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[bookmark: _Toc182493127]0. Search Strategy
	
	eMethods(a) Embase

	
	#1
	("Diabetes Mellitus Type 2" or "Diabetes Type 2" or "Type 2 DM" or "T2DM" or "T2-DM" or "MODY" or "NIDDM" or "T2D" or Diabetes or "Diabetes Mellitus" or "dietary assessment" or "Obesity").ti,ab. 

	#2
	exp "Diabetes Mellitus, Type 2"/ 

	#3
	exp "Diabetes Mellitus"/ 

	#4
	exp "Continuous Glucose Monitoring"/ 

	#5
	("glucose monitor*" or "CGM" or "CGMS" or "FGM" or "CGM/FGM" or (glucose adj3 (monitoring or measurement or monitor or measure)) or "GlucoWatch" or "Medtronic" or "guardian" or "glucosemeter" or "dexcom" or (navigator and freestyle)).ti,ab.

	#6
	(1 or 2 or 3) and (4 or 5)

	#7
	("Type 1" or "Type One" or T1D or T1DM).ti. 

	#8
	6 not 7 

	#9
	8 and ("systematic review" or "meta-analysis" or "meta analysis").pt. 




	eMethods(b) Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews

	
	#1
	("Diabetes Mellitus Type 2" or "Diabetes Type 2" or "Type 2 DM" or "T2DM" or "T2-DM" or "MODY" or "NIDDM" or "T2D" or Diabetes or "Diabetes Mellitus" or "dietary assessment" or "Obesity"):ti,ab 123258

	#2
	MeSH descriptor: [Diabetes Mellitus] explode all trees 46033

	#3
	MeSH descriptor: [Diabetes Mellitus, Type 2] explode all trees 26311

	#4
	MeSH descriptor: [Continuous Glucose Monitoring] explode all trees 19

	#5
	(("glucose" NEXT monitor*) or "CGM" or "CGMS" or "FGM" or "CGM/FGM" or (glucose NEAR/3 (monitoring or measurement or monitor or measure)) or "GlucoWatch" or "Medtronic" or "guardian" or "glucosemeter" or "dexcom" or (navigator and freestyle)):ti,ab 13548

	#6
	#1 or #2 or #3) and (#4 or #5) in Cochrane Reviews 19












	eMethods(c) Web of Science

	
	1
	TS=("Diabetes Mellitus" or "Diabetes Mellitus Type 2" or "Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus")	

	2
	TI=("Diabetes Mellitus Type 2" or "Diabetes Type 2" or "Type 2 DM" or "T2DM" or "T2-DM" or "MODY" or "NIDDM" or "T2D" or Diabetes or "Diabetes Mellitus" or "dietary assessment" or "Obesity") OR AB=("Diabetes Mellitus Type 2" or "Diabetes Type 2" or "Type 2 DM" or "T2DM" or "T2-DM" or "MODY" or "NIDDM" or "T2D" or Diabetes or "Diabetes Mellitus" or "dietary assessment" or "Obesity")			

	3
	TS=("continuous glucose monitoring")			

	4
	TI=("glucose monitor*" or "CGM" or "CGMS" or "FGM" or "CGM/FGM" or (glucose NEAR/3 (monitoring or measurement or monitor or measure)) or "GlucoWatch" or "Medtronic" or "guardian" or "glucosemeter" or "dexcom" or (navigator and freestyle)) OR AB=("glucose monitor*" or "CGM" or "CGMS" or "FGM" or "CGM/FGM" or (glucose NEAR/3 (monitoring or measurement or monitor or measure)) or "GlucoWatch" or "Medtronic" or "guardian" or "glucosemeter" or "dexcom" or (navigator and freestyle))	

	5
	#1 OR #2			

	6
	#3 OR #4			

	7
	#5 AND #6			

	8
	TI = ("Type 1" or "Type One" or T1D or T1DM)			

	9
	#7 NOT #8			

	10
	#9 AND (TI=("systematic review" or "meta-analysis" or "meta analysis"))			






















	eMethods(d) PubMed

	
	#1
	"Diabetes Mellitus, Type 2"[Mesh] OR "Diabetes Mellitus Type 2" [tiab:~3] OR "Diabetes Type 2" [tiab:~3] OR "Type 2 DM" [tiab:~3] OR "T2DM" OR "T2-DM" OR "MODY" OR "NIDDM" OR "T2D" OR Diabetes OR "Diabetes Mellitus"[Mesh] OR "dietary assessment" OR Obesity

	#2
	"Continuous Glucose Monitoring"[Mesh] OR "glucose monitor*"[Title/Abstract] OR "CGM"[Title/Abstract] OR "CGMS"[Title/Abstract] OR FGM[Title/Abstract] OR "CGM/FGM" OR "glucose monitoring" [tiab:~3] OR "glucose measurement" [tiab:~3] OR "glucose monitor" [tiab:~3] OR "glucose measure" [tiab:~3] OR GlucoWatch[Title/Abstract] OR Medtronic[Title/Abstract] OR guardian[Title/Abstract] OR glucosemeter[Title/Abstract] OR dexcom[Title/Abstract] OR (navigator[Title/Abstract] AND freestyle[Title/Abstract])

	#3
	(#1 AND #2)

	#4
	“Type 1” [Title] OR “Type One” [Title] OR T1D* [Title]

	#5
	(#3 NOT #4) Filters: Meta-Analysis, Systematic Review




	eMethods(e) CINAHL

	
	S1
	(MM "Diabetes Mellitus") OR (MM " Diabetes Mellitus, Type 2")

	S2
	TI ( ("Diabetes Mellitus Type 2" or "Diabetes Type 2" or "Type 2 DM" or "T2DM" or "T2-DM" or "MODY" or "NIDDM" or "T2D" or Diabetes or "Diabetes Mellitus" or "dietary assessment" or "Obesity") ) OR AB ( ("Diabetes Mellitus Type 2" or "Diabetes Type 2" or "Type 2 DM" or "T2DM" or "T2-DM" or "MODY" or "NIDDM" or "T2D" or Diabetes or "Diabetes Mellitus" or "dietary assessment" or "Obesity") )

	S3
	(MM "continuous glucose monitoring")

