I I I Fan W, et al.
%
Intervention Control
Mean difference

Study n Mean SD n Mean SD (95% Cl) Weight
'
]

Benhamou 2019 63 73 24 63 95 24 : * -220(-3.04t0 -1.36) 17.78
L]
L]
'

Benhamou 2021 5 58 5 5 138 5 * : -8.00 (-8.6210-7.38) 17.93
L]
'
L]

Blauw 2021 23 34 6 23 10 46 + ] -6.60 (-8.50t0 -4.70) 16.53
L]
'
'
L)

Blauw 2016 10 66 1110 14 7 ‘ = -4.80 (-9.3810-0.22) 11.62
'
'
L]

Kariyawasam 2022a 21 742 49 21 648 49 : . 064 (034t00.94) 18.07
.
]
'

Kariyawasam 2022b 17 754 42 17 965 42 : . -2.11(-2.3910-1.83) 18.08
L]

139 139

Total (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Tau’=9.75; Chi’=672.13, df=5 (P<0.001); ’=99.3%

Tesl for overall effect. Z=2.81 (P=0.005)

@ -3.74 (-6.34 10 -1.14) 100,00

-9.38

Favours automated insulin delivery o Favours 9.38
systems control

Supplementary Fig. 6. Forest plot for glycemia risk index comparing automated insulin delivery systems with other insulin-
based treatment. SD, standard deviation; CI, confidence interval.

Diabetes Metab ] 2025;49:235-251  https://e-dmj.org





