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Abstract.
BACKGROUND: Postprandial Glucose Excursion (PPGE) control is one of the goals of diabetes therapy. Patients should
count meal carbohydrates but it is often inaccurate. Automated Advanced Hybrid Closed Loop (AHCL) systems may overcome
carbohydrate count mistakes and aid to improve PPGE control.
OBJECTIVE: To evaluate the effect of switching from manual Sensor Augmented Pump (SAP) to AHCL on PPGE in Type
1 Diabetic (T1D) subjects.
METHODS: In 15 T1D patients using manual SAP, the Area Under the Curve (AUC) after breakfast, lunch and dinner was
calculated for two weeks before (T0), immediately (T1) and 3 months (T2) after switching to 780 G AHCL system. Total
Daily Dose (TDD), Time Above/Below/In Range (TAR, TBR, TIR), BMI, A1c, lipid profile and Treatment Satisfaction
Questionnaire (DTSQ) were considered.
RESULTS: A significant reduction in AUC was observed for breakfast and dinner at T2 and for lunch and dinner at T1. TIR
increased, while TAR and TBR reduced significantly from T0 to T1 and T2. For A1c, BMI and plasma lipids no statistically
significant differences were observed, although A1c decreased from 7.2% to 6.8%. TDD increased significantly, due to the
automatic correction boluses. DTSQ score at T2 was 33 (range 32–34, max 36).
CONCLUSIONS: After switching to AHCL, PPGE decreased rapidly by automatic correction boluses, without weight gain.
Meal management simplification and glucose control improvement were associated with high satisfaction scores.

Keywords: Glucose metrics, insulin pump, postprandial glucose excursion, type 1 diabetes

1. Introduction

The increasing utilization of Continuous Glucose Monitoring (CGM) systems in the management of type 1
diabetes (T1D), have enabled the use of new glucose metrics based on continuous data. These metrics comple-
ment the traditional pillars of glycemic targets: Fasting Blood Glucose (FBG), Postprandial Glucose (PPG) and
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glycosylated hemoglobin (A1c). Though PPG contributes significantly to the overall glycemic load, especially in
patients with relatively good glucose control, and is an independent cardiovascular (CV) risk factor [1–5], it was
not included in the 2019 international expert consensus guide, in the ten most useful CGM derived parameters
for use in routine clinical practice [6].

Postprandial Glucose Excursion (PPGE) can be calculated from CGM tracing as the Area Under the Curve
(AUC) spanning from the time preceding the meal and ending 2 hours post the start of the meal. The calculated
PPGE evaluates not only glucose peak intensity, but also amplitude and duration [7].

Advanced Hybrid Closed Loops (AHCL) systems are more efficient in improving glucose control than con-
ventional insulin pumps [8–10]. This improvement is recognized very early after the start of the therapy [11, 12].
However, there is paucity of data on the effect of these automated insulin devices on PPGE control.

Aim of this study was to evaluate the effect of switching from manual mode of Sensor Augmented Pump
(SAP) to the 780 G AHCL® system (automated “Smartguard”® model) on PPGE (represented by AUC) in T1D
subjects.

The second endpoint was the evaluation of CGM metrics, metabolic and clinical parameters before and after
switching of the therapies, as well as treatment satisfaction.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Study design and population

This was a monocentric observational (“retrospective-prospective”) study carried out at the Diabetes Unit
of San Camillo – Forlanini Hospital in Rome, Italy, between March and November 2020. Consecutive people
with T1D using open loop Continuous Subcutaneous Insulin Infusion (CSII) therapy for at least five years with
automatic insulin suspension before low glucose (SAP therapy – Medtronic 670® predominantly in manual
mode) who started 780 G AHCL system (MM780G®) were enrolled. The study data was accumulated during the
routine follow up of these patients by a multidisciplinary diabetes care team consisting of diabetologists, nurses
and certified nutritionists/dietitians.

The switch was a normal upgrade of technological systems at the end of the guarantee of the previous model,
maintaining the same insulin analogue. The 670G® auto mode was used by patients discontinuously and, in any
case, before switching to MM780G® a routine couple of weeks reset period in manual mode was required.

The inclusion criteria were: (i) aged ≥ 18 years, (ii) consumption of 3 main meals/day and (iii) able to sign the
informed consent. The study was approved by the territorial ethical committee and a written informed consent
was obtained from all participants.