	S4
	TI ( ("glucose monitor*" or "CGM" or "CGMS" or "FGM" or "CGM/FGM" or (glucose N3 (monitoring or measurement or monitor or measure)) or "GlucoWatch" or "Medtronic" or "guardian" or "glucosemeter" or "dexcom" or (navigator and freestyle)) ) OR AB ( ("glucose monitor*" or "CGM" or "CGMS" or "FGM" or "CGM/FGM" or (glucose N3 (monitoring or measurement or monitor or measure)) or "GlucoWatch" or "Medtronic" or "guardian" or "glucosemeter" or "dexcom" or (navigator and freestyle)) )

	S5
	(S1 or S2) and (S3 or S4)

	S6
	TI (("Type 1" or "Type One" or T1D or T1DM))

	S7
	(S5 NOT S6)

	S8
	TI (("systematic review" or "meta-analysis" or "meta analysis")) OR AB (("systematic review" or "meta-analysis" or "meta analysis"))







	eMethods(f) Epistemonikos

	
	#1
	(title:(( "diabetes mellitus type 2" OR "diabetes type 2" OR "type 2 dm" OR "t2dm" OR "t2-dm" OR "mody" OR "niddm" OR "t2d" OR diabetes OR "diabetes mellitus" OR "dietary assessment" OR "obesity" )) OR abstract:(( "diabetes mellitus type 2" OR "diabetes type 2" OR "type 2 dm" OR "t2dm" OR "t2-dm" OR "mody" OR "niddm" OR "t2d" OR diabetes OR "diabetes mellitus" OR "dietary assessment" OR "obesity" )))

	#2
	(title:("continuous glucose monitoring" OR ( ( "glucose monitor*" OR "cgm" OR "cgms" OR "fgm" OR "cgm/fgm" OR ( glucose AND ( monitoring OR measurement OR monitor OR measure ) ) OR "glucowatch" OR "medtronic" OR "guardian" OR "glucosemeter" OR "dexcom" OR ( navigator AND freestyle ) ) )) OR abstract:("continuous glucose monitoring" OR ( ( "glucose monitor*" OR "cgm" OR "cgms" OR "fgm" OR "cgm/fgm" OR ( glucose AND (monitoring OR measurement OR monitor OR measure ) ) OR "glucowatch" OR "medtronic" OR "guardian" OR "glucosemeter" OR "dexcom" OR ( navigator AND freestyle ) ) )))

	#3
	title:("Type 1" OR "Type One" OR T1D OR T1DM)

	#4
	[#1 AND #2] NOT #3

	#5
	#4, Filter - Publication Type: Systematic Review 








	eMethods(g) SCOPUS

	( ( ( ( KEY ( "diabetes mellitus" OR "diabetes mellitus, type 2" ) ) OR ( TITLE-ABS ( ( ( "diabetes mellitus type 2" OR "diabetes type 2" OR "type 2 dm" OR "t2dm" OR "t2-dm" OR "mody" OR "niddm" OR "t2d" OR diabetes OR "diabetes mellitus" OR "dietary assessment" OR "obesity" ) ) ) ) ) AND ( ( KEY ( "continuous glucose monitoring" ) ) OR ( TITLE-ABS ( ( "glucose monitor*" OR "cgm" OR "cgms" OR "fgm" OR "cgm/fgm" OR ( glucose W/3 ( monitoring OR measurement OR monitor OR measure ) ) OR "glucowatch" OR "medtronic" OR "guardian" OR "glucosemeter" OR "dexcom" OR ( navigator AND freestyle ) ) ) ) ) ) AND NOT ( TITLE ( "type 1" OR "type one" OR t1d OR t1dm ) ) ) AND ( TITLE-ABS ( ( "systematic review" OR "meta-analysis" OR "meta analysis" ) ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA , "medi" ) OR LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA , "bioc" ) OR LIMIT-TO ( SUBJAREA , "nurs" ) ))




	eMethods: Search strategies for (a) Embase and MEDLINE on Ovid, (b) CENTRAL, (c) Web of Science, (d) PubMed, (e) CINAHL, (f) Epistemonikos and (g) SCOPUS databases.
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	eFigure1:  PRISMA flow chart of study inclusion and exclusion for this umbrella review of systematic reviews evaluating the effectiveness of continuous glucose monitoring. Studies included in this review spanned a publication year range of 2011 to 2024.
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	eFigure 2a AMSTAR-2 risk-of-bias assessment, by study, for this umbrella review of systematic reviews evaluating the effectiveness of continuous glucose monitoring. Studies included in this review spanned a publication year range of 2011 to 2024.
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	eFigure 2b AMSTAR-2 risk-of-bias assessment, by domain, for this umbrella review of systematic reviews evaluating the effectiveness of continuous glucose monitoring. Studies included in this review spanned a publication year range of 2011 to 2024.
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	(a) Overall
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	(b) HbA1c
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	(c) TIR
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	(d) TAR
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	(e) TBR
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	(f) PROM
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	eFigure 3a-e: Overlap analysis summary and GROOVE overlap matrices for (a) overall T2DM studies included across SRs, and meta-analyses pooling (b) HbA1c, (c) TIR, (d) TAR, (e) TBR, (f) PROM, for this umbrella review of systematic reviews evaluating the effectiveness of continuous glucose monitoring. Studies included in this review spanned a publication year range of 2011 to 2024.

