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Aim

To review the Iiteratures concerning the effect of the single-implant
mandibular overdenture (SIMO) on patient-reported outcome measures
(PROMs) and masticatory function in the fully edentulous patients. SIMO

Materials and Methods

Electronic databases (PubMed, Cochrane Library, EMBASE and Web of Science) were
searched, complemented with manual resources. Prospective studies published in English
up to February 2020 reporting the effect of SIMO on PROMSs and masticatory function in
the edentulous patients were included. This review focused on oral health-related quality
of life (OHRQoL), satistaction and masticatory function outcomes.

Results

Records identified through electronic databases Additional records 1dentified

Of 1157 mmtially screened articles, 9 e T |
randomised controlled trials (RCTs) and &

Lam 2019

Y
Records after duplicates removed (n = 302) Mogueira 20183

prospective studies ivolving 551 subjects

Magueira 2018hb

fulfilled the inclusion criteria. Two RCTS | seeie [ wwwiw T

Records excluded by title and abstract

were graded as high risk of bias or some | | Fuumm;mforeﬁgibﬂiw’ — Algutaibi 2017
concern, while others were low risk. All =~ ™" = Kronstrom 2017
prospective  studies  had  adequate T i
representativeness and assessment, but only 'M((),H (u(:)(] Brant 201
one study had a controlled cohort. |y ||| Follcastio 2016

In general, the edentulous patients restored with SIMOs had improved OHRQoL and general
satisfaction compared to those with conventional complete dentures (CCDs), but the outcome
of masticatory function was controversial.

Compared with two-implant mandibular overdenture (TIMO), SIMO showed no significant
differences regarding general satisfaction and satisfaction with speech, comfort, chewing
ability, aesthetics and social life. Conflicting results were observed in OHRQoL and
satisfaction with retention and stability. Better masticatory performance was observed 1n

TIMO group than SIMO group.

Conclusion

Within the limitation of this review, SIMO 1s featured with better OHRQoL and satisfaction
than CCD. SIMO and TIMO rendered similar patient satisfaction, but TIMO had better

masticatory performance.
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