Table 1 Distribution of metal denture materials and locations in enrolled patients
	Material
	Maxillary denture
	Mandibular denture
	Maxillary and mandibular denture

	Cobalt‑chromium alloy
	5
	4
	3

	Nickel‑chromium alloy
	6
	7
	3

	Ferromagnetic stainless steel
	3
	3
	2


















Table 2  Imaging parameters for Dixon‑FLAIR and FS‑FLAIR sequences
	 
	Dixon-FLAIR
	FS-FLAIR

	TR/TE(ms)
	9000/95
	9000/95

	TI(ms)
	2500
	2500

	Flip angle
	150°
	150°

	FOV(mm)
	230 x 212
	230 x 212

	Matrix
	304 x 228
	304 x 228

	Slice thickness/gap(mm)
	5/1.5
	5/1.5

	Number slices 
	20
	20

	Average
	1
	1

	Bandwidth(Hz/pixel)
	783
	238

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Acceleration factor
	2
	2

	Turbo factor
	19
	19

	Fat suppression
	Dixon(dual echo)
	Fat Sat.

	Acquisition time
	2min, 6 s
	2min, 6 s









Table 3  Qualitative analysis of FS‑FLAIR and Dixon‑FLAIR sequences
	
	Radiologist1
	
	Radiologist2
	

	
	FS-FLAIR
	Dixon-FLAIR
	P-value
	FS-FLAIR
	Dixon-FLAIR
	P-value

	Fat suppression efficacy
	
	
	
	
	

	maxillary sinus
	1(1,3)
	2(1,5)
	<0.001
	1(1,4)
	2(1,5)
	<0.001

	orbital
	2(1,4)
	3(2,5)
	<0.001
	2(1,4)
	3(2,5)
	<0.001

	frontal sinus
	2(1,5)
	3(2,5)
	<0.001
	2(1,4)
	3(2,5)
	<0.001

	central sulcus
	3(2,5)
	4(3,5)
	<0.001
	3(2,4)
	4(2,5)
	<0.001

	Signal distortion
	
	
	
	
	
	

	maxillary sinus
	1(1,3)
	3(2,4)
	<0.001
	1(1,3)
	3(2,4)
	<0.001

	orbital
	2(1,4)
	3(2,5)
	<0.001
	2(1,4)
	3(2,4)
	<0.001

	frontal sinus
	2(1,5)
	4(3,5)
	<0.001
	2(1,4)
	4(3,5)
	<0.001

	central sulcus
	3(2,5)
	4(3,5)
	<0.001
	3(2,5)
	4(3,5)
	<0.001

	Overall image quality
	1(1,4)
	4(2,5)
	<0.001
	1(1,4)
	4(3,5)
	<0.001










	Table 4  Inter-observer agreement (κ, 95% CI) for qualitative assessments

	 
	FS-FLAIR
	Dixon-FLAIR

	Fat suppression efficacy 
	

	maxillary sinus
	0.72 (0.68, 0.76)
	0.75 (0.70, 0.80)

	orbital
	0.76 (0.72, 0.80)
	0.81 (0.79, 0.83)

	frontal sinus
	0.74 (0.70, 0.78)
	0.76 (0.73, 0.79)

	central sulcus
	0.82 (0.80, 0.84)
	0.81 (0.79, 0.83)

	Signal distortion
	
	

	maxillary sinus
	0.65 (0.62, 0.68)
	0.77 (0.72, 0.82)

	orbital
	0.72 (0.68, 0.76)
	0.79 (0.71, 0.87)

	frontal sinus
	0.73 (0.69, 0.77)
	0.71 (0.67, 0.75)

	central sulcus
	0.74 (0.69, 0.79)
	0.72 (0.64, 0.80)

	Overall image quality 
	0.80 (0.72, 0.88)
	0.76 (0.73, 0.79)











Table 5 Quantitative comparison between Dixon‑FLAIR and FS‑FLAIR
	
	FS-FLAIR
	Dixon-FLAIR
	P-value

	SNR
	121.42±29.35
	114.44±30.96
	<0.001

	CNR
	39.55 ± 14.48
	35.13 ± 11.98
	<0.001

	Number of slices with inhomogeneous water  suppression
	1.8±0.6
	0
	<0.001















Table 6  Lesion detection rates for Dixon‑FLAIR and FS‑FLAIR
	Reader
	Lesions
	Dixon‑FLAIR
	FS‑FLAIR
	p‑value

	Reader 1
	Overall (n=136)
	123 (90.4%)
	82 (60.3%)
	< 0.001

	Reader 2
	Overall (n=136)
	118 (86.8%)
	79 (58.1%)
	< 0.001















Table 7  Diagnostic confidence scores for Dixon‑FLAIR and FS‑FLAIR
	
	Reader 1
	
	Reader 2
	

	
	FS-FLAIR
	Dixon-FLAIR
	P-value
	FS-FLAIR
	Dixon-FLAIR
	P-value

	Median (IQR)
	2 (1–5)
	4 (3–5)
	<0.001
	2 (1–5)
	4 (3–5)
	<0.001

	Mean ± SD
	2.0 ± 0.8
	4.1 ± 0.7
	<0.001
	2.1 ± 0.9
	4.0 ± 0.8
	<0.001