Legend: PROM = patient-reported outcome measures, TAR = time-above-range, TBR = time-below-range, TIR = time-in-range, T2DM = Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus
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	eFigure 4a Funnel plot visualising possible publication bias for the meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling for mean difference in prepost HbA1c change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, color-coded by study type [Blue = RCTs, Green =NRCTs , Red = Retrospective NRSIs]
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	eFigure 4b Funnel plot visualizing possible publication bias for the meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling for mean difference in prepost HbA1c change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across RCT studies only, color-coding for CGM modality.  [Blue =rCGM, Green = FGM, Red = rtCGM]
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	eFigure 4c Funnel plot visualising possible publication bias for the meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling for mean difference in prepost HbA1c change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across RCT studies only, color-coding for funding status. [Blue = Not reported, Green = Commercially funded, Red = Not funded]
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	(d) Time-in-range
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	(e) Time-above-range
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	(f) Time-below-range
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	eFigure 4d-f Funnel plot visualising possible publication bias for the meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling for mean difference in (d) prepost change in time-in-range, (e) prepost change in time-above-range, (f) prepost change in time-below-range. eFigure 4d-f were color coded by CGM modality. [Blue =rCGM, Green = FGM, Red = rtCGM] 
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	eFigure 5a Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, subgrouped by study type. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.5.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.41 , 95% CI: -0.56 to -0.26) 
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	eFigure 5b Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, subgrouped by study type. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.7.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.42, 95% CI: -0.58 to -0.27)
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	eFigure 5c Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, subgrouped by study type. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.95.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.44 , 95% CI: -0.60 to -0.28)
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	eFigure 5d Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies with outliers identified by Baujat plot removed, subgrouped by study type. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.3.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.36 , 95% CI: -0.43 to -0.29)
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	eFigure 5e Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across RCTs with outliers identified by Baujat plot removed, subgrouped by CGM modality. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.3.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.39 , 95% CI: -0.46 to -0.31)
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	eFigure 5f Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across RCTs, subgrouped by funding status. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.3.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.42 , 95% CI: -0.60 to -0.24). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.26).
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	eFigure 5g Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across RCTs, subgrouped by insulin therapy. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.3.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.33 , 95% CI: -0.46 to -0.20) No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.17).
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	eFigure 5h Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across RCTs, subgrouped by risk-of-bias. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.3.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.42 , 95% CI: -0.60 to -0.24). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.17).
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	eFigure 5i Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2011 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies with a follow-up duration of three months or more, subgrouped by study type. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.3.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.35 , 95% CI: -0.53 to -0.18) 
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	eFigure 5i Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2011 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in prepost HbA1c (%) change between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all RCTs with a follow-up duration of three months or more, subgrouped by type of CGM. Correlation coefficient for imputation set at 0.3.  CGM significantly associated with greater HbA1c decrease over SMBG/UC (MD = -0.37 , 95% CI: -0.59 to -0.15) 
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	eFigure 6a Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in follow-up HbA1c (%)  between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, subgrouped by study type. CGM significantly associated with lower endpoint HbA1c (%) than SMBG/UC (MD = -0.34 , 95% CI: -0.52 to -0.16). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.38).
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	eFigure 6b Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in follow-up HbA1c (%)  between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, subgrouped by CGM modality. CGM significantly associated with lower endpoint HbA1c (%) than SMBG/UC (MD = -0.34 , 95% CI: -0.52 to -0.16). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.07).



	[image: ]

	eFigure 6c Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in follow-up HbA1c (%)  between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies with outliers identified by Baujat plot removed, subgrouped by CGM modality. CGM significantly associated with lower endpoint HbA1c (%) than SMBG/UC (MD = -0.29 , 95% CI: -0.39 to -0.20). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.79).
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	eFigure 6d Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in follow-up HbA1c (%)  between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, subgrouped by funding status. CGM significantly associated with lower endpoint HbA1c (%) than SMBG/UC (MD = -0.34 , 95% CI: -0.52 to -0.16). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.10).
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	eFigure 6e Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in follow-up HbA1c (%)  between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, subgrouped by insulin treatment. CGM significantly associated with lower endpoint HbA1c (%) than SMBG/UC (MD = -0.26 , 95% CI: -0.40 to -0.13). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.26).
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	eFigure 6f Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in follow-up HbA1c (%)  between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies, subgrouped by risk-of-bias. CGM significantly associated with lower endpoint HbA1c (%) than SMBG/UC (MD = -0.34 , 95% CI: -0.52 to -0.16). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.07).
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	eFigure 6g Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2013 to 2022 by pooling the mean difference in follow-up HbA1c (%)  between CGM and SMBG/UC users across all studies with a follow-up duration of three months or more, subgrouped by study type. CGM significantly associated with lower endpoint HbA1c (%) than SMBG/UC (MD = -0.32 , 95% CI: -0.52 to -0.12). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.38).
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	eFigure 7a: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TIR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, with Baujat-informed outlier removal, subgrouped by CGM modality. CGM was significantly associated with greater TIR increase than SMBG/UC (MD = 7.73% , 95% CI: 6.55 to 8.91). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.33).
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	eFigure 7b: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TIR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by funding. CGM was significantly associated with greater TIR increase than SMBG/UC (MD = 6.00% , 95% CI: 3.13 to 8.88). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.60).
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	eFigure 7c: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TIR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by insulin treatment. CGM was significantly associated with greater TIR increase than SMBG/UC (MD = 6.00% , 95% CI: 3.13 to 8.88). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.29).
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	eFigure 7d: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TIR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by risk-of-bias. CGM was significantly associated with greater TIR increase than SMBG/UC (MD = 6.00% , 95% CI: 3.13 to 8.88). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.81).
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	eFigure 8a: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2017 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TAR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, with Baujat-informed outlier removal, subgrouped by CGM modality. CGM was significantly associated with greater TAR decrease than SMBG/UC (MD = -4.41% , 95% CI: -6.94 to -1.89). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.98).
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	eFigure 8b: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2017 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TAR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by funding. CGM was significantly associated with greater TAR decrease than SMBG/UC (MD= -4.33% [95%CI: -8.37 to -0.28]). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.16).
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	eFigure 8c: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2017 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TAR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by insulin treatment. CGM was significantly associated with greater TAR decrease than SMBG/UC (MD= -4.33% [95%CI: -8.37 to -0.28]). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.44).
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	eFigure 8d: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2017 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TAR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by risk-of-bias. CGM was significantly associated with greater TAR decrease than SMBG/UC (MD= -4.33% [95%CI: -8.37 to -0.28]) . No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.68).
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	eFigure 9a: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TBR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, with Baujat-informed outlier removal, subgrouped by CGM modality. There was no significant difference in prepost TBR change between CGM and SMBG/UC (MD = -0.24% , 95% CI: -0.50 to 0.03). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.81).
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	eFigure 9b: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TBR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by funding. There was no significant difference in prepost TBR change between CGM and SMBG/UC (MD = -0.33% , 95% CI: -0.75 to 0.09). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.07).
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	eFigure 9c: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TBR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by insulin treatment. There was no significant difference in prepost TBR change between CGM and SMBG/UC (MD = -0.33% , 95% CI: -0.75 to 0.09). There was a significant difference between subgroups (p = 0.02).
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	eFigure 9d: Forest plot for meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2009 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in prepost TBR change (% day)  between CGM and SMBG/UC, subgrouped by risk-of-bias. There was no significant difference in prepost TBR change between CGM and SMBG/UC (MD = -0.33% , 95% CI: -0.75 to 0.09). No significant differences between subgroups (p = 0.68).
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	eFigure 10a: Meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2017 to 2023 by pooling the standardized mean difference of prepost change in PROMs by domain amongst studies utilising FGM only. No significant effect size was observed across all domains.
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	eFigure 10b: Meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2017 to 2020 by pooling the standardized mean difference of prepost change in PROMs by domain amongst studies utilising rCGM. No significant effect size was observed across all domains.
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	eFigure 10c: Meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2012 to 2022 by pooling the standardized mean difference of prepost change in PROMs by domain amongst studies utilising rtGM. No significant effect size was observed across all domains.
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	(a) Prepost HbA1c change across all studies
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	(b) Prepost HbA1c change across RCTs only
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	(c) Follow-up HbA1c value
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	(d) Prepost time-in-range change
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	(e) Prepost time-above-range change
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	(f) Prepost time-below-range change
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	eFigure 11a Baujat plot plotting for outlier studies in the meta-analysis of primary studies comparing effectiveness of CGM against SMBG/UC between 2008 to 2023 by pooling the mean difference in (a) prepost HbA1c change across all studies, (b) prepost HbA1c change across RCTs only, (c) follow-up HbA1c value, (d) prepost time-in-range change, (e) prepost time-above-range and (f) prepost time-below-range  between CGM and SMBG/UC groups. Yang 2021 not seen on eFigures 11a - c  as it has disproportionately greater influence on the overall result and heterogeneity than the remaining studies.
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Sato 2016 00110000 17 -0.30 0.8000 17 24% 0.31[0.30; 0.92]

