Table II: Excluded articles after full-text screening; the articles marked in grey rows were included for qualitative analysis, but not quantitative one.


	Nr.
	References
	Exclusion motivation

	1
	Becktor JP et all. Clin Implant Dent Relat Res. 2007 Dec


	Excluded for the quantitative analysis:
Excluded for the quantitative analysis: The parameter “marginal bone level” was not clearly reported

	2
	Bratu EA et all. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2009 Aug


	Implants have same shoulder design; the comparison is on microthreads on the surface

	3
	De Siqueira RAC et all. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2017 Oct


	The topic is similar but the comparison is between equi-crestal and sub-crestal implants.

	4
	Chappuis V et all. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2016 Sep


	Excluded for the quantitative analysis: Excluded because it reports median, not mean value of MBL

	5
	Chien HH et all. J Oral Implantol. 2014 Oct


	It is focused on abutment design

	6
	Cosyn J et all. J Periodontol. 2007 Sep

.
	Implants have same shoulder design, the comparison is on microthreads on the surface

	7
	Ebler S et all. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2016 Sep


	The implants compared were 2 different type of bone level 

	8
	Esposito M et all. Eur J Oral Implantol. 2016


	The implants compared have the same position related to the bone

	9
	Hof M et all. Clin Implant Dent Relat Res. 2014 Oct

.
	It is focused on insertion torque and on the micro-design of the neck

	10
	Herrero-Climent M et all. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 2014 Nov-Dec


	Implants of both groups were placed maintaining the same shoulder-crest level.

	11
	Judgar R et all. Biomed Res Int. 2014 Jun


	The parameter “marginal bone level” and  was not reported. It was a histometrical analyses.

	12
	Khorsand A et all. Implant Dent 2016 Feb


	Implants position of both groups are similar, and the marginal bone loss is not measured

	13
	Khraisat A et all. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 2013 Mar-Apr


	It is focused on implant-abutment connection

	14
	Kim JJ et all. Clin Oral Implants Res 2010 Apr


	It does not follow all inclusion criteria, even if the comparison is focused on macro-design of the implant neck

	15
	Kütan E et all. Implant Dent Relat Res. 2015 Oct


	The implants compared have were both bone level, crestal and subcrestal implants

	16
	Marconcini S et all. Clin Implant Dent Relat Res. 2018 Jun


	The macro-design of the implants is similar so that it does not follow the inclusion criteria

	17
	Moberg LE et all. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2001 Oct


	Excluded for the quantitative analysis:
The parameter “marginal bone level” was not clearly reported

	18
	Nóvoa L et all. Int J Periodontics Restorative Dent. 2017 Sep/Oct


	It is focused on the macro-design of the abutment

	19
	Ormianer Z et all. Int J Prosthodont. 2015 Nov/Dec


	It is the topic of the present review but it is a case series

	20
	Pellicer-Chover H et all. Med Oral Patol Oral Cir Bucal. 2016 Jan


	The implants compared have were both bone level, crestal and subcrestal implants

	21
	Peñarrocha-Diago MA et all. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2013 Nov


	It is focused on the micro-design of the implant neck

	22
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Pozzi A et all. Clin Implant Dent Relat Res. 2014 Feb


	All the implants were placed at different level of bone crest 

	23
	Pozzi A, et all. J Oral Implantol. 2014 Spring


	It is focused on the connection

	24
	Sanz-Martin I et all. J Clin Periodontol. 2017 Aug


	It is a study on animal model (Dog)

	25
	Shin YK et all. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2006 Sep-Oct


	It is focused on microthreads and micro-design

	26
	Tan WC et all. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2011 Jan


	The impant position of the two implants are similar so that it does not follow inclusion criteria

	27
	Weinländer M et all. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2011 Jul


	It is focused on the macro-design of the abutment

	28
	Wittneben JG et all. J Dent Res. 2017 Feb


	It is focused on the macro-design of the abutment




