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A HbA1c in insulin treated patients

Random Effects Model Z=3.96 (p<0.0001)

FIGURE S1.

standardized mean difference

type of treatment  study N: CGM/SMBG | stand. mean  95% CI )
basal-bolus Beck 2017 79/79 -0.53 -0.85; -0.21
| basal-bolus | Yaron 2019 52/47 .0.45 | -0.84; -0.05
basal-bolus Kim 2024 53/48 -0.45 | -0.85; -0.05
 all basal-bolus . | 184174 048 | -0.69; -0.27
basal Martens 2021 105/51 -0.35 -0.69; -0.02 N
basal or basal-bolus | 2897225 045 | -0.63; -0.18
' mixed b or bb | Agjan 2019 s2/47 047 | -0.86; -0.07 ;
 all insulin 3417272 045 | -0.61; -0.29 -
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.0%; Tau? = 0; X* = 0.57 (p=0.9669) -1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0 +0.5
Random Effects Model Z=-5.42 (p<0.0001) standardized mean difference
B Time In Range in insulin treated patients
typeoftreatment  study  N:CGM/SMBG | stand. mean  95% CI ;
basal-bolus Beck 2017 74/72 0.14 -0.19; 0.46 R ~ I
basal-bolus Kim 2024 52/47 025 | -0.15; 0.65 R
' basal | Martens 2021 9353 063 | 0.28;0.97 — -
mixed b or bb Ajjan 2019 49/52 0.26 -0.13; 0.65 —t——
all insulin _ T 268224 0.31 0.10; 0.55 ~_—-
Heterogeneity: I = 32.7%; Tau? = 0.0184; X* = 4.46 (p=0.2163) 0.5 0 +0.5 +1.0 +15
Random Effects Model Z=2.80 (p=0.005) standardized mean difference
C Time Below Range in insulin treated patients
type of treatment study N: CGM/SMBG | stand. mean  95% CI .
 basal-bolus | Beck 2017 74/72 040 | -0.73; -0.08 —,
basal-bolus Kim 2024 52/47 -0.28 -0.98; 0.11 .
basal | Martens 2021 93/53 052 | -0.86; -0.17 —l—
all insulin _ 219/172 041 | -0.61;-0.21 -
Heterogeneity: I? = 0.0%; Tau? = 0.0; X* = 0.78 (p=0.6779) 15 -1.0 0.5 0 +0.5

Results of meta-analyses of randomized trials comparing standardized mean differences of the effect of CGM versus SMBG in

insulin treated patients. Panel A: HbA1c results. The trials were examined by combining only the studies on patients with

diabetes treated with basal-bolus Insulin, then a study with basal insulin alone was added, and finally a fifth study conducted
on patients treated with both basal-bolus and basal insulin. Panel B: Effect of CGM versus SMBG on Time In Range. Panel C:
Effect of CGM versus SMBG on Time Below Range.
Risk of bias and GRADE evaluations are in Figure S4; funnel plots are in figure S5.



A HbA1lc in insulin treated patients

type of treatment study N: CGM/SMBG | stand. mean 95% CI .
basal-bolus Beck 2017 79/79 -0.53 -0.85; -0.21 +
basal-bolus Yaron 2019 52/47 -0.45 -0.84; -0.05 .
basal-bolus Kim 2024 53/48 -0.45 -0.85; -0.05 .
all basal-bolus 184/174 -0.48 -0.69; -0.27 "
basal Martens 2021 105/51 -0.35 -0.69; -0.02 N R
basal or basal-bolus 289/225 -0.45 -0.63; -0.18 -f
mixed b or bb Ajjan 2019 52/47 -0.47 -0.86; -0.07
all insulin 341/272 -0.45 -0.61; -0.29 S o
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.0%; Tau2 = 0; X2 = 0.57 (p=0.9669) 15 1.0 0.5 0 +0.5
Random Effects Model Z=-5.42 (p<0.0001) standardized mean difference
B Time In Range in insulin treated patients
type of treatment study N: CGM/SMBG | stand. mean 95% CI i
basal-bolus Beck 2017 74/72 0.14 -0.19; 0.46 ——.—
basal-bolus Kim 2024 52/47 0.25 -0.15; 0.65 M
basal Martens 2021 93/53 0.63 0.28; 0.97 ——
mixed b or bb Ajjan 2019 49/52 0.26 -0.13; 0.65 ——
all insulin 268/224 0.31 0.10; 0.55 |~
Heterogeneity: 12 = 32.7%; Tau? = 0.0184; X2 = 4.46 (p=0.2163) -0‘-5 6 +6-5 +i-0 +i-5
Random Effects Model Z=2.80 (p=0.005) standardized mean difference
C Time Below Range in insulin treated patients
type of treatment study N: CGM/SMBG | stand. mean 95% CI .
basal-bolus Beck 2017 74/72 -0.40 -0.73; -0.08 —.—
basal-bolus Kim 2024 52/47 -0.28 -0.98; 0.11 M
basal Martens 2021 93/53 -0.52 -0.86; -0.17 _._
all insulin 219/172 -0.41 -0.61; -0.21 -
-1.5 -f.o -6.5 6 +0.5

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.0%; Tau2 = 0.0; X2 = 0.78 (p=0.6779)

Random Effects Model Z=3.96 (p<0.0001)

FIGURE S2.

standardized mean difference

Results of meta-analyses of randomized trials comparing standardized mean differences of the effect of CGM versus SMBG in

insulin treated patients. Panel A: HbA1lc results. The trials were examined by combining only the studies on patients with

diabetes treated with basal-bolus insulin, then a study with basal insulin alone was added, and finally a fifth study conducted
on patients treated with both basal-bolus and basal insulin. Panel B: Effect of CGM versus SMBG on Time In Range. Panel C:
Effect of CGM versus SMBG on Time Below Range.
Risk of bias and GRADE evaluations are in Figure S4; funnel plots are in figure S5.



