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Abstract

Learning the Individual Treatment Effect (ITE) is essential for personalized deci-
sion making, yet causal inference has traditionally focused on aggregated treatment
effects. While integrating conformal prediction with causal inference can provide valid
uncertainty quantification for ITEs, the resulting prediction intervals are often exces-
sively wide, limiting their practical utility. To address this limitation, we introduce
Surrogate-assisted Conformal Inference for Efficient INdividual Causal Effects (SCI-
ENCE), a framework designed to construct more efficient prediction intervals for
ITEs. SCIENCE applies to various data configurations, including semi-supervised
and surrogate-assisted semi-supervised learning. It accommodates covariate shifts
between source data, which contain primary outcomes, and target data, which may
include only surrogate outcomes or covariates. Leveraging semi-parametric efficiency
theory, SCIENCE produces rate double-robust prediction intervals under mild rate
convergence conditions, permitting the use of flexible non-parametric models to esti-
mate nuisance functions. We quantify efficiency gains by comparing semi-parametric
efficiency bounds with and without the incorporation of surrogates. Simulation stud-
ies demonstrate that our surrogate-assisted intervals offer substantial efficiency im-
provements over existing methods while maintaining valid group-conditional coverage.
Applied to the phase 3 Moderna COVE COVID-19 vaccine trial, SCIENCE illustrates
how multiple surrogate markers can be leveraged to generate more efficient prediction
intervals.

Keywords: Conformal inference, Individual causal effects, Personalized medicine, Semi-
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1 Introduction

Personalized medicine emphasizes the need for precise learning of individual treatment ef-
fects (ITEs) to guide patient-level decision-making. A central challenge in causal inference is
the fundamental problem of missing data — only one potential outcome is observed for each
individual, while the others remain unobserved (Holland, |1986), rendering the ITE only
partially identified. As a result, causal inference has traditionally focused on estimands like
the average treatment effect (ATE) and the conditional average treatment effect (CATE),
which provide insights at the population or subgroup level by averaging across individuals.
However, these coarsened estimates may fail to capture individual-level heterogeneity that
is critical for clinical decisions, especially for individuals who may respond differently to
treatment. This limitation is evident in contexts such as vaccine efficacy studies, where
personalized vaccine recommendations are useful for guiding individual decisions. Two
examples are the estimates for vulnerable immunocompromised individuals with a wide
diversity of immunocompromised conditions, and estimates based on levels of antibodies
against the targeted pathogen.

In such settings, surrogate outcomes — biological markers, intermediate variables, or
machine-learning-derived predictions that are easier to observe than the primary outcomes
— offer a promising avenue for improving the estimation of causal effects. Surrogate out-
comes can often predict the primary outcome with reasonable accuracy and have been
shown to enhance the efficiency of causal estimates, especially when the primary outcome
is missing for a large proportion of individuals, e.g., the primary outcome may be invasive,
costly, or take a long time to measure for many individuals. In vaccine studies, for instance,
immune correlates of protection, such as neutralizing antibody titers, are now used as val-
idated surrogates to predict vaccine efficacy for some contexts of use (Gilbert, Montefiori,
McDermott, Fong, Benkeser, Deng, Zhou, Houchens, Martins, Jayashankar et al.| 2022;
Gilbert, Donis, Koup, Fong, Plotkin and Follmann| [2022)). Despite these advantages, cur-
rent statistical methods have yet to incorporate surrogate outcomes to enhance individual-
level causal inference. Our work addresses this gap by incorporating surrogate outcomes —
without imposing stringent conditions on their validity — into a conformal inference frame-

work. This approach enables more efficient uncertainty quantification of I'TEs, advancing



statistical theory and machine learning techniques in personalized medicine applications.

1.1 Related literature on surrogates outcomes

Since [Prentice| (1989) first proposed a definition and operational criterion for statistical

surrogacy, several frameworks have been introduced for surrogate evaluation, including

causal mediation (Robins and Greenland, 1992)), principal stratification (Frangakis and,
[Rubin|, 2002)), the proportion of treatment effect explained (Freedman et al) [1992; [Parast]
et al., 2016, [Wang, Parast, Tian and Cail, [2020}; [Price et all 2018; Han et al, 2022} [Wang]

et al., 2023; Gilbert et al., 2024]), and the meta-analytic framework (Buyse et al., 2000;

Burzykowski et al., |2005). Joffe and Greene| (2009) and Conlon et al. (2017)) characterized

these methods broadly into the causal effects (Gilbert and Hudgens, 2008) and causal asso-

ciation (Li et al., 2010; |Alonso et al., [2016) frameworks. For a comprehensive overview of

surrogate evaluation methods in clinical trials, including recent developments, see Elliott
. This line of work aims to identify and validate surrogate outcomes as replacements
for primary outcomes, enabling traditional or provisional approval of treatments through
surrogate-based endpoints in clinical trials. Surrogate endpoint validation allows regula-

tory agencies, like the FDA | to accelerate approval processes for critical illnesses by relying

on surrogate markers in place of target endpoints (FDA| 1992; [2021)). However, surrogate

markers are not always reliable; for example, drugs approved based on arrhythmia sup-

pression (as a surrogate for mortality) later showed increased mortality in follow-up trials

(Fleming and DeMets, [1996). To mitigate such risks, a range of surrogate validation crite-

ria have been proposed, but these often impose stringent, untestable assumptions, such as

the strong statistical surrogate assumption (Prentice, |1989) to fuse the target and source

datasets, as in |Athey et al| (2019).

In our approach, we avoid imposing such strict conditions, viewing surrogates as auxil-
iary information for the primary outcome rather than replacements. Our work builds upon

a parallel line of work that focuses on utilizing surrogate outcomes to enhance the efficiency

of treatment effect estimation on long-term or primary outcomes. Athey et al.|(2020) are

motivated by combining experimental and observational data to estimate long-term treat-

ment effects, where the experimental data includes only surrogates but the observational



data includes surrogates and primary outcomes. (Chen and Ritzwoller| (2023) studied semi-
parametric inference of the ATE in the settings considered by Athey et al.| (2020) and
derived semiparametric efficiency bounds. |Cheng et al.|(2021) and |[Kallus and Mao| (2020)
studied efficient ATE estimation when combining a small number of primary outcome ob-
servations with many observations of the surrogates, without assuming strong statistical
surrogacy. [Imbens et al. (2024) explored the sequential structure of multiple surrogates
and identified the average treatment effect on the primary outcomes in the presence of

unmeasured confounders.

1.2 Related literature on prediction-powered inference

There is a growing literature on using black-box machine learning predictions as “noisy
surrogates” for the true outcome (Wang, McCormick and Leek, 2020)). One recent popular
method is prediction-powered inference (PPI) (Angelopoulos, Bates, Fannjiang, Jordan
and Zrnic, 2023), which uses a small amount of gold standard labels and a large number
of arbitrary machine learning predictions as surrogates. However, |Angelopoulos, Duchi
and Zrnic| (2023) showed that when the surrogates are inaccurate, the PPI interval can
be worse than the standard interval using only the labeled data and proposed a fix called
PPI++. Miao et al.| (2023) showed that the PPI estimator is in general not statistically
efficient and proposed an efficient influence function-based estimator. |Gan and Liang] (2023))
propose an alternative estimator that is guaranteed to be asymptotically no worse than the
supervised counterpart and is equivalent to PPI++ (Angelopoulos, Duchi and Zrnid} |2023)
for a one-dimensional parameter. The general strategy in all of these works is to augment an
estimator with an unbiased estimator of zero, leveraging its correlation with the estimation
error to improve precision — a well-established approach in missing data and semiparametric
efficiency theory (Bickel et al., [1993; [Robins et al., |[1994; 1995; Hahn| 1998). Our work is
connected to PPI in the sense that our proposed method can leverage machine-learned
predictions as surrogates just as easily as it can use a validated surrogate, since we require
no conditions on statistical surrogacy. The extent of efficiency gain will depend on the
accuracy of the machine-learned prediction for the primary outcome.

However, all of these works, whether leveraging surrogate outcomes or machine-learned



predictions as noisy surrogates, remain limited to population-level treatment effects, and
it is not obvious how one could extend these methods to target the ITE. As a result,
while surrogates have been shown to improve ATE estimation, their potential to enhance

individual-level causal inference remains unexplored.

1.3 Related literature on conformal inference of counterfactuals

Recent advances in conformal inference have shown promise in addressing the challenges
of ITE estimation. Lei and Candes| (2021) provided the first connection between confor-
mal prediction and causal inference, introducing a methodology to construct prediction
sets for counterfactuals and ITEs. Yang et al. (2024)) reformulated the prediction problem
under covariate shift into a missing data problem and provided doubly robust and compu-
tationally efficient methods leveraging modern semiparametric efficiency theory. However,
the prediction intervals produced for ITEs are typically too wide to be useful in practice.
Neither of these works explores how incorporating surrogate outcomes could enhance the

efficiency of the prediction intervals.

