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Supplementary methods M1: Calculation of survey weights
Survey weights are available for the whole sample as well as for the subsample completing the in-depth examinations (Level 2 program) and the subsample completing magnetic resonance imaging (MRI). The survey weights are made available to researchers along with the NAKO data via an electronic application portal (https://transfer.nako.de).
Survey weights for the full NAKO sample
Survey weights for the full NAKO sample were determined in a two-step procedure consisting of design weighting and calibration (1). Design weights take into account the sample design and correct for unequal inclusion probabilities while calibration weights adjust for differential nonresponse and underrepresentation.
Design weights
Since the NAKO study sample had an intended age distribution that differed from the age distribution of the source population in its study regions and the study regions differed regarding their population density and infrastructural characteristics (i.e., in the degree of urbanization of their municipalities), the sample design may have resulted in unequal inclusion probabilities in some regions. Moreover, since the sampling had been conducted over several years, the probability of being randomly selected for individuals might be unequal depending on their age (similar to panel studies with refreshments (2)).
Design weights were therefore calculated to correct for unequal inclusion probabilities of individual participants of the study. Official population data from the intercensal population updates provided by the Federal Statistical Office (3) for the years 2014 to 2019 at the level of municipalities (“Gemeinde”) were aggregated to match the NAKO age groups (20-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+). For each municipality covered by the study regions, individual inclusion probabilities were calculated in all five age groups for both sexes separately. The inclusion probability only takes into account the probability of an individual being randomly selected, but not whether a selected individual enrolled in the study or which reasons led to not enrolling. Design weights were calculated using the Horvitz-Thompson-Estimator (4) by taking the inverse of the inclusion probability. Only the design weights of participants were subjected to the calibration step of the weighting procedure. The design weights of non-participants were discarded and not used in further steps of the weighting procedure.
Calibration weights
In a second step calibration weights were calculated to account for differential nonresponse and to reduce the bias and variance of the estimated parameters. Variables used for calibration were age-group, sex, nationality (German vs. non-German), education (low: ISCED97 1-2, vs. medium: ISCED97 3-4 vs. high: ISCED97 5-6), migration background (yes vs. no), and household size (1 vs. 2 vs. ≥3 persons). Missing values in the calibration variables were imputed using a fully chained equation modelling approach implemented in R’s MICE Package (5). Data from the official German Microzensus (3) were used to determine marginal distributions of the calibration variables in the general population aged between 20-69 years for each administrative district (“Kreis”) covered by the study regions. Using these marginal distributions, calibration weights of the design weighted estimator were calculated by iterative proportional fitting (“raking”) (6) separately for each administrative district.
Total survey weights
Survey weights were obtained by multiplying design and calibration weights. Survey weights were trimmed to the 1st and 99th percentile to lower the variance of the weights and reduce the influence of outliers. Finally, for each study center separately, the weights were rescaled (normalized) so that their sum equaled the sample size of the respective study center. Two sets of weights are available: one with the samples of the three study centers in the study region Berlin (Berlin-Mitte, Berlin-Nord and Berlin-Süd) were joined before rescaling (variable wgt_total_16sc in the NAKO data set) and one with the three centers were rescaled individually (variable wgt_total_18sc in the NAKO data set). For analyses of the full NAKO sample it is recommended to use the first set of weights (wgt_total_16sc). The second set should only be used when data from any of the three Berlin study centers are analyzed separately.

Survey weights for subsamples (Level 2 program and MRI)
Survey weights are available also for the subsamples completing the in-depth examinations (Level 2 program) and the subsample completing MRI. Although participants were randomly selected for inclusion in the Level 2 and/or MRI subsamples, they were free to decline and only complete the Level 1 program instead. Since it cannot be ruled out that these self-selection processes caused systematic differences between the subgroup and the full sample, survey weights for the subgroups were determined for each subgroup separately in a three-step procedure consisting of design weighting, propensity score weighting, and calibration. Propensity score weights account for differences between treatment and comparison groups caused by group (self-)assignment.
Design weights
The design weights calculated for the full NAKO sample were used for the weighting of subsamples. Only weights of the respective subgroup were used.
Propensity score weighting
To account for selection differences between a subgroup that completed additional examinations (Level 2 program or MRI) and the group that did not, propensity score weights were calculated.  Logistic generalized linear models were fitted for each sex separately using the group assignment as outcome and sociodemographic characteristics (age-group, nationality, education, migration background, household size) and health related variables (e.g., information on preexisting conditions, frequency of visits to physicians and specialists, history of smoking and alcohol use) as regressors. Propensity score weights were calculated by taking the inverse of the propensity of being included in the subgroup as predicted by the regression model. Only propensity score weights for participants included in the respective subgroups were subjected to the calibration step of the weighting procedure.
Calibration weights
Calibration weights for subgroups were determined according to the same procedure as described for the full sample. 
Total survey weights
Survey weights for subgroups were calculated by multiplying design weights, propensity score weights, and calibration weights, and trimmed to the 1st and 99th percentile afterwards. Finally, for each study center separately, the weights were rescaled (normalized) so that their sum equaled the sample size of the subgroup in the respective study center using the same procedure as for the full NAKO sample.
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Supplementary Tables
Table S1 Frequency of non-response categories and response
	Study center
	Non-participants
	Participants
	Response

