13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20

21

22
23
24

25
26

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267030; this version posted December 2, 2021. The copyright holder for this

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Radiographic evaluation of lumbar intervertebral disc height index: an intra and inter-

rater agreement and reliability study

Xiaolong Chen, PhD!? *, Stone Sima3, Harvinder S. Sandhu, MD*, Jeff Kuan®, Ashish D. Diwan, PhD'*?

1 Spine Labs, St. George & Sutherland Clinical School, University of New South Wales, New South Wales,
Australia

2 Spine Service, Department of Orthopaedic Surgery, St. George & Sutherland Clinical School, University of
New South Wales, New South Wales, Australia

33" Year Student of Bachelor of Medical Studies/Doctor of Medicine at University of New South Wales, NSW,
Australia

4 Spinal Surgical Service, Hospital for Special Surgery, Weill Medical College of Cornell University, New
York, USA

5St. George MRI, Healthcare Imaging, Kirk Place, Kogarah, NSW, Australia

*Corresponding author: Xiaolong Chen, PhD

Level 3, WR Pitney Building, St. George & Sutherland Clinical School
The University of New South Wales, Kogarah, Sydney, NSW 2217
Phone: + 61 414 825 498

E-mail address: xiaolong.chenl@unsw.edu.au

Acknowledgment: The authors would like to thank Vivek A.S. Ramakrishna (PhD Candidate, Spine Labs in St.
George & Sutherland Clinical School and School of Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering, University of

New South Wales (UNSW)) for drawing the Figure 1 in this manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: All authors declare that they have no conflict of interest related to this work.

Funding disclosure(s) statement: This work was supported by a Research Training Program scholarship and a
University Postgraduate Award from the Australian Government and The University of New South Wales

(UNSW) to XLC.

Ethical approval: The study was approved by UNSW (ref no: HC180423) Human Research Ethics

Committees. All procedures performed in studies involving human participants were in accordance with the

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267030

27
28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267030; this version posted December 2, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

ethical standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki Declaration

and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267030

47

48
49

50
51
52
53
54

55
56
57
58
59
60
61

62
63
64

65

66

67

68

69

70

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267030; this version posted December 2, 2021. The copyright holder for this

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Abstract

Purpose: To evaluate intra- and inter-rater agreement and reliability of seven reported disc height index (DHI)

measurement methods on standing lateral X-ray of lumbar spine.

Methods: The adult patients who had standing lateral X-ray of lumbar spine were recruited. Seven methods
were used to measure DHI of each lumbar intervertebral disc level. Bland and Altman’s Limits of Agreement
(LOA) with standard difference were calculated to examine intra- and inter-rater agreements between two out of
seven methods for DHI. Intra-class correlations (ICC) with 95% confidence intervals were calculated to assess

intra- and inter-rater reliability.

Results: The intra-rater reliability in DHI measurements for 288 participants were ICCs from 0.807 (0.794,
0.812) to 0.922 (0.913, 0.946) by rater 1 (SS) and from 0.827 (0.802, 0.841) to 0.918 (0.806, 0.823) by rater 2
(XC). Method 2, 3, and 5 on all segmental levels had bias (95% CI does not include zero) or/and out of the
acceptable cut-off proportion (>50%). A total of 609 outliers in 9174 segmental levels’ LOA range. Inter-rater
reliability was good-to-excellent in all but method 2 (0.736 (0.712, 0.759)) and method 5 (0.634 (0.598, 0.667)).
ICCs of related lines to good-to-excellent reliability methods was excellent in all but only indirect line in

method 1 and 4 (ICCs lie in the range from 0.8 to 0.9).

Conclusion: Following structured protocol, intra- and inter-rater reliability was good-to-excellent for most DHI
measurement methods on X-ray. However, in the presence of vertebral rotation, one should exercise caution in

using complicated methods to define vertebral landmarks.

Keywords: Lumbar disc herniation, discectomy, disc height, disc height index, agreement, reliability.
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Introduction

Low back pain (LBP) is the leading cause of disability worldwide with a lifetime prevalence that
exceeds 90% [1]. Within the vast differential of LBP, the degeneration of intervertebral disc (IVD) is considered
as a significant contributor [2]. Radiological examinations of the morphologic characteristic of lumbar IVD such
as height has been found to be related to the degeneration of IVD [3]. The change of IVD height influences the
load-carrying capacity of the spinal column, and morphologic abnormalities such as I[VD space narrowing and
thinning have been potentially associated with acute or chronic disabilities of the lumbar spine [4]. However,
there is a paucity of information using different methods to estimate the disc height (DH) and its clinical

significance. Therefore, an accurate and efficient measurement for IVD height is required.

Compared with lying supine during the magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) and computed tomography
(CT) scan, the standing X-ray of lumbar spine can better present the state of IVD under load. Therefore, X-ray is
considered as the most frequently used technique despite known difficulties, both in interpretation and clinical
significance of findings. Clinicians often rely on their own subjective interpretation of lumbar spine radiographs,
however, numerous methods for DH using X-ray published in the literature have been described as more
accurate, albeit, and more time consuming [5-10]. DH can be measured as an absolute value, although this may
be influenced by the magnification and position of the patient on the scan. Simple values can be used in daily
practice for quick comparisons. For more in-depth studies and more accurate readings, the disc height index
(DHI) has been introduced. By normalising images, variations in the size of the vertebral column and position of
the patient do not affect the final measurement and allow for a reliable analysis. Many DHI measurement
methods of IVD has been discussed previously in the literature [5-10]. However, this lack of consensus leads to

great inter- and even intra-rater variability. A simple and reproducible method to measure DHI is required.

Bland and Altman’s Limits of Agreement (LOA) is the most popular [11], and recommended statistical
method for evaluation of agreement [12, 13]. The standard error of measurement (SEM) is similarly regarded as
a suitable parameter of agreement, but is, however, sensitive to variability in the population [14]. Although
recent study reported use of LOA for evaluating agreement of measurements on intervertebral disc morphology
using MRI images [15], it is rarely used when evaluating agreement in the different measurements of DHI using
X-ray. Therefore, we need to use LOA to evaluate intra- and inter-rater agreement and reliability of DHI using

the previously reported methods [5-10].
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99 The primary objective of this study is to evaluate intra- and inter-rater agreement and reliability of

100 seven previously reported DHI measurement methods.

101 Methods

102 Ethical approval was obtained from the Human Research Ethics Committee of the University of New
103 South Wales (NRR-HC180423) for the intra- and inter-rater agreement and reliability study using repeated

104  measurement methods of individuals’ X-rays.

