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Supplementary Table 1 - Peer Support Intervention Components
	Peer supporter recruitment


	The peer supporters were identified by GPs and practice nurses and were trained at a ratio of approximately one peer supporter to seven/eight patients with type 2 diabetes. They were eligible for consideration if they meet the following inclusion criteria: having type 2 diabetes for at least one year; participation in preventive treatments and being generally adherent to treatment and behaviour change regimens, as judged by the practice team; having a capacity and commitment to undergo the training required; having a full understanding of the importance of patient confidentiality; and undertaking to liaise with the practice nurse and/or GP if unanticipated problems arose during the course of their peer support activity



	Peer supporter training
	The peer supporters attended two evening training sessions, which were conducted by the research team.  These sessions focused on the basics of type 2 diabetes and issues relating to working with groups and confidentiality. 



	Peer support meetings
	Peer support meetings were held in the general practice premises at a convenient time for practice staff, peer supporters and participants.  There were nine peer support sessions held over two years; at month 1, month 2 and every 3 months thereafter.  Each meeting had a suggested theme and a small structured component. There was also a “frequently asked questions” system (FAQs). That is, at the end of each session the group fed back questions to the research team who compiled written answers based on the feedback from all groups, which were then presented and discussed at the start of the next session.



	Retention and support of peer supporters
	Formal structures were put in place to ensure peer support workers were supported in their role, including regular telephone support from the project manager before and after meetings; a course handbook and resource pack; an annual social/ educational event; a protocol to follow if a peer supporter resigns; and travel and related expenses




Note: 29 peer supporters (PSs) were recruited and trained as planned in the protocol - 28 out of 29 PSs completed the study and only 23 of these were still acting in the role of peer supporter

Supplementary Table 2 – Practice and Patient Baseline Characteristics
	
	Intervention 

n=192
	Control 

n=203


	Peer supporters

n=29



	Practice factors at baseline

	No. of practices
	10
	10
	

	Practice size (mean no. of patients)
	4830
	5800
	

	Practice location
	8 urban
	8 urban
	

	Mean % of practice population on diabetes register
	1.7%
	1.7%
	

	Diabetes care:

GP only

GP and specialist

Specialist only

No care
	68 (35%)

60 (30%)

62 (32%)

3   (2%)
	60 (30%)

73 (36%)

65 (32%)

5   (2%)
	

	Participants and peer supporters

	Sex No (%)

Female
	88 (46)
	93 (46)
	17 (59)

	Mean age, Years (SD)
	66.1 (11.11)
	63.2 (11.04)
	62.7 (11.3)

	GMS card* No (%)

Yes
	92 (48)
	108 (53)
	8 (30)

	Education status No (%)

Primary education only

Complete third level education
	79 (41)

15 (8)
	98 (48)

10 (5)
	5 (17)

9 (31)

	Marital Status No (%)

Married/ co-habiting

Single /Widowed/Separated/Divorced

Missing
	134 (68)

65 (33)

2 (0.5)
	113 (59)

79 (41)

0 (0)
	20 (70)

9 (30)

0 (0)

	Employment Status No (%)

Employee or Self-employed
	33 (20)
	48 (28)
	7 (25)



	Mean duration of diabetes Years (SD) 
	7.4 (7)
	6.9 (6.3)
	6.8 (8.1)

	Diabetes regime No (%)

Diet controlled

Oral hypoglycaemics

Insulin

Missing
	52 (27)

133 (69)

5 (3)

2 (1)
	38 (19)

 160 (79)

 3 (1)

2 (1)
	9 (31)

 14 (48)

2 (7)
4 (14)

	No (%) with 3 or more medical conditions
	134 (70)
	129 (64)
	27 (93)


* Eligibility for a General Medical Scheme (GMS) card implies you are in the 30% of the population with lowest income and indicates you are eligible for free healthcare.

Note: Comparison across intervention and control arms was performed using χ2 tests for categorical variables and independent t tests for continuous variables. Statistically significant differences (p < 0.05) were found for age and marital status. 
Supplementary Table 3 – UKPDS Model Input Parameter Data

	Neutral (Pooled) parameters

	Variable
	Male

Mean (SD)
	Female

Mean (SD)

	Age (years)
	64.5 (11)
	64.5 (11)

	Duration of Diabetes(years)
	7.4 (6.8)
	6.9 (6.7)

	HDL Cholesterol (mmol/l)
	1 (n/a)
	1(n./a)

	Weight (kgs)
	91.6 (18)
	79.4 (18)

	Height (metres)
	1.7 (0.8)
	1.6 (0.7)

	PVD (History)
	No
	No

	Arterial Fibrillation (History)
	No
	No

	Non Neutral parameters

	Variable
	Intervention
	Control

	Smoking Status 

Never (%)

Past (%)

Current (%)
	47

38

15
	42

43

15

	Total Cholesterol (mmol/1)
Mean (SD)
	3.99 (0.30)
	4.30 (0.35)

	Systolic Blood Pressure (mmHg)
Mean (SD)
	136.25 (4.00)
	136.57 (3.37)

	HBA1c (%)
Mean (SD)
	7.08 (0.74)
	7.15 (0.68)


The model allows for the following baseline population characteristics to be inputted: age at diagnosis, ethnicity, gender, duration of diabetes, body mass index (BMI), HbA1c, total cholesterol, high density lipoprotein (HDL) cholesterol, blood pressure, smoking status, atrial fibrillation at diagnosis, peripheral vascular disease at diagnosis, and history of diabetes-related events. Furthermore, the following risk factors can be inputted for each year the patient is in the model: HbA1c, systolic blood pressure (SBP) total cholesterol, HDL cholesterol, and smoking status.
Neutral Parameters: Estimated from pooled baseline data for intervention and control patients.