2.2. Meal characteristics

Patients had a personalized meal plan, based on sex, age, weight, activity level and specific clinical
needs. Energy intake was set to 25–30 kcal/kg/day; protein intake 1.0–1.1 g/kg/day with a particular rec-
ommendation to include plant-based food (legumes) 2–3 times a week; carbohydrates 40–50% of the total
caloric intake; fiber intake ≥ 15 g/1000 kcal; fats aroud 30% of the total energy intake with a high polyun-
saturated+monounsaturated/saturated fat ratio and the Mediterranean-style diet was encouraged [13]. A
carbohydrate-counting retraining was performed during the visit to review the settings of the device.

2.3. Postprandial glucose excursion calculation

PPGE was calculated as AUC of the glucose variation between the beginning of the meal and the next two
hours. The trapezoidal rule was applied [14]: for each curve 4 glucose sensor values were considered (at the
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beginning of the meal, 30’, 60’ and 120’ later). The breakfast, lunch and dinner AUC was calculated in each
patient for 15 consecutive days before the switching to AHCL (T0), first two weeks after switching (T1) and two
weeks after 3 months of use (T2). Average AUC for each daily meal was calculated per person. For comparison
- the mean of the individual average values at T0, T1 and T2 were used.

2.4. Insulin daily dose calculation

Daily insulin dose was obtained from the Carelink TM ® platform at T0, T1 and T2. Total daily dose (TDD)
included algorithm driven basal dose (BDD), automated delivered correction boluses (CDD) and user initiated
prandial dose (PDD). For comparison - the mean of the individual averages values at T0, T1 and T2 were used.

2.5. Other parameters

Glucose metrics: Time In Range – TIR (70–180 mg/dL, %), Time Above Range – TAR (>180 mg/dL, %),
Time Below Range – TBR (<70 mg/dL, %), Glucose Management Indicator – GMI (%) and Body Mass Index –
BMI (calculated as a ratio between weight in kilograms and height in meters squared), A1c (% and mmol/mol,
HPLC method), total cholesterol (mg/dL), HDL-cholesterol (mg/dL) and triglycerides (mg/dL) at T0 and T2 and
were considered.

At the end of the study (T2) the Diabetes Treatment Satisfaction Questionnaire (DTSQ) was administered
[15]. DTSQ assesses patient’s satisfaction with the current diabetes treatment. It contains 6 questions, each of
which ranges from 0 to 6 (total score 0 – 36): higher score indicates higher treatment satisfaction.

2.6. Statistical analysis

ANOVA One Way test was used for statistical analysis. Continuous variables were expressed as
mean ± standard deviation. Significance was defined as p value < 0.05.

3. Results

3.1. Subject characteristics

15 subjects (80% males, mean age 51 ± 12.79 years) with disease duration of 24 ± 15.48 years and CSII dura-
tion of 9 ± 7.67 years were enrolled. The description of the sample including the medical history is summarized
in Table 1.

3.2. Postprandial glucose excursion (PPGE)

The average AUC of the three meals at the three time points are reported in Table 2. No significant differences
between the AUC at the three meals were noted at the individual time points. However, between the time points,
significant reduction in AUC was observed for breakfast and dinner between T0 to T2 (p < 0.05) and for lunch
and dinner between T0 to T1 for (p < 0.05) (Table 2).

3.3. CGM metrics

In Table 3 the CGM metrics at T0, T1 and T2 are reported. TIR increased significantly from T0 to T1 and
T2 (p < 0.005). Similarly TAR and TBR reduced significantly from T0 to T1 and T2 (p < 0.005). GMI decreased
from T0 to T1 and T2, but did not reach statistical significance.
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Table 1

Description of the sample

Males /Females (%) 12/3 (80/20)

Age (years) 51 (±12.79)

Disease duration (years) 24 (±15.48)

CSII duration (years) 9 (±7.67)

Arterial Hypertension (%) 3/16 (18.75)

Cardiovascular events (%) 0/16 (0)

Non-proliferative retinopathy (%) 2/16 (12.5)

Microalbuminuria (%) 2/16 (12.5)

Neuropathy (%) 4/16 (25)

Foot ulcer (%) 0/16 (0)

Thyroiditis (%) 4/16 (25)

Previous malignancy (%) 2/16 (12.5)

Depression (%) 2/16 (12.5)

Table 2

Mean AUC of the three meals

Breakfast Lunch Dinner

AUC T0 28023.3 ± 5676.7 26617 ± 4344 27904.6 ± 5354

AUC T1 22587.1 ± 3854 22224 ± 3653* 23145 ± 3271*

AUC T2 22450 ± 4578** 23237 ± 5145 23001.3 ± 4306**

Mean ± SD, ∗p < 0.05 T0 vs. T1, ∗∗p < 0.05 T0 vs. T2. Area Under the Curve (AUC).

