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Abstract

Guided Bone Regeneration (GBR) has become an essential technique in dental implantology, 
particularly for cases with compromised bone volume that impact implant success. This narra-
tive review examines the role of GBR in enhancing dental implant outcomes, focusing on its 
applications, biological principles, materials, and clinical protocols. GBR utilizes barrier mem-
branes and bone graft materials to foster bone regeneration in deficient areas, creating a stable 
foundation for implant placement by preventing soft tissue invasion and promoting osteogenic 
activity. Through a literature review of recent studies, we assess the clinical efficacy of GBR in 
addressing bone insufficiencies resulting from periodontal disease, trauma, or resorption follow-
ing tooth loss, with a particular emphasis on how GBR augments implant stability and long-term 
survival. The review explores various GBR materials, including resorbable and non-resorbable 
membranes, and graft types such as autografts, allografts, xenografts, and synthetic options. 
Additionally, advancements in bioactive membranes, growth factor-enhanced materials, and 
3D-printed scaffolds are discussed for their potential to improve regenerative outcomes and re-
duce procedural complications. Best practices in clinical protocols, including preoperative plan-
ning, precise membrane placement, and post-operative care, are analyzed to highlight factors that 
enhance GBR success. Comparative analyses indicate that GBR significantly improves implant 
survival and reduces marginal bone loss, demonstrating its efficacy in complex cases. Despite 
its high success rate, GBR has limitations, such as the potential for complications like peri-im-
plantitis and membrane exposure. The paper concludes with suggestions for future research on 
optimizing GBR materials, enhancing biological responses, and improving long-term outcomes 
to broaden its application in dental implantology. This review serves as a resource for clini-
cians and researchers seeking to maximize implant success through advanced GBR techniques.
[GMJ.2024;13:e3681] DOI:10.31661/gmj.v13i.3681
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Introduction

Guided Bone Regeneration (GBR) has 
emerged as a pivotal technique in mod-

ern dental implantology, addressing one of the 

most critical factors affecting implant success: 
the quality and quantity of supporting bone 
[1]. Dental implants have become the stan-
dard of care for tooth replacement, providing 
long-term functional and aesthetic benefits 
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[2]. However, insufficient bone volume due to 
periodontal disease, trauma, or natural resorp-
tion following tooth loss poses a significant 
challenge for implant stability and osseointe-
gration [3]. GBR is specifically designed to 
promote bone growth in deficient areas by us-
ing barrier membranes and grafting materials 
that support the formation of new bone while 
preventing soft tissue invasion [4]. This bio-
logical approach not only enables clinicians to 
achieve successful implant outcomes in com-
plex cases but also expands treatment options 
for patients previously deemed unsuitable for 
implants due to bone insufficiencies [3].
The primary aim of this review is to synthe-
size current research on the role of GBR in 
enhancing dental implant success, focusing 
on its applications, efficacy, and advance-
ments in the materials and techniques used. 
By providing a comprehensive overview, this 
review intends to inform both clinicians and 
researchers on the practical benefits of GBR 
and the mechanisms by which it contributes 
to improved implant stability, patient satisfac-
tion, and long-term outcomes. 

Materials and Methods 

This narrative review synthesizes current re-
search on GBR and its role in enhancing den-
tal implant success. Following a structured 
approach, the review provides an overview of 
GBR advancements, clinical protocols, and 
materials. 

Literature Search Strategy
A comprehensive literature search was con-
ducted using PubMed, Scopus, and Web of 
Science to capture relevant studies. Keywords 
included “Guided Bone Regeneration,” “den-
tal implants,” “bone augmentation,” “barri-
er membranes,” and “implant success rate.” 
Searches were limited to English-language 
articles, focusing primarily on studies from 
the past ten years to incorporate both founda-
tional knowledge and recent advancements. 
Reference lists of pertinent articles were re-
viewed to identify additional critical studies.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
* Inclusion Criteria: Articles were included if 
they provided clinically relevant data on GBR 

in dental implantology, focused on adult hu-
man subjects, and covered topics like biologi-
cal principles, protocols, materials, or success 
rates. Preference was given to randomized 
controlled trials, meta-analyses, systematic 
reviews, and larger studies (≥20 subjects).
* Exclusion Criteria: Studies were excluded if 
they focused solely on in vitro or animal mod-
els, involved fewer than 20 participants, used 
outdated GBR materials, or did not directly 
address GBR’s role in dental implant success.

Data Extraction and Synthesis
Data from relevant studies were organized by 
thematic areas: (1) biological mechanisms of 
GBR, (2) clinical protocols and techniques, 
(3) GBR materials and advancements, and (4) 
comparative success rates. Findings from ran-
domized controlled trials and meta-analyses 
were emphasized where applicable. Limita-
tions of this narrative review include potential 
selection bias and the absence of systematic 
meta-analysis, though some foundational 
studies outside the ten-year range were in-
cluded for context. 

Fundamentals of GBR

GBR is a surgical approach that facilitates 
new bone growth in areas with insufficient 
bone volume, supporting the structural in-
tegrity needed for successful dental implant 
placement [5]. This technique is rooted in 
the principle of selective tissue regeneration, 
where bone cells are encouraged to prolifer-
ate and form new bone while the invasion of 
faster-growing soft tissue cells is strategically 
blocked [6]. GBR is typically indicated for 
patients who present with localized bone de-
fects due to tooth loss, trauma, or periodontal 
disease, and who require bone augmentation 
to secure stable implant placement [7].
The core of GBR lies in the use of barrier 
membranes, which are biocompatible materi-
als designed to physically separate the bone 
defect site from surrounding soft tissues [5]. 
By creating this barrier, the membranes pre-
vent epithelial and connective tissue cells 
from migrating into the bone defect, thus pre-
serving the space for osteogenic cells to pop-
ulate the area and promote bone regeneration 
[8].
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In addition to barrier membranes, GBR may 
involve the use of various bone graft materi-
als. Through careful selection and application 
of membranes and graft materials, GBR sup-
ports the gradual formation of a stable, vas-
cularized bone structure capable of support-
ing dental implants [9]. This process not only 
augments bone volume but also improves the 
predictability of implant outcomes, making 
GBR an essential technique in modern dental 
implantology [10]. 

Materials Used in GBR

The effectiveness of GBR in enhancing bone 
formation and providing structural support for 
dental implants largely depends on the careful 
selection of materials [5]. These include bar-
rier membranes, bone grafts, and biological 
agents, each contributing uniquely to predict-
able regeneration outcomes [11]. Understand-
ing the characteristics, advantages, and limita-
tions of each type is crucial for optimal clini-
cal success in GBR [12]. Table-1 provides an 
overview of materials used in GBR and their 
respective properties, facilitating comparison.