1.4 Contributions

In this paper, we make several key contributions from both statistical and scientific per-
spectives. We consider different data configurations corresponding to the semi-supervised
setting (Setting [1)), the surrogate-assisted semi-supervised setting (Setting [2), and an in-
termediary setting where surrogates are observed in the source data only (Setting . In
each setting, we derive the semi-parametric efficiency bounds for estimating the quantile
of the non-conformity score, which is a necessary ingredient in constructing conformal pre-
diction intervals (Theorems [2| and [4)) and establish the desired Probably Approximately
Correct (PAC) asymptotic coverage (Theorem [3). Moreover, we analytically quantify the
efficiency gains from observing surrogates and find that leveraging surrogates is beneficial
when surrogates are reasonably predictive of the primary outcome (Corollaries [I| and .
From a methodological viewpoint, the proposed SCIENCE framework provides valid
uncertainty quantification for causal estimands of interest, such as Individual Treatment

Effects (ITEs), and more generally for any marginal contrast of the individual potential



outcomes. The prediction intervals produced by SCIENCE are valid under minimal as-
sumptions, offering both marginal coverage and group-conditional coverage guarantees.
This ensures that the intervals are reliable not just on average but also across subpopu-
lations. Furthermore, such asymptotic coverage is guaranteed for both the source data,
where primary outcomes (i.e., one of the potential outcomes) are observed, and the target
data, where primary outcomes are missing. By employing semiparametric efficiency theory
and using cross-fitting (Chernozhukov et al., |2018)), we allow for the use of any flexible
machine learning estimators for estimating nuisance parameters, as long as they satisfy
some generic convergence rate conditions. This approach enables us to achieve rate double
robustness under relatively mild assumptions.

Our approach is validated through extensive simulations for both continuous and dis-
crete outcomes, demonstrating significant efficiency gains in terms of shorter, more in-
formative prediction intervals. An open-source R package is available for implementing
our proposed methodology at https://github.com/Gaochenyin/SurrConformalDR. We
analyze the phase 3 Moderna COVE COVID-19 vaccine efficacy trial, illustrating that
incorporating surrogate markers, such as neutralizing and binding antibody levels at an
early time point, leads to more efficient prediction intervals. This analysis highlights the

practical advantages of our methods in enhancing individual-level efficacy assessments.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

We consider a causal inference framework where individuals receive one of two treatments:
A € {0,1} representing for example a vaccine (A = 1) or a placebo (A = 0). Let
X € X C R denote the vector of baseline covariates, such as patient demographics
and clinical characteristics. The primary outcome of interest is denoted Y € R, which
could be quantitative or discrete, such as a clinical endpoint like acquisition of symp-
tomatic SARS-CoV-2 infection. Additionally, some individuals could have surrogate out-
comes S € S C R?% measured, such as biomarkers (e.g., neutralizing antibody titers), that

may be predictive of the primary outcome.


https://github.com/Gaochenyin/SurrConformalDR

Under the potential outcomes framework, we define Y (a) and S(a) as the potential pri-
mary outcome and surrogate outcome, respectively, that would be observed if an individual
were assigned treatment A = a. We assume that each individual receives the treatment
assigned in the study, so the observed outcomes are (Y, S) = (Y(A), S(A)). This assump-
tion implies consistency and no interference between individuals; that is, one individual’s
treatment assignment does not affect another individual’s outcomes. In certain contexts,
such as vaccine studies, interference may occur. For example, the vaccination status of one
individual could influence the infection risk of others through spillover effects (Hudgens and
Halloran, 2008; Tchetgen and VanderWeele, 2012). Although important, this work will not
address settings with interference.

We denote the units with observed primary outcomes as the source data and those
without as the target data. Let D € {0,1} be an indicator of the data origin, with
D = 1 representing source data and D = 0 representing target data. In summary,
we observe a source dataset {(X;, A;,S5;,Y:;,D; = 1) : i € Z°} and a target dataset
{(X;, A, S;,Y; = NA,D; = 0) : i € Z'}, where NA means “not available” (missing),
and Z° and Z' are the index sets for the source and target data, respectively. We denote
np1 = |Z°| and npg = |Z'| as the sample sizes for the two datasets, and N = np; + npo
as the total sample size. We assume that each data point O; = (X;, A;, S;,Y;, D;) is gen-
erated by coarsening an independent and identically distributed draw from a population
O =(X,A,5(0),5(1),Y(0),Y (1), D) with an underlying joint distribution P. The coars-

ening mechanism can be described by the map:
C: (X, 4,8(0),5(1), Y (0),Y (1), D) = (X, 4, S(A), D Y(A) + (1 - D) - NA, D).

Regular arithmetic operations apply to missing values, such that D -Y(A)+ (1 — D) - NA
is Y (A) for source data (D = 1) and NA for target data (D = 0).

2.2 Problem settings

The semi-supervised setting (Setting [1)) is considered as a baseline setting in which we

observe X, A,Y on units in the source data but only observe X, A on units in the target



data. The same data configuration was considered in [Zhang and Bradic| (2022) for semi-
supervised estimation of heterogeneous treatment effects. In the context of transporting
ATEs from a completed trial (source data) to a new population (target data), Dahabreh
et al. (2020) considered a slightly modified data configuration where the target data has
only information on X (rather than X, A).

We then consider the surrogate-assisted semi-supervised setting (Setting , in which
we observe X, A, S)Y on units in the source data but only observe X, A,.S on units in
the target data. Compared to Setting [I we additionally observe S on all units. The
same data configuration was considered in |Kallus and Mao| (2020) and |Cheng et al.| (2021))
in the context of estimation of ATEs. Setting [2] represents a common application of a
sufficiently-validated surrogate endpoint: bridging approval of a treatment A = 1 with
efficacy established from a completed phase 3 randomized trial with X, A, S| Y measured
(source data), to a new study population whose features may be shifted; for vaccines this
widespread application is immunobridging (Krause et al.; 2022)). The target dataset for the
new population is a randomized trial with the surrogate S used as the primary endpoint
for the purpose of inferring a sufficient treatment effect on Y for the target population.
Immunobridging has been applied extensively for many vaccines, including for mRNA
COVID-19 vaccines, for example for bridging efficacy against COVID-19 from adults to
children (Walter et al., 2022).

Finally, we consider an intermediate setting where X, A, S,Y is observed in the source
data, but only X, A is available in the target data (Setting . We compare this setting to
the baseline setting without surrogates (Setting|(l)) in terms of the semiparametric efficiency
lower bounds. Our analysis reveals that the efficiency lower bounds coincide under these
two settings (Theorem , meaning that when surrogates are observed only in the source
data where primary outcomes are already available, they do not improve the efficiency for

constructing the prediction intervals for the target data.



| Unit X A S Y|| Unit X A S Y|[| Unt X A S Y|

npi v v 71V npi v v v Y npi v v v Y
npm+1 v v 7 7 npp+1 v v npp+1 vV

-~
-~

np1 + Npo v v ? ? npi + Npo v v Y ? npi1 + Npo v v ?

Table 1: Semi-supervised Table 2: Surrogate-assisted Table 3: Intermediate set-
setting semi-supervised setting ting

3 Conformal inference under covariate shift

3.1 General framework

Conformal inference is a powerful statistical framework for providing rigorous uncertainty
quantification on individual predictions. Given independent and identically distributed
source data (W;,Y;) for i =1,--- , N, drawn from a source distribution Py ® Py|w, where
W; = (X;,S;) € W if surrogates S; are available, or W; = X, otherwise, and a desired
nominal coverage rate 1 — « € (0, 1), our goal is to construct prediction intervals C'(W)
satisfying

Povyypmaweryw (Y € COWp) > 1 - a,

where the pair (Wy,Y}) is drawn from the target distribution Qw ® Py and the proba-
bility is taken over the marginal distribution of the source data and the future observation
(Xy, Yy).

Here, Qw may differ from Py, a scenario referred to as covariate shift when W = X
(Sugiyama et all [2007). In our context where W = (X,S), the joint distribution of
covariates and surrogates can differ between the source and target datasets. If one is
interested in a subset of the population where W; belongs to a subset Ay, C W, the target
distribution becomes Qw = P4, . In general, we can construct prediction intervals
with valid group-conditional coverage by defining the target population as a specific subset
characterized by Ay .

The prediction intervals C'(W) are determined by a one-dimensional function of W,



denoted by C'(W:;r,), and are constructed based on a non-conformity score R(w,y). This
score is a fixed non-stochastic function referred to as the non-conformity score (Vovk et al.|
2005). For example, R(w,y) can be the regression residual R(w,y) = |y — E(y | w)| (Lei
et al., 2018) or R(w,y) = max{qu/2(w) — ¥,y — Gi—a/2(w)}, i.e., the conformalized quantile
residual with estimated conditional quantiles g, /2(-) and q1_q/2(-) (Romano et al. 2019).
Specifically, for each value of W and a threshold r,, the prediction interval is defined as
CWiry) ={y € Y | RW,y) < ro}. Given this definition, the event that the future
response Yy falls within the prediction interval C(Wy;r,) is equivalent to the event that
the non-conformity score R(Wp,Yy) is below r,, and their probabilities under the joint

distribution Qw ® Pyw are equal:

P, yp~awepyw (Yr € C(Wiire)) = P, v)~QuwePyw (R(Wy, Yy) < 14).

If ro is the smallest (1 — a)-quantile of R(W;,Yy) for the target distribution Qw ® Py,

we have

P(vaYf)NQW®Py|W(R(WfJ Yf) S Ta) Z 1-— Q,

which holds irrespective of the choice of function R(x,y). Therefore, our goal is to estimate
the (1—a)-quantile of R(Wy, Yy) from the source data following the distribution Py ® Py
while (Wf, Yf) ~ QW & PY\W

3.2 Reformulation for individualized causal effects

In this section, we first assume that the causal estimand 6#; does not depend on the joint
distribution of potential outcomes, which allows us to reformulate the covariate shift prob-

lem for the general conformal inference into the missing data framework, as seen in |Yang

et al.| (2024).

Assumption 1. Assume the individual causal estimand 0; = f(Y;(1),Y;(0)) is a marginal
contrast estimand, where 6; can be completely characterized as a pre-specified transformation

of the potential outcomes Y;(1) and Y;(0) separately, i.e., 6; = u(Y;(1)) — u(Y;(0)).

