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Supplementary Figure 1. Microcomputed tomography analysis of cancellous bone of tibia at 30
days post-HU. (a)Trabecular Thickness, Tb.Th.; (b) Trabecular Number, Tb.N.; (c) Connectivity
Density, Conn.D.; (d) Structural Model Index, SMI; (e) Trabecular Spacing, Tb.Sp.; and (f) Degree of

Anisotropy (DA). NL Sham (n=12), NL PAD (n=12), HU Sham (n=10), and HU PAD (n=10). (a, e, and
f): *Statistically significant by one-way ANOVA and Tukey post-hoc test at p<0.05. (b-d): *Statistically
significant by nonparametric Wilcoxon all pairs test at p<0.05.