105  Design and Patients

106 The study is conducted as a retrospective review of radiological images, radiology reports, and

107 demographic data of patients over the age of 18 years who had routine standing lateral X-ray of lumbar spine
108 from St George MRI in Sydney (Australia) from March 2017 onwards. Only patients who signed the consent
109 form to allow use of their de-identified data for research and auditing purposes were included in the present

110  study. The patients who had a history of spine surgery were excluded from the study.

111 Measurements

112 The standard standing lateral X-ray images of lumbar spine were assessed. The patient is naturally
113 standing up, looking horizontally, hands resting on a vertical support, upper limbs relaxed, elbows half bent
114 [16]. The corresponding radiology reports were read by the first author (XC). Seven methods were used to
115 measure the DHI of each lumbar IVD level on standing later X-ray images (L1-L2, L2-L3, L3-L4, L4-L5, and
116  L5-S1)[5-10]. The protocol and details of DHI measurement methods are presented as follows and showed in

117  Electronic Supplementary Material 1 (ESM 1) and Fig. 1.

118 Method 1 of DHI is expressed as a ratio of the sum of anterior and posterior IVD height to disc

119 diameter [5]. Method 2 of DHI is expressed as a ratio of the mid-disc height to mid-vertebral body height [6].
120 Method 3 of DHI is expressed as a ratio of the mid-disc height to disc diameter [6]. Method 4 of DHI is

121 expressed as a ratio of the mean of anterior, middle, and posterior IVD height to the sagittal diameter of the

122 proximal vertebral body [7]. Method 5 of DHI is expressed as a ratio of [IVD height to vertebral height which
123 cross the centre of adjacent vertebral bodies [8]. Method 6 of DHI is expressed as a ratio of the mean of anterior,

124 middle, and posterior IVD height to the mean of proximal and distal vertebral body height [9]. Method 7 of DHI
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125 is expressed as a ratio of the sum of anterior and posterior IVD height to the sum of superior and inferior disc

126 depth[10].

127 A quadrilateral was drawn to define the vertebral corners and minimize the affection of osteophytes. A
128 line was drawn cross the potential points of each corner which was caused by the vertebral rotation for inexact
129 body position during the scan and the anatomy deformity (such as scoliosis, vertebral rotation, and vertebral
130 fracture). Mid-point of the line was identified as the real vertebral corner. Direct line was draw cross the two
131 points which were located at the vertebral body. Indirect line was drawn cross the potential points which were

132 location at direct lines.

133 If MRI scans already performed and presented in St Georgy MRI, the images were assessed the [VD
134 degeneration. IVD degeneration is defined as the presence of at least one of the following: nucleus pulposus
135 degeneration, IVD bulge or IVD herniation, annular tear, Modic changes of endplate, and Schmorl’s node [17-
136  21]. Nucleus pulposus degeneration is defined as Pfirrmann grade >3 [22]. Participants were allocated into

137  different groups (degeneration group and no degeneration group) based on the IVD degeneration status.

138 In order to reduce the potential bias due to difference of equipment and software, raters used Apple

139 MacBook with integrated touchpads and the InteleViewer™ diagnostic imaging software for measurement.

140  Training and Blinding of Raters

141 Two raters conducted the measurements: one is a medical student (SS) who has no prior training in the
142 interpretation of radiological images (Rater 1); the other is an experienced spine surgeon and back pain

143 researcher (XC) with extensive experience in interpreting radiological images (Rater 2). Thirty participants from
144 the final data collection period were randomly selected for training. Each rater reviewed the 30 cases

145 independently, after which the cases were collectively reviewed, and consensus were reached on the

146  measurement procedures. Once the raters reached an agreement on the measurement procedures, the data of
147 these 30 cases was used to analysis the intra-rater reliability. The intra- and inter-rater agreement were tested
148  between two out of seven measurements performed by each rater. The inter-rater reliability was tested between
149 two raters who were purposely chosen to represent an inexperienced, and an experienced interpreter of

150  radiological images.

151 To enhance the quality and applicability of the study, both raters were blinded in several aspects. Each

152 rater was blinded to his own prior measurements and the findings of the other ratter. The order of participants
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153 was randomly changed between the two intra-rater measurement sessions. There was a 2-week interval between

154 the first and second measurement sessions to lessen the likelihood of recognition of participants.

155  Statistical analysis

156 Numeric variables are presented as mean + standard deviation (SD). Categorical variables are

157 summarized using counts (n) and percentages (%). The intra- and inter-rater agreement between two out of
158 seven methods for DHI were analysed using Bland and Altman’s LOA. LOA is based on graphical techniques
159 and provides a plot of mean differences (MDs) between the two methods of measurement (the bias), as well as
160  the SD of the differences (Fig. 2). The 95% confident intervals (95% CI) of MDs were reported to describe the
161 precision of the bias. If the 95% CI doesn’t include zero, it can be assumed that there is a bias. Furthermore,
162 LOA was presented as a proportion of mean values for each method. The proportion will be calculated as

163 follows: ((upper LOA +(—1*(lower LOA)))/(the mean)) *100%. Following previously published data, we

164 consider percentages lower than 50% as an indicator of acceptable precision [15].

165 Intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) estimates, and their 95% CI were calculated using SPSS

166 statistical package version 24 (SPSS Inc, Chicago, IL) based on a single-rating, absolute-agreement, 2-way

167 fixed-effects model for intra-rater reliability. Results of inter-rater reliability was evaluated with ICC based on a
168 single-rating, consistency, 2-way random-effects model in all participants and different degeneration groups.
169  Values of ICC less than 0.5, between 0.5 and 0.75, between 0.75 and 0.9, and greater than 0.90 are indicative of
170 poor, moderate, good, and excellent reliability, respectively [23]. Subgroup analysis was performed based on

171 different segmental level, the status of [IVD degeneration, and different related lines (direct and indirect line).

172 Factors analysis on the Bland and Altman’s plot

173 Potential factors for the data that were far above or below the LOA on the graphs were assessed and

174  reported in a narrative form.

175  Results

176 In total, the standing lumbar X-ray from 288 participants were included in this study for evaluation of
177 both intra- and inter-rater reliability and agreement. There were 122 females and 166 males, all aged between 19
178 and 89 years. Of 367 lumbar levels with IVD degeneration in 278 participants who performed MRI scans (Table

179 1.
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180  Intra-rater reliability

181 The intra-rater reliability for DHI of all measurement methods, using ICC, was good-to-excellent from
182 0.807(0.794, 0.812) to 0.922 (0.913, 0.946) by rater 1 and from 0.827 (0.802, 0.841) to 0.918 (0.806, 0.823) by

183  rater 2, respectively (Table 2).