This class of transformations encompasses a wide range of estimands, including the

10



ITE Y(1) — Y(0) and the risk ratio under the logarithmic scale log(Y (1)) — log(Y (0)) for
continuous outcomes. For ordinal outcomes, transformations u(-) can correspond to utility
scores assigned to each level, often based on scientific domain knowledge, as observed in
some stroke trials (Chaisinanunkul et al., 2015; [Nogueira et al., 2018]).

Next, the constructed prediction intervals Cy(W;;r,) for 6; should satisfy:

P{6; € Co(Wisra)y = P(D; = 1)P(6; € Co(Wisra) | Di = 1) (1)
+ P(D; = 0)P(6; € Cy(Wisra) | Di = 0). 2)

For the term , where one of the potential primary outcomes Y (A) is observed for D = 1,
we only need to construct the prediction intervals for the counterfactuals u{Y (0)} when

A=1and u{Y (1)} when A = 0:

P(@Z - Cg(Wi;’f‘a) | Dz = 1)

= P(A; = 1| D; = )P{u{Yi(0)} € Co(Wiirap) | A;=1,D; =1}
+ P(A; = 0| D; = 1) P{uf{Y;(1)} € C1(Wiiran) | A4 =0,D; =1}
= P(A;=1|D; =1)P(Ro; <7uo| A;=1,D; = 1) (3)
+P(A; =0 D; = 1)P(Ry; < 7oy | Ai=0,D; =1), (4)

where 1o, = inf{r: Fg,(r|A=1—a,D =1) > 1—a} is the (1 — a)-quantile of the non-
conformity score R,; = R(W;,u,{Y;(a)}) conditional on A =1—a and D = 1. To connect
it with the general conformal inference framework, the target distribution is P(W,Y (a) |
A=1-a,D =1), while the training data is distributed by P(W,Y (a) | A=a,D = 1) as
Y (a) is only observed when A = a, D = 1; see Section [4] for more details.

For term , where both the potential primary outcomes are missing, our plan is to

first create the data (W;, C;) by

c U(Y;) - Co(VVi;Ta,o), A= 1,D; =1

OI(VVZ';TQ,I) - U(YZ)u AZ = 07 D’L - 17

where C; is the prediction intervals for 6;, which can be perceived as the pseudo-outcomes;

11



Next, a secondary conformal inference is performed on the left- and the right-end point of

C; to create the prediction intervals C(W;;r, ) satisfying:
P(Cl - C’(Wi;rmc) | D,L = O) = P(Rc’i < Ty,C | Dl = 0) Z 1 -,

where Re; = R(W;, C;) is the non-conformity score for the prediction intervals. Thus, the
asymptotic coverage is guaranteed as P(6; ¢ C(Wi;ryc) | Di =0) < P(6; ¢ Ci | D; =
0)+ P(C; ¢ C(Wisrye) | Di = 0) < a+~. To connect it with the general conformal
inference framework, the target distribution is P(W,C | D = 0) while the training data is
distributed as P(W,C | D = 1); see Section [5| for more details.

3.3 Assumptions

We require the following assumptions to ensure the identification of r,, and r, .

Assumption 2. There ezists some constant 0 < ¢y < 1/2 such that ¢ < P(A=1]z) <
1l—cy,co<P(D=1|xz,a) <1—cy fora=0,1 and any = such that f(z) > 0.

Assumption 2 states that each individual should have a probability of at least ¢q of being
assigned to treatment or being included in the target data, conditional on any covariates
with a positive likelihood of occurrence. This overlap assumption is common in the causal
inference and missing data literature (Imbens and Rubin, 2015). In practice, this condition
prevents situations where only certain types of individuals are treated or included in the

target data, thereby enabling comparisons across treatments and datasets.
Assumption 3. A L {Y(a),S(a)} | X fora=0,1.

Assumption [3| states that, conditional on the observed covariates X, the treatment
assignment A is independent of the potential primary outcomes Y (a) and surrogates S(a)
for each treatment level a in the combined data. This assumption is commonly referred to

as unconfoundedness or ignorability of treatment assignment (Kallus and Mao, 2020)).

Assumption 4. D 1 S(a) | X, A fora=0,1.

12



Assumption [ states that the data origin indicator D does not depend on the surrogates
S(a), given the observed variables X and A. Therefore, the surrogates from combined data

(if available) can be leveraged for efficiency gain.
Assumption 5. D 1 Y(a) | S(a), X, A fora=0,1.

Assumption [f|states that the data origin indicator D is conditionally independent of the
potential primary outcomes Y (a) given the observed covariates X, the potential surrogate
S(a), and treatment assignment A. Since D is equivalent to an indicator that Y (a) is miss-
ing or not, Assumption |5 can be referred to as the missing at random (MAR) assumption
in the missing data literature (Little and Rubin) 2019)), which implies that the observed
variables fully explain any missingness in the primary outcomes. This is useful because it
allows us to use the source data to infer information about the missing primary outcome in
the target data, even in the presence of potential distributional shifts between data sources.
Therefore, this condition is weaker than the missing completely at random (MCAR) con-
dition assumed in the semi-supervised inference literature (Cheng et al., [2021; Zhang and
Bradic, 2022), since it does not allow missingness to depend on any other variables.

Below, we show that our assumptions are related to a similar set of identification as-

sumptions in |Athey et al.| (2020).

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions [1] to [, we have (a) D L {Y(a),S(a)} | X, (b)) A L
{Y(a),S(a)} | X,D =0, and (¢c) A L{Y(a),S(a)} | X,D =1 fora=0,1.

To align our problem setting with that in |Athey et al.| (2020), we could re-label our
source data (D = 1) as their observational data and our target data (D = 0) as their
experimental data. Then, Lemma (1| recovers the identification assumptions in |Athey et al.
(2020). In particular, Condition (a) corresponds to their external validity, and Condition
(b) corresponds to their internal validity for the experimental data. Condition (c) is similar
to their latent unconfoundedness for the observational data, i.e., A L Y(a) | S(a), X, D = 1.
Our assumptions additionally require unconfoundedness for the surrogates of the observa-
tional data, i.e. A L S(a) | X,D = 1. This requirement is necessary to identify the
non-conformity score r,, for D = 1 in . Since |Athey et al.| (2020)) primarily focuses

on the identification across the combined population, this additional unconfoundedness
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condition is not necessary for their identification purposes; see Figure [l for a single world

intervention graph for illustration.

source

/ H D
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Figure 1: Single-world intervention graph for the source and target data with surrogates.
Here, the shaded nodes, confounder U and primary outcome Y (a) of the target data, are
unobserved. The dashed lines, that the unobserved confounder U could affect treatment A
and surrogates S(a) of the source data, are permitted in |Athey et al.| (2020) but are not
allowed for our problem setup.

4 Conformal inference on the source data

4.1 Identification

Theorem 1. (Identification formulas). Under Assumptions (1| to @ we have

l—-a=PR,<rau|A=1—a,D=1)

=Ew{Py(Ry<Taa|A=a,D=1W)|A=1—-a,D =1}.

Thus, the identification formulas under Settings 1 — 3 can be obtained accordingly:
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(Setting 1)

l—a=Ex{P(R,<rau|A=0a,D=1,X)|A=1—a,D =1},

(Setting 2)

l—a=Ew{Py(Ry<Tau| A=a,D=1,W)|A=1—0a,D =1}
= Ex[Es{Py(Ry <7Tou| A=0a,D=1,5X)|A=0a,X}|A=1—a,D=1],

(Setting 3)

l—a=Ew{Py(Rye<Tau|A=a,D=1,W)|A=1—a,D =1}
=Ex[Es{Py(Ry<rau|A=0a,D=1,5X)|A=a,D=1,X}|A=1—-a,D=1]

=Ex{Py(R,<7au|A=0a,D=1,X)|A=1—a,D =1}

The identification formula under Setting 3 reduces to the one under Setting 1, where

the surrogates S can only be leveraged for D = 1, since they are missing for D = 0.

4.2 Semi-parametric efficiency analysis

In this section, we derive the efficient influence functions (EIFs) for r, ; under Settings 1 — 3,
and assess the potential efficiency gains from incorporating surrogates. The derivations for
the EIFs of r, follow analogously and are presented in Section of the Supplementary

Materials. Key necessary model definitions are summarized in Table

Theorem 2. Under Assumptz’ons to @ the EIF w%j) for ro1 under Setting j, for j =

S1,52, 83, is given, up to a proportionality constant, by

D (o, Wim,ep, ma) = 085 (ra1, Wim, ep, ma) = D(1 — A){my(ra1, X) — (1 — )}
ADﬂ'A(X)eD(X, 0)
eD(Xa 1)

{1<R1 < Toz,l) — ml(ra,l,X)},
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Table 4: Lists of model definitions and details

Model Definition

ea(X)=PA=1]X) propensity score for treatment

TA(X) ={1 —ea(X)}/ea(X) inverse odds of treatment assignment

ep(X)=P(D=1]|X) propensity score for observing primary outcomes

ep(X,A)=P(D=1] X, A) propensity score for observing primary outcomes

within each group

mp(X) ={1—ep(X)}/en(X) inverse odds of observing primary outcomes

ma(r, X, S)

=PR,<r|X,S;A=a,D=1) the conditional CDF of R, at r with surrogates

ma(r, X)

=PR,<r|X,A=a,D=1) the conditional CDF of R, at r without surrogates

Thc(’l" X S)

=PRc<r|X,8,D=1) the conditional CDF of R at r with surrogates

mC( T, )

=PRo<r|X,D=1) the conditional CDF of R¢ at r without surrogates
and

1/1552)(7“0,1,1/[/;771,7%, ep,ma) = D(1 — A){mi(ra1, X) — (1 — )}

+ AWA(X)GD(X, O){?’hl(Ta,l,X, S) — ml(rml, X)}
AD74(X)ep(X,0)
6D(X, 1)

{1(R1 < Ta,l) — ml(ﬂl,laX? S)}

Theorem [2 reveals that the EIFs for Settings 1 and 3 are the same. This means that
when there is no surrogate or primary outcome information in the target data, having
access to surrogates in the source data does not improve the efficiency of estimating 7, ;
when we already have access to the primary outcomes in the source data. Intuitively,
the surrogates provide no extra information if they are only observed for the units that
already have primary outcomes observed. Essentially, surrogates cannot enhance estimation
efficiency unless they help impute missing primary outcomes. In contrast, when surrogates
are observed in both the source and target data, they can be leveraged to predict the
missing primary outcomes in the target data, potentially improving estimation efficiency.

