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Table S1: Summary characteristics of the data used in the analyses in this manuscript
	
	DCE data
	cTTO data

	Reference
	Mott et al. (2021)
	Kreimeier et al. (2018)

	Type of sample
	Adults (>18 years old)
	Adults (>18 years old)

	Year of data collection
	2017
	2015

	Country and sample size
	United Kingdom (n=1,000)
	England (n=50)
Germany (n=57)
Spain (n=52)
Netherlands (n=52)

	Instrument
	EQ-5D-Y-3L
	EQ-5D-Y-3L

	Perspective of the task
	Proxy (10-year-old child)
	Proxy (10-year-old child)

	Number of tasks completed per respondent
	15
	9

	Number of blocks in the experimental design
	10
	2

	Same experimental design as the EQ-5D-Y-3L valuation protocol?
	Yes
	No


Note: both studies collected more data than were used in the analyses in this manuscript e.g., additional samples, instruments, and perspectives.

Full references:
· Mott, D. J., Shah, K. K., Ramos-Goñi, J. M., Devlin, N. J., & Rivero-Arias, O. (2021). Valuing EQ-5D-Y-3L Health States Using a Discrete Choice Experiment: Do Adult and Adolescent Preferences Differ? Medical Decision Making, 41(5), 584–596.
· Kreimeier, S., Oppe, M., Ramos-Goñi, J. M., Cole, A., Devlin, N., Herdman, M., Mulhern, B., Shah, K. K., Stolk, E., Rivero-Arias, O., & Greiner, W. (2018). Valuation of EuroQol Five-Dimensional Questionnaire, Youth Version (EQ-5D-Y) and EuroQol Five-Dimensional Questionnaire, Three-Level Version (EQ-5D-3L) Health States: The Impact of Wording and Perspective. Value in Health, 21(11), 1291–1298.



Table S2: Results from the DCE task
	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Rank
	RAI

	MO2
	-0.158***
	10
	11.9%

	
	(-0.048)
	
	

	MO3
	-0.611***
	4
	

	
	(-0.079)
	
	

	LAM2
	-0.247***
	9
	11.5%

	
	(-0.039)
	
	

	LAM3
	-0.591***
	6
	

	
	(-0.065)
	
	

	UA2
	-0.372***
	8
	17.3%

	
	(-0.042)
	
	

	UA3
	-0.894***
	3
	

	
	(-0.051)
	
	

	PD2
	-0.581***
	7
	30.1%

	
	(-0.043)
	
	

	PD3
	-1.553***
	1
	

	
	(-0.075)
	
	

	WSU2
	-0.602***
	5
	29.2%

	
	(-0.043)
	
	

	WSU3
	-1.504***
	2
	

	
	(-0.069)
	
	

	Log-likelihood
	-8,300
	

	Observations
	30,000
	

	Sample size
	1,000
	


Conditional logit model. RAI = Relative attribute importance. Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. MO = mobility; LAM = looking after myself; UA = usual activities; PD = pain/discomfort; WSU = feeling worried, sad or unhappy.



Table S3: Results from the cTTO task
	State
	N
	Raw unadjusted mean
	Number of -1 observations
	Tobit-adjusted mean

	11112
	101
	0.961
	0
	0.961

	21111
	101
	0.954
	0
	0.954

	11211
	110
	0.947
	1
	0.947

	12111
	110
	0.944
	1
	0.944

	11121
	110
	0.924
	1
	0.924

	32211
	101
	0.870
	1
	0.870

	13311
	101
	0.865
	0
	0.865

	11312
	101
	0.855
	1
	0.855

	22222
	110
	0.830
	0
	0.830

	11113
	110
	0.705
	2
	0.703

	32313
	110
	0.536
	4
	0.531

	32223
	101
	0.524
	6
	0.515

	11131
	110
	0.486
	9
	0.468

	23232
	101
	0.315
	16
	0.264

	11133
	101
	0.233
	19
	0.164

	33323
	110
	0.156
	14
	0.118

	33333
	211
	-0.142
	56
	-0.271





Table S4: Results from the linear mapping model
	
	Coefficient 
(SE)

	disutildce
	0.204***

	
	(0.015)

	R-squared
	0.923


OLS regression. Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
Dependent variable is TTO disutility. disutildce = DCE disutility.



Table S5: Results from the hybrid model
	
	Coefficient 
(SE)

	MO2
	0.013

	
	(0.010)

	MO3
	0.093***

	
	(0.012)

	LAM2
	0.028***

	
	(0.008)

	LAM3
	0.101***

	
	(0.009)

	UA2
	0.062***

	
	(0.008)

	UA3
	0.181***

	
	(0.009)

	PD2
	0.133***

	
	(0.009)

	PD3
	0.382***

	
	(0.017)

	WSU2
	0.119***

	
	(0.009)

	WSU3
	0.327***

	
	(0.013)

	Log-likelihood
	-9,739.47

	Observations
	16,899

	- Continuous (uncensored)
	1,768

	- Continuous (censored)
	131

	- Dichotomous
	15,000


Censored hybrid model. Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
MO = mobility; LAM = looking after myself; UA = usual activities; PD = pain/discomfort; WSU = feeling worried, sad or unhappy.

