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Transverse Micro Radiography (TMR) is the gold standard method
to quantitatively assess the mineral profile. The aim was to
compare a new method (TMRD) with the standard TMR with
respect to Integrated Mineral Loss (IML) and Lesion Depth (LD)
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Figure 1. Method description of TMR and TMRD
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Artificial caries lesions were created using a demineralising acid solution
on the flattened surface of six extracted bovine incisors. With both methods
microradiographic images were made and the sections were scanned at
three positions with the same analysis software TMR 2006 (3.0.0.19)

Figure 2. Tooth sections on flexible
plastic holder
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Figure 3. Comparison of X-Ray images and mineral profiles of TMR and TMRD
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Figure 4. IML comparison Figure 5. LD comparison

For TMR IML was 1760pum\ol% (SD 554um\ol%) and for TMRD IML
was 1601um\Vol% (SD 497um\ol%), respectively. LD was 71um (SD
15um) for TMR and 73pm (SD 17um) for TMRD. Correlation was found
for IML (r°=0.95) and LD (r°=0.95).

Conclusion

Digital TMR seems a promising alternative for classical TMR