184  Inter-rater agreement

185 Method 1

186 The 95% CI of mean difference of DHI on segmental level L3-L4 ranged between -0.006 and 0.005,
187  with LOA ranging between -0.10 and 0.10 (LOA as proportion of mean values is 33.9%). The 95% CI of mean
188 difference of DHI on segmental level L5-S1 ranged between -0.014 and 0.002, with LOA ranging between -0.15

189  and 0.13 (LOA as proportion of mean values is 46.7%) (Table 3 and Fig. 3A).

190 Method 2, 3, and 5

191 The 95% CI of mean difference of DHI on all lumbar levels did not include zero or LOA as proportion

192 of mean values is more than 50% (Table 3, Fig. 3B, Fig. 3C, and Fig. 3E).

193 Method 4

194 The 95% CI of mean difference of DHI on segmental level L4-L5 ranged between -0.008 and 0.002,

195  with LOA ranging between -0.06 and 0.06 (LOA as proportion of mean values is 38.7%) (Table 3 and Fig. 3D).

196 Method 6

197 The 95% CI of mean difference of DHI on segmental level L3-L4 ranged between -0.003 and 0.010,
198  with LOA ranging between -0.12 and 0.12 (LOA as proportion of mean values is 17%). The 95% CI of mean
199  difference of DHI on segmental level L4-L5 ranged between -0.009 and 0.001, with LOA ranging between -0.08

200  and 0.08 (LOA as proportion of mean values is 40%) (Table 3 and Fig. 3F).

201 Method 7

202 The 95% CI of mean difference of DHI on segmental level L3-L4 ranged between -0.003 and 0.003,
203  with LOA ranging between -0.04 and 0.04 (LOA as proportion of mean values is 27.6%). The 95% CI of mean
204  difference of DHI on segmental level L5-S1 ranged between -0.006 and 0.001, with LOA ranging between -0.06

205 and 0.06 (LOA as proportion of mean values is 40%) (Table 3 and Fig. 3G).
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206  Inter-rater reliability

207 The inter-rater reliability for measurements of DHI was good-to-excellent in all but method 2 and 5
208 (ICCs ranged from 0.634 (0.598, 0.667) to 0.984 (0.982, 0.985); method 2: 0.736 (0.712, 0.759); method 5:

209  0.634(0.598, 0.667)) (Table 4).

210 Temporal analysis

211 Based on different segmental level, ICCs for DHI on segment level L1-L2 was moderate in method 2,
212 3,and 5 groups (ICC: 0.641 (0.568, 0.705), 0.718 (0.657, 0.770), 0.500 (0.409, 0.582)). ICCs for DHI on

213 segment level L2-L3 was moderate in method 2 and 5 groups (ICC: 0.620 (0.543, 0.686), 0.726 (0.666, 0.776)).
214 1CCs for DHI on segment level L3-L4 was moderate in method 2 and 5 groups (ICC: 0.693 (0.628, 0.749),

215 0.728 (0.669, 0.778)) (Table 4).

216 Based on the status of IVD degeneration, ICCs of DHI on all segmental levels in degeneration group
217 and no degeneration group have a similar range based on the classification criterion for poor, moderate, good,

218  and excellent reliability (ESM_2_Table 1).

219 ICCs of related lines to good-to-excellent reliability methods was excellent in all but only indirect line

220  in method 1 and 4 (ICCs lie in the range from 0.8 to 0.9, ESM_2 Table 2).

221 Factors analysis on the Bland and Altman plot

222 A total of 609 outliers in 9174 segmental levels’ data includes 57 outliers in the method 1 group, 65
223 outliers in the method 2 group, 171 outliers in the method 3 group, 182 outliers in the method 4 group, 37
224 outliers in the method 5 group, 42 outliers in the method 6 group, and 55 outliers in the method 7 group
225 (ESM_2 Table 3). The nucleus pulposus degeneration (394) and disc herniation (186) affected the raters to

226 distinguish vertebral corners and structural boundaries.

227  Discussion

228 The reduction of IVD height is the key point in the pathological process of IVD degeneration, and the
229 diseases of lumbar degeneration often demonstrate the reduction of [IVD height in the radiographic images.

230 Therefore, a reproducible method to measure IVD height is required. To be the best of our knowledge, this is the
231 first study to investigate the intra- and inter-rater reliability and agreement of previously reported DHI methods

232 to measure DH on the standing lateral lumbar X-ray images. We used a structured protocol including
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233 descriptions of testing positions, standard training session of measurements on images for raters, unified

234 measurement platform and tools, and blinding of raters [24].

235 Although the measurements on X-ray images would be affected by body posture and vertebral position
236 of the patient on the scan and the experience of raters [6, 15, 25-27], our study still shown that intra-rater

237 reliability was good-to-excellent for all the seven DHI assessment methods on X-ray images by both

238 inexperienced and experienced raters. A possible explanation is the existence of division in the process of

239 calculating the DHI, which can minimize the measurement bias by the inconsistent magnification and vertebral
240 position on the X-ray scan. We posit the systematic training and structured protocol to conduct the measurement
241 to be the other main cause of the good-to-excellent intra-rater reliability on DHI measurement methods on X-ray
242 images. Therefore, the systematic training before measurement and a standard measurement process following
243 structured protocol could provide a good-to-excellent intra-rater reliability for the DHI measurement on X-ray

244 images.

245 Agreement is commonly used to evaluate how well the measurements produced by two raters, devices
246 or systems agree with each other, while reliability is concerned with measurement error plus the variability
247  between study objects and the focus is distinction between persons [15, 28]. Previously published study

248 recommended reporting inter-rater agreement parameters via LOA, and further, when reporting reliability using
249  ICC, they should be reported together with error estimates such as the standard error of the mean [28].

250 Following the results of Bland and Altman’s LOA, we found that the DHI measurements in method 2, 3, and 5
251 on all segmental levels and method 1, 4, 6 and 7 on some special segmental levels had bias or/and out of the
252 acceptable cut-off proportion. Due to different numbers of indirect lines in each method, it indicates a poor-to-
253 moderate consensus regarding the anatomical delineation on the length measurements between the two raters.
254 These were consistent with the status of ours’ study that all indirect lines involved in method 2 and 5 and partial
255 indirect lines involved in method 1, 3, and 4 with a poor-to-moderate agreement. Meanwhile, nucleus pulposus
256 degeneration and disc herniation were showed to impact of the inter-rater agreement on distinguish vertebral

257  corners and structural boundaries.