Barrier Membranes
Barrier membranes are foundational in GBR, 
acting as a barrier to prevent soft tissue from 
invading the bone defect, allowing slow-
er-growing osteogenic cells to populate the 
site [2]. The two primary types of membranes 
are resorbable and non-resorbable, each suit-
ed to specific clinical scenarios.
Resorbable membranes, often made of colla-
gen, degrade naturally over time, eliminating 
the need for a second surgery. This reduces 
patient discomfort and minimizes surgical 

risks. However, due to their limited durabil-
ity, resorbable membranes provide less long-
term stability and are typically used in smaller 
defects or areas under minimal mechanical 
stress [13].
Non-resorbable membranes, like those made 
from expanded polytetrafluoroethylene (e-PT-
FE), maintain stability over longer periods and 
are used in larger or more complex defects. 
Despite their effectiveness in creating space 
for bone growth, non-resorbable membranes 
often require follow-up surgery for removal, 
introducing additional risks and discomfort. 
Clinicians choose between resorbable and 
non-resorbable membranes based on defect 
size, patient factors, and the desired duration 
of structural support [14].

Bone Graft Materials
Bone grafts are frequently paired with mem-
branes to improve regenerative potential. Dif-
ferent types of graft materials bring unique 
properties to GBR.
• Autografts, sourced from the patient's own 
body, are highly effective due to their osteo-
conductive, osteoinductive, and osteogenic 
qualities, containing live cells and growth fac-
tors essential for bone formation. However, 
autografts are limited by donor site availabil-
ity and the need for an additional procedure, 
which can increase patient morbidity [15].
• Allografts, derived from human donors, pro-
vide an osteoconductive scaffold and elim-
inate the need for a secondary surgical site. 
While they lack live bone cells, modern pro-
cessing techniques mitigate immune response 
risks, making them an effective option for 
supporting new bone growth [2].
• Xenografts, usually sourced from animals 

Table 1. Types of GBR Materials and Their Characteristics
Type of Material Examples Advantages Limitations

Barrier 
Membranes

Resorbable, non-
resorbable

Resorbable reduces need 
for removal; non-resorbable 
provides stability

Risk of infection, 
material exposure

Bone Graft 
Materials

Autografts, Allografts, 
Xenografts, Synthetics

Autografts promote natural 
healing; allografts are widely 
available

Limited bone 
availability (autografts), 
risk of immune response 
(xenografts)

Growth Factors 
and Agents BMP-2, PRP, PRF Enhances osteogenic potential High cost, variable 

efficacy
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(e.g., bovine), are highly biocompatible and 
provide an osteoconductive matrix for bone 
growth. Though effective, xenografts are less 
osteoinductive than autografts and allografts 
and may integrate more slowly with the host 
bone [16].
• Synthetic grafts, such as hydroxyapatite and 
beta-tricalcium phosphate, offer a consistent 
and controlled structure, acting as a stable os-
teoconductive scaffold. These materials are 
safe and free from biological risks, although 
they lack the osteoinductive and osteogenic 
properties of natural grafts. Synthetic grafts 
are useful where bone regeneration can be ex-
pected naturally [17, 18]. 

Biological Agents
Biological agents, including growth factors 
and platelet-rich plasma (PRP), are increas-
ingly utilized in GBR to enhance bone regen-
eration by stimulating cellular activity.
• Growth factors, such as bone morphogenetic 
proteins (BMPs), play a pivotal role in sig-
naling pathways that promote bone formation 
[19]. 
• Platelet-rich plasma (PRP) and platelet-rich 
fibrin (PRF), derived from the patient’s blood, 
are autologous sources of concentrated growth 
factors that promote tissue repair [20]. 

Advancements in GBR Materials and Tech-
nologies

GBR is advancing with new materials and 
techniques that address the limitations of tra-
ditional approaches, resulting in improved 
outcomes and more predictable bone regen-
eration at implant sites [21]. Key innovations 
include bioactive membranes, growth fac-
tor-enhanced materials, and 3D-printed scaf-
folds, all designed to accelerate and enhance 
bone healing for both clinicians and patients 
[22].

Bioactive Membranes
In contrast of traditional barrier membranes 
that simply block soft tissue ingrowth, bio-
active membranes actively support bone re-
generation. Embedded with osteoconductive 
or osteoinductive agents (e.g., calcium phos-
phates, bioactive glass), these membranes 
promote bone cell adhesion and proliferation 

directly at the defect site, leading to faster and 
more robust bone formation [23]. Additional-
ly, most bioactive membranes are resorbable, 
eliminating the need for secondary removal 
surgery, which reduces patient discomfort and 
infection risks [24].

Growth Factor-enhanced Materials
GBR materials incorporating growth factors 
like BMPs and platelet-derived growth factor 
(PDGF) stimulate cellular activity to accel-
erate bone formation [19, 25]. These growth 
factors offer controlled, localized release, 
supporting osteogenic cell migration and dif-
ferentiation. For instance, BMP-2 significant-
ly improves bone quality and volume when 
combined with bone grafts or bioactive mem-
branes [26, 27].

3D-printed Scaffolds
3D printing provides custom-fit scaffolds tai-
lored to specific bone defects. Composed of 
biocompatible materials such as polycapro-
lactone (PCL) or hydroxyapatite, these scaf-
folds optimize fit and stability while reducing 
movement [22]. 3D Functionalized with bio-
active agents, they combine structural support 
with biological stimulation, proving especial-
ly effective in complex cases needing intricate 
shaping [28, 22].

Clinical Applications and Indications
GBR is primarily indicated in dental implan-
tology for patients with insufficient bone vol-
ume, which could arise from various causes, 
including periodontal disease, trauma, con-
genital defects, or natural bone resorption fol-
lowing tooth loss [29]. In such cases, GBR is 
employed to create a stable, augmented bone 
structure capable of supporting an implant, 
improving both functional and aesthetic out-
comes. 

Indications for GBR
1. Bone loss due to periodontal disease: Peri-
odontal disease is a major contributor to bone 
resorption in the jaw, often resulting in local-
ized defects [30]. GBR is essential in these 
cases to regenerate lost bone, restoring ade-
quate volume for implant placement. GBR 
provides a framework that facilitates bone cell 
proliferation, reversing periodontal bone loss 
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and enhancing implant stability [31].
2. Bone deficiency after trauma or injury: 
Facial trauma from accidents or surgical pro-
cedures can lead to significant bone loss or 
deformities, complicating implant placement 
[32]. GBR techniques are valuable for re-
storing the damaged bone structure in these 
cases, enabling optimal implant positioning. 
In addition to stabilizing the implant, GBR 
in trauma-related cases often improves facial 
symmetry and functionality [22].
3. Bone resorption following tooth loss: Nat-
ural bone resorption frequently occurs after 
tooth extraction, often reducing bone volume 
in the edentulous ridge [33]. GBR is com-
monly indicated to restore ridge height and 
width, providing a stable base for implant in-
tegration. By regenerating bone in areas of re-
sorption, GBR increases the predictability of 
implant outcomes and enhances the likelihood 
of successful osseointegration [34]. 