Next, we formally quantify the efficiency gain in terms of the semi-parametric lower

bounds from observing surrogates for both datasets as follows.

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions[d] to [, the efficiency gain from observing surrogates in

both datasets (Setting 2) compared to only in the source data (Setting 1) in estimating o1
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s given by

YD s _ 1 —ep(X,1) e} (X,0{1 — es(X)}?
! ep(X,1) ea(X)

var{mi(ra1,X,S) | X},

where Vl(Sl) = Var{wgsn(ra,l, Wim,ep,ma)} and Vl(SQ) = var{wgsm (a1, Wim,m,ep,ma)}.

Corollary (1| quantifies the efficiency gain in terms of the semiparametric efficiency lower
bound for r, ;. Specifically, the efficiency gain depends on the predictiveness of surrogates
for the primary outcomes. This is measured by the variance var{m;(r,1,X,95) | X} =
var{P(R; < 141 | X,S,A =1,D = 1) | X}, which reflects the additional variability in
predicting R; that is captured by the surrogates S beyond the covariates X. A higher
variance means surrogates provide substantial information about the primary outcome,
leading to greater efficiency gains when estimating r,, ;.

Furthermore, the efficiency gain in estimating r,; is more pronounced when the pro-
portion of primary outcomes observed is large for the control group but small for the
treatment group. Intuitively, a higher proportion of primary outcomes observed in the
treatment group indicates less missingness to address when estimating 7,1, leading to less
room for extra efficiency gain from leveraging surrogates. On the other hand, a higher
proportion in the control group could amplify the efficiency gain by targeting a larger pop-
ulation as in . As expected, the efficiency gain should be affected differently by ep (X, 0)
and ep(X, 1) when estimating r, (Corollary [A.1). Thus, reasonable gains in efficiency in
estimating 6; can be expected in settings with moderate levels of missingness for control

and treatment groups.

4.3 Implementation details

To construct the semi-parametric efficient estimators for r,,, we adopt the split conformal
inference strategy (Lei and Wasserman, 2014)), which randomly splits the combined data
into two folds, Z; and Z,. The learning algorithms (e.g., the nuisance functions) are trained
on the first fold, Z;, while the prediction intervals are constructed using non-conformity
scores on the second fold, Z,. Details of the split conformal inference strategy are summa-

rized in Figure [2| for illustration.
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Figure 2: Schematic illustration for implementation of split conformal inference

For concreteness, we describe split conformal inference for Y (a) using conformalized
quantile residuals (CQR) on the source data. The implementation on the target data
follows analogous logic. Let Gn/2,4(-) and qi—a/2,4(-) be the quantile models for the primary
outcomes Y (a) trained on the first fold Z; with A = a. Additionally, the nuisance functions
e and ep are estimated on the first data fold, Z;. To alleviate the computational burden
of learning the entire conditional distribution mg(r, X') and m,(r, X) for infinitely many r,
we adopt the localized debiased machine learning approach (Kallus et al., [2024)), where the
first data fold, Z;, is further divided into two sub-folds, Z;; and Z;5. The first sub-fold, Z;1,
is used to construct an initial estimator ?‘0?2 for 744. A natural initial estimator could be

the weighted split-CQR estimator in |Lei and Candes| (2021). Then, the second sub-fold,

Ty2, is used to estimate the nuisance functions 7, (7" X) and m, (7" X, S) with any
~init

machine learning binary algorithm based on this single initial estimator 77';.

Next, the non-conformity scores R, are evaluated on the second fold, Z,, with the

estimated quantile models @ 24(-) and Gi—a/24(-) as R = 1(A4; = a) max{qn/2.(W;) —

(81

Y:,Yi — Qi—aj2,.(W;)}. Finally, we find the semi-parametric efficient estimators ra,a) and

?“fysf ) on T, defined as the smallest values satisfying

DUV Wi, Ep,Fa) 2 0, Y WD EED, Wi, i, ep, Fa) 2 0

i€Zo i€l

where M, 1, €p, and 74 are estimated from the first data fold Z;.
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4.4 Asymptotic properties for coverage

In this section, we establish asymptotic properties for the estimators of r,; and r, o, which
are important for constructing prediction intervals with the desired coverage level 1 — a.
First, we establish the connection between the asymptotic coverage probability P(R, <

Taa | A=1—a,D =1) and the EIF for r,,.

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions|1| to @ the following holds for any EIF 1,(re.q, W) under
Settings 1 — 3:

E{¢a(ra7a7 W)}
P(A=1-a,D=1)

PRy <rqo|A=1—a,D=1)=1—a+

Lemmal[2]states that the asymptotic coverage probability deviates from the nominal level
1 —a by a term proportional to the expected value of the EIF. We now list some regularity
conditions for the nuisance functions that will be useful in establishing the asymptotic

coverage probability for the estimators of 7 4

(A1) The estimated functions T4(X), €p(X, A), Ma(r, X), and 1e(r, X, S) are bounded,

i'e'7 |%A(X)| S To, €g S |/6\D(Xa A)| S éOa |ma(7ﬁ7 X)| S my, and |ﬁ1a(7ﬂa X7 S)| S Tho.
(A2) The estimators 7, (r, X) and m,(r, X, S) are non-decreasing function of r.

Following the split conformal inference strategy in Section .3 the desired asymptotic

coverage is guaranteed for the source data in Theorem [3]

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions [1] to [3 and regularity conditions (A1) and (A2), there

exist some constants Cy and Cy for any 6 > 0, such that

PR, <73V | Ai=1—0a,D;=1) > (1-a)

_ C 7To€0§61(1 + mo) lOg(l/é) + 1
"P(A=1-a,D=1) T, |

—G {}JLZA(:Xl)__;T’Ang:”L) : SlTlp |ma(r, X)) — mg(r, X))

[en(X, A) —en(X, A
P(A=1-a,D=1)

- 5up [, X) — ma(r, X)H} ,
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and

P(R, <707 | Ai=1-0a,D;=1)>(1-a)

moo(ey ' + mo + €5 'mg) [log(1/8) +1
P(A=1-a,D=1) |Z,|
o [ R w0
"\P(A=1—a,D=1)
[ep(X, A) —ep(X, A
P(A=1-a,D=1)
H/G\D<X,A) —€D(X,A>H
P(A=1—-a,D=1)

e

- sup [[Ma(r, X) — ma(r, X)|

-sup [ (r, X) — ma(r, X)|

-sup ||ma(r, X, S) — g (1, X, S)H}

hold with probability greater than 1 — 0.

Theorem [3| provides a coverage guarantee of 1 —q for the prediction intervals of u{Y (1)}
and u{Y (0)}. Note that the slack for the coverage guarantee is the sum of two parts: the
first part is induced by approximating the expectation with its empirical version, which
scales as O(N~Y/2), by splitting the data into two folds Z; and Z; of similar size; the second
part is induced by the product bias from the estimation of the nuisance functions, which is
negligible if either |T4(X) —7ma(X)||+|ep(X, A) —ep(X, A)|| = 0,(1) or sup, ||m,(r, X) —
ma(r, X)||+sup, ||fa(r, X, S)—ri(r, X, 5)|| = 0p(1). Such property is known as rate double
robustness, which means that the asymptotic coverage is robust to small perturbations in
the nuisance functions, such that their estimation errors affect the coverage error only in
second-order terms (Chernozhukov et al., 2018)).

Hence, the constructed prediction intervals Cy(W;;7,) by the SCIENCE framework
achieve the desired coverage level asymptotically in the source data under Settings 1 to 3,

up to a negligible term vanishing in probability:

P(@Z c C@(Wi;’/f’\a) ‘ D; = 1)

+P(AZ:0|DZ:1)P(R1§?Q71|Al:0,DZ:]_>Z<].—Oé>+Op<1),

which is often referred to as Probably Approximately Correct (PAC) coverage in the sta-
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tistical literature (Krishnamoorthy and Mathew, [2009)).

5 Conformal inference on the target data

In this section, we address the challenging task of constructing valid prediction intervals
for the target data where primary outcomes are unobserved (D = 0). Building upon the
nested conformal inference framework proposed by Lei and Candes| (2021)), we develop a
two-step procedure to achieve this goal.