258 This study uses both LOA and reliability to express reproducibility. The inter-rater reliability was
259 good-to-excellent in all but method 2 and 5. Although IVD degeneration can cause discs to lose height and
260  might potentially affect the accuracy and agreement of DHI measurement [9], our findings denied the influence

261 of IVD degeneration on the inter-rater reliability results in different measurement methods on DHI

10
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262 (ESM_2 Table 1). The potential risk factors for the moderate inter-rater reliability on DHI measurement in
263 method 2 and 5 include measurement bias of indirect lines and other bias from anatomical structure. Due to use
264 of multiple indirect lines in method 2 and 5, the potential secondary measurement bias following the first bias
265 by the inexact positioning of vertebral corners and indistinguishable IVD boundaries between structures during
266 drawing the direct line might cause the moderate inter-reliability. This indicates that a complicated measurement
267  method would cause a poor-to-moderate consensus between raters. Despite good-to-excellent inter-rater

268 reliability on DHI measurement in method 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7, there still showed relatively poor results of inter-
269 rater reliability on indirect lines in method 1 and 4 (ESM_2 Table 2). Therefore, the accurate and effective
270 determination of vertebral corners for direct line can significantly reduce the measurement error. As for the
271 positioning of vertebral corners, two possible interfering factors could be the presence of osteophytes and the
272 rotation of vertebral body, hence, modifying the visual appearance of the vertebra [6, 15, 29]. While our

273 structured protocol could minimize the influence of osteophytes on marking the corners, it can’t provide a

274 method to avoid the objective factor that leads to vertebral rotation. For instance, upper vertebral rotation by
275 IVD no perpendicular to the projection might be the reason for moderate inter-rater reliability of DHI

276 measurements on upper segmental level (L1-L2 and L2-L3). Meanwhile, the shorter DH of the upper IVD could
277 induce cumulative error in the marking of vertebral corners, which was posited to be the other reason. We

278 couldn’t find studies that definitively discussed any of these factors regarding similar problems with

279 measurement bias of indirect lines, vertebral rotation, or boundary distinction. However, we still thought that
280  these could be the main reasons why some ICCs of inter-rater reliability were moderate. As it stands, our study
281 potentially showed that there was a good-to-excellent intra- and inter-rater reliability and agreement on the DHI
282  measurements in method 7 for all IVD segmental levels. For future use of these methods, specification in

283 advance of measurements, and persistent implementation of detailed protocol for the location of projection,

284  measurement of indirect lines, and dealing with vertebral rotation, should be conducted by all raters.

285  Study limitation and future study

286 Several methodological issues require consideration. First, the potential measurement error due to

287 notably inexact definition of anatomic measurement points, the location of projection during the scan, definition
288 of standard process to fix vertebral rotation, and intra- and inter-rater variation, despite a structural protocol
289  being provided to raters. Future, a standardized protocol to assess DHI was required. Second, due to the

290 difficulties in distinguishing the boundary of disc on X-ray, the raters can only use point-based measurement

291 method instead of area-based method. Third, the acceptable precision of the range of LOA set at 50% following

11
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292 previously published data would affect the results [15]. Fourth, due to the different reference values of each DHI
293 method, the direct comparison between two out of seven measurement methods can’t be done. Finally, the aim
294 of this study was to establish reproducibility and reliability, not to report prevalence or reference values for

295 either a general or a clinical population. Future multicenter study on the validity of different measurement

296  methods is needed.

297  Conclusion

298 The intra-rater and most inter-rater reliability for DHI measurement was good-to-excellent for different
299 methods following a structured protocol. However, the inter-rater reliability was moderate in some DHI

300 measurement methods, indicating difficulties in the performance of these tests. The complicated methods (more
301 indirect lines) and IVD degeneration (nucleus pulposus degeneration and disc herniation) potentially affected
302 the agreement on inter-rater measurements. Future multicenter study on the validity of different measurement
303  methods following a standardized protocol is needed.
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407  Fig. 1 The details of disc height index (DHI) measurements

408
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409 Note: a: The shortest distance between the anterior edges of the neighbouring endplate will be recorded as the
410 anterior disc height; b: The mid-disc height between the upper and lower bisection points is measured at the
411 midpoint of vertebrae; c: The shortest distance between the posterior edges of the neighbouring endplate will be
412 recorded as the posterior disc height; d: The disc diameter will be measured between the midpoints of the lines
413 drawn from the endpoints of the superior vertebral endplate to the inferior; e: The sagittal diameter of the

414 vertebral body from the anterior to posterior margin will be measured at the mid-vertebral level; f-h: The

415 proximal vertebral body height will be measured from the anterior (f), middle (g), and posterior (h) portions of
416 each respective disc level; i-k: The distal (DV) vertebral body height will be measured from the anterior (i),
417  middle (j), and posterior (k) portions of each respective disc level; I, m: The mid-vertebral line is the line

418 connecting the L3 and L4 centres. The centre of the vertebral body is a crossing point of 2 diagonal lines of each
419 vertebral body (1 is intervertebral disc height, m is intervertebral height); n: superior disc depth; o: inferior disc
420 depth. According to the classification of related lines, line a, c, f, h, i, k, n and o are defined as direct lines and
421  lineb, d, e, g, j, 1, and m are defined as indirect lines.

422  Method 1: DHI = [(a+c)/d] *100%

423 Method 2: DHI = (b/g) *100% or (b/j) *100%

424  Method 3: DHI = (b/d) *100%

425  Method 4: DHI = [(at+b+c)/3/e] *100%

426  Method 5: DHI = (I/m) *100%

427  Method 6: DHI = [2*(a+b+c)/((f+g+h)+(i++k))] *100%

428  Method 7: DHI = [(a+c)/(n+0)] *100%

429
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Fig. 2 The Bland and Altman plot of Limits of Agreement (LOA) between two raters on the different
measurements for disc height index (DHI). The y-axis shows the mean difference between raters’
measurements, and the x-axis shows the mean value of both raters’ measurements. The green line shows the
range of mean difference includes zero. The purple line shows the mean difference between measurements. Red

lines show the 95% LOA.
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Fig. 3 The Bland and Altman plot showing the relationship between mean values and differences between rater
1 and rater 2 on the measurements of DHI using two out of seven reported methods (A: method 1; B: method 2;
C: method 3; D: method 4; E: method 5; F: method 6; G: method 7). Mean difference with 95% confidence
intervals (CI) of the measurements between rater 1 and rater 2 was reported to describe the precision of the bias.
The purple line shows the mean difference between measurements. Red lines show the 95% Limits of

Agreement (LOA), between which 95% of all measurement differences are located.
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469  Table 1 Patient demographic and clinic-radiological information