Techniques for Complex Cases Requiring 
GBR
1. Vertical and horizontal ridge augmentation:
In cases of significant bone loss, GBR is used 
to augment both the vertical and horizontal di-
mensions of the ridge [35]. Vertical ridge aug-
mentation restores height, while horizontal 
augmentation increases width, both essential 
for implants that require greater support. GBR 
in these cases helps achieve the ideal implant 
orientation, enhancing both function and aes-
thetics [36, 37]
2. Sinus lift procedures: When implant place-
ment is limited by the sinus cavity in the 
posterior maxilla, GBR techniques are often 
combined with sinus lift procedures to create 
adequate bone height [38]. By augmenting the 
bone within the sinus space, GBR facilitates 
implant stability even in anatomically chal-
lenging areas, expanding the scope of possible 
implant placements [21].
3. Immediate implant placement with simul-
taneous GBR: For immediate implant place-
ment following extraction, GBR can be per-
formed simultaneously to address existing 
bone deficits or prevent future resorption. In 
cases with compromised or thin surrounding 
bone, GBR offers additional support, creating 
a stable environment for osseointegration and 
minimizing the risk of future bone loss around 

the implant [23].
4. Aesthetic zone implants: In the anterior 
maxilla, GBR is often necessary to achieve 
optimal aesthetics by restoring bone to support 
surrounding gum tissue [39]. Bone augmen-
tation in this area not only improves implant 
stability but also enhances visual outcomes, 
particularly in patients with high smile lines 
where any deficiency is easily visible [2]. 

Clinical Protocols and Best Practices in 
GBR

GBR requires a structured approach encom-
passing preoperative planning, precise surgi-
cal execution, and diligent post-operative care 
to optimize bone regeneration and implant 
stability [40]. Adherence to best practices 
across these phases enhances predictable out-
comes and minimizes complications.

Preoperative Assessment
Effective GBR begins with a comprehen-
sive preoperative evaluation to assess bone 
deficiency, anatomical challenges, and pa-
tient-specific risk factors [10]. Imaging, pri-
marily through cone-beam computed tomog-
raphy (CBCT), provides detailed insights 
into bone volume, defect morphology, and 
proximity to anatomical structures like the 
maxillary sinus and mandibular nerve, en-
abling precise planning of the augmentation 
volume and implant positioning [15]. Beyond 
imaging, a thorough patient evaluation is nec-
essary to identify factors affecting bone heal-
ing, including smoking, diabetes, periodontal 
disease history, and medications (e.g., bis-
phosphonates) that impact bone metabolism. 
Recognizing these risk factors allows clini-
cians to adapt GBR protocols, potentially in-
corporating additional regenerative materials 
or adjusting post-operative care [13].

Surgical Techniques
The surgical phase of GBR involves critical 
steps designed to establish a stable bone foun-
dation for implants. Figure-1 illustrates the 
schematic of the step-by-step surgical tech-
niques.
1. Flap Design and Defect Exposure: A 
full-thickness flap is created to expose the 
bone defect while preserving the periosteum, 
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crucial for vascular supply [41]. The flap de-
sign is essential, with an adequately sized flap 
allowing access and enabling tension-free clo-
sure. Precise incisions and gentle handling of 
soft tissue minimize trauma, supporting better 
healing [42].
2. Membrane placement and stabilization: Af-
ter debridement to remove granulation tissue 
or infection, bone graft material is placed in 
the defect as a scaffold for new bone growth 
[43]. A barrier membrane, either resorbable 
or non-resorbable, is then positioned over the 
graft. Membrane stabilization is essential to 
prevent movement, which can disrupt regen-
eration. Resorbable membranes are typically 
fixed with sutures or pins, while non-resorb-
able membranes may require screws. Keeping 
the membrane immobile preserves space for 
bone growth and prevents soft tissue invasion 
[7].
3. Achieving tension-free closure: Ten-
sion-free flap closure is critical to reduce the 
risk of membrane exposure, a common GBR 
complication. Mobilizing the flap sufficiently 
to cover the membrane without tension, using 
techniques like periosteal scoring or under-

mining, allows primary closure over the graft. 
Proper closure shields the graft and membrane 
from the oral environment, reduces inflamma-
tion, and supports smooth healing [44]. 

Post-operative Care
Post-operative care is vital for managing in-
flammation, infection risk, and early bone 
healing.
1. Medications: To control infection and in-
flammation, patients typically receive antibi-
otics (e.g., amoxicillin or clindamycin) and 
anti-inflammatory medication. NSAIDs are 
commonly used to manage post-operative dis-
comfort and swelling [13].
2. Oral hygiene and wound care: Patients are 
advised to maintain oral hygiene without dis-
turbing the surgical site. Antibacterial mouth 
rinses, such as chlorhexidine, are recommend-
ed twice daily to control microbial load, and 
brushing over the surgical site is avoided for 
at least two weeks to prevent trauma to heal-
ing tissues [45].
3. Follow-up and monitoring: Regular fol-
low-up appointments are critical for tracking 
healing, detecting early complications, and 

Figure 1. Schematic Diagram of Guided Bone Regeneration Technique 
A. Measurement of Defect: Using a ruler or measuring tool, the bone defect area around the implant is measured to assess the space 
needed for guided bone regeneration. B. Placement of Bone Graft Material: A bone graft material is applied to the deficient area around 
the implant, filling the bone defect. C. Insertion of Guided Tissue Membrane: A guided tissue membrane is inserted to cover the bone 
graft, helping to stabilize the graft material and provide a barrier to soft tissue invasion. D. Membrane Placement over Graft: A barrier 
membrane is placed over the bone graft material to protect it and prevent soft tissue from invading the graft area. Sutures or other fixation 
methods are used to secure the membrane in place. E1. Removal of Non-Absorbable Barrier Membrane: The non-absorbable barrier 
membrane is removed after the bone regeneration period, allowing inspection of the newly formed bone. E2. Absorbable Barrier Mem-
brane: An absorbable barrier membrane is used, which gradually dissolves over time, eliminating the need for removal and providing 
prolonged protection for bone regeneration. F. Final Bone Formation and Implant Stability: After the healing period, the bone is fully 
regenerated around the implant, providing stability and support for the implant within the newly formed bone.
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ensuring graft and membrane stability [46]. 
Typically scheduled within the first week, then 
at 2–4 weeks, and at 3 months, follow-ups 
monitor for membrane exposure, infection 
signs, or excessive swelling. If non-resorb-
able membranes are used, they are removed 
after 4–6 weeks. Long-term follow-ups using 
radiographic imaging continue to assess bone 
formation until the site is ready for implant 
placement [47].

GBR Success Rates in Implantology

GBR has been extensively studied for its ef-
fectiveness in improving dental implant suc-
cess, particularly in cases with inadequate 
bone volume where direct implant placement 
may be unfeasible [48, 49]. Table-2 provides 
an overview of the membrane types, bone 
graft materials, and implant success and sur-
vival rates.