First, we generate a dataset (W, C;) by constructing prediction intervals C; = Cy(W;;r4)
for each individual in the source data (D = 1). These intervals C; are designed to cover
the causal estimand #; with probability at least 1 — « conditional on the source data,
using the methods detailed in Section 4 Next, we treat the constructed intervals C; as
pseudo-outcomes and perform a secondary conformal inference to find a prediction interval
C(W;r,y ) that nests C; with high probability; C(W;r, ¢) is called the nested prediction

interval. Specifically, we aim to determine 7, ¢ such that
P(Cz C C(Wi;r'yL') ’ D,L = 0) = P(Rcﬂ' S T‘%C ’ Dl = 0) =1- v, (5)

where Re; = R(W;, C;) is the non-conformity score measuring the discrepancy between
the pseudo-outcome C' and its prediction based on W. This approach accounts for the
uncertainty in the pseudo-outcomes and allows us to construct prediction intervals for the
target data where primary outcomes are missing. Figure 3| provides a schematic illustration

of this nested procedure, and an example of constructing R¢ is given in Remark

Remark 1. Consider the causal estimand as the ITE, 0; = Y;(1) — Y;(0). For the source

data D = 1, we construct prediction intervals C; = Co(Wi;ry) as follows

c Y; — Co(Wiirap), Ai=1,D;=1

Cl(VVi;Ta,l) =Y, Ai=0,D;=1

Next, we compute the non-conformity scores Rc,; using the conformalized quantile resid-

uals Re,; = max{m*(W;) — CF,CE — mL(W;)}, where (CE,CE) are the lower and upper
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P(Qz EC@(W@‘;TQ) | DZl) =1—«

D=1|W|Y }w Co(Wira)

|

D=0|W |+ |D=1|W | C }WC(WﬁT'y,C)

P(Cz C C(W@‘;?‘%c) | D = 0) =1 -

Figure 3: Schematic illustration for constructing the nested prediction intervals C(W;r, ¢)
for target data D =0

endpoints of C;, and (m*(W;), m™(W;)) are estimates of the conditional means of (CF, CF)

given W;.

Having obtained the non-conformity scores R for individuals in the source data, we
aim to extend this information to the target data D = 0. Under Assumptions [4] and [5, we
can relate the distribution of non-conformity scores in the target data to that in the source

data through the following identification formula for the quantile r, ¢:
1—’}/:P(Rc<’f‘%c|D:0):Ew{P(Rc<’I"%0|VV,D:1)|D:0},

where the desired coverage probability 1 — 7 in the target data is ensured, adjusted for
differences in the covariate distributions between the two datasets.

The identification formula serves as the foundation for estimating r., ¢ and ensures that
the constructed prediction intervals C'(W;r., ) achieve nominal coverage in the target data.

Moreover, it motivates derivation of the EIF for r, ¢, which we present in Theorem [4]

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions -@ let r,.c be the (1 — 7)-th quantile of the non-
conformity scores Rc. The EIF for r. ¢ is, up to a proportionality constant, for Setting

2,

¢(CSQ)(T7,C, Wime,me, ep,ma) = (L = D{mc(ryc, X) = (1 =7)}
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+ {1 - €D(X)}{mc<7“%c, X, S) - mc(T%0, X)} + D7TD<X){1(RC < T’%0) - ﬁlc(?“%c, X, S)},
and for Settings 1 and 3,

S1 S3
1/’(0 )<7"%C’W§mcv€D7WA) = (c )(TV,C7W§mCaeD>7TA)

= (1= D){mo(r,c. X) — (1=} + Drp(X){1(Re < rp¢) = me(roe, X)),

Analogously, we could quantify the optimal efficiency gain from leveraging surrogates

for estimating 7, ¢, which we formalize in Corollary .

Corollary 2. Under Assumptions [H3, the efficiency gain from using surrogates in esti-

mating 7.c in the target data is
VY v = B [rp(X){1 — ep(X)}var{meo(ry.0, X, S) | X}],

where VC(SI) = var{w(CSI)(r%C, Wime,ep,ma)}, VC(S2) = Var{z/J(CS2) (ry,c, Wime, me,ep, ma)}.

Corollary [2| shows that the efficiency gain from incorporating surrogates depends pos-
itively on the variance of m¢(r,.c, X, S) given X. This variance captures the additional

predictiveness of the surrogates for the non-conformity scores Ro given X.

To estimate r, ¢ in practice, define 7 By Cl and 7 ) to be the smallest values satisfying
S1) (52) /~(52)
Zl/f V75N Wiy e, €p, 7a) > Z¢ V752 Wiine, e, €p,Fa) 2 0,
i€Ts i€ly

where the nuisance functions are estimated on the first data fold Z;. Similar to Theorem 3]
we can show that under both Setting 1 (or 3) and Setting 2, the coverage of the constructed

prediction intervals satisfies

P(0; ¢ C(WisTyc) | Di = 0)

demonstrating that the probability of the true causal parameter 6; not being contained in

the final prediction interval C(W;; 7, ) is bounded above by a+~ up to a negligible term.
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The nested prediction intervals are designed to adapt jointly to the uncertainty of the lower
and upper endpoints of C;, ensuring that the overall coverage is at least 1 — (a4 ). Thus,

we can show that under both Setting 1 (or 3) and Setting 2,
P(@Z S CQ(WZ‘;?%0> ’ D; = 0) >1- (Oé +”}/),

holds asymptotically, which guarantees the asymptotic coverage.

6 Simulation studies

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of SCIENCE and showcase its efficiency
gain under various settings via simulation studies. We begin by considering a data-
generation procedure similar to that in [Kallus and Mao| (2020).

Specifically, we first generate baseline covariate X € R? following a multivariate nor-
mal distribution X ~ N(0, I5) for the entire population, with total sample sizes N =
3000, 5000, 10000. Next, we randomly select a diminishing proportion P(D = 1) = N~1/4
of the entire population as the source data (D = 1), while the remaining data constitute the
target data (D = 0). The treatment variable is generated according to a logistic regression
model: P(A = 1] X) = 1/{1 +exp(—aa — >_;n;X;)}, where 1 =1y = —1/2 and ay
is adaptively chosen to ensure an average treatment rate of 0.5. We then simulate poten-
tial surrogate outcomes S(a) € R? by S(a) ~ N((—1)*"!, 0%1;), where o5 = 1,5, 10, 50.

Finally, we generate potential primary outcomes Y (a) by:

(-1)" X5 Sila)

2
+26]Xj+67 6AJ]V’(O71)7
j=1

where 5 = B2 = 1. One can observe that the increase in the explained variance of Y (a)
by the surrogates S(a), adjusting for the baseline covariates, is o%/100. Thus, the variance
0% quantifies how predictive the surrogates are for the primary potential outcomes Y (a),
after accounting for the baseline covariates. Moreover, the surrogates can be considered as
important as the covariates when og = 10, which we treat as the benchmark scenario for

the subsequent model evaluation.
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We are interested in evaluating the properties of the prediction intervals for the I'TEs
over the combined data, as well as separately for the target and source data. In our
analysis, X, A, S(A), and Y (A) are observed for the source data, while only X, A, and
S(A) are observed for the target data. Therefore, we can calculate the proposed semi-
parametric efficient estimators both with and without access to the surrogates in the target
data. The non-conformity scores R, and R¢ are constructed using conformalized quantile
residuals from the quantile regression model available in the quantreg package, which fits
the 2.5% and 97.5% conditional quantiles of Y (a). The propensity scores and other nuisance
functions required for finding the efficient estimators are fitted using SuperLearner, with
Random Forest and generalized linear models as base learners. We split 75% of the data
as the first fold Z; for model training, as suggested by Sesia and Candes| (2020), and
use the remaining data to construct the prediction intervals. Furthermore, we compare the
proposed methods against the weighted CQR (WCQR) proposed in|Lei and Candes| (2021)).

Figure (A) presents the empirical coverage and average width of the prediction intervals
for the ITE across 500 Monte Carlo simulations. While all methods are guaranteed to cover
the ITE, we note that nested conformal inference for the target data tends to be overly
conservative when primary outcomes are missing, a phenomenon also observed in |Lei and
Candes (2021). As expected, both semi-parametric efficient estimators produce shorter
intervals than the WCQR, while still maintaining valid coverage. Among all methods,
SCIENCE achieves the shortest intervals. The efficiency gains from using surrogates are
further illustrated in Figure (B) for og = 1,5,10,30. The benefits are measured by the
average relative width of the prediction intervals compared to those obtained without using
surrogates. As demonstrated by Corollaries[Ijand 2] the improvement from using surrogates
is more pronounced as og increases. This is because, with higher og, surrogates account for
more variation of the primary outcomes, leading to better predictiveness when constructing

prediction intervals for the ITE.

6.1 Group-conditional performance for continuous outcomes

In this section, we evaluate the group-conditional performance of the SCIENCE frame-

work for continuous outcomes; more simulation studies of group-conditional performance
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Figure 4: (A) Empirical coverage and width of the 95% prediction intervals, when og = 10
and (B) average relative width of the 95% prediction intervals (‘SCIENCE’ versus ‘No
Surr’) when og = 1,5, 10, 30 for ITE across 500 replicates.

for categorical outcomes are provided in Section |B| of the Supplementary Material. We
follow data-generation procedures similar to those in the previous section, except that
we additionally generate the group variable G with three levels from a multinomial dis-
tribution. Specifically, P(G = 1 | X) x exp (—ag,l -3, Xj/2>, PG =2 | X) x
exp (—aga — X1 — X»/2), and P(G = 3 | X) x exp(—ags — X1/2 — X»), where ag =
(ag1, g, ags) is adaptively chosen to ensure the proportion of each group is around 0.5,
0.3, and 0.2, respectively. The generation of the treatment variable A and the potential
primary outcomes Y (a) are modified to include the effect of group variable: P(A =1 |

X,G) =1/{l +exp(—aa — >_,;n;X; + G)}, and

~1)* 35, Sila)
2 )

2
+) BX;j+G+e, e~ N(O,1).

J=1

Y(a) — (_1)a+1 + (

Figure |5| presents the empirical coverage and average width of the prediction intervals for
the ITE of the combined data when og = 10, conditional on the group variables G. All
methods achieve valid 95% conditional coverage within each group and SCIENCE produces
the shortest intervals — on average, 48% and 22% shorter than the WCQR and efficient

estimator without surrogates, respectively.
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Figure 5: Empirical coverage and width of the 95% prediction intervals for the ITE of the
combined data when og = 10, conditional on the group variable G, across 500 replicates.