Parameter Number of patients
F:M 122:166
Age 47.67+16.79
Diagnosis
Spondylolisthesis 32 (11.1%)
Disc herniation 57 (19.8%)
Spinal stenosis 174 (60.4%)
Scoliosis 11 (3.8%)
Normal 88 (30.6%)
MRI scans (number of patients) 278 (96.5%)
Intervertebral disc degeneration (number of patients) 231 (83.1%)
Lumbear levels with intervertebral disc degeneration (total) 367
L1-L2 2 (0.5%)
L2-L3 0
L3-L4 36 (9.8%)
L4-L5 160 (43.6%)
L5-S1 169 (46%)

470 F: female; M: male; MRI: Magnetic resonance imaging
471
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Table 2 Intra-rater measures’ reliability results
Measurement method N Rater 1_ICC (95% CI) Rater 2_1CC (95% CI)
Method 1 | L1-L2 30 0.907 (0.902, 0.921) 0.917 (0.908, 0.924)
L2-L3 30 0.867 (0.860, 0.882) 0.866 (0.854, 0.884)
L3-L4 30 0.876 (0.861, 0.893) 0.888 (0.876, 0.893)
L4-L5 30 0.822 (0.811, 0.843) 0.858 (0.836, 0.873)
L5-S1 30 0.855 (0.841, 0.873) 0.878 (0.856, 0.893)
All 150 0.875 (0.872, 0.889) 0.907 (0.902, 0.928)
Method 2 | L1-L2 30 0.821 (0.817, 0.842) 0.845 (0.822, 0.864)
L2-L3 30 0.807 (0.794, 0.812) 0.827 (0.802, 0.841)
L3-L4 30 0.922 (0.913, 0.946) 0.912 (0.895, 0.946)
L4-L5 30 0.823 (0.812, 0.844) 0.834 (0.828, 0.862)
L5-S1 30 0.842 (0.817, 0.881) 0.868 (0.860, 0.890)
All 150 0.848 (0.807, 0.855) 0.871 (0.869, 0.889)
Method 3 | L1-L2 30 0.822 (0.810, 0.864) 0.842 (0.838, 0.876)
L2-L3 30 0.843 (0.831, 0.861) 0.861 (0.849, 0.873)
L3-L4 30 0.830 (0.815, 0.856) 0.833 (0.805, 0.856)
L4-L5 30 0.853 (0.842, 0.883) 0.869 (0.857, 0.883)
L5-S1 30 0.851 (0.812, 0.865) 0.863 (0.841, 0.876)
All 150 0.850 (0.832, 0.864) 0.865 (0.844, 0.875)
Method 4 | L1-L2 30 0.882 (0.962, 0.896) 0.892 (0.882, 0.898)
L2-L3 30 0.831 (0.822, 0.848) 0.842 (0.812, 0.855)
L3-L4 30 0.877 (0.872, 0.882) 0.879 (0.868, 0.885)
L4-L5 30 0.852 (0.834, 0.881) 0.872 (0.865, 0.889)
L5-S1 30 0.916 (0.901, 0.923) 0.918 (0.806, 0.823)
All 150 0.879 (0.869, 0.912) 0.887 (0.875,0.914)
Method 5 | L1-L2 30 0.817 (0.801, 0.841) 0.841 (0.823, 0.866)
L2-L3 30 0.854 (0.833, 0.867) 0.858 (0.843, 0.872)
L3-L4 30 0.845 (0.840, 0.869) 0.876 (0.855, 0.883)
L4-L5 30 0.861 (0.832, 0.877) 0.873 (0.847, 0.879)
All 120 0.858 (0.836, 0.873) 0.871 (0.845, 0.881)
Method 6 | L1-L2 30 0.878 (0.848, 0.881) 0.882 (0.878, 0.891)
L2-L3 30 0.822 (0.817, 0.881) 0.871 (0.862, 0.889)
L3-L4 30 0.852 (0.827, 0.881) 0.866 (0.854, 0.887)
L4-L5 30 0.856 (0.843, 0.883) 0.884 (0.872, 0.894)
All 120 0.859 (0.846, 0.879) 0.878 (0.873, 0.888)
Method 7 | L1-L2 30 0.860 (0.842, 0.866) 0.869 (0.851, 0.878)
L2-L3 30 0.851 (0.812, 0.865) 0.863 (0.841, 0.876)
L3-L4 30 0.845 (0.814, 0.868) 0.871 (0.855, 0.886)
L4-L5 30 0.855 (0.843, 0.865) 0.865 (0.844, 0.875)
L5-S1 30 0.912 (0.878, 0.922) 0.864 (0.848, 0.872)
All 150 0.866 (0.844, 0.916) 0.868 (0.858, 0.876)

N: number of levels; ICC: Intraclass correlation coefficient; 95% CI: 95% confidence interval.
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494 Table 3 Inter-rater measures agreement results

Level N Mean SD  Mean difference 95% LOA LOA as proportion
(95% CI) of mean values (%)
Method1 LI1-L2 288 0.55  0.07 0.00 (-0.008, 0.008) -0.14,0.14 509
L2-L3 288 0.55  0.05 0.01(0.005,0.016) " -0.09,0.11 36.4
L3-L4 288 0.59  0.05 0.00 (-0.006, 0.005) -0.10,0.10  33.9
L4-L5 288 0.61 0.09  0.01(0.001,0.022)" -0.17,0.19  59.0
L5-S1 288 0.6 0.07 -0.01 (-0.014, 0.002) -0.15,0.13  46.7
All 1440  0.58  0.07 0.00(0.002, 0.007)" -0.14,0.14 483

Method 2 L1-L2 288 036  0.07 -0.03(-0.034,-0.019)" -0.17,0.11 77.8
L2-L3 288 0.38  0.07 -0.03(-0.039,-0.021)" -0.17,0.11 73.7
L3-L4 288 039  0.07 -0.03(-0.036,-0.020)" -0.17,0.11 71.8
L4-L5 288 039  0.06 -0.02(-0.026,-0.014)" -0.14,0.10 61.5
L5-S1 288 0.37  0.06 -0.02(-0.024,-0.009)" -0.14,0.10 64.9
All 1440 038  0.07 -0.02(-0.033,-0.018)" -0.16,0.12 73.7
Method 3 L1-L2 288 029  0.04 -0.01(-0.015,-0.006)" -0.09,0.07 55.2
L2-L3 288 0.3 0.04 -0.01(-0.019,-0.010)"  -0.09,0.07 53.3
L3-L4 288 032 0.04 -0.01(-0.014,-0.005)" -0.09,0.07 50.0
L4-L5 288 0.3 0.03  0.00 (-0.009, -0.001) * -0.06,0.06 40.0
L5-S1 288 0.27  0.04 0.00 (-0.003, 0.006) -0.08,0.08 593
All 1440 0.3 0.04 -0.01(-0.021,-0.009)"  -0.09,0.07 53.3
Method 4 L1-L2 288 029  0.03 -0.01(-0.013,-0.005)" -0.07,0.05 41.4
L2-L3 288 0.9 0.09 -0.02(-0.033,-0.013)"  -0.20,0.16  40.0
L3-L4 288 0.31 0.03 -0.01(-0.012,-0.006)"  -0.07,0.05 38.7