Success Rates and Implant Stability
Numerous studies indicate that GBR sig-
nificantly increases implant success rates, 
particularly in cases with pre-existing bone 
deficiencies.[50] A systematic review by Ro-
ca-Millan et al., [52], which pooled data from 
multiple clinical trials and case series, found 
that the use of titanium membranes in GBR 

procedures results in comparable bone gain 
to other commonly used membranes, such as 
d-PTFE and titanium meshes, with a vertical 
gain of 7.3 mm and horizontal gains reaching 
up to 9 mm. Also, they reported the overall 
implant survival rate and succus rate with 
GBR was approximately 96.3% and 91.3%, 
respectively.
Implant stability is another critical factor 
improved by GBR, as insufficient bone can 
lead to micromovements that impede initial 
stability and disrupt osseointegration. Stud-
ies indicate that GBR helps to create a dens-
er and more consistent bone structure around 
the implant, which is vital for both primary 
and secondary stability [53]. Several studies 
reported that implants placed with GBR in 
areas with significant bone loss demonstrat-
ed notably higher primary stability and were 
able to support functional loads sooner than 
implants placed without GBR. This initial sta-
bility reduces the risk of early implant failure 
and contributes to the overall success of the 
procedure [54-56].

Osseointegration and Bone Quality
GBR not only supports implant stability but 
also enhances the quality of osseointegration, 
the biological process by which the implant 
surface fuses with the surrounding bone. Suc-

Table 2. Summary of Clinical or Meta-analysis Studies on GBR And Dental Implant Survival and Success 
Rates

Study
Sample 

Size
Type of 

Membrane
Bone Graft 

Material
Success Rate 

(%)
Survival 
Rate (%)

Follow-
up

(Year)
Urban et 
al.[15]

82 I e-PTFE + CM Autografts 94.7 100 6

Jung et 
al.[49]

265 I e-PTFE or CM Xenograft
91.9 (CM), 

92.6 (e-PTFE)
93.2 12-14

Bazrafshan et 
al.[50] 

73 P CM Xenograft 90 97.95 2-7

Cairo et 
al.[51] 

96 P, 
195 I

e-PTFE or CM
Xenograft 

Autogenous
100 100 5

Roca-Millan 
et al.[52]

13 
studies

Titanium foils
Autograft, 
Allograft, 
Xenograft

91.3% 96.5% 1-9

Işık et al.[16] 50 I CM Xenograft 100 100 2
I: Implants; P: Patients; e-PTFE: Expanded polytetrafluoroethylene; CM: collagen membrane
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cessful osseointegration is essential for long-
term implant health, as it ensures that the 
implant remains firmly anchored in the bone. 
[57, 58 E.,] A systematic review by Esteves et 
al. [57] analyzed studies on GBR techniques 
and found that collagen-based membranes 
enhanced osseointegration by promoting ef-
fective bone regeneration around the implant 
site. The studies showed that collagen mem-
branes facilitate close bone-to-implant contact 
(BIC), strengthening osseointegration by fos-
tering a stable and supportive bone environ-
ment. This enhancement of osseointegration 
through GBR with collagen membranes indi-
cates their suitability for creating a favorable 
structure that promotes long-term implant sta-
bility [49, 57].
Additional studies demonstrate that the bone 
quality around GBR-treated implants is com-
parable to that of native bone, further sup-
porting effective osseointegration. By using 
osteoconductive materials in GBR, such as 
bone grafts and bioactive membranes, the re-
generated bone exhibits similar mechanical 
properties to surrounding bone. This enhanc-
es the implant's resistance to biomechanical 
forces, reducing the risk of implant loosening 
or failure over time [59]. 

Long-term Survival Rates and Complica-
tions

Long-term survival is a primary metric for 
evaluating the success of dental implants, as 
implants are expected to provide a permanent 
solution [55]. A study by Wang et al., [60] re-
ported on the stability of peri-implantitis sur-
gical reconstructive therapy over a 2.5-year 
period, indicating sustained improvements in 
probing pocket depth and radiographic mar-
ginal bone levels. Also, another study reported 
a 100% implant survival rate over a follow-up 
period ranging from 1 to 15 years (mean of 
approximately 6 years), with satisfactory sta-
bility and minimal bone loss observed in most 
patients [61]. 

Bone Stability and Marginal Bone Loss
Maintaining bone stability around implants is 
crucial for long-term success. GBR not only 
increases initial bone volume but also appears 
to support bone preservation over time, reduc-

ing marginal bone loss a common indicator of 
implant health [62]. Studies with follow-up 
periods indicate that GBR can help maintain 
alveolar ridge height and prevent significant 
bone resorption around the implant [60, 51]. 
For instance, A 10-year retrospective cohort 
study demonstrated that that long-term mar-
ginal bone resorption rates in GBR-treated 
implants were lower compared to non-aug-
mented implants, supporting the role of GBR 
in mitigating long-term bone resorption [3]. 
However, the extent of this stability may vary 
based on factors such as the type of graft 
material used, membrane properties, and pa-
tient-specific factors such as bone density and 
general health [62].
Despite these positive findings, some degree 
of bone resorption may still occur over time in 
GBR sites, potentially due to natural remod-
eling processes or mechanical stress from the 
implant. Bone stability is also influenced by 
the quality and integration of the grafted bone, 
underscoring the importance of selecting ap-
propriate materials and techniques for each 
patient to optimize long-term outcomes [61].

Complications
While GBR offers significant benefits, it is not 
without complications, particularly in the long 
term. Peri-implantitis a bacterial infection and 
inflammation affecting the tissues around the 
implant is a notable concern in GBR-aug-
mented implants, as it can lead to progressive 
bone loss and implant failure [63]. Some stud-
ies indicate that the risk of peri-implantitis 
may be slightly higher in augmented sites due 
to the presence of graft materials, which may 
create microenvironments more prone to bac-
terial colonization [60].
Another potential complication is membrane 
exposure, which can occur if the membrane 
becomes exposed to the oral environment 
due to insufficient soft tissue coverage or flap 
tension [57]. Membrane exposure, particular-
ly in the early stages of healing, poses a risk 
of infection and may compromise the graft’s 
success by allowing bacterial invasion [64]. 
Non-resorbable membranes are especially 
prone to this complication since they remain 
in place until removed [65]. Resorbable mem-
branes generally reduce the risk of long-term 
exposure but may lack the durability needed 
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for extensive defects [10]. Strategies such as 
tension-free closure and patient-specific flap 
management help mitigate this risk, but the 
development of more advanced membranes 
with enhanced resistance to exposure and bac-
terial infiltration would be beneficial [66]. 

Limitations and Challenges

While GBR is a powerful technique for en-
hancing implant success, several challenges 
limit its effectiveness and generalizability in 
clinical practice. Recognizing these limita-
tions is key to refining GBR approaches and 
guiding future research in dental implantolo-
gy [67, 68].

Small Sample Sizes and Study Limitations
Many studies evaluating GBR are conducted 
with small sample sizes, limiting the gener-
alizability of their findings and creating sta-
tistical variability that can complicate reli-
able conclusions about the effectiveness of 
specific materials or techniques. This lack of 
large-scale trials restricts the strength of the 
available evidence and highlights the need for 
more robust studies to support clinical deci-
sion-making [52] 

Variability in Techniques and Materials
GBR research is complicated by a high de-
gree of variability in techniques and materials 
across studies. Differences in membrane types 
(resorbable vs. non-resorbable), bone graft 
sources (autografts, allografts, xenografts, 
synthetics), and surgical techniques all im-
pact outcomes, often resulting in inconsistent 
findings [52, 69]. Additionally, variations in 
membrane placement, fixation methods, and 
post-operative care protocols add further het-
erogeneity. Standardization of GBR methods 
and materials in future studies would improve 
the comparability of results and enable clearer 
identification of best practices [69, 40].

