Supplementary Table 1: Diagnostic performance of the nomogram under alternative probability thresholds (test set, n=76)
	Threshold
	Sensitivity (95% CI)
	Specificity (95% CI)
	PPV (95% CI)
	NPV (95% CI)

	0.3
	0.0% (0.0%, 24.2%)
	100.0% (94.3%, 100.0%)
	0.0% (0.0%, 0.0%)
	84.2% (74.4%, 90.7%)

	0.4
	0.0% (0.0%, 24.2%)
	100.0% (94.3%, 100.0%)
	0.0% (0.0%, 0.0%)
	84.2% (74.4%, 90.7%)

	0.5
	16.7% (4.7%, 44.8%)
	93.8% (85.0%, 97.5%)
	33.3% (9.7%, 70.0%)
	85.7% (75.7%, 92.1%)

	0.6
	33.3% (13.8%, 60.9%)
	90.6% (81.0%, 95.6%)
	40.0% (16.8%, 68.7%)
	87.9% (77.9%, 93.7%)

	0.7
	50.0% (25.4%, 74.6%)
	79.7% (68.3%, 87.7%)
	31.6% (15.4%, 54.0%)
	89.5% (78.9%, 95.1%)


Performance metrics were calculated in the test set across different probability thresholds. The threshold of 0.5 was used as the main cutoff for the nomogram. The default threshold of 0.5 provided a clinically reasonable balance between high specificity and acceptable sensitivity for clinical practice.
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