+
Sierra 2017 0.44 22954 1408 0.00 22954 1408  3.7% -0.44[061;-027]
Kim 2014 060 10724 65 020 1.2394 301 34% -0.40[0.70;-0.10]
Kesavadev2017 -0.50 1.0030 296 -0.30 0.8185 296 3.7% -0.20[-0.35;-0.05]
Anjana 2017 0.90 22197 2339 -0.70 24663 2339  3.8% -0.20[0.33;-0.07]
Rivera-Avila 2021 -1.20 20170 152 060 16040 150 3.0% -0.60[-1.01;-0.19] =
Fantasia2021  -150 11428 13 -160 15925 32 1.8% 0.10[-0.73; 0.93] i
Total (95% CI) 5707 5787 100.0% -0.42[-0.58; -0.27] .
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1470; Chi® = 253 64, df = 33 (P < 0.01); I = 87%

Test for subgroup differences: Chi” = 2.05, df = 2 (P = 0.36)

-4 -2 0 2 4
Favour CGM  Favour SMBG/UC




image18.png
Study or CcGM SMBG/UC

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random,95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Yang 2021 420 04111 96 220 05431 96  34% -200[214;-1.86]
Liu 2020 630 0.8435 30 -4.80 09749 30 27% -150[1.96;-1.04]
Zhang2022(2)  -1.87 06501 50 -0.67 05902 50 32% -1.20[1.44;-0.96]
Cox 2020 130 0.8900 20 -0.19 18100 10 12% -1.11[2.30; 0.08]
Allen 2008 116 1.0400 27 032 10200 25 24% -0.84[1.40;-028]
Y00 2008 110 0.4000 29 -0.40 04868 28 32% -0.70[-0.93;-047]
Zhang 2021 15303982 78 090 05526 78 34% -0.63[0.78;-0.48]
Moon 2022 06007000 15 0.00 11000 15 22% -0.60[-1.26; 0.06]
Zhou 2021 23404407 30 -177 04817 30 32% -0.57[0.80;-034]
Yaron 2019 08504500 53 03203900 48 33% -053[0.69,-037]
Martens 2021 -1.10 1.5000 115 -0.60 12000 58 28% -0.50[0.91;-0.09]
Ajlan 2019 04002846 50 0.10 03768 52 34% -0.50[0.63;-037]
Erhrardt2011  -1.00 1.1000 50 -0.50 0.8000 50 29% -0.50[-0.88;-0.12]
Tildesley 2013~ -1.30 0.6245 25 -0.84 0.4278 25 31% -0.46[0.76;-0.16]
Cosson2009  -063 03400 11 -0.31 02900 11 32% -0.32[-0.58;-0.06]
Furler 2020 07009872 149 -0.40 09499 150 3.3% -0.30[0.52;-0.08]
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Ajlan 2019 04002846 50 0.10 03768 52 10.0% -0.50[0.63;-037]
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Haak 2017 028 03409 149 -04103706 75 52% 0.13[0.03; 0.23]
Liu 2020 630 26153 30 -4.80 26676 30 12% -1.50[2.84;-0.16]
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Test for subgroup differences: Chi” = 2.67, df = 2 (P = 0.26)
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Martens 2021 -1.10 15000 115 -0.60 12000 58  4.1% -0.50[0.91:-0.09]
Ajjan 2019 040 02846 50 01003768 52 74% -0.50[0.63-037]
Tildesley 2013 -1.30 12359 25 -0.84 1.5806 25 17% -0.46[-1.25 0.33]
Blackberry 2014 -270 18000 46 240 14000 46 2.3% -0.30[0.96; 0.36]
Beck 2017 080 0.6800 79 -0.50 09070 79  60% -0.30[-0.55-0.05]
llany 2018 054 08500 60 -048 09700 61 50% -0.06[-0.38; 0.26]
Cai 2019 037 11004 47 -0.36 12268 47 35% -0.01[0.48; 0.46]
Haak 2017 02803409 149 -04103706 75 77% 0.13[0.03; 0.23]
Tang 2014 090 10421 32 10710793 25 29% 0.47[039; 073
Sat0 2016 00110000 17 -0.30 08000 17 25% 0.31[030; 092
Liu 2020 630 26153 30 -4.80 26676 30 07% -1.50[284;-0.16]
Cox 2020 130 08900 20 -0.19 18100 10 09% -1.11[2.30; 0.08]
Allen 2008 116 10400 27 -0.32 10200 25 28% -0.84[1.40;-028]
Moon 2022 060 07000 15 00011000 15 23% -0.60[1.26; 0.06]
Wada2020  -046 04820 49 0.17 02910 51 7.1% -0.29[-0.45-0.13]
Price 2021 050 0.9000 44 -0.30 07000 23 43% -020[0.59; 0.19]
Zhang2022(2) -187 22202 50 067 17867 50 17% -120[-1.99;-0.41]
Y00 2008 110 13115 29 -040 11127 28  24% -070[1.33;-007]
Zhang2021 153 12832 78 090 17396 78 34% -0.63[-1.11;-0.15]
Erhrardt2011  -1.00 11000 50 -0.50 0.8000 50  4.4% -0.50[0.88;-0.12]
Cosson2009 063 03400 11 03102900 11 58% -0.32[0.58;-0.06]
Fuler2020 070 09872 149 -0.40 09499 150 6.4% -0.30 [0.52;-0.08]
Bergenstal 2022 -1.12 11000 59 08209000 55 45% -0.30[067; 0.07]
Yeoh 2018 100 18396 14 -0.80 14290 16 09% -020[1.39; 0.99]
Taylor2019  -0.67 0.8200 10 -0.68 0.7400 10 22% 0.01[-0.67; 0.69]
Total (95% CI) 1135 100.0% 0.3 [-0.46; -0.20]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.0436; Chi
Test for subgroup differences: Chi

