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Background: Several studies reported some success toward regeneration in infrabony defects using enamel
matrix derivative (EMD). Clinically and statistically significant improvements in probing depth reduction, clin-
ical attachment levels, and bone fill have been demonstrated. This multi-center study evaluated the potential
for sensitization to EMD in a subgroup of periodontal patients treated at least twice with at least 2 months be-
tween treatments.

Methods: Three hundred seventy-six (376) patients in 11 university-based postgraduate periodontics pro-
grams and five private practices were selected. Surgeries were performed on infrabony defects. Following
reflection of mucoperiosteal flaps and debridement of the root surface and defect, root conditioning (either
citric acid pH - 1 or 24% EDTA) was performed and the site was irrigated with sterile saline. Enamel matrix
derivative was reconstituted and applied to the exposed root surface and the bony defect. Flaps were sutured
and pressure applied for 5 minutes. The second test defect was treated in a similar manner at least 8 weeks
after the first surgery. The patient was given a diary card where any subjective adverse events (erythema,
swelling, itching, headache, root hypersensitivity, or pain) were recorded at weeks 1 and 2 post-surgery. In
addition, objective adverse events (gingival inflammation, ulcers, abscess, cratering, and lesions) were
recorded by the investigator on an adverse event form.

Results: Mo clinical adverse reactions to multiple applications of EMD were noted. Of 376 patients, two
were referred to a dermatologist for evaluation, but neither had signs indicating any adverse events due to
EMD treatment. Instead their reactions were classified as a small local abscess and tinea cruris. The single
immunoassay performed (on the patient with a small local abscess) did not demonstrate any EMD-reactive
antibodies, neither IgE nor IgG. Other subjective/objective reactions that occurred during this study were of
the type that are commonly experienced by patients immediately following periodontal surgery, but were not
related to EMD. They included headache, swelling, itching, pain, and root hypersensitivity.

Conclusions: This study demonstrated a lack of clinical adverse reactions following two separate applica-
tions of EMD. Any subjective/objective adverse reactions experienced by the patient were typical complica-
tions following routine periodontal surgery and were not directly related to the use of enamel matrix derivative.
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