Supplementary material
Appendix 1. Details of survey design
Demographic questions
The demographic questions collected information on participants’ biological sex, age, postcode of home address, self-reported height and body weight, usual physical activity level (PAL), education level, cooking confidence, and hunger level. 
[bookmark: _Hlk173699732]The socio-economic indexes for areas (SEIFA) were used to assign participants into deciles (1-10) of economic disadvantage based on self-reported residential postcodes [1], with deciles 1-5 grouped as lower socioeconomic status (SES) and deciles 6-10 as higher SES. Baseline hunger level was assessed using a validated visual analogue scale ranging from 0 to100, with 0 indicating “not hungry at all” and 100 as “extremely hungry” [2, 3]. PAL was estimated based on the frequency and intensity of usual exercise, and classified as sedentary, lightly active, moderately active, and very to extremely active [4, 5]. Cooking confidence was assessed as a marker of food literacy level using a 5-point validated Likert scale (can cook a nutritious meal; can cook a meal in a short amount of time; can cook without spending a lot of money; can follow a recipe) [6, 7]; the total score of cooking confidence equal or higher than 16 out of 20 was classified as high, otherwise as low [6, 7]. 

Data quality check
[bookmark: _Hlk156990582]The quality of collected data was closely monitored throughout the data collection process and checked using multiple methods. When completing the questionnaire, a ‘forced response’ was required for each question, thus participants were required to click on the cursor and make their selection before proceeding forwards. Incomplete surveys, bots and repeated responses were detected using the Qualtrics embedded function for response quality [8]; these responses were excluded from the study (n=10). In addition, the responses at both time points were manually checked by the research team to exclude participants who selected the same portion size options throughout the survey (for example, if a participant selected the middle option for all questions); no responses were excluded at this stage. 

Appendix 2. Quantile regression models supplementary information
Table S1. The effects of potential influencing factors a on normal and perceived appropriate portion sizes, by food types (n=15).
	Test foods, n b
	Quantile levels
	Biological sex
(female as reference)
	Age groups
(18-30 years as reference)
	PAL 
(slightly active as reference)
	BMI
	Hunger
	Cooking confidence

	
	
	
	
	31-50 years
	51-65 years
	Sedentary
	Moderate
	Very to extreme
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	Effect sizes
	P-values c
	Effect sizes
	P-values
	Effect sizes
	P-values
	Effect sizes
	P-values
	Effect sizes
	P-values
	Effect sizes
	P-values
	Effect sizes
	P-values
	Effect sizes
	P-values
	Effect sizes
	P-values

	Sweet biscuits, 284
	0.17
	0.32
	0.05
	-0.06
	0.73
	-0.25
	0.14
	-0.01
	0.94
	0.24
	0.14
	0.77
	0.02
	<-0.01
	0.91
	<0.01
	0.06
	-0.07
	0.02

	
	0.83
	0.32
	0.05
	-0.06
	0.73
	-0.25
	0.14
	-0.02
	0.94
	0.25
	0.14
	0.77
	0.01
	0.04
	0.005*
	<0.01
	0.01
	-0.03
	0.28

	Savoury biscuits, 273
	0.17
	0.21
	0.21
	0.12
	0.56
	-0.50
	0.04
	<-0.01
	0.97
	0.16
	0.33
	-0.03
	0.95
	0.02
	0.36
	<0.01
	0.08
	-0.05
	0.05

	
	0.83
	0.21
	0.21
	0.12
	0.56
	-0.50
	0.04
	<-0.01
	0.97
	0.16
	0.33
	-0.03
	0.95
	0.05
	0.005*
	<0.01
	0.02
	-0.02
	0.41

	Crisps, 279
	0.17
	0.48
	0.02
	0.22
	0.42
	-0.36
	0.14
	0.22
	0.56
	0.41
	0.11
	0.11
	0.76
	<0.01
	0.92
	<0.01
	0.67
	-0.06
	0.04

	
	0.83
	0.50
	0.01
	0.22
	0.43
	-0.36
	0.14
	0.22
	0.56
	0.41
	0.11
	0.12
	0.75
	0.07
	0.002*
	<0.01
	0.04
	-0.06
	0.08

	M&Ms, 261
	0.17
	0.20
	0.23
	0.37
	0.18
	-0.34
	0.13
	0.02
	0.92
	0.60
	0.03
	0.54
	0.21
	<0.01
	0.73
	<0.01
	0.28
	-0.10
	0.003*

	
	0.83
	0.21
	0.22
	0.37
	0.18
	-0.34
	0.12
	0.02
	0.92
	0.61
	0.03
	0.54
	0.21
	0.06
	0.003*
	<0.01
	0.10
	-0.06
	0.05

	Chocolate blocks, 283
	0.17
	0.43
	0.02
	0.28
	0.24
	-0.21
	0.36
	-0.19
	0.45
	0.11
	0.59
	0.75
	0.07
	<0.01
	0.55
	<0.01
	0.17
	-0.04
	0.26

	
	0.83
	0.44
	0.02
	0.28
	0.24
	-0.21
	0.37
	-0.19
	0.45
	0.11
	0.60
	0.75
	0.07
	0.05
	0.009*
	<-0.01
	0.96
	0.01
	0.71

	Chocolate bar, 266
	0.17
	0.31
	0.05
	-0.06
	0.77
	-0.25
	0.19
	-0.23
	0.31
	0.05
	0.77
	0.38
	0.27
	<0.01
	0.97
	<-0.01
	0.79
	0.03
	0.28

