A. Visual grid B. Projected grid
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A. Aggregate polar angle B. Aggregate eccentricity
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C. Polar Angle Comparison D. Eccentricity Comparison
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A. Polar-angle split-halves reliability
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D. Polar Angle template prediction versus
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B. Split-halves prediction error
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C. Map of prediction error
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E. Eccentricity template prediction versus

fMRI scanning duration
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