7 Real data analysis

We analyzed the Moderna COVE phase 3 COVID-19 vaccine efficacy trial that randomized
adults to receive two doses of mRNA-1273 vaccination or placebo at Day 1 and Day 29,
conducting a per-protocol analysis that included participants who received both injections
without specified protocol violations. Analyses have been completed and will be included

pending final review and approval from Moderna.

8 Discussion

In this paper, we proposed a novel surrogate-assisted conformal inference framework (SCI-
ENCE) for constructing more efficient individualized prediction intervals. Our method is
broadly applicable, accommodating scenarios where primary outcomes may or may not
be observed. By leveraging semiparametric efficient estimation, SCIENCE is capable of
handling distributional shifts between source and target populations, achieving the desired

PAC (probably approximately correct) asymptotic coverage property, where coverage bias
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is a product of estimation errors. Consequently, SCIENCE ensures nominal coverage rates,
provided that flexible non-parametric models used for nuisance function estimation meet
the required rate of convergence conditions.

While our approach achieves group-conditional coverage over pre-specified subgroups,
future research could extend these guarantees to more comprehensive and formally devel-
oped notions of fairness. Moreover, prediction intervals are not the only form of uncertainty
quantification. An intriguing avenue for future work would be the exploration of conformal
predictive distributions, which output a probability distribution over the response space
rather than a fixed prediction interval, allowing for potentially more informative uncertainty
quantification (Vovk et al. 2017). Another area of interest is class-conditional coverage,
where coverage is guaranteed for specific outcome classes (Ding et al., 2024)). This extension
could enhance the applicability of our method in settings where outcome-dependent cover-
age is crucial for decision-making, thereby improving the interpretability and reliability of
individualized prediction intervals across different outcome groups. Finally, post-selection
inference remains an essential consideration for practical applications. Iteratively choosing
and refining the miscoverage rate a can be valuable when an initially aggressive choice
(i.e., small ) results in prediction intervals that are too wide to be useful. Investigating
adaptive strategies for re-selecting « to balance interval width and coverage validity could

improve the adoption of conformal inference methods for precision medicine and beyond.
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Supplementary Materials

The Supplementary Materials include the following information: Section [A] provides the
proofs of Theorems[2to[] as well as of Corollaries[I]and[2l We provide additional simulation

results in Section [B] and additional results for real-data analysis in Section [C]

A Technical Proofs and Details

A.1 Proof of Theorem

Let ¢ denote the index for the parametric submodels f;(O) of the observed data with true
density function evaluated at t = t*, i.e., f(O) = f(O), where

f(O) = f(X) x €A(X>A{1 - GA(X)}I_A x ep(X, A)D{l —ep(X, A>}1_D
x f(S|DAX)x f(Y|S,D,A X),

the observed score function is derived by the pathwise derivatives of log f;(O) with respect
tot, given by s;(O) = s:(Y | S, D, A, X)+5:(S | D, A, X)+s:(D | A, X)+s:(A | X)+5:(X).
The tangent space corresponding to this model is A = Ax @ Ay x @ Apjax ® Asip,ax ®
Ayis,p,4,x, where Ax, Ayx, Apjax, Asip,a,x, and Ay|gp 4 x are the mean square closures

of the score vector of the submodels:

Ay = (1(0): [ T =0,
Ay = {{A — a0}, Appax = {A{D — ep(X, A)}H(X)},

Ao = {0(8.D.A.X): [ T(s.D.AX)1(S | DA X)ds = 0},
Avispax = (T8, D.AX) s [ (0.8, D.AX)f(y | 5,D. A, X)dy = 0),
for any two arbitrary square-integrable measurable functions a(X) and b(X).

Let u(Ry,701) =1(R1 <741 A=0,D =1)— (1 —«), and r1(t) be the corresponding

(1 — a)-quantile for Ry | A = 0,D = 1 under the parametric submodels, which satisfies
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Ei[u{Ry,7(t)}] = 0 with r(t*) = r,1. Next, we can show that

) ) i 9] 91 (t)
0= aEt[u{Rlaﬁ(t)}Ht:t* = EEt[u{Rlﬂ"l(t M|,y + a_rlE” [u{ Ry, m1(t")}] 5 |y
which leads to
ary(t) %, ) d
ot ‘t:t* = —%Et*{U(R1,Ta,1)} —Et{U(Rl,Ta 1)}|t:t* X aEt{U(Rh?"aJ)Ht:t

Under Assumptions [2] to [3] we have

0

0
S Edu(Ryran)} . =

ot
)
o aEXt[ES,t{Pyi(Rl <Ta1|A=1,D=1,5X)|A=1,X}|A=0,D=1]|_,.

)

x aEX,t[(1 — A)DEs{Pys(Ri <ron |A=1,D=15X)|A=1,X}]_,.
o

o aEX,t[Pt(A =0,D=1|X)Es{Pys(Ri <7ra1|A=1,D=1,8X)| A= 1,X}]|t:t*

=T +Ty + 15+ Ty,

Pt(Rl <Ta’1|A:07D:1>‘t:t*

which is constituted by five terms T}, Ts, T3, and T. We analyze these four terms separately,

T, = aatEXt{P( _O,D:1|X)m1(T,X)}‘t:t*
= Ex[P(A=0,D=1|X)}{m(r,X) — (1 —a)}s(X)],
0
Ty = 8tEX{Pt( =0,D=1]| X)ml(r,X)}}t:t*
= B{[(1— A)D — {1 — ea(X)}ep(X,0)]ma(r, X)s(D, A | X)},
Ty = %EX[P(A =0,D=1|X)Eg{mi(r,X,5) | A= 1’X}”t:t*

:E{P(A:(),D 1| X)—— A {mi(r, X, S) — ml(r,X)}S(S|D,A,X)},
ea(X)
and

0
Ty= —Ex[P(A=0,D=1| X)Es{Pyy(Ry <70y |A=1,D=18X)|A=1X}]| _,.

ot
D{1(Ry <741) —1mu(r, X, S)}

0
- By (P(A:O,D:1|X)E X T)

ot
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a AD{].(Rl ST’aJ)—’ﬁ’Ll(T,X,S)}

=—F|P(A=0.D=1|X
gt |[PA=0 %) A (X)en(X.1)

s(Y|S,D, A X)|.

Putting these terms together, we can show that

0 o 2 (R o)} e = (s, Wim, i, e, m)s(Y, 5, D, A, X)),
and
V1(Ta,1, Wim,m,ep, ma) = D(1 — A){my(ra1, X) — (1 — a)}
+ Ama(X)en(X, 0){Mn(ras, X, S) — ma(re, X))
fw?ﬁ?ﬁxmumﬁwwymMmmxﬁh
where

D1 — A){mi(ras, X) — (1 —a)} € Ax

ATA(X)ep(X, 0){mi1(ra,1, X, S) — mi(ra1, X)} € Agip,ax
ADWA(X)GD(X, 0)
eD(le)

{1<R1 < Ta,l) - ml(roc,le7 S)} € AY‘SvaAvX'

Thus, it completes the proof of Theorem [2] by the definition of efficient influence function.

A.2 Proof of Theorem [3

Under Lemma [2, we can show that for the empirically estimated 7, using the second data

fold Z, under Setting 2,

PIQ{¢(52 (Toz 15 )
P(A=0,D=1)

P (o W)} = P {0 (r00, W)} PO (0, W) — 1™ (0, W)}
P(A=0,D=1) P(A=0,D=1)

(R, <75 | A=0,D = 1)~ (1 —a) = )

>0+ 1 + L.
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Here, we use the fact that ]P’IZ{ﬂSm (a1, W)} > 0 by definition. The term /; is negligible
if wism(rml, W) belongs to a Donsker class (Van der Vaart, 2000). Even if the Donsker
condition is not met, the sample-splitting procedure in |Chernozhukov et al. (2018) can be
used to assure that I; is negligible, where the first data fold Z; is used to estimate 74, €p,
Mq and m, and the second data fold Z; is used to compute Ta1; See Lemma for more
details on the bound of I;.

The term I5 is the second-order remainder term, which is bounded by the product of

estimation error for the nuisance functions:

P{O{% (r, W) — " (1, W)} = P[P(A = 0| X)ep(X, 0){u(r, X) — my(r, X)}]
+ P :P(A =1| X)7ma(X)ep(X, 0){7?11(r, X,S) - ml(r,X)}}

+P -P(A =1 X)%A(X)%a)(x, 0){ri(r, X, S) — 1 (r, X, S)}}

=P[P(A=0|X)ep(X,0){mi(r,X) —mi(ra1, X)}]

[

+P :P(A = 1| X)7a(X)en(X, 0){m(r, X, S) — mu(r, X, S) + ma(r, X) — i (r, X)}}

D

+P -P(A =1 X)%A(X)%QD(X, 0){ri(r, X, S) — 1 (r, X, S)}}

=P {P(A =01 X) {“(X en(X, ?L?)?)A(X Jp(X,0) } {1 (r, X) — may(r, X)}]

P {pm 1| X)RA(X)2p(X,0) {ED(X 1) —ep(X,1) } [Fu(r, X, 8) — i (r, X, S>}}

/e\D(Xal)
S Ta(X) = ma(X)[ - sup [ (r, X) = (r, X) |
+ ||/6\D<X7 0) - €D(X, O)H * Sup ||T/T\L1(T', X) - ml(n X)”

+[[en(X, 1) = en(X, 1)|| - sup [ (r, X, S) = (r, X, S)],

where the last inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Combining the

bounds for I; and I, gives us

PR, <732 | Aij=1—0a,D;=1) > (1-a)

’/Toéo(ﬁgl + mo + galﬁlo) lOg(l/é) + 1

—Co P(A=1-a,D=1) T, |
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_Cl{ [Ta(X) = ma(X)]] S [ (7, X) = ma(r, X)|

P(A=1—a,D=1)
[en(X, A) = ep(X, A
P(A=1—-a,D=1)
[0, 4) — en(X. A)|
P(A=1—-a,D=1)

-sup || (r, X) — ma(r, X)|

- sup ||T/NT\LQ(T, X, S) — mg(r, X, S)||} ,

and the proof for P(R, < ﬁys; | A; =1—a,D; = 1) under Settings 1 or 3 can be completed

in a similar manner.

