COREQ Checklist 
Domain 1: Research team and reflexivity  
Personal Characteristics   
1. Interviewer/facilitator Which author/s conducted the interview or focus group? 
Elisabeth Rydwik (ER) and Fahime Lamian (FL).
2. Credentials What were the researcher's credentials? E.g. PhD, MD
	ER was Associated professor, FL was MD
3. Occupation What was their occupation at the time of the study? 
ER academic coordinator, researcher at Jakobsberg Academic Primary Healthcare Centre, FL – General practitioner at Jakobsberg Academic Primary Healthcare centre
4. Gender Was the researcher male or female? 
Both females
5. Experience and training What experience or training did the researcher have? Relationship with participants   
ER had many years’ experiences of intervention research among patients, FL was participated in research project and was general practitioner at the same centre 
6. Relationship established Was a relationship established prior to study commencement? 
	ER and FL had no previous relationship with the participants.
7. Participant knowledge of the interviewer What did the participants know about the researcher? e.g. personal goals, reasons for doing the research 
All patients received a written and verbal information about study from project leader
8. Interviewer characteristics What characteristics were reported about the interviewer/facilitator? e.g. Bias, assumptions, reasons and interests in the research topic 
	???
Domain 2: study design   Theoretical framework   
9. Methodological orientation and Theory What methodological orientation was stated to underpin the study? e.g. grounded theory, discourse analysis, ethnography, phenomenology, content analysis Participant selection 
	Content analysis was used for analysing of the texts
	Selection of participants: As described in the article “An information letter about the study was sent to patients with type 2 diabetes or prediabetes who were listed at the center asking for interest to participate in the study. The letters were followed up by telephone calls by the principal investigator. Patients with type 2 diabetes with HbA1c <48 mmol/mol and BMI <18.5 were excluded. Exclusion criteria for both prediabetes and diabetes groups were: age under 18 years; did not understand or could use smartphone technology and/or had no computer and internet access or could not read the Swedish language.”, and all those that consented to participation was invited to answer the questionnaires including the open-ended questions.
10. Sampling How were participants selected? e.g. purposive, convenience, consecutive, snowball 
Participants who had treatment for diabetes at the primary healthcare centre were asked to participate, see above.
11. Method of approach How were participants approached? e.g. face-to-face, telephone, mail, email 
	Data was collected with open-ended questions as part of a questionnaire
12. Sample size How many participants were in the study? 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In total, 31 patients consented to participate, 16 continued participation and were assessed at follow-up). Qualitative analyses is based on written response of 16 participants.

13. Non-participation How many people refused to participate or dropped out? Reasons? Setting  
Of the 135 contacted by phone, 68 were not reachable and/or did not return the telephone message, 39 declined participation and 28 consented to participate. Of those 16 participants answered the open-ended question.
14. Setting of data collection Where was the data collected? e.g. home, clinic, workplace 
The questionnaire including the open-ended questions were sent to the participants and were returned in a pre-stamped envelope.
15. Presence of non-participants Was anyone else present besides the participants and researchers? 
	Since the participants filled our the questionnaire at home, we do not know this.
16. Description of sample What are the important characteristics of the sample? e.g. demographic data, date Data collection   
Median age was 60 years (Q1-Q3 54-71), 16 men and 15 women. Data was collected during spring 2017.
17. Interview guide Were questions, prompts, guides provided by the authors? Was it pilot tested?
The questions were part of the questionnaires. It was not piloted in this study but in a previous study evaluating distance support
18. Repeat interviews Were repeat interviews carried out? If yes, how many? 
	Only once
19. Audio/visual recording Did the research use audio or visual recording to collect the data?
	Either audio or visual recording was used for collection of the data.
20. Field notes Were field notes made during and/or after the interview or focus group? 
	No, since the data consists of open-ended questions.
21. Duration What was the duration of the interviews or focus group? 
Only open-ended questions were used as part of a questionnaire. Since the participants answered the questionnaire by them-selves at home, we do not know the time spent.
22. Data saturation Was data saturation discussed? 
	No, since we used open-ended questions.
23. Transcripts returned Were transcripts returned to participants for comment and/or correction? 
	No, since we did not do a transcript based on the nature of data.
Domain 3: analysis and findings   
Data analysis   
24. Number of data coders How many data coders coded the data?
	Two, ER and MT 
25. Description of the coding tree Did authors provide a description of the coding tree? 
All significant words and phrases were coded and then grouped in subcategories and categories
26. Derivation of themes Were themes identified in advance or derived from the data? 
Data analysis resulted in three themes: benefits, weaknesses and suggestions for improvement. Each theme was derided from the several categories emerged under the theme: (a) Benefit: it “forced” regularity, motivated to change eating habits, showed variations through visualization/graphs, helped to control own habits, follow up and see results; (b) Weaknesses with the application were: too time demanding, lack of possibility to go back to registered data, weak technical structure and limited response alternatives for food registration; (c) Suggestions for improvement were: registration of drug intake and goal for treatment, reward with happy signals and to inform health providers when data is registered.

27. Software What software, if applicable, was used to manage the data?
	Not for qualitative analysis 
28. Participant checking Did participants provide feedback on the findings? Reporting 
	No
29. Quotations presented Were participant quotations presented to illustrate the themes / findings? Was each quotation identified? e.g. participant number 
In the current study were two data collection methods and analysis used. The aim of the study was to evaluate the feasibility and describe patients’ and caregivers experiences of using the web- and smartphone-based system Triabetes. The secondary aim was to investigate if the use of the system could improve patients’ clinical outcomes. For the evaluation of usability of the application/system the healthcare providers and patients answered a questionnaire about how they experienced the use of the system and how much they used it. The experience of the system was evaluated by 24 statements for the participants and 25 for the health care providers with a 4-graded scale from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”. At the end of the questionnaire, there were open-ended questions about advantages and disadvantages with the application/system as well as suggestions for improvements. Some of the open-ended comments included only few words which is valuable for the analysis at all. But it diminished the possibility to have quotations in the manuscript.

30. Data and findings consistent Was there consistency between the data presented and the findings?
As two of researchers check codes, subcategories and themes, can we state that there was high consistence between the data and findings. 
31. Clarity of major themes Were major themes clearly presented in the findings? 
	Yes, by careful and full presentation of all categories
32. Clarity of minor themes Is there a description of diverse cases or discussion of minor themes?
Three themes were identified, all three were presented and discussed 
