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Figure S1. Evaluation of good fitting of radiomic model with Hosmer test and training group. Cal-
ibration of radiomic model. (1) Calibration intercept: a value close to 0 indicates good calibration.
Calibration slope: a value close to 1 denotes perfect calibration. (2) Hosmer test: p-value > 0.05 evi-
dence of good fit.

Table S1. Strength of agreement among four radiologists (Fleiss’s K).

Operators Estimate Lower Upper
Expert Operators 1 vs 2 0.8791 0.8248 0.9235
Less experienced operators 3 vs 4 0.8303 0.7726 0.885
Operator 1 vs 3 0.7145 0.6404 0.7862
Operator 2 vs 3 0.7146 0.6334 0.7911
Operator 1 vs 4 0.6664 0.5874 0.7479
Operator 2 vs 4 0.6444 0.5606 0.7259
Inter-rater Agreement (Fleiss's K) 0.7413 0.6892 0.7936
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