	
	Not eligible
	Unknown eligibility
	Eligible
	
	

	
	n (%)
	n (%)
	n (%)
	n (%)
	%

	Augsburg
	2,962 (4.2)
	1,224 (1.7)
	45,381 (64.6)
	20,628 (29.4)
	30.7

	Berlin-Mitte
	812 (1.0)
	13,397 (16.4)
	56,276 (69.0)
	11,055 (13.6)
	13.7

	Berlin-Nord
	2,349 (2.5)
	4,956 (5.4)
	74,890 (81.1)
	10,114 (11.0)
	11.2

	Berlin-Süd
	2,498 (1.9)
	17,858 (13.3)
	104,106 (77.4)
	10,045 (7.5)
	7.6

	Bremen
	1,479 (1.7)
	5,361 (6.2)
	68,455 (79.8)
	10,492 (12.2)
	12.4

	Düsseldorf
	4,507 (5.7)
	7,098 (9.0)
	57,726 (73.5)
	9,161 (11.7)
	12.4

	Essen
	3,177 (5.0)
	2,732 (4.3)
	47,419 (74.1)
	10,660 (16.7)
	17.5

	Freiburg
	4,284 (7.1)
	292 (0.5)
	46,030 (75.8)
	10,110 (16.7)
	17.9

	Halle
	2,032 (4.6)
	796 (1.8)
	31,656 (70.9)
	10,143 (22.7)
	23.8

	Hamburg
	2,002 (3.0)
	1,719 (2.6)
	52,381 (79.1)
	10,111 (15.3)
	15.7

	Hannover
	1 009 (1.2)
	239 (0.3)
	71,767 (86.4)
	10,066 (12.1)
	12.3

	Kiel
	781 (1.4)
	422 (0.8)
	45,414 (80.9)
	9,511 (16.9)
	17.2

	Leipzig
	5,477 (10.1)
	4,399 (8.1)
	33,445 (61.7)
	10,876 (20.1)
	22.3

	Mannheim
	2,480 (3.0)
	9,283 (11.3)
	59,996 (73.1)
	10,301 (12.6)
	12.9

	Münster
	4,127 (6.8)
	8,484 (14.0)
	37,788 (62.5)
	10,039 (16.6)
	17.8

	Neubrandenburg
	2 041 (1.9)
	4,863 (4.5)
	78,429 (73.1)
	22,024 (20.5)
	20.9

	Regensburg
	2 475 (5.1)
	1,331 (2.7)
	35,102 (71.7)
	10,033 (20.5)
	21.6

	Saarbrücken
	4 371 (4.6)
	2,140 (2.3)
	77,786 (82.5)
	10 045 (10.6)
	11.2

	Total
	48,863 (3.6)
	86,594 (6.3)
	1,024,047 (75.0)
	205 414 (15.0)
	15.6




Table S2 Response proportion (%) by sex and age group for all study centers / study regions. 

	0

	Sex
	Age group
	All ages

	
	