2 1 0 1 2
Favour CGM  Favour SMBG/UC




image23.png
Study or cGM SMBGIUC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV,Random,95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Allen 2008 116 10400 27 -0.32 10200 25 33% -0.84[1.40;-028] —=—
Zhou 2021 234 10617 30 17711274 30 33% -057[1.12-002] —
Yaron2019  -0.85 0.4500 53 032 0.3900 48 50% -0.53[-0.69;-0.37]
Ajlan 2019 040 02846 50 01003768 52 51% -0.50[0.63-037]
Cosson2009  -0.63 03400 11 03102900 11  47% -0.32[0.58;-0.06]
Fuler2020 070 09872 149 -0.40 09499 150  4.8% -0.30[0.52;-0.08]
Blackberry 2014 -270 18000 46 240 14000 46 29% -0.30[0.96; 0.36]
Wada2020  -046 04820 49 0.17 02910 51 50% -0.29[-0.45-0.13]
Yeoh 2018 100 18396 14 -0.80 14290 16 14% -020[1.39; 0.99]
llany 2018 054 08500 60 -048 09700 61 44% -0.06[-0.38; 0.26]
Haak 2017 02803409 149 -04103706 75 52% 0.13[0.03; 0.23]
Tang 2014 090 10421 32 107 10793 25 33% 0.47[039; 073
Cox 2020 130 08900 20 -0.19 18100 10  14% -1.11[230; 0.08]
Moon 2022 060 07000 15 00011000 15 29% -0.60[1.26; 0.06]
Martens 2021 -1.10 15000 115 -0.60 12000 58 4.0% -0.50[0.91;-0.09]
Bergenstal 2022 -1.12 11000 59 -0.82 09000 55 42% -0.30[067; 0.07]
Beck 2017 080 06800 79 -0.50 09070 79  47% -0.30[-0.55-0.05]
Price 2021 050 0.9000 44 -0.30 07000 23  41% -0.20[0.59; 0.19]
Sato 2016 00110000 17 -0.30 08000 17 3.1% 0.31[030; 0.92]
Yang 2021 420 15382 96 -220 19000 96 36% -200[249;-151] —E—
Liu 2020 630 26153 30 -4.80 26676 30 12% -150[284-0.16] ——*—
Zhang2022(2) -187 22202 50 067 1.7867 50 24% -120[-1.99;-0.41] ——
Y00 2008 110 13115 29 -040 11127 28  30% -070[1.33;-007] —=
Zhang2021  -153 12832 78 090 17396 78 37% -0.63[-1.11;-0.15] -
Erhrardt2011  -1.00 11000 50 -050 0.8000 50 4.2% -0.50[0.88;-0.12] -
Tildesley 2013 -1.30 12359 25 -0.84 1.5806 25 24% -0.46[-1.25 0.33] —
Cai 2019 037 11004 47 -0.36 12268 47 37% -0.01[048; 0.46] l
Taylor2019  -0.67 0.8200 10 -0.68 0.7400 10 28% 0.01[0.67; 0.69]
el

Total (95% CI) 1434 1261 100.0% -0.42 [-0.60; -0.24] .

T T 1

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1369; Chi®

Test for subgroup differences: Chi

6431, df = 27 (P < 0.01); F = 84%
63,dF=2 (P =0.16)
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image24.png
Study or CGM SMBG/UC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Yang 2021 -4.20 1.5382 96 -2.20 1.9000 96 3.6% -2.00[-2.49;-1.51] —-
Zhang 2022 (2) -1.87 2.2292 50 -0.67 1.7867 50 2.4% -1.20[-1.99;-0.41] ——
Cox 2020 -1.30 0.8900 20 -0.19 1.8100 10  1.4% -1.11[-2.30; 0.08] —
Zhang 2021 -1.53 1.2832 78 -0.90 1.7396 78 3.7% -0.63[-1.11;-0.15] =
Zhou 2021 -2.34 1.0617 30 -1.77 1.1274 30 3.3% -0.57[-1.12;-0.02] —
Martens 2021 -1.10 1.5000 115 -0.60 1.2000 58 4.0% -0.50[-0.91;-0.09] -
Ajjan 2019 -0.40 0.2846 50 0.10 0.3768 52 5.3% -0.50[-0.63;-0.37]
Erhrardt 2011 -1.00 1.1000 50 -0.50 0.8000 50 4.2% -0.50[-0.88;-0.12] =
Tildesley 2013 -1.30 1.2359 25 -0.84 1.5806 25 2.4% -0.46[-1.25; 0.33] —
Furler 2020 -0.70 0.9872 149 -0.40 0.9499 150 4.9% -0.30[-0.52;-0.08]
Blackberry 2014 -2.70 1.8000 46 -2.40 1.4000 46 2.9% -0.30[-0.96; 0.36] —E—
Bergenstal 2022 -1.12 1.1000 59 -0.82 0.9000 55 4.3% -0.30[-0.67; 0.07] =
Beck 2017 -0.80 0.6800 79 -0.50 0.9070 79 4.8% -0.30[-0.55;-0.05] =
Wada 2020 -0.46 0.4820 49 -0.17 0.2910 51 52% -0.29[-0.45;-0.13]
Price 2021 -0.50 0.9000 44 -0.30 0.7000 23 4.1% -0.20[-0.59; 0.19]
Yeoh 2018 -1.00 1.8396 14 -0.80 1.4290 16 1.4% -0.20[-1.39; 0.99] —
llany 2018 -0.54 0.8500 60 -0.48 0.9700 61 4.5% -0.06[-0.38; 0.26]
Cai 2019 -0.37 1.1004 47 -0.36 1.2268 47  3.7% -0.01[-0.48; 0.46]
Taylor 2019 -0.67 0.8200 10 -0.68 0.7400 10 2.8% 0.01[-0.67; 0.69]
Haak 2017 -0.28 0.3409 149 -0.41 0.3706 75 53% 0.13[0.03; 0.23]
Tang 2014 -0.90 1.0421 32 -1.07 1.0793 25 3.3% 0.17[-0.39; 0.73]
Sato 2016 0.01 1.0000 17 -0.30 0.8000 17 3.1% 0.31[-0.30; 0.92] i