Table 3

CGM metrics

TIR (%) TAR (%) TBR (%) GMI (%)

T0 66.8 ± 15.0 28.0 ± 15.0 6.3 ± 11.4 7.0 ± 0.006

T1 79.1 ± 9.3* 18.4 ± 10.0* 2.3 ± 2.7* 6.6 ± 0.0031

T2 79.0 ± 9.5** 18.1 ± 8.4** 2.5 ± 2.5** 6.6 ± 0.0033

Mean±SD, ∗p < 0.005 T0 vs. T1, ∗∗p < 0.005 T0 vs. T2. Contiunous Glucose Monitoring (CGM),

Glucose Management Indicator (GMI), Time Above Range (TAR), Time Below Range (TBR),

Time In Range (TIR).

3.4. Total insulin daily dose

A significant increase of TDD was observed at T2 (from 39.81 u/day at T0 to 46.04 u/day at T2; p < 0.05). The
significant change was in the increase of automated delivered correction boluses (CDD) from T0 to T1 (p < 0.005)
and from T0 to T2 (p < 0.0001) (Table 4). There were no significant differences between insulin delivered as
basal (BDD) or prandial (PDD) daily dose from T0 to T1 and T2.
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Table 4

Total insulin daily dose

TDD BDD PDD CDD

T0 39.81 ± 8.11 19.24 ± 4.76 20.60 ± 4.70 0 ± 0

T1 42.45 ± 10.47 19.33 ± 3.48 23.67 ± 8.67 3.10 ± 2.91◦

T2 46.04 ± 11.96* 18.38 ± 7.39 24.29 ± 10.45 4.92 ± 3.92◦◦

Mean ± SD, ∗p < 0.05 T0 vs. T2,◦ p < 0.005 T0 vs. T1, ◦◦p < 0.0001 T0 vs. T2. Total insulin

(TDD), Basal (BDD), Prandial (PDD) and Correctional (CDD) Daily Dose.

3.5. Other parameters

A1c level was reduced from 7.2% (55.2 mmol/mol)±0.9 (10) at T0 to 6.8% (50.8 mmol/mol)±0.7 (8) at T2,
without reaching the statistical significance. Also for BMI, total cholesterol, HDL-cholesterol and triglycerides
we did not observe statistically significant differences (data not shown).

DTSQ score at T2 was close to the maximum value of 36: median value 33, interquartile range 32–34.

4. Discussion

PPG control is one of diabetes treatment goals [16]. The control of PPG is important as postprandial hyper-
glycemia triggers a metabolic and haemodynamic event cascade increasing CV risk [17–20].

Evidence from epidemiologic studies has demonstrated the association between PPG and CV risk, indepen-
dently from A1c levels.

However there are some limitations and gaps in knowledge when implies to T1D, as most of these studies
concern Type 2 Diabetes (T2D), and based on oral glucose challenge [4, 5, 21] or mixed meal models [22, 23] and
not based on continuous glucose data as measured by CGM systems. It is plausible that the epidemiological and
clinical data about PPG control and CV risk in T2D may be extrapolated also to T1D, particularly in long-term
older patients. The progressive diffusion of CGM and FGM (Flash Glucose Monitoring) among T2D subjects, not
necessary treated with intensive insulin therapy or CSII, has given more complete information and consciousness
about dietary and therapeutic choices which is associated with better outcomes in terms of reduced A1c levels,
glucose metrics [24–26] as well as hospital admissions [27].

Indeed, the primary measure of PPG control is the glucose measurement at 2 h after the beginning of the meal,
with a goal of capillary plasma glucose of < 180 mg/dL (<10.0 mmol/L), although an ideal target is mentioned
to < 140 mg/dL (<7.8 mmol/L) does not represent the full scope of the PPGE.