Cost and Accessibility
The specialized materials required for GBR, 
including bioactive membranes, growth fac-
tors, and customized scaffolds, contribute to 
high procedural costs, limiting accessibility in 
resource-constrained settings [70]. Research 
focused on developing cost-effective and 

universally accessible GBR materials could 
help make this technique a viable option for 
a broader range of patients, reducing financial 
barriers to care [71].

Risk of Complications
Despite its high success rate, GBR is not with-
out risks. Complications such as membrane 
exposure, infection, and inadequate bone re-
generation can occur, potentially prolonging 
healing, requiring additional interventions, or 
even leading to implant failure [72]. Advanc-
es in materials and surgical techniques have 
reduced some of these risks, yet the poten-
tial for complications remains, particularly 
in cases with complex anatomical challenges 
or systemic health issues. Improved patient 
screening, meticulous preoperative planning, 
and refined surgical protocols are essential for 
reducing these risks and improving the pre-
dictability of GBR outcomes [15].

Innovative Directions

Recent advancements in GBR have expanded 
its applications and improved outcomes, yet 
research is needed to further enhance materi-
als, biological responses, and long-term suc-
cess. Focusing on these areas will optimize 
GBR's potential to support successful dental 
implants [5].

Optimizing GBR Materials
Future GBR materials must be biocompati-
ble, and capable of enhancing bone growth. 
Next-generation membranes that combine 
mechanical stability with bioactivity such as 
those releasing osteoinductive factors could 
improve regeneration efficiency. [71, 73, 
22]. Additionally, hybrid materials blending 
the durability of non-resorbable membranes 
with resorbable convenience would reduce 
the need for secondary surgeries. Affordable 
options with consistent performance are also 
vital for broader accessibility, especially in re-
source-limited settings [9].

Enhancing Biological Response
The controlled release of growth factors like 
BMPs, PDGF, and VEGF shows promise in 
accelerating bone regeneration [27, 25]. Fu-
ture studies should refine using stem or genet-
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ically modified cells could create personalized 
regenerative therapies that align GBR more 
closely with individual biological profiles, 
boosting bone growth and reducing healing 
times [25].

Digital Integration and 3D Printing
Digital technologies, such as 3D imaging and 
printing, allow for custom GBR scaffolds 
and membranes, enhancing fit, stability, and 
regenerative success [22]. Future 3D-printed 
scaffolds incorporating bioactive elements 
could offer integrated solutions that support 
rapid bone formation [74].
Overall, innovations in GBR materials, bi-
ological enhancement, long-term research, 
personalization, and digital technologies will 
make GBR more effective, predictable, and 
accessible, supporting better outcomes in den-
tal implantology.

Conclusion

GBR has become an indispensable technique 
in dental implantology, particularly for cases 
involving compromised bone volume. This 
review underscores GBR’s effectiveness in 
enhancing implant success by creating stable, 
regenerative environments that promote new 
bone growth. Through the strategic use of 
barrier membranes and graft materials, GBR 
facilitates implant stability, enables success-
ful osseointegration, and improves aesthetic 
outcomes, even in patients with severe bone 
deficiencies.

The success of this method relies on advance-
ments in materials and techniques, such as 
resorbable and bioactive membranes, as well 
as novel grafting materials like autografts, 
xenografts, and synthetic options. Recent in-
novations, including 3D-printed scaffolds and 
growth factor-enhanced biomaterials, show 
promise for improving GBR’s predictability 
and reducing patient recovery times. Effective 
clinical protocols spanning from preoperative 
planning to post-operative care are essential 
for minimizing complications and maximiz-
ing the benefits of GBR in various implant 
scenarios, including sinus lifts, ridge augmen-
tation, and aesthetic zone implants.
Despite its success, GBR is not without chal-
lenges, including risks of membrane exposure, 
infection, and peri-implantitis, especially over 
the long term. Additionally, limitations such 
as cost, variability in clinical outcomes, and 
limited long-term studies highlight the need 
for continued research. Future directions in 
GBR are likely to focus on optimizing materi-
als for bioactivity, integrating digital technol-
ogies for precise implant planning, and per-
sonalizing approaches based on patient-spe-
cific characteristics. As technology advances, 
GBR will continue to evolve, offering more 
predictable, efficient, and accessible solutions 
that align with the growing demands of mod-
ern dental implantology.

Conflict of Interest 

None.

References

Guided Bone Regeneration in Dental Implant Taghizadeh E, et al.Taghizadeh E, et al. Guided Bone Regeneration in Dental Implant

10 GMJ.2024;13:e3681
www.gmj.ir

1.	 Simoni E, Isufi R, Kadaifciu D. Guided Bone 
Regeneration Effects on Bone Quantity and 
Outcomes of Dental Implants in Patients 
With Insufficient Bone Support: A Single-
Center Observational Study. Cureus. 
2023;15(5):e38988.

2.	 Yang Z, Wu C, Shi H, Luo X, Sun H, 
Wang Q et al. Advances in Barrier 
Membranes for Guided Bone Regeneration 
Techniques. Frontiers in Bioengineering and 
Biotechnology. 2022;10:921576.

3.	 Yang R, Zhang S, Song SQ, Liu XD, Zhao 
G, Zheng J, et al. [Influence of guided 
bone regeneration on marginal bone loss of 
implants in the mandible posterior region. 

a 10-year retrospective cohort study]. 
2021;56(12):1211-6. 

4.	 Simion M, Dahlin C, Rocchietta I, 
Stavropoulos A, Sánchez RA, Karring 
TJCoir. Vertical ridge augmentation with 
guided bone regeneration in association with 
dental implants. an experimental study in 
dogs. 2007;18 (1):86-94. 

5.	 Elgali I, Omar O, Dahlin C, Thomsen P. 
Guided bone regeneration: materials and 
biological mechanisms revisited. European 
Journal of Oral Sciences. 2017;125:315-37. 

6.	 Gentile P, Chiono V, Tonda-Turo C, Ferreira 
AM, Ciardelli G. Polymeric membranes for 
guided bone regeneration. Biotechnology 



Guided Bone Regeneration in Dental Implant Taghizadeh E, et al.

10 GMJ.2024;13:e3681
www.gmj.ir

GMJ.2024;13:e3681
www.gmj.ir

11

journal. 2011;6(10):1187-97.
7.	 Rakhmatia YD, Ayukawa Y, Furuhashi A, 

Koyano K. Current barrier membranes: 
Titanium mesh and other membranes 
for guided bone regeneration in dental 
applications. Journal of Prosthodontic 
Research. 2013;57(1):3-14. 

8.	 Schwarz F, Rothamel D, Herten M, 
Wuestefeld M, Sager M, Ferrari D et al. 
Immunohistochemical characterization of 
guided bone regeneration at a dehiscence-
type defect using different barrier 
membranes: an experimental study in 
dogs. Clinical Oral Implants Research. 
2008;19(4):402-15. 

