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distortion-corrected MPRAGE scans for each observational

On-line Table 3: CoVs for MUCCA-Jim derived from non-
cohort participant
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Paired t test of MUCCA from Distortion & Non-Distortion-Corrected MRIs
£(268) = 10.98, P = <.001, g = 0.67, Clgss, [0.54-0.80], n = 269
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In favor of null: loge(BFo1) = -46.65, rcauchy = 0.71

ON-LINE FIG 1. Paired t test showing that the mean rescan MUCCA-Jim is significantly different when derived from distortion- versus non-dis-
tortion-corrected MPRAGE scans.
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Bland-Altman Analysis of MUCCA-JIM vs MUCCA-SCT
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Paired t test of MUCCA-JIM and MUCCA-SCT from the same MPRAGE scans
t(279) = 24.41, P=< .001, g = 1.45, Clgss, [1.29—1.63], n = 280
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B In favor of null: loge(BFos) = -155.66, rcayeny = 0.71

ON-LINE FIG 2. A, Bland-Altman graph showing larger MUCCA-Jim measurements than MUCCA-SCT, with mean measures ranging mostly between 65 and
75 mm® B, Paired t test shows that the mean rescan MUCCA-Jim is significantly different from the rescan MUCCA-SCT. Representative segmentations by Jim
(red outline) and PropSeg (white overlay) in which MUCCA differences were seen to be in the upper quartile 1(C) (MUCCAim-MUCCA-SCT > 15 mm?),
inner quartiles 2 and 3 (D) (MUCCAim-MUCCA-SCT were between 15 and —14 mm?), and lower quartile 4 () (MUCCAJim-MUCCA-SCT < —14 mm?).
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Paired t test of inter-rater MUCCA-JIM measured from the same MPRAGE scans
t(49) = 4.54, P = < .001, g = 0.63, Closy, [0.34—0.95], n = 50
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In favor of null: loge(BF 1) = -6.34, rcauchy = 0.71

ON-LINE FIG 3. Paired t test showing that the mean rescan MUCCA-Jim is significantly different when measured by an experienced rater versus
a non-experienced rater.
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