The main treatment goals in TID are to achieve a good glucose control, represented by A1c, to reduce glucose
variability and to limit hypoglycemia: the technology (CGM, CSII, SAP and AHCL) helps to achieve these
goals significantly and has allowed to establish the current glucose metrics [6]. A higher attention to PPGE is
aligned with the evaluation of the educational intervention efficacy, in particular with a nutrient count and meal
management patient’s skills.

Although the PPGE is not included among the current glucose metrics, patients are educated to manage it by
counting carbohydrates and considering the impact of other nutrients according to their own experience [28].
The study conducted aimed to shed light on the ability of Automated Insulin Delivery (AID) systems to control
PPGE and compare to open loop systems. The two types of therapy differ in the approach to meal handling to
prevent high PPGE. In open loop systems the user calculates the carbohydrates content of the meal and it is
also recommended to take into account the carbohydrate equivalence of the fat and protein constituents of the
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meal and to provide extended or dual wave boluses if slow absorbing meals are consumed. All this contributes
to the complexity and burden of meal management. On the contrary, the 780G® AID system, requires the
announcement of only an approximated carbohydrate content of the meal and the bolus is administered as a
simple bolus, relying on the automated adjusted basal rates and automated correction boluses to mitigate the
rise in PPG [29]. In addition, a safe meal module is part of the algorithm which reduces a calculated meal bolus
if it is predicted (by model simulation) to reach a level lower than 70 mg in a 4 hour window. These measures
simplify meal management and prevent late postprandial hypoglycemia. We aimed to assess the outcome of the
automated approach to meal handling with the MM780G® system.

In our sample, the MM780G® system improved postprandial glucose early in the course of use, as demonstrated
by the AUC decrease at T1, that was sustained for 3 months. The improvement was evident at lunch and dinner
already in the first two weeks of use (T0 to T1; p < 0.05), and at breakfast and at dinner after 3 months (T0 to
T2; p < 0.05). It has taken a longer time to reach the significant AUC decrease at breakfast. It may be due to the
different insulin sensitivity in the morning observed in T1D patients [30] and due to the higher carbohydrate load
with lower glycemic index of breakfast according to the Italian eating habits (milk, biscuits, oven-baked food)
which may require a longer adaptation period of the system and specific patients skills (e.g. optimal timing of
bolus delivery before eating).

TIR increased significantly from 67% to 80% already in the first two weeks of utilization; at the same time
TAR reduced from 28% to 18.4 % at T1 and to 18.1% at T2; TBR from 6.3% to 2.3% and to 2.5% at T1 and
T2 respectively. GMI was decreases from 7.0% to 6.6% (n.s.). Severe hypoglycemia was not reported. The
results confirm the safety and efficacy of the meal handling approach of the MM780G® AID system, confirming
previous studies [29].

BMI and plasma lipids changes did not reach the statistical significance confirming no negative effects on
body weight, but it may be due to a short duration of the study.

The slight TDD increase after 3 months of AHCL start is not related to the body weight gain: the TDD increase
has been observed also in children and adolescents after 6 months [31] or 1 year [32] of AHCL use: in these
subjects it seems to be due to the puberal physiological increase. In a previous study, adults transitioning from
SAP with low glucose suspend system (LGS) or predictive low glucose suspend system (PLGS) to AHCL, were
observed having a decrease in basal insulin with a simultaneous increase in bolus insulin, which is most likely
due to self-correction [33].

In our sample the TDD increase was mostly due to the increase in automated correction doses. We thereby
hypothesize that the automated insulin delivery of basal insulin and the automated correction dosages where
superior to the practice of prolonging and splitting meal boluses as it provides the amount of insulin required
every 5 minutes in real time. It is also likely that this system is more efficient in PPGE control as it can overcome
carbohydrate (CHO) counting mistakes, the inability to fully recognize glycemic index, food processing and
other mixed meal nutrients (fat, protein, fiber). It is of crucial importance to understand if the TDD increase can
lead to long-term negative effects, such as weight gain or insulin resistance.