	<29
	30-39
	40-49
	50-59
	>60
	

	Augsburg
	Female
	29.7
	26.8
	32.4
	33.6
	32.4
	31.7

	
	Male
	25.8
	25.0
	28.6
	29.7
	35.4
	29.7

	
	All
	27.6
	25.9
	30.4
	31.5
	33.9
	30.7

	Berlin (Nord, Mitte, Süd)
	Female
	 6.8
	 8.3
	11.3
	15.5
	17.6
	12.0

	
	Male
	 4.8
	 6.1
	 8.3
	11.4
	15.7
	9.0

	
	All
	 5.7
	 7.0
	 9.5
	13.2
	16.6
	10.3

	Berlin-Mitte
	Female
	10.1
	11.9
	15.7
	18.6
	19.5
	15.6

	
	Male
	 7.5
	 8.9
	11.8
	13.6
	18.0
	12.2

	
	All
	 8.6
	10.2
	13.4
	15.6
	18.7
	13.6

	Berlin-Nord
	Female
	 6.7
	 8.9
	13.9
	17.9
	20.6
	13.6

	
	Male
	 4.3
	 6.1
	 9.0
	13.3
	18.2
	 9.5

	
	All
	 5.3
	 7.3
	11.0
	15.3
	19.4
	11.2

	Berlin-Süd
	Female
	 5.0
	 5.9
	 7.5
	11.9
	14.3
	8.9

	
	Male
	 3.8
	 4.5
	 5.8
	 8.3
	12.2
	6.6

	
	All
	 4.3
	 5.1
	 6.6
	 9.9
	13.3
	7.6

	Bremen
	Female
	10.3
	11.3
	14.0
	17.0
	17.4
	14.4

	
	Male
	 7.3
	 8.1
	 9.7
	12.4
	16.3
	10.9

	
	All
	 8.6
	 9.6
	11.5
	14.3
	16.9
	12.4

	Düsseldorf
	Female
	10.9
	10.0
	14.3
	16.0
	16.3
	14.1

	
	Male
	 8.0
	 8.1
	10.1
	12.1
	15.5
	11.0

	
	All
	 9.3
	 8.9
	11.9
	13.8
	15.9
	12.4

	Essen
	Female
	14.4
	15.2
	19.1
	23.1
	21.7
	19.2

	
	Male
	10.3
	12.7
	15.6
	18.1
	22.9
	16.1

	
	All
	12.2
	13.9
	17.1
	20.3
	22.3
	17.5

	Freiburg
	Female
	19.5
	15.2
	21.1
	20.7
	18.4
	19.3

	
	Male
	14.6
	12.3
	17.1
	17.3
	19.3
	16.7

	
	All
	16.7
	13.6
	18.8
	18.8
	18.8
	17.9

	Halle
	Female
	22.8
	23.5
	26.7
	26.7
	27.8
	26.2

	
	Male
	16.3
	17.1
	20.2
	22.5
	28.0
	21.7

	
	All
	19.2
	20.0
	23.2
	24.5
	27.9
	23.8

	Hamburg
	Female
	12.3
	13.8
	17.3
	19.2
	20.7
	17.3

	
	Male
	10.0
	11.6
	12.6
	15.9
	21.4
	14.4

	
	All
	11.0
	12.6
	14.7
	17.4
	21.0
	15.8

	Hannover
	Female
	10.1
	11.1
	13.1
	15.4
	16.4
	13.8

	
	Male
	 6.8
	 8.8
	 9.6
	12.4
	16.2
	11.0

	
	All
	 8.1
	 9.9
	11.1
	13.8
	16.3
	12.3

	Kiel
	Female
	14.6
	15.0
	18.9
	22.2
	22.8
	19.3

	
	Male
	 9.2
	11.0
	13.6
	17.9
	24.6
	15.4

	
	All
	11.6
	12.9
	15.8
	19.9
	23.7
	17.2

	Leipzig
	Female
	18.4
	19.1
	26.5
	25.7
	24.6
	23.7

	
	Male
	14.7
	17.2
	20.8
	23.5
	25.8
	21.1

	
	All
	16.3
	18.1
	23.2
	24.6
	25.2
	22.3

	Mannheim
	Female
	13.0
	12.7
	13.0
	17.6
	16.0
	14.7

	
	Male
	 8.2
	10.8
	 9.8
	13.2
	16.1
	11.5

	
	All
	10.0
	11.6
	11.1
	15.2
	16.1
	12.9

	Münster
	Female
	13.0
	13.5
	19.6
	23.0
	22.0
	19.1

	
	Male
	10.7
	10.8
	16.8
	19.0
	24.0
	16.7

	
	All
	11.7
	12.0
	18.1
	20.8
	22.9
	17.8

	Neubrandenburg
	Female
	13.8
	18.9
	25.5
	27.7
	28.3
	23.8

	
	Male
	 9.4
	13.3
	19.0
	22.4
	27.2
	18.7

	
	All
	11.3
	15.5
	21.8
	24.7
	27.7
	20.9

	Regensburg
	Female
	19.0
	20.4
	22.9
	25.5
	23.4
	22.9

	
	Male
	15.8
	16.2
	18.5
	22.2
	27.0
	20.4

	
	All
	17.2
	18.1
	20.4
	23.8
	25.1
	21.6

	Saarbrücken
	Female
	 8.0
	 9.8
	12.7
	15.4
	15.5
	12.9

	
	Male
	 5.9
	 7.2
	 9.1
	11.6
	14.5
	 9.7

	
	All
	 6.8
	 8.2
	10.7
	13.4
	15.0
	11.2

	NAKO overall
	Female
	12.2
	13.5
	17.2
	20.4
	20.7
	17.5

	
	Male
	 8.8
	10.4
	13.0
	16.2
	20.7
	14.1

	
	All
	10.2
	11.8
	14.8
	18.1
	20.7
	15.6





Table S3 Frequency of non-mandatory recruitment steps and overall response in study centers 
	[bookmark: _Hlk180677124]Study center
	Reminder lettersa
	Phone number at start of recruitmentb (%)
	Outbound call attemptsc (%)
	Responsed (%)

