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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURE LEGENDS

Suppl. Figure 1: Interobserver correlations in the Angll model regarding four aortic
parameters in 3D ultrasound analysis. A | Absolute volume [mm?®]. B | Absolute diameter [mm)].
C | Relative volume [% of baseline]. D | Relative diameter [% of baseline]. Spearman coefficient of
correlation r and Lin's concordance correlation coefficient p with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI)
are given.

Suppl. Figure 2: Interobserver correlations in the ePPE model regarding four aortic
parameters in 3D ultrasound analysis. A | Absolute volume [mm?®]. B | Absolute diameter [mm)].
C I Relative volume [% of baseline]. D | Relative diameter [% of baseline]. Spearman coefficient of
correlation r and Lin's concordance correlation coefficient p with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI)
are given.

Suppl. Figure 3: Interobserver correlations in the ePPE+BAPN model regarding four aortic
parameters in 3D ultrasound analysis. A | Absolute volume [mm?®]. B | Absolute diameter [mm)].
C I Relative volume [% of baseline]. D | Relative diameter [% of baseline]. Spearman coefficient of
correlation r and Lin's concordance correlation coefficient p with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI)
are given.

Suppl. Figure 4: Interobserver correlations in the PPE model regarding four aortic parameters
in 3D ultrasound analysis. A | Absolute volume [mm?]. B | Absolute diameter [mm]. C | Relative
volume [% of baseline]. D | Relative diameter [% of baseline]. Spearman coefficient of correlation r
and Lin's concordance correlation coefficient p with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) are given.

Suppl. Figure 5: Interobserver differences depicted by Bland Altman plots for the Angll model
regarding four aortic parameters in 3D ultrasound analysis. A | Absolute volume [mm?®]. B |
Absolute diameter [mm]. C | Relative volume [% of baseline]. D | Relative diameter [% of baseline].

Suppl. Figure 6: Interobserver differences depicted by Bland Altman plots for the ePPE model
regarding four aortic parameters in 3D ultrasound analysis. A | Absolute volume [mm?®]. B |
Absolute diameter [mm]. C | Relative volume [% of baseline]. D | Relative diameter [% of baseline].

Suppl. Figure 7: Interobserver differences depicted by Bland Altman plots for the ePPE+BAPN
model regarding four aortic parameters in 3D ultrasound analysis. A | Absolute volume [mm®].
B | Absolute diameter [mm]. C | Relative volume [% of baseline]. D | Relative diameter [% of
baseline].
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Suppl. Figure 8: Interobserver differences depicted by Bland Altman plots for the PPE model
regarding four aortic parameters in 3D ultrasound analysis. A | Absolute volume [mm?®]. B |
Absolute diameter [mm]. C | Relative volume [% of baseline]. D | Relative diameter [% of baseline].

Suppl. Figure 9: Development of suprarenal AAAs over time in the Angll model. The
development of a suprarenal AAA over time was investigated in the Angll model as measured by A |
absolute volume [mm®], B | absolute diameter [mm], C | relative volume [% of baseline] and D |
relative diameter [% of baseline]. Displayed are mean + standard deviation and single data points
(n=38/23/23 mice). LMEM analysis with time as metric covariate is summarized by beta values
(fixed effect estimates), 95% confidence limits (95% CI) and random effect variance. P-values
indicated in graphs by * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 refer to LMEM analysis with time as
categorical factor for comparison of individual time points.

Suppl. Figure 10: Development of infrarenal AAAs over time in the ePPE model. The
development of an infrarenal AAA over time was investigated in the ePPE model (n=20 mice) as
measured by A | absolute volume [mm?3], B | absolute diameter [mm], C | relative volume [% of
baseline] and D | relative diameter [% of baseline]. LMEM analysis with time as metric covariate is
summarized by beta values (fixed effect estimates), 95% confidence limits (95% CI) and random
effect variance. P-values indicated in graphs by * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 refer to LMEM
analysis with time as categorical factor for comparison of individual time points.

Suppl. Figure 11: Development of infrarenal AAAs over time in the ePPE+BAPN model. The
development of an infrarenal AAA over time was investigated in the ePPE+BAPN model (n=8 mice)
as measured by A | absolute volume [mm?], B | absolute diameter [mm], C | relative volume [% of
baseline] and D | relative diameter [% of baseline]. LMEM analysis with time as metric covariate is
summarized by beta values (fixed effect estimates), 95% confidence limits (95% CI) and random
effect variance. P-values indicated in graphs by * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 refer to LMEM
analysis with time as categorical factor for comparison of individual time points.

Suppl. Figure 12: Development of infrarenal AAAs over time in the PPE model. The
development of an infrarenal AAA over time was investigated in the PPE model as measured by A |
absolute volume [mm?], B | absolute diameter [mm], C | relative volume [% of baseline] and D |
relative diameter [% of baseline]. Displayed are mean + standard deviation and single data points
(n=17/10/10 mice). LMEM analysis with time as metric covariate is summarized by beta values
(fixed effect estimates), 95% confidence limits (95% CI) and random effect variance. P-values
indicated in graphs by * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 refer to LMEM analysis with time as
categorical factor for comparison of individual time points (ns, not significant).

Suppl. Figure 13: Ex vivo measurements of AAA volume compared to ultrasound derived
aneurysm volume. The correlation between aneurysm volume as measured by 3D US or determined
ex Vivo by serial diameter measurements in the A | Angll model (n=25) and B | PPE model (n=7)
were evaluated by Spearman coefficient of correlation.
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Suppl. Fig. 3
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