We were interested to assess the users’ attitude toward the algorithm “taking over” decisions on their therapy
and the lack of features such as prolonged and dual boluses. The DTSQ average value documented a high level
of satisfaction with treatment (median score was 33 with the maximum score of 36 [15]). Satisfaction with
treatment is an important mediator of patient adherence and achievement of targets. The increase in satisfaction
can, in fact, be due to the simplification of the meal bolus calculation which is laborious and not always effective
to control PPGE. It is important to mention that these patients received the support of the multidisciplinary team
and education for CHO counting which are necessary to manage the meal properly and to limit PPGE beyond
the algorithm properties.

The strength of this real-life observational study is the inclusion of consecutive patients under regu-
lar clinical follow up at our center. Key limitations are the short duration, the low sample size, the lack
of a control group and the single center nature of the study which is limiting the generalizability of the
results.
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5. Conclusions

Switching to an AID-MM780G® system decreased PPGE rapidly and in a sustainable way. This was achieved
by increasing the automated insulin correction dose. Automation was effective in providing insulin in a way that
compensated for miscalculation of meal constituents, utilizing simple premeal bolus. The simplification of meal
management and the improved glycemic control, was associated with high user satisfaction scores.

Our data suggest also to consider AUC as a PPGE related independent glucose metric, specifically useful
to underline the impact of dietary choices on glucose profile, and to verify the efficacy of multidisciplinary
nutritional educational therapy and the implementation of healthy dietary habits.

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to thank Prof. Ohad Cohen, Clinical Professor of Medicine Ch. Sheba Medical Centre
Tel Hashomer, Israel and Dr. Vittorino Smaniotto, Medical Affairs Manager Diabetes EMEA at Medtronic, for
their cooperation in this study.

Ethic statement

The study was approved by the territorial ethical committee of Lazio, Area 4, protocol number 46-2024 of 22
May 2024.

Funding statement

The authors report no funding.

Conflict of interest statement

The authors have no conflict of interest to report.

Author contributions

All authors contributed equally to the writing of this manuscript. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

References

[1] Monnier L, Lapinski H, Colette C. Contributions of fasting and postprandial plasma glucose increments to the overall diurnal
hyperglycemia of type 2 diabetic patients: variations with increasing levels of HbA(1c). Diabetes Care. 2003;26(3):881-5. doi:
10.2337/diacare.26.3.881. PMID: 12610053.

[2] Standl E, Schnell O, Ceriello A. Postprandial hyperglycemia and glycemic variability: should we care? Diabetes Care. 2011;34(Suppl
2):S120-7. doi: 10.2337/dc11-s206. PMID: 21525442; PMCID: PMC3632148.

[3] Madsbad S. Impact of postprandial glucose control on diabetes-related complications: How is the evidence evolving? J Diabetes
Complications. 2016;30(2):374-85. doi: 10.1016/j.jdiacomp.2015.09.019. Epub 2015 Oct 9. PMID: 26541075.



8 D. Pollakova et al. / Advanced hybrid closed loop (artificial pancreas)

[4] DECODE Study Group, the European Diabetes Epidemiology Group. Glucose tolerance and cardiovascular mortality: comparison
of fasting and 2-hour diagnostic criteria. Arch Intern Med. 2001;161(3):397-405. doi: 10.1001/archinte.161.3.397. PMID: 11176766.

[5] Meigs JB, Nathan DM, D’Agostino RB Sr, et al. Fasting and postchallenge glycemia and cardiovascular disease risk: the Framingham
Offspring Study. Diabetes Care 2002;25(10):1845-50. doi: 10.2337/diacare.25.10.1845. PMID: 12351489.

[6] Battelino T, Danne T, Bergenstal RM, et al. Clinical Targets for Continuous Glucose Monitoring Data Interpretation: Recommendations
From the International Consensus on Time in Range. Diabetes Care. 2019;42(8):1593-1603. doi: 10.2337/dci19-0028. Epub 2019 Jun
8. PMID: 31177185; PMCID: PMC6973648.

[7] Fritzsche G, Kohnert KD, Heinke P, et al. The use of a computer program to calculate the mean amplitude of glycemic excursions.
Diabetes Technol Ther. 2011;13(3):319-25. doi: 10.1089/dia.2010.0108. Epub 2011 Feb 3. PMID: 21291337.

[8] Bally L, Thabit H, Hartnell S, et al. Closed-Loop Insulin Delivery for Glycemic Control in Noncritical Care. N Engl J Med.
2018;379(6):547-556. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1805233. Epub 2018 Jun 25. PMID: 29940126.