Non Neutral Parameters: Estimated for intervention and control patients separately

Total Cholesterol (TC): GEE regression, with an identity link function, a Gaussian variance function, and exchangeable correlation structure. Covariates included treatment arm and baseline TC. 
Systolic Blood Pressure (SBP): GEE regression, with an identity link function, a Gaussian variance function, and exchangeable correlation structure. Covariates included treatment arm and baseline SBP.
HBA1c: GEE regression, with an identity link function, a Gaussian variance function, and exchangeable correlation structure. Covariates included treatment arm and baseline HBA1c.

Supplementary Table 4 - Baseline (12 months) Resource Use and Cost Results

	Item


	Intervention

N=192

Mean (SD) / %
	Control

N=203

Mean (SD) / %

	
	Resource 

Use
	Cost

€
	Resource 

Use
	Cost

€

	Healthcare Resources

GP Visits

Practice Nurse Visits

Inpatient Days

Outpatient Visits

Diabetic Day Care Visits

A&E Visits

Chiropodist Visits

Dietician Visits

Oral Medication

Insulin 

Self Monitoring
	6.23 (5.48)

3.41 (2.62)

2.34(6.02)

1.16 (1.99)

1.16 (3.01)

0.27 (0.66)

2.26 (2.19)

0.78 (1.39)

70%

3%

84%
	311.59 (273.84)

40.90 (31.45)

2003.60 (5153.66)

185.37 (318.987)

186.18 (481.39)

73.10 (180.86)

38.35 (37.25)

12.42 (22.18)

147.19 (96.61)
17.38 (105.98) 
132.00 (56.95)
	6.07 (4.58)

2.95 (1.92)

2.26 (7.60)

1.06 (1.50)

1.15 (2.37)

0.41 (0.99)

2.02 (2.45)

0.82 (1.15)

80%

2%

79%
	303.55 (228.78)

35.44 (23.09)

1930.37 (6507.92)

169.51 (240.68)

184.22 (378.51)

111.49 (270.22)

34.40 (41.72)

13.18 (18.41)

167.38 (84.94)
9.86 (80.27)
123.15 (64.20)

	Total Healthcare Cost
	
	3263.53 (4824.94)
	
	3053.42 (5280.94)

	Patient Resources

Travel Expenses

Time Input
	n/a

n/a
	164.49 (100.15)

229.74 (120.81)
	n/a

n/a
	166.70 (125.64)

229.05 (140.07)

	Total Patient Cost 
	
	400.92 (183.59)
	
	398.38 (208.58)

	Total Cost 
	
	3660.41 (4861.51)
	
	3451.40 (5352.99)


Completeness of data at baseline: Intervention patients: 85% completeness for data on primary care visits, 95% for days in hospital, 85% for outpatient, 86% for diabetic day care visits, 75% for dietician visits, 67% for chiropodist visits, 95% for A&E visits, 99% for diabetic treatment, and 99% for self monitoring. Control patients: 83%, 97%, 91%, 91%, 78%, 63%, 94%, 99%, and 99%, respectively.
Note: To calculate Total Cost values, imputation was undertaken to estimate missing values for individual cost components. Imputation was conditional on age, gender, duration of diabetes, and treatment arm.

Supplementary Table 5 – One-way and Probabilistic Sensitivity Analysis Results 

	Analysis
	Δ

Cost (€)
	95 % CI’s

Cost (€)
	Δ

QALY
	95 % CI’s

QALYs
	Probability (%) that the Intervention is cost effective for λ

	
	
	
	
	
	λ = €5,000
	λ = €15,000
	λ = €30,000
	λ = €45,000

	Total Healthcare Cost 
	-637.43


	-2445.19, 
1125.45
	0.09


	-0.05,
0.25
	87
	91
	92
	91

	Total Cost
	-623.39
	-2507.98, 
1298.49
	0.09


	-0.06, 

0.24
	83
	90
	89
	89

	

	Treatment Effect

 3 years
	-650.72
	-2527.90,

1180.27
	0.11
	-0.03
0.26
	87
	94
	94
	94

	Treatment Effect

 5 years
	-690.28
	-2496.57,

1228.87
	0.11
	-0.04,

0.26
	90
	95
	96
	95

	Treatment Effect 

 Lifetime 
	-709.91
	-2490.42,

1128.71
	0.12
	-0.03,

0.26
	90
	96
	96
	95

	Discount Rate 

 0%
	-583.03
	-2487.63,

1260.94
	0.14
	-0.08
0.34
	89
	91
	91
	90

	Discount Rate 

 5%
	-640.53
	-2487.63,

1260.94
	0.08
	-0.03,

0.21
	86
	94
	94
	93

	Peer Supporter Time = €0
	-696.20
	-2374.16,

930.14
	0.10
	-0.05,

0.24
	90
	95
	94
	94

	Peer Supporter Time = 25% of Average Industrial Wage
	-677.11
	-2212.39,

988.67
	0.09
	-0.06,

0.24
	89
	92
	92
	91

	Peer Supporter Time = 33% of Average Industrial Wage
	-656.07
	-2325.44,

1087.69
	0.10
	-0.05,

0.24
	90
	92
	93
	93


Note: One-way sensitivity Analyses undertaken for healthcare provider perspective only
Supplementary Figure 1: Cost Effectiveness Plane 
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Note: Healthcare Cost Only Analysis
Supplementary Figure 2: Cost Effectiveness Acceptability Curve
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Note: Healthcare Cost Only Analysis
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