*>
Kim 2014 -0.60 1.5716 65 -0.20 1.8931 301 3.9% -0.40[-0.84; 0.04] -5
Kesavadev 2017 -0.50 1.4192 296 -0.30 1.2450 296 5.0% -0.20[-0.42; 0.02] E
Anjana 2017 -0.90 2.2197 2339 -0.70 2.4663 2339 5.2% -0.20[-0.33;-0.07]

»
Rivera-Avila 2021 -1.20 2.0170 152 -0.60 1.6040 150 4.0% -0.60[-1.01;-0.19] k3
Fantasia 2021 -1.50 1.6474 13 -1.60 2.3883 32 1.3% 0.10[-1.12; 1.32] i
Total (95% CI) 4134 4222 100.0% -0.35[-0.53; -0.18] *
T 1 T 1T T 1

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1255; Chi® = 145.62, df = 26 (P < 0.01); I

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 3.19,df =2 (P =0.20)

=82%
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image25.png
Study or CGM SMBG/UC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Yang 2021 -4.20 1.5382 96 -2.20 1.9000 96 4.6% -2.00[-2.49;-1.51] —&—
Zhang 2022 (2) -1.87 2.2292 50 -0.67 1.7867 50 3.2% -1.20[-1.99;-0.41] ——
Zhang 2021 -1.53 1.2832 78 -0.90 1.7396 78 46% -0.63[-1.11;-0.15] —
Zhou 2021 -2.34 1.0617 30 -1.77 1.1274 30 4.3% -0.57[-1.12;-0.02] ——
Ajjan 2019 -0.40 0.2846 50 0.10 0.3768 52 6.1% -0.50[-0.63;-0.37]
Furler 2020 -0.70 0.9872 149 -0.40 0.9499 150 5.9% -0.30[-0.52;-0.08] =
Cai 2019 -0.37 1.1004 47 -0.36 1.2268 47  4.7% -0.01[-0.48; 0.46] —ﬁ
Haak 2017 -0.28 0.3409 149 -0.41 0.3706 75 6.2% 0.13[0.03; 0.23]
-

Martens 2021 -1.10 1.5000 115 -0.60 1.2000 58 5.0% -0.50[-0.91;-0.09] =
Blackberry 2014 -2.70 1.8000 46 -2.40 1.4000 46 3.8% -0.30[-0.96; 0.36] —
Beck 2017 -0.80 0.6800 79 -0.50 0.9070 79 5.7% -0.30[-0.55;-0.05] =
Wada 2020 -0.46 0.4820 49 -0.17 0.2910 51 6.1% -0.29[-0.45;-0.13]
Yeoh 2018 -1.00 1.8396 14 -0.80 1.4290 16 2.0% -0.20[-1.39; 0.99] P
llany 2018 -0.54 0.8500 60 -0.48 0.9700 61 5.4% -0.06[-0.38; 0.26] -
Sato 2016 0.01 1.0000 17 -0.30 0.8000 17  4.0% 0.31[-0.30; 0.92] —E—

>
Cox 2020 -1.30 0.8900 20 -0.19 1.8100 10 2.0% -1.11[-2.30; 0.08] ——&——
Erhrardt 2011 -1.00 1.1000 50 -0.50 0.8000 50 5.2% -0.50[-0.88;-0.12] =
Tildesley 2013 -1.30 1.2359 25 -0.84 1.5806 25 3.2% -0.46[-1.25; 0.33] —
Bergenstal 2022 -1.12 1.1000 59 -0.82 0.9000 55 52% -0.30[-0.67; 0.07] i
Price 2021 -0.50 0.9000 44 -0.30 0.7000 23 51% -0.20[-0.59; 0.19] -
Taylor 2019 -0.67 0.8200 10 -0.68 0.7400 10 3.6% 0.01[-0.67; 0.69] 1
Tang 2014 -0.90 1.0421 32 -1.07 1.0793 25 43% 0.17[-0.39; 0.73]

-
Total (95% CI) 1269 1104 100.0% -0.37 [-0.59; -0.15] -

T 117 1

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1676; Chi® = 141.30, df = 21 (P < 0.01); I = 85%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 1.91,df=2 (P =0.38)
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image26.png
Study or cGM SMBGIUC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random,95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Yang 2021 64013000 96 820 17000 96 38% -1.80[223;-1.37] -
Liu 2020 63819400 30 763 18600 30 19% -1.25[221:-0.29] ——
Zhang2022(2) 63217400 50 7.45 16700 50 28% -1.13[-1.80;-0.46] ——
Zhou 2021 644 06900 30 7.16 07200 30 42% -0.72[-1.08;-0.36] =
Zhang 2021 69909700 78 7.66 13000 78 41% -0.67[103;-0.31] *®
Taylor 2019 590 05700 10 643 09200 10 28% -0.53[120;0.14] —
Ajlan 2019 82009000 50 870 12000 52 39% -0.50[0.91:-0.09] =
Tildesley 2013 7.49 0.7000 25 7.96 13000 25 32% -0.47[-105; 0.11] ]
Martens 2021~ 8.00 1.4000 115 840 1.3000 58 3.9% -0.40[-0.82 0.02] e
Allen 2008 77012300 27 81008700 25 32% -0.40[0.98; 0.18] —8
Wada 2020 73705000 49 769 07800 51 46% -0.32[0.58;-0.06] -
Furler 2020 820 12500 149 850 12500 150 45% -0.30[0.58;-0.02] =
Yoo 2008 80012000 29 830 11000 28 31% -0.30[0.90; 0.30] —e-
Beck 2017 770 06800 79 800 09100 79 46% -0.30[055-0.05] =
Erfrardt2011 740 10000 50 770 12000 50 3.8% -0.30[-0.73; 0.13] R
Yeoh 2018 88018000 14 9.10 11000 16 16% -0.30[-139; 079 ——
Cosson2009 859 10400 11 87614300 11 17% -017[-1.21; 0.87]
llany 2018 840 1.0000 60 850 12000 61 40% -0.10[049; 029]
Price 2021 8001.1000 44 810 10000 23 34% -0.10[062 0.42]
Haak 2017 83708300 149 834 11400 75 44% 0.03[026; 032
Cai 2019 83608200 47 83310800 47 40% 0.03[036; 0.42]
Bergenstal 2022 7.07 09000 59 7.03 05000 55 45% 0.04[0.22; 0.30]
Sat0 2016 82013000 17 7.90 08000 17 26% 0.30[043; 1.03] HE—
Tang 2014 79013200 32 7.30 07500 25 33% 0.60[0.06; 1.14] (e