[9] Bekiari E, Kitsios K, Thabit H, et al. Artificial pancreas treatment for outpatients with type 1 diabetes: systematic review and
meta-analysis. BMJ. 2018;361:k1310. doi:10.1136/bmj.k1310.

[10] Breton MD, Kovatchev BP. One Year Real-World Use of the Control-IQ Advanced Hybrid Closed-Loop Technology. Diabetes Technol
Ther. 2021;23(9):601-608. doi: 10.1089/dia.2021.0097. Epub 2021 Apr 21. PMID: 33784196; PMCID: PMC8501470.

[11] Gingras V, Taleb N, Roy-Fleming A, et al. The challenges of achieving postprandial glucose control using closed-loop systems
in patients with type 1 diabetes. Diabetes Obes Metab. 2018;20(2):245-256. doi: 10.1111/dom.13052. Epub 2017 Aug 10. PMID:
28675686; PMCID: PMC5810921.

[12] Weinzimer SA, Bailey RJ, Bergenstal RM, et al. A Comparison of Postprandial Glucose Control in the Medtronic Advanced Hybrid
Closed-Loop System Versus 670G. Diabetes Technol Ther. 2022;24(8):573-582. doi: 10.1089/dia.2021.0568. Epub 2022 Apr 28.
PMID: 35363054; PMCID: PMC9353997.

[13] Diabetes and Nutrition Study Group (DNSG) of the European Association for the Study of Diabetes (EASD). Evidence-based European
recommendations for the dietary management of diabetes. Diabetologia. 2023;66(6):965-985. doi: 10.1007/s00125-023-05894-8.
PMID: 37069434.

[14] Burden RL, Faires JD. Numerical Analysis, 7th Edition. Brooks/Cole. 2000: ISBN 10:0534382169ISBN 13:9780534382162.

[15] Bradley C, Plowright R, Stewart J, et al. The Diabetes Treatment Satisfaction Questionnaire change version (DTSQc) evaluated in
insulin glargine trials shows greater responsiveness to improvements than the original DTSQ. Health Qual Life Outcomes. 2007;5:57.
doi: 10.1186/1477-7525-5-57. PMID: 17927832; PMCID: PMC2170436.

[16] Holt RIG, DeVries JH, Hess-Fischl A, et al. The management of type 1 diabetes in adults. A consensus report by the American
Diabetes Association (ADA) and the European Association for the Study of Diabetes (EASD). Diabetologia 2021;64(12):2609-2652.
doi: 10.1007/s00125-021-05568-3. Erratum in: Diabetologia. 2022 Jan;65(1):255. PMID: 34590174; PMCID: PMC8481000.

[17] Hamilton SJ, Watts GF. Endothelial dysfunction in diabetes: pathogenesis, significance, and treatment. Rev Diabet Stud. 2013;10(2-
3):133-56. doi: 10.1900/RDS.2013.10.133. Epub 2013 Aug 10. PMID: 24380089; PMCID: PMC4063100.

[18] Scognamiglio R, Negut C, De Kreutzenberg SV, et al. Postprandial myocardial perfusion in healthy subjects and in type 2 diabetic
patients. Circulation. 2005;112(2):179-84. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.104.495127. Epub 2005 Jul 5. PMID: 15998667.

[19] Hanefeld M, Koehler C, Schaper F, et al. Postprandial plasma glucose is an independent risk factor for increased carotid intima-media
thickness in non-diabetic individuals. Atherosclerosis. 1999;144(1):229-35. doi: 10.1016/s0021-9150(99)00059-3. PMID: 10381296.

[20] Ceriello A, Esposito K, Piconi L, et al. Oscillating glucose is more deleterious to endothelial function and oxidative stress than mean
glucose in normal and type 2 diabetic patients. Diabetes. 2008;57(5):1349-54. doi: 10.2337/db08-0063. Epub 2008 Feb 25. PMID:
18299315.

[21] Ceriello A, Hanefeld M, Leiter L, et al. Postprandial glucose regulation and diabetic complications. Arch Intern Med.
2004;164(19):2090-5. doi: 10.1001/archinte.164.19.2090. PMID: 15505121.

