 
the alumina-blasted interface.

Considering the subcritical and critical contour 
surfaces of the abutment, a smoother surface would 
minimize the long-term risk of a higher degree of in-
flammation in the peri-implant tissues.28,29 Thus, 
minimal roughness is desired to prevent attachment 
loss and biofilm accumulation.30 In this way, the acid-
treated surface would be more advantageous than the 
grit-blasted surface in preventing biofilm formation. 
Although previous studies reported a similar response 
of fibroblasts to machined and acid-treated titanium 
surfaces31,32 and enhanced junction epithelium attach-
ment to a hydrofluoric acid-modified titanium surface,33 
there is a lack of information about the behavior of soft 
tissue on grit-blasted surfaces. The present study on the 
use of acid for oxide layer removal produced an inter-
mediary surface roughness between the machined and 
blasted surfaces and would present improved soft tis-
sue compatibility. However, these treatments were ap-
plied on the CoCr alloy, and despite favorable reports 
from etched titanium surfaces, future studies may in-
vestigate the interaction between soft tissue and differ-
ent CoCr surfaces.

Several methods have been proposed to evaluate 
the implant-abutment interface fit.34 In the present 
study, the direct view under SEM was used. This cross-
sectional analysis allows for a more comprehensive ob-
servation of adaptation along the implant-abutment 
interface. However, other studies should access the in-
fluence of this internal fit on screw loosening or other 
prosthetic complications.

CONCLUSIONS

Within the limitations of this study, it was concluded 
that acid bathing should be used, instead of blasting, to 
remove the oxide layer and to produce a better fit and 
smoother surface on overcast UCLA abutments.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank the Military Institute of Engineer-
ing (IME) and the Brazilian Center for Research in Physics (LabNano/
CBPF) for the support with interferometry and microscopy analyses, 
and EFF for the donation of implant components. The authors report 
no conflict of interest related to this study.

REFERENCES
  1.	 McGlumphy EA, Mendel DA, Holloway JA. Implant screw mechanics. 

Dent Clin North Am 1998;42:71–89.
  2.	 Burguete RL, Johns RB, King T, Patterson EA. Tightening characteris-

tics for screwed joints in osseointegrated dental implants. J Prosthet 
Dent 1994;71:592–599.

  3.	 Tan BF, Tan KB, Nicholls JI. Critical bending moment of implant-
abutment screw joint interfaces: Effect of torque levels and implant 
diameter. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 2004;19:648–658.

  4.	 Patterson EA, Johns RB. Theoretical analysis of the fatigue life of fix-
ture screws in osseointegrated dental implants. Int J Oral Maxillofac 
Implants 1992;7:26–33.

  5.	 Bhering CL, Takahashi JM, Luthi LF, Henriques GE, Consani RL, 
Mesquita MF. Influence of the casting technique and dynamic load-
ing on screw detorque and misfit of single unit implant-supported 
prostheses. Acta Odontol Scand 2013;71:404–409.

  6.	 Kofron MD, Carstens M, Fu C, Wen HB. In vitro assessment of connec-
tion strength and stability of internal implant-abutment connec-
tions. Clin Biomech (Bristol, Avon) 2019;65:92–99.

  7.	 Schmitt CM, Nogueira-Filho G, Tenenbaum HC, et al. Performance of 
conical abutment (Morse Taper) connection implants: A systematic 
review. J Biomed Mater Res A 2014;102:552–574.

  8.	 Kano SC, Binon P, Bonfante G, Curtis DA. Effect of casting proce-
dures on screw loosening in UCLA-type abutments. J Prosthodont 
2006;15:77–81.

  9.	 Laurell L, Lundgren D. Marginal bone level changes at dental 
implants after 5 years in function: A meta-analysis. Clin Implant Dent 
Relat Res 2011;13:19–28.

10.	 Goodacre CJ, Bernal G, Rungcharassaeng K, Kan JY. Clinical com-
plications with implants and implant prostheses. J Prosthet Dent 
2003;90:121–132.

11.	 Byrne D, Jacobs S, O’Connell B, Houston F, Claffey N. Preloads gener-
ated with repeated tightening in three types of screws used in dental 
implant assemblies. J Prosthodont 2006;15:164–171.

12.	 Hulterström M, Nilsson U. Cobalt-chromium as a framework material 
in implant-supported fixed prostheses: A preliminary report. Int J 
Oral Maxillofac Implants 1991;6:475–480.

13.	 Kano SC, Binon PP, Bonfante G, Curtis DA. The effect of casting proce-
dures on rotational misfit in castable abutments. Int J Oral Maxillofac 
Implants 2007;22:575–579.

14.	 Camós-Tena R, Escuin-Henar T, Torné-Duran S. Conical connection 
adjustment in prosthetic abutments obtained by different tech-
niques. J Clin Exp Dent 2019;11:e408–e413.

15.	 Faot F, Suzuki D, Senna PM, da Silva WJ, de Mattias Sartori IA. 
Discrepancies in marginal and internal fits for different metal and 
alumina infrastructures cemented on implant abutments. Eur J Oral 
Sci 2015;123:215–219.