*
Zhou 2020 51206300 30 524 04300 30 45% -0.12[039; 0.15] =
Fantasia2021 900 1.1000 13 850 18000 32 22% 0.50[-0.36; 1.36] e

T ————— N ——
Kesavadev2017 7.00 00000 206 7.40 10000 296 4.9% -0.40[-0.55;-0.25]
Kim 2014 730 11000 65 7.70 16000 301 43% -0.40[0.72;-0.08]
Total (95% CI) 1704 1801 100.0% -0.34[-0.52; -0.16] .
—r T Tt T T 1

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1462; Chi> = 103.61,
Test for subgroup differences: Chi* = 1.99,

7 (P < 0.01); P =74%
2(P=037)
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Favour CGM  Favour SMBG/UC




image27.png
Study or cGM SMBGIUC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random,95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Yang 2021 64013000 96 820 17000 96 38% -1.80[223;-1.37] —H—
Liu 2020 63819400 30 763 18600 30 19% -125[221,-020] ——=—t
Zhang2022(2) 63217400 50 7.45 16700 50 28% -1.13[180;-046] —8@—
Zhou 2021 644 06900 30 7.16 07200 30 42% -0.72[-1.08;-0.36] =
Zhang 2021 69909700 78 7.66 13000 78 41% -0.67[103;-0.31] -
Ajjan 2019 82009000 50 870 12000 52 39% -0.50[0.91:-0.09] ——
Allen 2008 77012300 27 81008700 25 32% -0.40[098: 0.18] —
Furler 2020 82012500 149 850 12500 150 45% -0.30[0.58;-0.02] R
Zhou 2020 51206300 30 524 04300 30 45% -0.12[039; 0.15]
Haak 2017 83708300 149 834 11400 75 44% 0.03[026; 032
Cai 2019 83608200 47 83310800 47 40% 0.03[036; 0.42]
-

Taylor 2019 590 05700 10 643 09200 10 28% -0.53[120; 0.14] —a T
Tildesley 2013 7.49 0.7000 25 7.96 13000 25 32% -0.47[105 0.11] —
Kim 2014, 730 11000 65 7.70 16000 301 43% -0.40[0.72:-0.08] =
Yoo 2008 80012000 29 830 11000 28 31% -0.30[0.90; 0.30] —=
Erfrardt2011 740 10000 50 770 12000 50 3.8% -0.30[-0.73; 0.13] —Er
Cosson2009 850 10400 11 87614300 11 17% -017[-1.21; 0.87] —
Price 2021 80011000 44 810 10000 23 34% -0.10[062 042 T
Bergenstal 2022 7.07 09000 59 7.03 05000 55 45% 0.04[0.22; 0.30]
Fantasia2021 ~ 9.00 11000 13 850 18000 32 22% 0.50[-0.36; 1.36] H-—
Tang 2014 79013200 32 7.30 07500 25 33% 0.60[0.06; 1.14] —=—

-
Kesavadev2017 7.00 00000 206 7.40 10000 296 4.9% -0.40[-0.55-0.25] =
Martens 2021~ 8.00 1.4000 115 840 1.3000 58 3.9% -0.40[-0.82 0.02] —
Wada 2020 73705000 49 769 07800 51 46% -0.32[0.58;-0.06] s
Beck 2017 770 06800 79 800 09100 79 46% -0.30[055-0.05] =
Yeoh 2018 88018000 14 9.10 11000 16 16% -0.30[-139; 079 —
llany 2018 84010000 60 850 12000 61 40% -0.10[0.49; 029]
Sat0 2016 82013000 17 7.90 08000 17 26% 0.30[043; 1.03] -

hd
Total (95% CI) 1704 1801 100.0% -0.34[-0.52; -0.16] -

| I N R

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1462; Chi® = 103.61, df = 27 (P < 0.01); ¥ = 74%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi” = 4.95, df = 2 (P = 0.08)
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image28.png
Study or cGM SMBGIUC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random,95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Zhou 2021 64406900 30 7.16 07200 30 49% -072[108,-0.36]  —&—
Zhang 2021 69909700 78 766 13000 78 49% -067[103-031] = —%—
Ajjan 2019 82009000 50 870 12000 52 41% -0.50[0.91:-0.09] —
Allen 2008 77012300 27 810 08700 25 24% -0.40[098: 0.18] ——
Furler 2020 820 12500 149 850 12500 150 64% -0.30[0.58;-0.02] ——
Zhou 2020 51206300 30 524 04300 30 67% -0.12[039; 0.15] =
Haak 2017 83708300 149 834 11400 75 62% 0.03[026; 032 i
Cai 2019 83608200 47 83310800 47 44% 0.03[036; 0.42]
g
Taylor 2019 590 05700 10 64309200 10 19% -053[120; 0.14] ~———s——
Tildesley 2013~ 7.49 07000 25 7.96 13000 25 24% -047[105 011] ~ ——®——r
Kim 2014, 730 1.1000 65 7.70 16000 301 55% -0.40[0.72;-0.08] —=—
Yoo 2008 80012000 29 830 11000 28 23% -0.30[0.90; 0.30] ———
Erfrardt2011 740 10000 50 770 12000 50 3.8% -0.30[-0.73; 0.13] ——
Cosson2009 850 10400 11 87614300 11 0.8% -017[121;087] ——+=
Price 2021 80011000 44 810 10000 23 29% -0.10[062 042 —t
Bergenstal 2022 7.07 09000 59 7.03 0.5000 55 6.9% 0.04[0.22; 0.30] ——
-
Kesavadev2017 7.00 09000 206 7.40 10000 296 10.1% -0.40[-0.55;-0.25] =
Martens 2021~ 8.00 1.4000 115 840 1.3000 58 3.9% -0.40[-0.82 0.02] R
Wada 2020 73705000 49 769 07800 51 7.1% -0.32[0.58;-0.06] ——
Beck 2017 770 06800 79 800 09100 79 7.2% -0.30[055-0.05] ——
Yeoh 2018 88018000 14 9.10 11000 16 08% -0.30[-139; 079 —
llany 2018 840 1.0000 60 850 12000 61 43% -0.10[0.49; 029] — -
*>
Total (95% CI) 1466 1551 100.0%  -0.29 [-0.39; -0.20]
T 1