L4-L5 288 0.31 0.03  0.00 (-0.008, 0.002) -0.06,0.06  38.7
L5-S1 288 0.3 0.04 -0.01(-0.016,-0.008)"  -0.09,0.07 53.3
All 1440 042  0.05 -0.01(-0.018,-0.008)" -0.11,0.09 47.6

Method 5 L1-L2 288 036  0.13 -0.02(-0.037,-0.008)" -0.27,0.23 138.9
L2-L3 288 0.37  0.08 -0.02(-0.030,-0.012)" -0.18,0.14 86.5
L3-L4 288 0.37  0.06 -0.01(-0.021,-0.078)" -0.13,0.11 64.9
L4-L5 288 036  0.05 -0.01(-0.012,0.003) -0.11,0.09  55.6
All 1440 037  0.09 -0.02(-0.021,-0.008)" -0.20,0.16 97.3

Method 6 L1-L2 288 034  0.04 -0.01(-0.012,-0.003)" -0.10,0.06 47.1
L2-L3 288 035 0.04 -0.01(-0.013,-0.005)" -0.10,0.06 45.7

L3-L4 288 1.41 0.06  0.00 (-0.003, 0.010) -0.12,0.12  17.0
L4-L5 288 0.4 0.04 0.00 (-0.009, 0.001) -0.08,0.08 40.0
All 1440 0.62  0.04 -0.00(-0.010, 0.003) -0.08,0.08 25.8
Method 7 L1-L2 288 0.27  0.04 0.00 (-0.002, 0.006) -0.08,0.08 593
L2-L3 288 0.28  0.02 0.01(0.003,0.008)" -0.03,0.05 28.6
L3-L4 288 029  0.02 0.00 (-0.003, 0.003) -0.04,0.04 27.6
L4-L5 288 0.31 0.05  0.00 (0.001, 0.010) " -0.10,0.10  64.5
L5-S1 288 0.3 0.03  0.00 (-0.006, 0.001) -0.06,0.06  40.0
All 1440 029  0.03 0.00(0.002,0.010)" -0.06,0.06 41.4

495 N: number of levels; SD: standard deviation; CI: confidential intervals; LOA: Limits of Agreement
496  * Bias was considered present if the 95% CI did not include zero.
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499  Table 4 Inter-rater measures’ reliability results

Measurement Level N Inter-rater I1CC (95% CI)
Method 1 L1-L2 288 0.956 (0.945, 0.965)
L2-L3 288 0.877 (0.847,0.901)
L3-L4 288 0.972 (0.964, 0.977)
L4-L5 288 0.844 (0.807, 0.874)
L5-S1 288 0.852 (0.817, 0.881)
All 1440 0.927 (0.919, 0.934)
Method 2 L1-L2 288 0.641 (0.568, 0.705)
L2-L3 288 0.620 (0.543, 0.686)
L3-L4 288 0.693 (0.628, 0.749)
L4-L5 288 0.779 (0.729, 0.821)
L5-S1 288 0.849 (0.813, 0.878)
All 1440 0.736 (0.712, 0.759)
Method 3 L1-L2 288 0.718 (0.657, 0.770)
L2-L3 288 0.781 (0.731, 0.822)
L3-L4 288 0.980 (0.975, 0.984)
L4-L5 288 0.866 (0.834, 0.892)
L5-S1 288 0.888 (0.860, 0.910)
All 1440 0.936 (0.930, 0.942)
Method 4 L1-L2 288 0.954 (0.942, 0.963)
L2-L3 288 0.938 (0.922, 0.950)
L3-L4 288 0.977 (0.972, 0.982)
L4-L5 288 0.872 (0.841, 0.897)
L5-S1 288 0.824 (0.783, 0.858)
All 1440 0.984 (0.982, 0.985)
Method 5 L1-L2 288 0.500 (0.409, 0.582)
L2-L3 288 0.726 (0.666, 0.776)
L3-L4 288 0.728 (0.669, 0.778)
L4-L5 288 0.761 (0.708, 0.805)
All 1152 0.634 (0.598, 0.667)
Method 6 L1-L2 288 0.951 (0.938, 0.961)
L2-L3 288 0.847 (0.811, 0.877)
L3-L4 288 0.862 (0.829, 0.889)
L4-L5 288 0.886 (0.859, 0.909)
All 1152 0.995 (0.995, 0.996)
Method 7 L1-L2 288 0.959 (0.949, 0.968)
L2-L3 288 0.891 (0.864, 0.913)
L3-L4 288 0.927 (0.909, 0.942)
L4-L5 288 0.840 (0.802, 0.871)
L5-S1 288 0.867 (0.835, 0.893)
All 1440 0.916 (0.908, 0.924)
500 N: number of levels; ICC: Intraclass correlation coefficient; 95% CI: 95% confidential intervals
501
502
503
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504  ESM_1: The protocol of disc height index (DHI) measurement

505 Patients will have erect, standing lateral (LR) and anteroposterior (AP) X-rays taken at various time points (per
506 study schema). Hard copies of X-rays will be printed and will also be stored as digital images from the
507  InteleViewer™ diagnostic imaging software/PACS system of the radiology provider. Care will be taken to
508  maintain the aspect ratio of the digital images.

509 (1) Standing Position of Patients

510 The patient is naturally standing up, looking horizontally, hands resting on a vertical support, upper limbs relaxed,
511  elbows half bent.

512 The projection: The projection direction is perpendicular to the third vertebral body of the lumbar spine.

513 (2) The Quality of Standing Lateral X-ray Images of Lumbar Spine

514 The entire lumbar spine should be visible from T12-L1 - L5-S1 (superior to include the T12-L1, inferior to include
515 the sacrum, anterior to include the anterior border of the lumbar vertebral bodies, and posterior to include all
516 elements of the posterior column, particularly the spinous processes). Superimposition of the greater sciatic
517 notches, the superior articulating facets and the superior and inferior endplates. This indicates a true lateral has
518 been achieved. Adequate image penetration and image contrast is evident by clear visualization of lumbar
519  vertebral bodies, with both trabecular and cortical bone demonstrated.

520 (3) Measurement Methods

521 The contour of the vertebral body and upper and lower endplate of adjacent vertebral will be indicated by lines.
522 The vertebral corners could be located and confirmed.