A HbA1lc in non-insulin treated patients

study N: CGM/SMBG | stand. mean 95% CI

Aronson 2023 58/58 -0.47 -0.84; -0.10 ——
Bergenstal incr. 2022 14/15 -0.95 -1.72; -0.17 M
Bergenstal SU 2022 17/17 -0.20 -0.88; 0.47 ot
Cox 2020 138/40 -0.40 -0.76; -0.05 B
Moon 2023 15/15 -0.74 -1.48; -0.00 M
Price 2021 44/23 -0.09 -0.60; 0.41 I
Wada 2022 49/51 -0.20 -0.59; 0.20 M
Sseemondo 2022 19/20 -0.19 -0.82; 0.4 ——
all non-insulin 354/239 -0.36 -0.53; -0.19 - |
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.0%; Tau2 = 0; X2 = 5.85 (p=0.5570) 2.0 15 1.0 0.5 0 +0.5
Random Effects Model Z=-4.09 (p=0.000) standardized mean difference

B Time In Range in non-insulin treated patients

study N: CGM/SMBG | stand. mean 95% CI
Aronson 2023 51/48 0.53 0.13; 0.93 .
Moon 2023 15/15 -0.06 -0.78; -0.65 I
Price 2021 42/19 0.29 -0.25; 0.84 —
Wada 2022 41/35 0.54 0.08; 1.00 >
all non-insulin 149/117 0.41 0.16; 0.66 || ———
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.0%; Tau? < 0,0001; X2 = 2.52 (p=0.4723) -1‘.0 -6.5 6 +6.5 +1.0
Random Effects Model Z=-3.26 (p<0.0001) standardized mean difference
C Time Below Range in non-insulin treated patients
study N: CGM/SMBG | stand. mean 95% CI
Aronson 2023 51/48 -0.21 -0.61; 0.18 _.—'—
Moon 2023 15/15 0.48 -0.25; 1.20 &
Price 2021 42/19 0.00 -0.54; 0.54 ht
Wada 2022 41/35 -0.03 -0.48; 0.42 —.—
all non-insulin 149/117 -0.03 -0.28; 0.21 -‘-
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.0%; Tau2 < 0,0001; X2 = 2.68 (p=0.4435) -1‘-0 -d-5 _6 +6-5_ +‘1-0 +1.5
Random Effects Model Z=-0.28 (p=0.780) standardized mean difference
FIGURE S3.

Results of meta-analyses of randomized trials comparing standardized mean differences of the effect of CGM
versus SMBG in patients not treated with insulin. Panel A: Effects of CGM versus SMBG on HbAlc. Panel B:
Effect of CGM versus SMBG on Time In Range. Panel C: Effect of CGM versus SMBG on Time Below Range.
Risk of bias and GRADE evaluations are in Figure S4; funnel plots are in figure S5.
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Type of Risk of .| Imprecis - d. Mean o . Importa
studies of_ bias tency of gene_:rall ion con_S|der Grade Differen 95% CI Quality nce
studies results zability ations ce
INSULIN HbA1c
RCT 5 minimal no minimal minimal | ConSstent mo-tj;;te -0.45 '_%'_62}3: moderate | moderate
INSULIN TIR
RCT 4 minimal no minimal Minimal Corzziﬁ;nt mcj-d-ei:“r;te 0.31 0.10; 0.55 | moderate | moderate
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RCT 3 minimal no minimal minimal Corr;zijlt;nt m;j;:;ate -0.41 '_%'.6211; moderate | moderate
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RCT 7 minimal minimal minimal minimal significant m;j-g;;te -0.36 '_%'.5139; moderate | moderate
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RCT 4 minimal minimal minimal minimal significant mc;’;jz:;te 0.41 0.16; 0.66 | moderate | moderate
NO INSULIN TBR
RCT 4 minimal high some yes signnif(:f:ant ver;-low -0.03 '8%?' moderate | moderate
FIGURE S4.

Panel A: Risk of bias. Panel B: Summary of the GRADE evaluation.




A HbA1c in insulin treated patients: Funnel Plot B Time In Range in insulin treated patients: Funnel Plot
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C Time Below Range in insulin treated patients: Funnel Plot D HbA1lc in non-insulin treated patients: Funnel Plot
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FIGURE S5.

Funnel plots for studies in insulin treated patients (A: HbAlc; B: Time in Range; C: Time below range) and studies in non-
insulin treated patients (D: HbAlc; E: Time in Range; F: Time below range)
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