A.3 Proof of Corollary

By straightforward algebra, the semi-parametric lower bound for estimating r, ; without

surrogates for 1/1§Sl)(7’a,1, W;im,m,ep,m4) in Theorem [2| is
VD = var{g{*" (ro.1, Wim, m, ep, ma)} = Vi + Va + Vs + 2Vip — 235 — 2V,
where

Vi =var[D(1 — A){mi(re1,X) — (1 — a)}],

Dra(X)ep(X,0
Vg_var{ QDXII)) ) (R1<7’a,1)};

{ADWA ch §X70)m1(ra,1,X)},

Vig = Vi3
= cov [D(l — A {mi(ra1, X) — (1 —a)}, AD?T’;(D)(());?)(X’ O)ml(roﬁl, X)} :
Vas = V3
ADmA(X)ep(X,0) ADm4(X)ep(X,0)
= COV [ eD(X,l) 1(R1 < Ta,l)y eD(X’]_) ml(ra,l,X)] ,

)
AD7A(X)en(X,0)
= var { :D(X; D mi(Ta1, X)} .

In addition, we can show that the efficiency lower bound with surrogates is
VED = var{¢" (W;m, i, ep. 7a)}
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= Vi + Vo4 Vo + Vi + 2Vip + 2Vig — 2Viy + 2Vog — 2V, — 2V,
where

Vi = var[D(1 — A){my(re1, X) — (1 — a)}]
Vs = var[Ama(X)ep(X, 0){mi(ra1, X,S) —mi(ra1, X)}],

- ADma(X)ep(X,0)

Vg,:var{ A (X 1) <R1<ra,1)}7
{ADT('A< )GD(X,O)

(X, 1)

Vig = cov [D(1 = A){mi(ra1, X) — (1 —a)}, Ama(X)ep(X,0){mi(ra1, X,S) — mi(ra1, X))} =0,

Vy = var

ml(roz,va S)} )

‘713 = ‘7147 ‘723 - ‘7247 ‘234 = ‘74
Hence, we can verify that under Assumptions [5| and [3]

V(Sl) _V(SQ) — ‘74_‘/3 _‘72

B AD7a(X)ep(X,0) .
= var { 2D(X’ D ma(ra, X, S)} —

— var[Ama(X)ep (X, 0){mi(ra1, X, S) — mi(ra1, X)}]

ar{ADTFA(X)GD(X, 0)

en(X,1) ma(Fa,t, X)}

r _ _ 2 2
_p | PA=LD = LMD i (100, X, 5) | X, A= 1,D = 1}}
L eD(le) ’
— Elea(X)m4(X)eh (X, 0)var{m (ra1, X, S) | X, A = 1}]

[1—ep(X,1) el (X,0){1 — ea(X)
ep(X,1) ea(X)

=F

2
; var{mi (ra1, X, S) | X}] ,
since V; = V; and V3 = V3, which completes the proof of Corollary .

A.4 Proof of Theorem {4

Under Assumptions 2| to |3 the (1 — a)-th quantile 7, ¢ of R | D = 0 can be identified by

P{Y(1)=Y(0)eC|D=0}=E[P{Y(1)=Y(0)€C|X,D=0}|D =0

—E[P{Y(1)-Y(0)€C|X,D=1}|D =0
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= E[P{R¢ <r,¢| X, D=1} | D =0

:Fﬁ%;aEKL—Dﬂ%RC<mg|XJ%:H]
:FG%;ﬁﬂP@hdHXﬂ%Rc<mcM&Dzlﬂ
_ ﬁE(P(D = 0| X)E[P{Rc <r,c | X,8,D =1} | X]),

where the last equation holds as D L {Y(a),S(a)} | X by Assumption [5] Next, we can
derive the EIF for r, ¢, similar to the proof of Theorem

Ye(W;me,me,ep,ma) = {1 —ep(X)}me(ryc, X) +{1 — D — 1+ ep(X)}me(ryc, X)

+{1 = ep(X)Hmo(ryo, X, ) = me(rye, X)}
D

+{1 - €D(X)}m

{1(RC < ’f‘%cf) — ’rhc(’l"%c,X, S)}
= (1= D)mg(ry,c, X)

{1 = en(X)}Hinc (e, X, 8) = me(r, e, X)) + Dep(X)/{1(Re < r,.0) — tie(r,c, X, S)),

where mc(r%C,X, S) = P(RC < TycC | X, 5D = 1), mc<7’%c,X) = E{Thc(’f’%c,X, S) |
X}, and ep(X) = {1 —ep(X)}/ep(X).

A.5 Proof of Corollary

The semi-parametric efficiency lower bound for estimating r, ¢ without surrogates is

Vc('51) = Val"{wé'Sl)(T%& Wime, ep,ma)}

=V + V& + Vi + 2V —2V§ — 2Vig,
where

V& =var [(1 = D){mc(ry.0,X) — (1 =)},
VQC = var [Drp(X)1(Re < ry0)], \/3C = var {Dmp(X)me(ryc, X)},

Vi5 = Vi =0,
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Vs = cov [Drp(X)1(Re < 740), Drp(X)me(ry.c, X)] = V5.
Similarly, we can show that the efficiency lower bound with surrogates is

VéSQ) — Var{w(CSQ) (7’%0, W, meg, mCa €D, 7-‘.A)}
= VO +VE + V4V

+2VG +2Vi§ — 2ViG + 2Vi§ — 2V — 2V
where

Vi€ =var[(1 = D){mc(ryc, X) = (1 =)},

Vs = var [{1 — ep(X)Hmo(ry.c, X, S) — me(ryo, X))}

Vi = var {Dmp(X)1(Re < ry0)}, VY = var {Drp(X)ic(ry,0, X, S)}
V=V =Vi=0,

Vs = Vi

= cov [{1 — ep(X)H{mc(ry,c, X, 5) = me(X)}, Drp(X)me(ry.c, X, S)],

Vi = cov [Drp(X)1(Re < ry.0), Drp(X)ie(ry.0, X, S)] = V7.
Therefore, we can verify that

VEY Ve =V - v -V

= var {Drp(X)mec(ry,c, X, S)} — var {Drp(X)me(ryc, X)}
—var [{1 — ep(X) Hmc(ryc, X, S) — me(ryc, X)}]

= E{Drp(X)im¢(ryc, X, S)} = E{Drp(X)me(ry,c, X)}

- F [{1 — eD(X)}Q{mC(T'y,CyX; S) - mC(T'y7C>X)}2]

_ o [{L=en(X)}?
—E 6D(X)

= E[{1 = ep(X)P{ie(ry.0. X, S) = me(ry.0, X)}]
= E [mp(X){1 — ep(X)}var{me(ry0, X, ) | X1],

{m%’(T%C> X, S) - m%(?”%c, X)}
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where V\© = f/lc and V¥ = f/gc. Hence, it completes the proof of Corollary .

A.6 Additional technical details
A.6.1 Proof of Lemma [

The proof of Lemma 2.2 in Kallus and Mao, (2020)) shows that D L {Y(a),S(a)} | X, A
under Assumptions [4] and [5]] Under Assumption [3] we have (A, D) L {Y(a),S(a)} | X,
which proves Condition (a), that is, D L {Y(a),S(a)} | X, and Conditions (b) and (c)
A 1 {Y(a),S(a))} | X, D by Theorem 17.2 in Wasserman| (2013).

A.6.2 Proof of Lemma 2

On the one hand, we can show that

P(ngT'Oé’l‘AZO,Dzl):E{E(Rl ST’aJ’X,A:O,D:l)‘AZO,Dzl}
=F{E(Ri <ro1|X,A=1,D=1)| A=0,D = 1} (Assumption [3)

:/ U e, A=1,D=1)f(z| A=0,D = 1)drdz

’”°”fa:|A—0D—1) o o

_E{ é:j:ig_gl(&gra;)!A:1,D:1}. (6)

On the other hand, we can prove that

E{1(ra1, Wim,m,ep,ma)} = E[D(1 — A){m1(r01,X) — (1 —a)}]
=FE{P(A=0,D=1|X)P(R1 <7a1|X)}—PA=0,D=1)(1-0)

_E{Apiéi:):g:lgp(m Sra71|X)} ~P(A=0,D=1)(1-a)

_ P(A=0,D=1) f(X|A=0,D=1)
 P(A=1,D=1) {ADf(X\Azl,Dzl)
—~P(A=0,D=1)(1-aq)

f(X|A=0,D=1)
f(X|A=1,D=1)

— P(A=0,D =1)(1 - a).

P(Rl S ra71 | X)}

:P(A:O,Dzl)E{ 1(R1§Ta71)|A:1,D:1}
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Combine it with (6)), we have P(R; < 71 | A=0,D =1) = 1—a+E{(ra,1, W)}/P(A =
0,D=1).
A.6.3 Proof of Lemma [A.]]