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.0193; Chi® = 20.78, df = 21 (P = 0.08); = 32%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi” = 1.64, df = 2 (P = 0.44)

-1 05 0 05 1
Favour CGM  Favour SMBG/UC




image29.png
Study or cGM
Subgroup Mean  SD

Total Mean

SMBG/UC

Mean Difference

SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Tildesley 2013 7.49 0.7000
Martens 2021 8.00 1.4000

Allen 2008 7.70 1.2300
Furler 2020 820 12500
Beck 2017 7.70 0.6800

Erhrardt 2011 7.40 1.0000
Cosson 2009 859 1.0400

llany 2018 8.40 1.0000
Price 2021 8.00 1.1000
Haak 2017 8.37 0.8300

Bergenstal 2022  7.07 0.9000

Liu 2020 6.38 1.9400
Taylor 2019 5.90 0.5700
Ajlan 2019 820 0.9000
Kesavadev 2017 7.00 0.9000
Kim 2014 7.30 1.1000
Wada 2020 7.37 0.5000
Yoo 2008 8.00 1.2000
Yeoh 2018 8.80 1.8000
Zhou 2020 5.12 0.6300
Sat0 2016 820 1.3000
Fantasia2021 900 1.1000
Tang 2014 7.90 1.3200
Yang 2021 6.40 1.3000
Zhang2022(2)  6.32 1.7400
Zhou 2021 6.4 0.6900
Zhang 2021 6.99 0.9700
Cai 2019 8.36 0.8200

Total (95% CI)

25
115
27
149
79
50
11
60
44
149
59

233838

1704

7.96 13000
8.40 1.3000
8.10 0.8700
850 12500
8.00 09100
7.70 12000
876 14300
8.50 1.2000
8.10 1.0000
8.34 11400
7.03 0.5000

7.63 18600
6.43 09200
870 1.2000
7.40 1.0000
7.70 16000
7.69 0.7800
8.30 1.1000
9.10 1.1000
524 04300
7.90 0.8000
8.50 1.8000
7.30 0.7500

820 1.7000
7.45 16700
7.16 0.7200
7.66 13000
8.33 1.0800

25 32%
58 39%
25 32%
150  45%
79  46%
50 38%
1M1 17%
61 40%
23 34%
75  44%
55 45%
30 19%
10 28%
52 39%
296  49%
301 43%
51 46%
28 31%
16 16%
30 45%
17 26%
32 22%
25 33%
96 38%
50 28%
30 42%
78 41%
47 40%
1801_100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1462; Chi® = 103,61, df = 27 (P < 0.01); I = 74%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi” = 4.61, df =2 (P = 0.10)

0.47[1.05; 0.11]
0.40 [0.82; 0.02]
0.40[-0.98; 0.18]
030 [0.58;-0.02]
030 [0.55;0.05]
030[0.73; 0.13]
0.17[1.21; 0.87]
0.10 [0.49; 0.29]
010 [0.62; 0.42]
0.03[-0.26; 0.32]
0.04 [0.22; 0.30]

125[2.21;-029]
053[1.20; 0.14]
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.0381; Chi® = 49.58, df = 24 (P < 0.01); ¥ = 52%

Test for subgroup differences: Chi® = 2.70,
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Ajjan 2019 8.20 0.9000 50 8.70 1.2000 52  4.3% -0.50[-0.91;-0.09] =
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Yeoh 2018 8.80 1.8000 14 9.10 1.1000 16 1.9% -0.30[-1.39; 0.79] —
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1609; Chi® = 99.87, df = 23 (P < 0.01); 1> = 77%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 1.77,df =2 (P =0.41)
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0; Chi? = 6.48, df = 11 (P = 0.84); I> = 0%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’ = 2.24,df=2 (P =0.33)
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 4.6211; Chi® = 15.51, df = 13 (P = 0.28); I = 16%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.28,df =1 (P =0.60)
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Sato 2016 -1.50 19.1900 17 7.00 19.9300 17  3.8% -8.50[-21.65; 4.65] —_—
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 4.6211; Chi® = 15.51
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’ = 2.46,df =2 (P =0.29)

L df=13 (P =0.28); I = 16%
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Haak 2017 -1.20 26.8200 149 -1.30 29.7700 75 89% 0.10[-7.90; 8.10] ——
Cosson 2009 14.00 24.8400 7 13.00 29.5800 12 1.1% 1.00 [-23.87; 25.87] —
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 4.6211; Chi® = 15.51, df = 13 (P = 0.28); I = 16%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.06,df =1 (P =0.81)
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Ajjan 2019 5.00 22.3800 49 10.79 22.0800 52 23.4% -5.79[-14.47; 2.89] =
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0; Chi? = 1.39, df = 6 (P = 0.97); I> = 0%

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.05, df =2 (P = 0.98)
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 13.0806; Chi® = 16.85, df = 10 (P = 0.08); I = 41%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’ = 1.96,df =1 (P =0.16)
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Ajjan 2019 5.00 22.3800 49 10.79 22.0800 52 10.7% -5.79[-14.47; 2.89] —
Beck 2017 -4.00 25.4600 78 1.00 26.9700 75 11.3% -5.00[-13.32; 3.32] —
Ajjan 2016 9.13 3.6600 30 9.55 3.6600 15 24.3% -0.42[-2.69; 1.85]
Haak 2017 4.10 28.8800 149 1.60 33.0200 75 10.6% 2.50[-6.29; 11.29]
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 13.0806; Chi’ = 16.85, df = 10 (P = 0.08); I = 41%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi=1.66, df =2 (P=0.44) -40 -20 0 20 40
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