16.	 Kunii J, Hotta Y, Tamaki Y, et al. Effect of sintering on the marginal 
and internal fit of CAD/CAM-fabricated zirconia frameworks. Dent 
Mater J 2007;26:820–826.

17.	 Borba M, Cesar PF, Griggs JA, Della Bona Á. Adaptation of all-ceramic 
fixed partial dentures. Dent Mater 2011;27:1119–1126.

18.	 Carr AB, Brunski JB, Hurley E. Effects of fabrication, finishing, and 
polishing procedures on preload in prostheses using conven-
tional “gold’’ and plastic cylinders. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 
1996;11:589–598.

19. Kapos T, Evans C. CAD/CAM technology for implant abutments, 
crowns, and superstructures. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 
2014;29(suppl):117–136.

20.	 Mello CC, Lemos CAA, de Luna Gomes JM, Verri FR, Pellizzer EP. CAD/
CAM vs conventional technique for fabrication of implant-supported 
frameworks: A systematic review and meta-analysis of in vitro stud-
ies. Int J Prosthodont 2019;32:182–192.

21.	 Moraes LM, Rossetti PH, Rossetti LM, Pedreira AP, Valle AL, Bonachela 
WC. Marginal fit at cylinder-abutment interface before and after 
overcasting procedure. J Appl Oral Sci 2005;13:366–371.

22.	Cho SA, Park KT. The removal torque of titanium screw in-
serted in rabbit tibia treated by dual acid etching. Biomaterials 
2003;24:3611–3617.

© 2021 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



294  Volume 36, Number 2, 2021

Senna et al

23.	 Duraisamy R, Krishnan CS, Ramasubramanian H, Sampathkumar 
J, Mariappan S, Navarasampatti Sivaprakasam A. Compatibility of 
nonoriginal abutments with implants: Evaluation of microgap at the 
implant–abutment interface, with original and nonoriginal abut-
ments. Implant Dent 2019;28:289–295.

24.	 Baldassarri M, Hjerppe J, Romeo D, Fickl S, Thompson VP, Stappert 
CF. Marginal accuracy of three implant-ceramic abutment configura-
tions. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 2012;27:537–543.

25.	 Zipprich H, Weigl P, Ratka C, Lange B, Lauer HC. The micromechanical 
behavior of implant-abutment connections under a dynamic load 
protocol. Clin Implant Dent Relat Res 2018;20:814–823.

26.	 Alonso-Pérez R, Bartolomé JF, Ferreiroa A, Salido MP, Pradíes G. Origi-
nal vs. non-original abutments for screw-retained single implant 
crowns: An in vitro evaluation of internal fit, mechanical behaviour 
and screw loosening. Clin Oral Implants Res 2018;29:1230–1238.

27.	 Tallarico M, Fiorellini J, Nakajima Y, Omori Y, Takahisa I, Canullo L. 
Mechanical outcomes, microleakage, and marginal accuracy at the 
implant-abutment interface of original versus nonoriginal implant 
abutments: A systematic review of in vitro studies. Biomed Res Int 
2018;2018:2958982.

28.	 Abrahamsson I, Zitzmann NU, Berglundh T, Linder E, Wennerberg 
A, Lindhe J. The mucosal attachment to titanium implants with dif-
ferent surface characteristics: An experimental study in dogs. J Clin 
Periodontol 2002;29:448–455.

29.	 Pesce P, Menini M, Tommasato G, Patini R, Canullo L. Influence of 
modified titanium abutment surface on peri-implant soft tissue 
behaviour: A systematic review of histological findings. Int J Oral 
Implantol (Berl) 2019;12:419–429.

30.	 Quirynen M, Bollen CM, Papaioannou W, Van Eldere J,  
van Steenberghe D. The influence of titanium abutment surface 
roughness on plaque accumulation and gingivitis: Short-term obser-
vations. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 1996;11:169–178.

31.	 Lee S, Goh BT, Wolke J, Tideman H, Stoelinga P, Jansen J. Soft tissue 
adaptation to modified titanium surfaces. J Biomed Mater Res A 
2010;95:543–549.

32.	 de Souza VZ, Manfro R, Joly JC, et al. Viability and collagen secretion 
by fibroblasts on titanium surfaces with different acid-etching proto-
cols. Int J Implant Dent 2019;5:41.

33.	 Pham MH, Haugen HJ, Rinna A, Ellingsen JE, Reseland JE. 
Hydrofluoric acid treatment of titanium surfaces enhances 
the proliferation of human gingival fibroblasts. J Tissue Eng 
2019;10:2041731419828950.

34.	 Kan JY, Rungcharassaeng K, Bohsali K, Goodacre CJ, Lang BR. Clini-
cal methods for evaluating implant framework fit. J Prosthet Dent 
1999;81:7–13.

© 2021 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



Copyright of International Journal of Oral & Maxillofacial Implants is the property of
Quintessence Publishing Company Inc. and its content may not be copied or emailed to
multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's express written permission.
However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.