9.	 Turri A, Elgali I, Vazirisani F, Johansson A, 
Emanuelsson L, Dahlin C et al. Guided bone 
regeneration is promoted by the molecular 
events in the membrane compartment. 
Biomaterials. 2016;84:167-83. 

10.	 Kim K, Su Y, Kucine AJ, Cheng K, Zhu D. 
Guided Bone Regeneration Using Barrier 
Membrane in Dental Applications. ACS 
Biomaterials Science & Engineering. 
2023;9(10):5457-78. 

11.	 Miller RJ, Korn RJ, Miller RJJTIjop, 
dentistry r. The Use of a Dehydrated, 
Deepithelialized Amnion-Chorion Membrane 
in Guided Bone Regeneration Involving 
Staged Implant Placement. Case Series with 
a 5-Year Follow-up. 2021;41(5):657-62. 

12.	 Sanz M, Dahlin C, Apatzidou D, Artzi Z, 
Bozic D, Calciolari E et al. Biomaterials 
and regenerative technologies used in bone 
regeneration in the craniomaxillofacial 
region: Consensus report of group 2 of the 
15th European Workshop on Periodontology 
on Bone Regeneration. Journal of Clinical 
Periodontology. 2019;46(S21):82-91. 

13.	 Jung RE, Brügger LV, Bienz SP, Hüsler J, 
Hämmerle CHF, Zitzmann NU. Clinical 
and radiographical performance of 
implants placed with simultaneous guided 
bone regeneration using resorbable and 
nonresorbable membranes after 22–24 
years, a prospective, controlled clinical 
trial. Clinical Oral Implants Research. 
2021;32(12):1455-65. 

14.	 Norowski Jr PA, Fujiwara T, Clem WC, 
Adatrow PC, Eckstein EC, Haggard WO et 
al. Novel naturally crosslinked electrospun 
nanofibrous chitosan mats for guided 
bone regeneration membranes: material 
characterization and cytocompatibility. 
Journal of tissue engineering and 
regenerative medicine.  2015;9(5):577-83. 

15.	 Urban IA, Jovanovic SA, Lozada JJTIjoo, 
implants m. Vertical ridge augmentation 
using guided bone regeneration (GBR) in 
three clinical scenarios prior to implant 
placement: a retrospective study of 35 
patients 12 to 72 months after loading. 
International Journal of Oral & Maxillofacial 
Implants. 2009;24(3):502-10. 

16.	 Işık G, Özden Yüce M, Koçak-Topbaş 
N, Günbay T. Guided bone regeneration 
simultaneous with implant placement using 
bovine-derived xenograft with and without 
liquid platelet-rich fibrin: a randomized 
controlled clinical trial. Clinical Oral 
Investigations. 2021;25(9):5563-75. 

17.	 Lee S-W, Kim S-G, Balázsi C, Chae 
W-S, Lee H-O. Comparative study of 
hydroxyapatite from eggshells and synthetic 
hydroxyapatite for bone regeneration. Oral 
Surgery, Oral Medicine, Oral Pathology and 
Oral Radiology. 2012;113(3):348-55.

18.	 Lee J-H, An H-w, Im J-S, Kim W-J, Lee 
D-W, Yun J-H. Evaluation of the clinical and 
radiographic effectiveness of treating peri-
implant bone defects with a new biphasic 
calcium phosphate bone graft: a prospective, 
multicenter randomized controlled trial. 
Journal of Periodontal & Implant Science. 
2023;53(4):306.

19.	 Park S-Y, Kim K-H, Kim S, Lee Y-M, Seol 
Y-J. BMP-2 Gene Delivery-Based Bone 
Regeneration in Dentistry. Pharmaceutics. 
2019;11(8):393. 

20.	 Mijiritsky E, Assaf HD, Kolerman R, 
Mangani L, Ivanova V, Zlatev S. Autologous 
Platelet Concentrates (APCs) for Hard 
Tissue Regeneration in Oral Implantology, 
Sinus Floor Elevation, Peri-Implantitis, 
Socket Preservation, and Medication-Related 
Osteonecrosis of the Jaw (MRONJ): A 
Literature Review. Biology. 2022;11(9):1254. 

21.	 Zhang X, Li Q, Wang Z, Zhou W, Zhang 
L, Liu Y et al. Bone regeneration materials 
and their application over 20 years: 
A bibliometric study and systematic 
review. Frontiers in Bioengineering and 
Biotechnology. 2022;10:1-19. 

22.	 Marshall KM, Wojciechowski JP, Jayawarna 
V, Hasan A, Echalier C, Øvrebø Ø et al. 
Bioactive coatings on 3D printed scaffolds 
for bone regeneration: Translation from 
in vitro to in vivo models and the impact 
of material properties and growth factor 
concentration. bioRxiv. 2023; :2023-10. 

23.	 El-Rashidy AA, Roether JA, Harhaus L, 
Kneser U, Boccaccini AR. Regenerating 



bone with bioactive glass scaffolds: A review 
of in vivo studies in bone defect models. Acta 
Biomaterialia. 2017;62:1-28.

24.	 Fitzpatrick V, Martín-Moldes Z, Deck 
A, Torres-Sanchez R, Valat A, Cairns 
D et al. Functionalized 3D-printed silk-
hydroxyapatite scaffolds for enhanced 
bone regeneration with innervation 
and vascularization. Biomaterials. 
2021;276:120995. 

25.	 Lee J, Lee S, Ahmad T, Madhurakkat 
Perikamana SK, Lee J, Kim EM et al. 
Human adipose-derived stem cell spheroids 
incorporating platelet-derived growth factor 
(PDGF) and bio-minerals for vascularized 
bone tissue engineering. Biomaterials. 
2020;255:120192.

26.	 Jang J, Longoni A, Li J, Lindberg Gabriella 
CJ, Rnjak-Kovacina J, Wise Lyn M et al. 
Strategies for inclusion of growth factors 
into 3D printed bone grafts. Essays in 
Biochemistry. 2021;65(3):569-85. 

27.	 Oliveira ÉR, Nie L, Podstawczyk D, 
Allahbakhsh A, Ratnayake J, Brasil 
DL et al. Advances in Growth Factor 
Delivery for Bone Tissue Engineering. 
International Journal of Molecular Sciences. 
2021;22(2):903.

28.	 Nayak VV, Slavin BV, Bergamo ETP, 
Torroni A, Runyan CM, Flores RL et al. 
Three-Dimensional Printing Bioceramic 
Scaffolds Using Direct-Ink-Writing for 
Craniomaxillofacial Bone Regeneration. 
Tissue Engineering Part C: Methods. 
2023;29(7):332-45. 

29.	 De Bruyckere T, Cabeza RG, Eghbali 
A, Younes F, Cleymaet R, Cosyn J. A 
randomized controlled study comparing 
guided bone regeneration with connective 
tissue graft to reestablish buccal convexity at 
implant sites: A 1-year volumetric analysis. 
Clinical Implant Dentistry and Related 
Research. 2020;22(4):468-76. 