Lemma A.1. Under the regularity conditions (A1) and (A2), there exists some constant

Cy such that for any 6 > 0,

Comoeo(eg ' +mo + €5 '1mg)  [log(1/0) + 1
Pl < ;1 >1-0.
(’ s =A== R

The proof of Lemma is adapted from Theorem 3 in |Yang et al. (2024)). Specifically,

we expand the numerator of I; into the following four parts,

P{W” (ra1, W)} = P {1 (70, W)}
L5 ADEAKU NI, <ras) _p ( ADRAXBXO)y g, w}]

/e\D(Xi’ 1) €D(X )

1€Zo

|12 Z;{D — AT A(X)en(X;,0)} g (Tan, Xi) N

- P{D(l — A) = Ama(X)ep(X, 0)} i (ra,1, X)

|Z | Z { 7,7TA 6D XZ70) AzDZ?TA(X )eD(X“O)}ml(roz 17X’L7S’L>
2

i€Ty eD(X“ 1) (9)
—P {AWA(X)eD(X, i ”21()‘2)(6?)()( .0) } 1 (rar, X, S)
{’IQ‘ZEZIQD (D—l,A—O)}(l—a) (10)

= R§S2 (TQJ) + R§S2) (Ta,l) + R§S2) (Ta’l) + RELSQ)

(52)(

Bound on sup, , |R;""(rs1)] We define a class of functions F; by

S ADTA(X)Ep(X, 0)1(Ry < 7o)
fl—{fr-fr_ /B\D(X,l) ,VT}.
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One can observe that Vf, € Fy, we have |f,| < ADmepey. Therefore, ADmyepe, is an
envelope function of F;. Let ||z|| denote the supermum norm of z over a class of function
F, defined by |[|z|7 = sup;cx [2(f)]. For O; = (X;, A, S;,Y;, D;) and any function f, we
define

Gy = \/—Z —P{f(O)}].

Applying Lemma with s(a,d,w) = AD7A(X)ep(X,0)/ep(X,1) and h(w,y) = Ry
produces E||Gy||z < Cimoeoey' with O being a universal constant. By McDiarmid’s

inequality, we can show that

2t
P(IGnl7 — ElGnllr 2t) Sexp | —=5—
D im1 G

- 212 ( t? )
SEexXp | — =€Xp|\ 55— |
Zij\il 4rdesey 2/N 2mieie, 2

where

1 ADi4(Xi)en(X;, 0
; < sup sup\/_ TalXs)ep( )I(RM <r)

0,0 T ep(Xi, 1)

1 Az”Dz”TrA<Xi’>/€\D(Xi’7 0) 271'060661
_ — 1(R v < S - =y

N €D(Xi/, 1) ( b T) vV N

Substituting the expectation bound to the inequality gives us

1
P (HGNH]:l > CQWOEOQO—I 1+ log (g)) < (5, (11)

for some constant Cs.

Bound on sup, | \R§S2)(ra71)| Similar to the bound on sup,_, |R§32)(ra71)|, a class of
function Fy is defined by Fo = {f, : fr = {D(1 — A) — ATA(X)ep(X,0)} my(raq1, X), Vr},

where

fr ={D = A) = ATA(X)ep (X, 0)} My (ra,1, X)

— (D(1— A) — A7 4(X)ep(X,0)} /0 (s, X) > ubdu
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_ 0m° (D(1 = A) — A7 4(X)2n(X,0)} 1{ras > h(X, u)}du,

where the first equality holds by My (ra1, X) = [ 1{/1(ra,1, X) > u}du, and the sec-
ond equality holds as m4(rs1, X ) is monotonously increase in 7, ;. By Lemma and

McDiarmid’s inequality, we have

mo
E|Gyll7 S max{1, mo€o }du S moeomo,
0

t2
P(||GNll7, — E|Gnll7 > 1) <exp <_f) .

222
2mgegms

Substituting the expectation bound back gives us

1
P (H(Gr]\[”]:2 Z C37T0€0m0 1 + IOg (5)> S (5, (12)

for some constant Cj.

sz)(

Bound on sup,_| |R§ Te,1)| Similarly, we first define the class of function Fj as

Fy= {fr : {A?TA(X)BD(X, i ”21())(());’:1’)0( .0) } i (rar, X, S)} .

The supermum norm of Gy over F3 and the bound of |Gy|| 7 can be obtained by Lemma

and McDiarmid’s inequality, respectively:

mo
ElGnllr S / moeo(1 — eg ' )du < moeoey i,
0

t2
P(IGx 5, — ElGallz > ¢) < exp (——) |

2 —
2mgegey “mg

which yields

1
P (HGNHfs > Cymoeoey Moy |1+ log (5)> <9, (13)

for some constant Cjy.
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Bound on sup, | |R1(152)| The random variables D;(1 — A;) is i.i.d., and Hoeffding in-

equality gives us

which leads to

p <R£s2) >(1—a) %log (%)) <. (14)

Combining , , , and together with the help of union bound, we can show
that with probability larger than 1 — ¢,

log(1/0) + 1

U [ (o) 4 Ry (ra) 4 Ry (o) + RS moile” 4o+ o)y | =
r 2

which completes the proof for the bound of I;. Analogously, we can show that with prob-
ability larger than 1 — ¢,

log(1/8) + 1

U [ (o) 4+ 5™ (o) 4+ ™| S moioe (1 -+ mo)y | =7
r 2

holds for P{\"" (ra1, W)} — P, {&'% (ra, W)}

A.6.4 Additional lemmas and theorems
Lemma A.2 (Lemma 8, |Yang et al.|(2024)). There ezists a universal constant C such that
for any functions s(a,d,w) € [—Kog, ko] and h(w,y),

E {sgp |Gns(a,d, w)1{h(w,y) <7r}|| < Ckp.

Theorem A.1. Under Assumptions @-@ the EIF 1/1(@ for ro under Setting j, for j =

S1,52,853, is given, up to a proportionality constant, by

%D(()Sl)(ra,o, Wim,ep,ma) = 7/1(()53)(%,0, Wim, ep,ma) = DA{mo(ra0, X) = (1 — @)}
(1— A)Dep(X,1)
ma(X)ep(X,0)

{l(RO < T’Q,o) — m0<ra,07X>}a
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and

w(()SZ) (ra,Oa W7 m, m? €D, 71-A) = DA{mO(Ta,Oa X) - <1 N a)}

(1 Aep(X,1), o
) {mo(rao, X,S) 0(ra,0, X)}

(1— A)Dep(X, 1)
TI‘A(X)GD(X, 0)

{1(R1 < Ta,O) — mo(ra,OaX7 S)}7

where mo(ra,0, X, S) = P(Ry < 7ap | X,8,A=0,D =1), mg(rao, X) = P(Ry < a0 |
X, A=0,D=1).

Corollary A.1. Under Assumptions[3}3, the efficiency gain from observing surrogates in
both datasets (Setting 2) compared to only in the source data (Setting 1) in estimating ra
s given by

1 —ep(X,0) €3 (X, 1){ea( X))
en(X,0) 1 —ea(X)

vy — | var{mo(ra0, X,5) | X,A=0}|,

where

V()(Sl) = Var{%b(gSl)(Ta,o,W;my ep,Ta)}, Vo(sz) = Var{¢ész) (ra0, Wim,m,ep,ma)}.
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B Additional Simulation Studies

In this section, we assess the group-conditional performance of the prediction intervals
produced by the SCIENCE framework for categorical outcomes. The data generation
procedures for X, A, and S remain the same as before, while the potential primary outcomes

Y (a) are generated with five levels under the multinomial distribution as follows:

P(Y(a) = k| X,5) _ X - Sila)
PY(a)=1]X,5) P\ W@~ 2.5 "2
7=1 7=1
for k = 2,...,5, where k = 1 serves as the reference level. The parameters ay(4) are

adaptively chosen to ensure the marginal probabilities are approximately P(Y (1) = k) =
(0.1,0.2,0.4,0.15,0.15) and P(Y(0) = k) = (0.3,0.3,0.2,0.15,0.05) for k= 1,...,5.

The non-conformity scores for categorical outcomes are derived using the nested pre-
diction sets approach from [Kuchibhotla and Berk| (2023)). Let F,(W;t) = {y : Py@)(y |
W) < t} denote a nested sequence of sets constructed based on the first data fold, Z;.
The associated non-conformity scores R(W,Y (a)) are then defined as R(W,Y (a)) = inf{¢ :
y € F,(W;t)}, where the conditional probabilities are estimated using multinomial logistic
regression from the nnet package, with or without the inclusion of surrogates. The semi-
parametric efficient estimator for the (1 — a)-quantile r, of R(W,Y (a)) is then computed
using the second data fold, Z,.

Figure @(A) presents the empirical coverage of the prediction sets at o = 0.05 for
the observed primary outcomes of both source and target datasets, conditional on the
group variable G. The SCIENCE framework that adjusts for the effect of surrogates on
the conditional probabilities yields valid empirical coverage for the prediction sets. In
contrast, the efficient estimator without surrogates fails to achieve valid empirical coverage,
as the conditional probability model marginalized over the surrogates no longer admits the
multinomial logistic specification. This misspecification leads to incorrectly constructed
non-conformity scores and therefore poor empirical coverage. Figure @(B) provides the
proportions of the size of prediction sets, varying from 1 to 5, conditional on the group
variable G. While the prediction sets produced by the efficient estimator without surrogates

tend to be smaller than the SCIENCE framework, these smaller sets can be misleading, as
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they often fail to contain the true primary outcomes, indicated by their poor coverage.
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Figure 6: (A) Empirical coverage of the 95% prediction intervals, and (B) the proportions
of the size of prediction sets for the ITE of the combined data when og = 10 and the
outcomes are categorical, conditional on the group variable G, across 500 replicates.
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C Additional Real Data Analysis

Additional real data results will be included following final review and approval from Mod-

erna.
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