[22] Hanefeld M, Fischer S, Schmechel H, et al. Diabetes Intervention Study. Multi-intervention trial in newly diagnosed NIDDM. Diabetes
Care. 1991;14(4):308-17. doi: 10.2337/diacare.14.4.308. PMID: 2060433.

[23] Cavalot F, Petrelli A, Traversa M, et al. Postprandial blood glucose is a stronger predictor of cardiovascular events than fasting blood
glucose in type 2 diabetes mellitus, particularly in women: lessons from the San Luigi Gonzaga Diabetes Study. J Clin Endocrinol
Metab. 2006;91(3):813-9. doi: 10.1210/jc.2005-1005. Epub 2005 Dec 13. PMID: 16352690.

[24] Vigersky RA, Fonda SJ, Chellappa M, et al. Short- and long-term effects of real-time continuous glucose monitoring in patients
with type 2 diabetes. Diabetes Care. 2012;35(1):32-8. doi: 10.2337/dc11-1438. Epub 2011 Nov 18. PMID: 22100963; PMCID:
PMC3241321.

[25] Carlson AL, Daniel TD, DeSantis A, et al. Flash glucose monitoring in type 2 diabetes managed with basal insulin in the
USA: a retrospective real-world chart review study and meta-analysis. BMJ Open Diabetes Res Care. 2022;10(1):e002590. doi:
10.1136/bmjdrc-2021-002590. PMID: 35058312; PMCID: PMC8783803.



D. Pollakova et al. / Advanced hybrid closed loop (artificial pancreas) 9

[26] Choe HJ, Rhee EJ, Won JC, et al. Effects of Patient-Driven Lifestyle Modification Using Intermittently Scanned Continuous Glucose
Monitoring in Patients With Type 2 Diabetes: Results From the Randomized Open-label PDF Study. Diabetes Care. 2022;45(10):2224-
2230. doi: 10.2337/dc22-0764. PMID: 35984640; PMCID: PMC9862445.

[27] Guerci B, Roussel R, Levrat-Guillen F, et al. Important Decrease in Hospitalizations for Acute Diabetes Events Following FreeStyle
Libre System Initiation in People with Type 2 Diabetes on Basal Insulin Therapy in France. Diabetes Technol Ther. 2023;25(1):20-30.
doi: 10.1089/dia.2022.0271. Epub 2022 Nov 24. PMID: 36094418.

[28] Leahy JJL, Aleppo G, Fonseca VA, et al. Optimizing Postprandial Glucose Management in Adults With Insulin-Requiring Dia-
betes: Report and Recommendations. J Endocr Soc. 2019;3(10):1942-1957. doi: 10.1210/js.2019-00222. PMID: 31608313; PMCID:
PMC6781941.

[29] Petrovski G, Campbell J, Pasha M, et al. Simplified Meal Announcement Versus Precise Carbohydrate Counting in Adolescents
With Type 1 Diabetes Using the MiniMed 780G Advanced Hybrid Closed Loop System: A Randomized Controlled Trial Comparing
Glucose Control. Diabetes Care. 2023;46(3):544-550. doi: 10.2337/dc22-1692. PMID: 36598841; PMCID: PMC10148675.

[30] Hinshaw L, Dalla Man C, Nandy DK, et al. Diurnal pattern of insulin action in type 1 diabetes: implications for a closed-loop system.
Diabetes. 2013;62(7):2223-9. doi: 10.2337/db12-1759. Epub 2013 Feb 27. PMID: 23447123; PMCID: PMC3712033.

[31] Arrieta A, Battelino T, Scaramuzza AE, et al. Comparison of MiniMed 780G system performance in users aged younger and older
than 15 years: Evidence from 12 870 real-world users. Diabetes Obes Metab. 2022;24(7):1370-1379. doi: 10.1111/dom.14714. Epub
2022 May 12. PMID: 35403792; PMCID: PMC9545031.

[32] Seget S, Jarosz-Chobot P, Ochab A, et al. Body mass index, basal insulin and glycemic control in children with type 1 diabetes treated
with the advanced hybrid closed loop system remain stable - 1-year prospective, observational, two-center study. Front Endocrinol
(Lausanne). 2022;13:1036808. doi: 10.3389/fendo.2022.1036808. PMID: 36303875; PMCID: PMC9592809.
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