30.	 Sadek K, El Moshy S, Radwan I, Rady D, 
Abbass M, El-Rashidy A et al. Molecular 
Basis beyond Interrelated Bone Resorption/
Regeneration in Periodontal Diseases: A 
Concise Review. International Journal of 
Molecular Sciences. 2023;24(5):4599.

31.	 Li P, Zhu H, Huang D. Autogenous DDM 
versus Bio‐Oss granules in GBR for 
immediate implantation in periodontal 
postextraction sites: A prospective clinical 
study. Clinical Implant Dentistry and Related 
Research. 2018;20(6):923-8. 

32.	 Nigmatov IO, Boymuradov SA, Djuraev 

JA, Shukhratovich YSJTAJoMS, Research 
P. Post-Traumatic Defects And Face 
Deformations: Features Of Diagnostics And 
Treatment. The American Journal of Medical 
Sciences and Pharmaceutical Research. 
2021;3(01):55-66. 

33.	 Kondo T, Kanayama K, Egusa H, Nishimura 
I. Current perspectives of residual ridge 
resorption: Pathological activation of oral 
barrier osteoclasts. Journal of Prosthodontic 
Research. 2023;67(1):12-22. 

34.	 MacBeth ND, Donos N, Mardas N. Alveolar 
ridge preservation with guided bone 
regeneration or socket seal technique A 
randomised, single‐blind controlled clinical 
trial. Clinical Oral Implants Research. 
2022;33(7):681-99. 

35.	 Clementini M, Morlupi A, Canullo L, 
Agrestini C, Barlattani A. Success rate 
of dental implants inserted in horizontal 
and vertical guided bone regenerated 
areas: a systematic review. International 
Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery. 
2012;41(7):847-52. 

36.	 Arnal HM, Angioni CD, Gaultier F, 
Urbinelli R, Urban IA. Horizontal guided 
bone regeneration on knife‐edge ridges: 
A retrospective case–control pilot study 
comparing two surgical techniques. Clinical 
Implant Dentistry and Related Research. 
2022;24(2):211-21. 

37.	 Tay JRH, Ng E, Lu XJ, Lai WMC. Healing 
complications and their detrimental effects 
on bone gain in vertical‐guided bone 
regeneration: A systematic review and meta‐
analysis. Clinical Implant Dentistry and 
Related Research. 2022;24(1):43-71. 

38.	 Lie SAN, Claessen RMMA, Leung CAW, 
Merten HA, Kessler PAWH. Non-grafted 
versus grafted sinus lift procedures for 
implantation in the atrophic maxilla: a 
systematic review and meta-analysis of 
randomized controlled trials. International 
Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery. 
2022;51(1):122-32. 

39.	 Rocchietta I, Moreno F, Nisand D. 
Management of Complications in Anterior 
Maxilla During Guided Bone Regeneration  
Bone Augmentation by Anatomical Region. 
USA: WILY. 2020;:235-54.

40.	 Cucchi A, Sartori M, Parrilli A, Aldini NN, 
Vignudelli E, Corinaldesi G. Histological 
and histomorphometric analysis of bone 
tissue after guided bone regeneration with 
non‐resorbable membranes vs resorbable 
membranes and titanium mesh. Clinical 

Guided Bone Regeneration in Dental Implant Taghizadeh E, et al.Taghizadeh E, et al. Guided Bone Regeneration in Dental Implant

12 GMJ.2024;13:e3681
www.gmj.ir



years. Clinical Oral Implants Research. 
2012;24(10):1065-73. 

50.	 Bazrafshan N, Darby I. Retrospective success 
and survival rates of dental implants placed 
with simultaneous bone augmentation in 
partially edentulous patients. Clinical Oral 
Implants Research. 2013;25(7):768-73. 

51.	 Cairo F, Nieri M, Cavalcanti R, Landi L, 
Rupe A, Sforza NM et al. Marginal soft 
tissue recession after lateral guided bone 
regeneration at implant site: A long‐term 
study with at least 5 years of loading. Clinical 
Oral Implants Research. 2020;31(11):1116-
24. 

52.	 Roca-Millan E, Jané-Salas E, Estrugo-
Devesa A, López-López J. Evaluation of 
Bone Gain and Complication Rates after 
Guided Bone Regeneration with Titanium 
Foils: A Systematic Review. Materials. 
2020;13(23):5346. 

53.	 Arunjaroensuk S, Thunyakitpisal P, 
Nampuksa K, Monmaturapoj N, Mattheos 
N, Pimkhaokham A. Stability of guided bone 
regeneration with two ratios of biphasic 
calcium phosphate at implant sites in the 
esthetic zone: A randomized controlled 
clinical trial. Clinical Oral Implants 
Research. 2023;34(8):850-62. 

54.	 Johnson TB, Siderits B, Nye S, Jeong 
Y-H, Han S-H, Rhyu I-C et al. Effect of 
guided bone regeneration on bone quality 
surrounding dental implants. Journal of 
Biomechanics. 2018;80:166-70. 

55.	 Dahlin C, Simion M, Hatano N. Long‐Term 
Follow‐Up on Soft and Hard Tissue Levels 
Following Guided Bone Regeneration 
Treatment in Combination with a Xenogeneic 
Filling Material: A 5‐Year Prospective 
Clinical Study. Clinical Implant Dentistry 
and Related Research. 2010;12(4):263-70. 

56.	 Calciolari E, Corbella S, Gkranias N, 
Viganó M, Sculean A, Donos N. Efficacy of 
biomaterials for lateral bone augmentation 
performed with guided bone regeneration 
A network meta‐analysis. Periodontology 
2000. 2023;93(1):77-106. 

57.	 Esteves MET, Bianchini RMG, Gonzatti 
JPP, Scriboni AB. Guided bone regeneration 
in implant dentistry: a systematic review. 
MedNEXT Journal of Medical and Health 
Sciences. 2023;4(S2):mdnt23S221. 

58.	 Dellavia C, Canciani E, Pellegrini G, 
Tommasato G, Graziano D, Chiapasco M. 
Histological assessment of mandibular 
bone tissue after guided bone regeneration 
with customized computer‐aided design/

Implant Dentistry and Related Research. 
2019;21(4):693-701. 

41.	 Fugazzotto PA. Maintenance of Soft 
Tissue Closure Following Guided Bone 
Regeneration: Technical Considerations 
and Report of 723 Cases. Journal of 
Periodontology. 1999;70(9):1085-97. 

42.	 Windisch P, Orban K, Salvi GE, Sculean A, 
Molnar B. Vertical-guided bone regeneration 
with a titanium-reinforced d-PTFE 
membrane utilizing a novel split-thickness 
flap design: a prospective case series. Clinical 
Oral Investigations. 2020;25(5):2969-80. 

43.	 Mijiritsky E, Ferroni L, Gardin C, Bressan 
E, Zanette G, Piattelli A et al. Porcine Bone 
Scaffolds Adsorb Growth Factors Secreted 
by MSCs and Improve Bone Tissue Repair. 
Materials. 2017;10(9):1054. 

