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oABSTRACT o

Aim: To evaluate the ability of Guttaflow Bioseal to achieve an apical seal
when used as a retrograde filling material and compare it with MTA.

Materials and Methods: The study sample consisted of 20 single rooted-
single canaled human teeth. The crowns were sectioned and the root canals were
prepared with rotary files and filled using single cone technique with ADSEAL
cement. Each tooth was apically resected and the apex was prepared to 3 mm depth.
Teeth were divided randomly into two groups of 10 teeth each. First group was
retrofilled with Guttaflow Bioseal, second group with MTA, the teeth were placed in
an incubator at 37°C and 100% moisture for 24 hours, after that the root surface
isolated with two layers of nail polish, except for 1 mm at the apex. Following
immersion in 2% methylene blue dye for 36 hours, the roots were sectioned
longitudinally and the depth of dye penetration was evaluated under optical
magnification at x10 magnification. The data were statistically analyzed using
(Mann-Whitney U) (a=0.05).

Results: There was no statistically significant difference in the apical sealing
between Guttaflow Bioseal and MTA in the retrograde filling.

Conclusions: Guttaflow Bioseal showed low microleakage rates and (High -
good - excellent) ability to achieve apical seal closed to that in MTA. Both material
can be used in retrograde filling.

Keywords: Guttaflow Bioseal, root end filling, endodontics, Apical sealing, MTA.
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