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The comparative studies in goats about the membrane pressure of
the top and the bottom of maxillary sinus and the frontal sinus
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[ Abstract] Objective To explore the differences of the membrane pressure about goat paranasal sinus membrane,
and analyze the reasons that may cause these. The discussion can provide the theoretical basis and guidance for the issues
of the maxillary sinus floor augmentation related to the membrane. Methods The membrane was cut into desired size from
every sinus membrane. The pressure data could be measured byusing the push-pull gauge and the homemade fixtures. A
paired t-test was used to determine the relationships between the parameters, P < 0.05 were accepted as statistically
significant. Results  The membrane pressure of the top of maxillary sinus was 260. 08 + 80. 12 Kpa, the bottom was
306. 90 +94. 37 Kpa, the frontal sinus membrane was 121. 72 +31.72 Kpa. The mean differences of membrane pressure
between the top of maxillary sinus and the frontal sinus, the bottom and the frontal, the top and the bottom were statistically
significant (P < 0.05). The membrane pressure of the top of maxillary sinus was bigger than the frontal sinus membrane,
The membrane pressure of the bottom of maxillary sinus was bigger than the frontal sinus membrane, The membrane

pressure of bottom of maxillary sinus was bigger than the top. Conclusions The membrane pressure among the frontal
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sinus, the top of maxillary sinus, and the bottom of maxillary sinus were different, and increased in turn.
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Tab.1 The mean and the SD of membrane pressure( Kpa)

frE ¥E bRt 2z He/ME R

Position Mean SD min max
LABISE T Top of maxillary sinus 260. 08 80. 12 152.58 388. 39
| AlSEJIK Bottom of maxillary sinus 306. 90 94.37 169.92 471. 62
%% Frontal sinus 121.72 31.72 69. 36 162. 99
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Tab.2 Comparison of the mean difference between membrane pressure ( Kpa)

AL i f e P
Groups t v P-value
IRES T E Top of maxillary sinus-Frontal sinus 5.131 9 0.001 *
SRR -% %% Bottom of maxillary sinus-Frontal sinus 5.874 9 0.000 *
ARSET- - ASE R Top of maxillary sinus-Bottom -2.892 9 0.018 "

7 P<0.05 ZRAGIFER L,
Note: * P <0.05 were accepted as statistically significant.
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Fig.1 Three-dimensional reconstruction of the goat skull
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Fig.2 Membrane infixtures
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Fig.5 Membranecentre break
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Fig.3 Screw down
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Fig.6 Reading of the push — pull gauge
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Fig.4 Pressure vertically
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Fig.7 Instrument after improvement





