SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL 
Data restrictions
Preliminary inspection of the RBCT data revealed a number of limitations to analyses at the holding scale that required the omission of some data from our analyses. Firstly, the implementation of treatments varied among triplets and was variously affected by the Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) outbreak of 2001 [1]. No badger culling took place during the FMD outbreak, which impacted on the effects of the treatment.  Furthermore, not all of the treatments had commenced prior to the onset of the FMD epidemic in 2001, and the intensity of cattle testing in 2001 decreased by an order of magnitude. This also impacted on badger prevalence causing a 1.7-fold increase[2].  Due to the complexity of these potential covariates at the holding-scale, it was impossible to model the entire duration of the trial, so we restricted analyses to CHBs that started between 01/01/2002 and 31/12/2005. The duration since the initiation of treatment in each triplet is included in the analysis, as it is captured in the Triplet covariate. 
Also, triplet J was the last to undergo Proactive culling (started in July 2002) and no reactive culling took place as this treatment had been withdrawn once it had been established that it gave rise to an increase in CHBs.  In addition, as no data was available on badger social group boundaries for the unculled treatment area, this triplet was excluded from the analyses.

Consistent data on badger social group boundaries was not available for all triplets as methods differed between the trial’s two operational units (Defra Wildlife Units based at Polwhele, Cornwall and Aston Down, Gloucestershire).  Hence, we restricted our analyses to triplets B, C, F, and H for which there was detailed spatial information about the distribution and location of badger social groups derived from bait marking. Although a significant treatment effect was observed in the 2 km wide periphery of the proactive treatment areas [3], we could not include these areas as no data was available on the distribution of badger social group territories.

Several County Parish Holdings (CPHs) had missing information (e.g. area and locations of all holdings) that made it impossible to calculate other relevant covariates, and hence in some analyses these data were omitted.  Consequently, sample sizes vary amongst the different analyses.

Derivation of covariates
Number of land parcels in each holding 
Each CPH was represented in the GIS by one or more boundaries, representing different parcels of land. The shape files provided were used to derive the number of parcels assigned to each CPH. 

Number of contiguous neighbours to each holding

The number of CPHs that were contiguous neighbours of any given CPH was derived using a cell-counting methodology that interrogated the identity assigned to any raster cell adjacent to the CPH of interest.  There was a natural interaction between this covariate (number of neighbours) and the preceding one (number of land parcels).  A holding with a large number of separate parcels of land was likely to have a large number of neighbours, however, if those parcels were contiguous, one would expect a lower number of neighbours than a holding with the same number of parcels but which were more widely spread over the treatment area.

Badger social group territory characteristics 

The interface between badger social group territories and farm holdings was assumed to be an important factor in these analyses.  This was resolved into two covariates.  The boundary of each badger social group territory in the GIS was converted into raster cells of 25m x 25m.  The total number of raster cells that interfaced with each CPH area was then summed to derive the total length of badger boundaries present on each holding.  The number of different badger social groups occupying a holding was determined by overlaying the badger social group territories with each CPH area.

Distance to Nearest Livestock Breakdown

When a breakdown occurred it was important to know the distance to the nearest ongoing breakdown. This was calculated using the GIS centroid of the CPH, and scanning the database of the breakdowns within the core area in search of one incident where the start date was before that of the reference CPH, and where the end date was after the start date of the reference CPH. The closest of these CPHs and the distance to it were then recorded. These data were resolved into a binary covariate corresponding to whether there was an ongoing breakdown within 1km of any given CHB.  This variable underestimates the true proximity to a CHB because they are based on the inter-centroid distance rather than true CPH boundaries (which will have been closer).

Landcover in holdings

UK Landcover 2000 data [4] was used to derive habitat data for each holding.  The proportionate cover for each of the 26 habitat types described in the Landcover data were calculated for each CPH.  These data necessarily pertained to the holding as a whole and not specifically to the portions of the farm where cattle were kept.  The extent of broad-leaved/mixed woodland, coniferous woodland, bracken and shrub heath was summed to provide an estimate of the total percentage of woodland cover.  Similarly, the extent of improved, set-aside, rough, calcareous and acid grassland was summed to provide an estimate of the total percentage of grassland cover.
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