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RATIONALE/JUSTIFICATION: Furcation perforations in mandibular molars represent a significant challenge. Several factors influence the prognosis 


EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, INCLUDE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
Group 1 – ProRoot MTA (n = 12), 
Group 2 - NeoPutty (n = 12),
Group 3 – Biodentine (n = 12)


OUTCOMES ASSESSED: Adaptation, porosity, overfilling, voids and gaps. 


METHOD USED TO ASSESS THE OUTCOMES AND WHO ASSESSED THE OUTCOMES: Clinical evaluation conducted by three Blinded operators. MicroCT conducted by an experienced operator. 


RESULTS: NeoPutty and ProRoot MTA showed superior adaptation. Biodentine showed higher porositym highest void and gap volume, while ProRoot MTA recorded the lowest void volume and NeoPutty had the smallest gap volume. Regarding overfilling, no significant differences observed. 


CONCLUSION: ProRoot MTA offered the best sealing ability, while NeoPutty provides slightly higher porosity but easier application. In contrast, Biodentine showed the worst performance


FUNDING DETAILS: no exteral fundings 
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AIM: to compare the adaptation, porosity, and sealing performance of ProRoot MTA, NeoPutty, and Biodentine


ETHICAL APPROVAL: no. 1301202302823


SAMPLES: 36  mandibular molars with furcation perforations, randomly assigned to 3 groups (n=12).