44.	 Khojasteh A, Kheiri L, Motamedian S, 
Khoshkam V. Guided bone regeneration 
for the reconstruction of alveolar bone 
defects. Annals of Maxillofacial Surgery. 
2017;7(2):263-77.

45.	 De Angelis P, Manicone P, De Angelis S, 
Passarelli P, Desantis V, Romeo A et al. 
Implant Placement with Simultaneous 
Guided Bone Regeneration Using 
Advanced Platelet-Rich Fibrin and a 
Deproteinized Bovine Bone Mineral: A 
2-Year Retrospective and Comparative Study. 
The International Journal of Periodontics & 
Restorative Dentistry. 2022;42(6):e209-e16. 

46.	 Naenni N, Stucki L, Hüsler J, Schneider D, 
Hämmerle CHF, Jung RE et al. Implants sites 
with concomitant bone regeneration using 
a resorbable or non-resorbable membrane 
result in stable marginal bone levels and 
similar profilometric outcomes over 5 years. 
Clin Oral Impl Res. 2021;32(8):893-904.

47.	 Jiang X, Zhang Y, Di P, Lin Y. Hard tissue 
volume stability of guided bone regeneration 
during the healing stage in the anterior 
maxilla: A clinical and radiographic study. 
Clinical Implant Dentistry and Related 
Research. 2017;20(1):68-75. 

48.	 Pinheiro MPF, Quinelato V, Moreno MD, 
Pinheiro CC, Duarte JGR, Mesquita HdS et 
al. Predictability of osseointegrated implants 
installed in guided bone regeneration areas: 
a retrospective study. Revista Eletrônica 
Acervo Saúde. 2023;23(5): e11934.

49.	 Jung RE, Fenner N, Hämmerle CHF, 
Zitzmann NU. Long‐term outcome 
of implants placed with guided bone 
regeneration (GBR) using resorbable and 
non‐resorbable membranes after 12–14 

Guided Bone Regeneration in Dental Implant Taghizadeh E, et al.

12 GMJ.2024;13:e3681
www.gmj.ir

GMJ.2024;13:e3681
www.gmj.ir

13



computer‐assisted manufacture titanium 
mesh in humans: A cohort study. Clinical 
Implant Dentistry and Related Research. 
2021;23(4):600-11. 

59.	 Abu Alfaraj T, Al-Madani S, Alqahtani 
NS, Almohammadi AA, Alqahtani 
AM, AlQabbani HS et al. Optimizing 
Osseointegration in Dental Implantology: 
A Cross-Disciplinary Review of Current 
and Emerging Strategies. Cureus. 
2023;15(10):e47943.

60.	 Wang C-W, Di Gianfilippo R, Kaciroti N, Ou 
A, Feng S-W, Wang H-L. Stability of peri-
implantitis surgical reconstructive therapy—a 
(> 2 years) follow-up of a randomized 
clinical trial. Clinical Oral Investigations. 
2023;28(1):30. 

61.	 Urban IA, Monje A, Lozada JL, Wang HL. 
Long‐term Evaluation of Peri‐implant 
Bone Level after Reconstruction of Severely 
Atrophic Edentulous Maxilla via Vertical 
and Horizontal Guided Bone Regeneration 
in Combination with Sinus Augmentation: A 
Case Series with 1 to 15 Years of Loading. 
Clinical Implant Dentistry and Related 
Research. 2016;19(1):46-55. 

62.	 Win KZ, Pimkhaokham A, Kaboosaya B. 
Comparing Bone Graft Success, Implant 
Survival Rate, and Marginal Bone Loss: 
A Retrospective Study on Materials 
and Influential Factors. Journal of Oral 
Implantology. 2024;50(4):300-7. 

63.	 Albrektsson T, Chrcanovic B, Östman PO, 
Sennerby L. Initial and long‐term crestal 
bone responses to modern dental implants. 
Periodontology 2000. 2016;73(1):41-50. 

64.	 Zelikman H, Slutzkey G, Rosner O, 
Levartovsky S, Matalon S, Beitlitum 
I. Bacterial Growth on Three Non-
Resorbable Polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) 
Membranes—An In Vitro Study. Materials. 
2022;15(16):5705. 

65.	 Garcia J, Dodge A, Luepke P, Wang HL, 
Kapila Y, Lin GH. Effect of membrane 
exposure on guided bone regeneration: 
A systematic review and meta‐analysis. 
Clinical Oral Implants Research. 
2018;29(3):328-38. 

66.	 Michal Halperin-Sternfeld HZ-G, Lior 
Shapira, Asaf Wilensky. Lateral Guided 
Bone Regeneration Using a Novel Synthetic 
Bioresorbable Membrane: A Two Center 
Prospective Randomized Controlled Trial. 
Journal of Molecular and Clinical Medicine. 
2018;1(3):169–76. 

67.	 Yankov YG. Socket Preservation and 
Guided Bone Regeneration: Prerequisites 
for Successful Implant Dentistry. Cureus. 
2023;15(11):e48785. 

68.	 Robert L, Aloy-Prósper A, Arias-Herrera S. 
Vertical augmentation of the atrofic posterior 
mandibular ridges with onlay grafts: 
Intraoral blocks vs guided bone regeneration 
Systematic review. Journal of Clinical and 
Experimental Dentistry. 2023;15(5):e357-65.

69.	 Ramanauskaite A, Becker K, Cafferata EA, 
Schwarz F. Clinical efficacy of guided bone 
regeneration in peri‐implantitis defects A 
network meta‐analysis. Periodontology 
2000. 2023;93(1):236-53. 

70.	 Aprile P, Letourneur D, Simon‐Yarza T. 
Membranes for Guided Bone Regeneration: 
A Road from Bench to Bedside. Advanced 
Healthcare Materials. 2020;9(19):2000707.

71.	 Chouler J, Bentley I, Vaz F, O’Fee A, 
Cameron PJ, Di Lorenzo M. Exploring the 
use of cost-effective membrane materials 
for Microbial Fuel Cell based sensors. 
Electrochimica Acta. 2017;231:319-26. 

72.	 Jonker B, Wolvius E, van der Tas J, 
Tahmaseb A, Pijpe J. Esthetics and Patient-
Reported Outcomes of Implants Placed 
with Guided Bone Regeneration and 
Complete Native Bone: A Prospective 
Controlled Clinical Trial. The International 
Journal of Oral & Maxillofacial Implants. 
2020;35(2):406-14.

73.	 Donos N, Akcali A, Padhye N, Sculean A, 
Calciolari E. Bone regeneration in implant 
dentistry: Which are the factors affecting 
the clinical outcome? Periodontology 2000. 
2023;93(1):26-55. 

74.	 Mandelli F, Traini T, Ghensi P. Customized-
3D zirconia barriers for guided bone 
regeneration (GBR): clinical and histological 
findings from a proof-of-concept case series. 
Journal of Dentistry. 2021;114:103780.

Taghizadeh E, et al. Guided Bone Regeneration in Dental Implant

14 GMJ.2024;13:e3681
www.gmj.ir