523 A quadrilateral will be drawn to define the vertebral corners and minimize the affection of osteophytes.

524 A line is drawn cross the potential points of each corner which can be caused by the vertebral rotation for inexact
525 body position during the scan and the anatomy deformity (such as scoliosis, vertebral rotation, and vertebral
526  fracture).

527 Mid-point of the line will be identified as the real vertebral corner.

528 (4) Potential Bias

529  Inorder to reduce the potential bias due to difference of equipment and software, Apple MacBook with integrated
530  touchpads/Computer with Microsoft Windows and the InteleViewer™ diagnostic imaging software/PACS system
531  will be used for measurement.

532

533
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degeneration and no degeneration group
Measurement method Number of Levels ICC (95% CI)
Method 1 L1-L2
Degeneration 2 -
No degeneration 276 0.957 (0.946, 0.966)
L2-13
Degeneration 278 0.879 (0.849, 0.903)
No degeneration 0
L3-L4
Degeneration 36 0.969 (0.940, 0.984)
No degeneration 242 0.972 (0.965, 0.979)
L4-L5
Degeneration 160 0.941 (0.920, 0.956)
No degeneration 118 0.888 (0.843,0.921)
L5-S1
Degeneration 169 0.877 (0.836, 0.907)
No degeneration 109 0.789 (0.706, 0.851)
Method 2 L1-L2
Degeneration 2 -
No degeneration 276 0.659 (0.586, 0.721)
L2-13
Degeneration 278 0.629 (0.552, 0.695)
No degeneration 0
L3-L4
Degeneration 36 0.889 (0.794, 0.942)
No degeneration 242 0.641 (0.560, 0.709)
L4-L5
Degeneration 160 0.805 (0.743, 0.853)
No degeneration 118 0.795 (0.718, 0.853)
L5-S1
Degeneration 169 0.859 (0.813, 0.894)
No degeneration 109 0.830 (0.761, 0.881)
Method 3 L1-L2
Degeneration 2 -
No degeneration 276 0.729 (0.669, 0.780)
L2-13
Degeneration 278 0.789 (0.740, 0.829)
No degeneration 0
L3-L4
Degeneration 36 0.996 (0.992, 0.998)
No degeneration 242 0.962 (0.951, 0.970)
L4-L5
Degeneration 160 0.871 (0.828, 0.904)
No degeneration 118 0.852 (0.793, 0.895)
L5-S1
Degeneration 169 0.896 (0.861, 0.922)
No degeneration 109 0.875 (0.822,0.913)
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Method 4 L1-L2
Degeneration 2 -
No degeneration 276 0.956 (0.945, 0.965)
L2-13
Degeneration 278 0.942 (0.927, 0.954)
No degeneration 0
L3-L4
Degeneration 36 0.885 (0.786, 0.940)
No degeneration 242 0.982 (0.977, 0.986)
L4-L5
Degeneration 160 0.933 (0.910, 0.951)
No degeneration 118 0.904 (0.864, 0.932)
L5-S1
Degeneration 169 0.867 (0.824, 0.900)
No degeneration 109 0.766 (0.755, 0.824)
Method 5 L1-L2
Degeneration 2 -
No degeneration 276 0.500 (0.409, 0.582)
L2-L3
Degeneration 278 0.727 (0.666, 0.778)
No degeneration 0
L3-L4
Degeneration 36 0.713 (0.505, 0.843)
No degeneration 242 0.744 (0.682, 0.796)
L4-L5
Degeneration 160 0.768 (0.695, 0.824)
No degeneration 118 0.763 (0.715, 0.795)
Method 6 L1-L2
Degeneration 2 -
No degeneration 276 0.854 (0.819, 0.883)
L2-13
Degeneration 278 0.727 (0.666, 0.778)
No degeneration 0
L3-L4
Degeneration 36 0.857 (0.737, 0.924)
No degeneration 242 0.863 (0.827, 0.892)
L4-L5
Degeneration 160 0.941 (0.920, 0.956)
No degeneration 118 0.930 (0.900, 0.951)
Method 7 L1-L2
Degeneration 2 -
No degeneration 276 0.960 (0.950, 0.969)
L2-13
Degeneration 278 0.894 (0.867, 0.915)
No degeneration 0
L3-L4
Degeneration 36 0.865 (0.751, 0.929)
No degeneration 242 0.933 (0.915, 0.948)
L4-L5
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Degeneration 160 0.944 (0.924, 0.959)

No degeneration 118 0.811 (0.793, 0.846)
L5-S1

Degeneration 169 0.892 (0.856, 0.919)

No degeneration 109 0.803 (0.725, 0.861)

536 ICC: Intraclass correlation coefficient; 95% CI: 95% confidence interval.
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557 ESM 2 Table 2 Inter-rater measures’ reliability results of related lines to each measurement method (method

558 could be used on all segment levels and ICCs are good-to-excellent) on disc height index (DHI) of all segmental

559  levels
Measurement method Number of Levels ICC (95% CI)
Method 1 L1-L2
Anterior disc height 288 0.989 (0.986, 0.991)
Posterior disc height 288 0.954 (0.943, 0.964)
Disc diameter 288 0.864 (0.855, 0.871)
L2-13
Anterior disc height 288 0.967 (0.959, 0.974)
Posterior disc height 288 0.954 (0.942, 0.963)
Disc diameter 288 0.867 (0.859, 0.874)
L3-L4
Anterior disc height 288 0.962 (0.952, 0.970)
Posterior disc height 288 0.955 (0.944, 0.964)
Disc diameter 288 0.866 (0.858, 0.873)
L4-L5
Anterior disc height 288 0.958 (0.947, 0.966)
Posterior disc height 288 0.939 (0.924, 0.952)
Disc diameter 288 0.963 (0.853, 0.870)
L5S1
Anterior disc height 288 0.956 (0.945, 0.965)
Posterior disc height 288 0.852 (0.817, 0.881)
Disc diameter 288 0.859 (0.848, 0.867)
Method 3 | L1-L2
Mid-disc height 288 0.930 (0.912, 0.944)
Disc diameter 288 0.964 (0.955, 0.971)
L2-13
Mid-disc height 288 0.913 (0.892, 0.931)
Disc diameter 288 0.967 (0.959, 0.974)
L3-L4
Mid-disc height 288 0.930 (0.912, 0.944)
Disc diameter 288 0.966 (0.958, 0.973)
L4-L5
Mid-disc height 288 0.949 (0.937, 0.960)
Disc diameter 288 0.963 (0.953, 0.970)
L5S1
Mid-disc height 288 0.942 (0.927, 0.953)
Disc diameter 288 0.959 (0.948, 0.967)
Method 4 L1-L2
Anterior disc height 288 0.989 (0.986, 0.991)
Mid-disc height 288 0.930 (0.912, 0.944)
Posterior disc height 288 0.954 (0.943, 0.964)
Sagittal vertebral diameter | 288 0.877 (0.870, 0.881)
L2-13
Anterior disc height 288 0.967 (0.959, 0.974)
Mid-disc height 288 0.913 (0.892, 0.931)

28


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267030

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.29.21267030; this version posted December 2, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

perpetuity.