	
	0.83
	0.31
	0.05
	-0.06
	0.77
	-0.25
	0.19
	-0.22
	0.32
	0.05
	0.76
	0.38
	0.26
	<0.01
	0.08
	<0.01
	0.50
	<0.01
	0.75

	Layered cake, 277
	0.17
	0.31
	0.05
	-0.21
	0.37
	-0.67
	<0.001*
	-0.17
	0.41
	0.04
	0.84
	0.44
	0.29
	<-0.01
	0.82
	<0.01
	0.01
	-0.05
	0.11

	
	0.83
	0.31
	0.05
	-0.21
	0.38
	-0.67
	<0.001*
	-0.17
	0.42
	0.05
	0.83
	0.44
	0.29
	0.03
	0.04
	0.01
	<0.001*
	-0.02
	0.57

	Muffin, 275
	0.17
	0.36
	0.02
	-0.25
	0.18
	-0.47
	0.01
	-0.02
	0.91
	0.11
	0.55
	0.86
	0.03
	0.02
	0.16
	<0.01
	0.40
	-0.02
	0.51

	
	0.83
	0.36
	0.02
	-0.25
	0.18
	-0.47
	0.01
	-0.02
	0.91
	0.11
	0.54
	0.86
	0.03
	0.06
	<0.001*
	<0.01
	0.02
	<0.01
	0.83

	Banana bread, 273
	0.17
	0.44
	0.03
	-0.26
	0.25
	-0.52
	0.03
	0.27
	0.28
	-0.12
	0.52
	0.70
	0.13
	0.03
	0.04
	<0.01
	0.13
	0.02
	0.54

	
	0.83
	0.44
	0.03
	-0.26
	0.25
	-0.52
	0.03
	0.27
	0.28
	-0.12
	0.52
	0.70
	0.13
	0.08
	<0.001*
	<0.01
	0.002*
	0.04
	0.30

	Caramel slices, 261
	0.17
	0.33
	0.009
	-0.15
	0.36
	-0.37
	0.02
	-0.13
	0.46
	0.34
	0.03
	0.40
	0.26
	<-0.01
	0.85
	<0.01
	0.40
	-0.04
	0.02

	
	0.83
	0.33
	0.008
	-0.15
	0.36
	-0.36
	0.02
	-0.13
	0.46
	0.34
	0.03
	0.40
	0.26
	0.04
	<0.001*
	<0.01
	0.02
	<0.01
	0.77

	Pizza, 291
	0.17
	0.95
	<0.001*
	-0.67
	<0.001*
	-1.18
	<0.001*
	-0.63
	0.001*
	<0.01
	0.96
	0.15
	0.77
	0.02
	0.12
	<0.01
	0.56
	-0.03
	0.31

	
	0.83
	0.95
	<0.001*
	-0.67
	<0.001*
	-1.18
	<0.001*
	-0.63
	0.001*
	0.01
	0.95
	0.15
	0.77
	0.06
	<0.001*
	<0.01
	0.002*
	<-0.01
	0.77

	Hot chips, 286
	0.17
	0.84
	<0.001*
	-0.07
	0.76
	-0.74
	0.005
	0.46
	0.14
	<0.01
	0.98
	0.06
	0.86
	-0.02
	0.24
	<0.01
	0.65
	-0.04
	0.13

	
	0.83
	0.85
	<0.001*
	-0.07
	0.76
	-0.74
	0.005
	0.46
	0.14
	<0.01
	0.97
	0.06
	0.86
	0.03
	0.05
	<0.01
	0.39
	<0.01
	0.75

	Nugget, 247
	0.17
	0.35
	0.04
	-0.36
	0.10
	-0.78
	0.001
	-0.08
	0.70
	0.22
	0.22
	0.46
	0.20
	<-0.01
	0.90
	<-0.01
	0.35
	0.02
	0.33

	
	0.83
	0.35
	0.03
	-0.36
	0.11
	-0.78
	0.001
	-0.08
	0.70
	0.22
	0.22
	0.46
	0.20
	0.05
	<0.001*
	<0.01
	0.62
	<0.01
	0.87

	SSB bottle/can, 190
	0.17
	0.86
	<0.001*
	0.09
	0.72
	-0.29
	0.28
	0.26
	0.37
	0.02
	0.92
	0.05
	0.90
	<0.01
	0.78
	<0.01
	0.12
	-0.01
	0.72

	
	0.83
	0.86
	<0.001*
	0.09
	0.72
	-0.29
	0.28
	0.27
	0.36
	0.02
	0.92
	0.05
	0.91
	0.07
	<0.001*
	<0.01
	0.19
	<0.01
	0.96

	SSB glass/cup, 197
	0.17
	0.77
	<0.001*
	0.46
	0.06
	0.11
	0.67
	-0.05
	0.91
	0.03
	0.90
	0.23
	0.55
	<0.01
	0.66
	<0.01
	0.04
	-0.05
	0.09

	
	0.83
	0.77
	<0.001*
	0.46
	0.06
	0.11
	0.67
	-0.05
	0.91
	0.03
	0.90
	0.23
	0.55
	0.07
	0.004*
	0.01
	0.006
	-0.02
	0.53


a Biological sex, age and PAL as categorical data; BMI, hunger and cooking confidence as continuous data in quantile regression models. 
b For each food, data were excluded if participants reported not consuming a particular food or drink item in both surveys.
c Multiple comparisons adjusted using Holm’s sequential procedure [9], *p-values significant. 
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