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Figure 1: PRISMA flowchart
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(b)  Performance of DiaRem based on Follow up
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(c) Performance of ABCD based on HbA1c cutoff (d) Performance of DiaRem based on HbA1c cutoff
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(e) Performance of ABCD based on type of surgery (f) Performance of DiaRem based on type of surgery
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Figure 2 — Meta Analysis (a) — Performance of ABCD based on Follow up; (b) — Performance of DiaRem based on Follow up; (c) Performance of ABCD based on HbA1c cut off defining
diabetes duration; (d) - Performance of DiaRem based on HbA 1c¢ cut off defining diabetes duration; (¢) — Performance of ABCD based in type of bariatric surgery; (f) Performance of
ABCD based in type of bariatric surgery; RYGB- Gastric bypass, SG= Sleeve gastrectomy