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Posterior disc height 288 0.954 (0.942, 0.963)
Sagittal vertebral diameter | 288 0.883 (0.866, 0.879)
L3-L4
Anterior disc height 288 0.962 (0.952, 0.970)
Mid-disc height 288 0.930 (0.912, 0.944)
Posterior disc height 288 0.955 (0.944, 0.964)
Sagittal vertebral diameter | 288 0.873 (0.866, 0.879)
L4-L5
Anterior disc height 288 0.958 (0.947, 0.966)
Mid-disc height 288 0.949 (0.937, 0.960)
Posterior disc height 288 0.939 (0.924, 0.952)
Sagittal vertebral diameter | 288 0.873 (0.866, 0.879)
L5S1
Anterior disc height 288 0.956 (0.945, 0.965)
Mid-disc height 288 0.942 (0.927, 0.953)
Posterior disc height 288 0.852 (0.817, 0.881)
Sagittal vertebral diameter | 288 0.869 (0.861, 0.876)
Method 7 | L1-L2
Anterior disc height 288 0.989 (0.986, 0.991)
Posterior disc height 288 0.954 (0.943, 0.964)
Superior disc depth 288 0.967 (0.958, 0.974)
Inferior disc depth 288 0.963 (0.954, 0.971)
L2-13
Anterior disc height 288 0.967 (0.959, 0.974)
Posterior disc height 288 0.954 (0.942, 0.963)
Superior disc depth 288 0.967 (0.958, 0.974)
Inferior disc depth 288 0.994 (0.992, 0.995)
L3-L4
Anterior disc height 288 0.962 (0.952, 0.970)
Posterior disc height 288 0.955 (0.944, 0.964)
Superior disc depth 288 0.965 (0.956, 0.972)
Inferior disc depth 288 0.961 (0.951, 0.969)
L4-L5
Anterior disc height 288 0.958 (0.947, 0.966)
Posterior disc height 288 0.939 (0.924, 0.952)
Superior disc depth 288 0.964 (0.955, 0.971)
Inferior disc depth 288 0.959 (0.948, 0967)
L5S1
Anterior disc height 288 0.956 (0.945, 0.965)
Posterior disc height 288 0.852 (0.817, 0.881)
Superior disc depth 288 0.965 (0.956, 0.972)
Inferior disc depth 288 0.944 (0.930, 0955)

560 ICC: Intraclass correlation coefficient; 95% CI: 95% confidence interval.
561 Anterior disc height: The shortest distance between the anterior edges of the neighbouring endplate will be
562 recorded as the anterior disc height; Mid-disc height: The mid-disc height between the upper and lower

563 bisection points is measured at the midpoint of vertebrae; Posterior disc height: The shortest distance between
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564 the posterior edges of the neighbouring endplate will be recorded as the posterior disc height; Disc diameter:
565 The disc diameter will be measured between the midpoints of the lines drawn from the endpoints of the superior
566 vertebral endplate to the inferior. e: The sagittal diameter of the vertebral body from the anterior to posterior

567  margin will be measured at the mid-vertebral level.

568
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601 ESM 2 Table 3 Potential factors for the outliers (out of the 95% Limits of Agreement (LOA) on the Bland and

602  Altman plot)

Method Level Number Potential factor
of outliers
Method 1 L1-L2 12 9 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 3 outliers of disc
herniation
L2-L3 19 15 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 4 outliers of disc
herniation
L3-L4 10 8 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 1 outlier of disc
herniation, 1 normal
L4-L5 |2 2 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration
L5-S1 14 7 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 6 outliers of disc
herniation, 1 normal
All 57 41 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 14 outliers of disc
herniation, 2 normal
Method 2 L1-L2 15 9 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 5 outliers of disc
herniation, 1 normal
L2-L3 15 10 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 5 outliers of disc
herniation
L3-L4 13 10 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 3 outliers of disc
herniation
L4-L5 10 8 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 2 outliers of disc
herniation
L5-S1 12 6 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 5 outliers of disc
herniation, 1 normal
All 65 43 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 20 outliers of disc
herniation, 2 normal
Method 3 L1-L2 |37 21 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 15 outliers of disc
herniation, 1 normal
L2-L3 |26 20 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 6 outliers of disc
herniation
L3-L4 |21 16 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 3 outliers of disc
herniation, 2 normal
L4-L5 | 45 38 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 13 outliers of disc
herniation, 4 normal
L5-S1 42 24 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 17 outliers of disc
herniation, 1 normal
All 171 109 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 54 outliers of disc
herniation, 8 normal
Method4 | L1-L2 | 57 34 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 17 outliers of disc
herniation, 6 normal
L2-L3 |5 4 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 1 outlier of disc
herniation
L3-L4 | 42 31 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 7 outliers of disc
herniation, 4 normal
L4-L5 | 44 29 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 11 outliers of disc
herniation, 4 normal
L5-S1 34 18 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 15 outliers of disc
herniation, 1 normal
All 182 116 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 51 outliers of disc
herniation, 15 normal
Method 5 L1-L2 1 1 outlier of nucleus pulposus degeneration
L2-L3 12 6 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 6 outliers of disc
herniation
L3-L4 10 6 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 4 outliers of disc
herniation
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L4-L5 14 8 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 6 outliers of disc
herniation

All 37 21 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 16 outliers of disc
herniation

Method 6 L1-L2 11 5 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 6 outliers of disc

herniation

L2-L3 10 7 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 3 outliers of disc
herniation

L3-L4 13 9 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 4 outliers of disc
herniation

L4-L5 |8 6 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 2 outliers of disc
herniation

All 42 27 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 15 outliers of disc
herniation

Method 7 L1I-L2 |6 5 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 1 outlier of disc

herniation

L2-L3 17 14 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 3 outliers of disc
herniation

L3-L4 17 13 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 3 outliers of disc
herniation, 1 normal

L4-L5 1 1 outlier of nucleus pulposus degeneration

L5-S1 14 4 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 9 outliers of disc
herniation, 1 normal

All 55 37 outliers of nucleus pulposus degeneration, 16 outliers of disc
herniation, 2 normal
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