	Augsburg
	3
	58
	46
	30.7

	Berlin-Mitte
	3
	6
	1
	13.6

	Berlin-Nord
	2
	-
	-
	11.2

	Berlin-Süd
	3
	-
	1
	 7.6

	Bremen
	3
	17
	14
	12.4

	Düsseldorf
	2
	2
	2
	12.4

	Essen
	3
	8
	8
	17.5

	Freiburg
	3
	6
	5
	17.9

	Halle
	3
	18
	16
	23.8

	Hamburg
	3
	3
	3
	15.8

	Hannover
	3
	12
	12
	12.3

	Kiel
	2
	5
	3
	17.2

	Leipzig
	2
	-
	3
	22.3

	Mannheim
	3
	7
	6
	12.9

	Münster
	2
	-
	3
	17.8

	Neubrandenburg
	3
	27
	16
	20.9

	Regensburg
	2
	9
	7
	21.6

	Saarbrücken
	2
	4
	3
	11.2


a Number of reminder letters routinely sent out to non-respondents.
b Percentage of persons with available phone numbers at the start of recruitment.
c Percentage of persons for whom outbound calls were documented prior to an active response from the invited individual (third column). Note that the percentage of outbound calls may exceed the percentage of available phone numbers if phone numbers became available later in the recruitment process.
d Overall response proportion in the study center. 


Table S4 Composition of study base (residents 20-69 years), invited sample, and study sample with respect to the degree of urbanization (DEGURBA) of the residential area and response stratified by study region and DEGURBA

	Study center / study region
	Urbanization (DEGURBA)
	Study base
	
	Invited sample
	
	Study sample
	
	Response
(%)

	
	
	n
	%
	
	n
	%
	
	n
	%
	
	

	Augsburg
	Cities
	190,434
	42.0
	
	27,927
	41.5
	
	7,242
	35.1
	
	25.9

	
	Towns and suburbs
	173,143
	38.2
	
	26,654
	39.6
	
	8,754
	42.4
	
	32.8

	
	Rural areas
	89,435
	19.7
	
	12,663
	18.8
	
	4,631
	22.5
	
	36.6

	
	Total
	453,012
	100.0
	
	67,244
	100.0
	
	20,627
	100.0
	
	30.7

	Berlin (Nord, Mitte, Süd)
	Cities
	2,365,777
	91.3
	
	255,003
	84.2
	
	25,120
	80.5
	
	 9.9

	
	Towns and suburbs
	209,014
	8.1
	
	43,139
	14.3
	
	5,407
	17.3
	
	12.5

	
	Rural areas
	15,828
	0.6
	
	4,550
	1.5
	
	688
	2.2
	
	15.1

	
	Total
	2,590,619
	100.0
	
	302,692
	100.0
	
	31,215
	100.0
	
	10.3

	Berlin-Mitte
	Cities
	N/Aa
	N/Aa
	
	80,810
	100.0
	
	11,026
	100.0
	
	13.6

	
	Towns and suburbs
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	N/Aa
	100.0
	
	80,810
	100.0
	
	11,026
	100.0
	
	13.6

	Berlin-Nord
	Cities
	N/Aa
	N/Aa
	
	48,786
	54.2
	
	4,593
	45.4
	
	 9.4

	
	Towns and suburbs
	141,904
	N/Aa
	
	36,677
	40.7
	
	4,844
	47.8
	
	13.2

	
	Rural areas
	15,828
	N/Aa
	
	4,550
	5.1
	
	688
	6.8
	
	15.1

	
	Total
	N/Aa
	N/Aa
	
	90,013
	100.0
	
	10,125
	100.0
	
	11.2

	Berlin-Süd
	Cities
	N/Aa
	N/Aa
	
	125,407
	95.1
	
	9,501
	94.4
	
	 7.6

	
	Towns and suburbs
	67,110
	N/A
	
	6,462
	4.9
	
	563
	5.6
	
	 8.7

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	N/Aa
	N/Aa
	
	131,869
	100.0
	
	10,064
	100.0
	
	 7.6

	Bremen
	Cities
	368,016
	100.0
	
	84,374
	100.0
	
	10,484
	100.0
	
	12.4

	
	Towns and suburbs
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	368,016
	100.0
	
	84,374
	100.0
	
	10,484
	100.0
	
	12.4

	Düsseldorf
	Cities
	410,503
	100.0
	
	73,974
	100.0
	
	9,153
	100.0
	
	12.4

	
	Towns and suburbs
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	410,503
	100.0
	
	73,974
	100.0
	
	9,153
	100.0
	
	12.4

	Essen
	Cities
	379,084
	100.0
	
	60,810
	100.0
	
	10,660
	100.0
	
	17.5

	
	Towns and suburbs
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	379,084
	100.0
	
	60,810
	100.0
	
	10,660
	100.0
	
	17.5

	Freiburg
	Cities
	154,615
	57.9
	
	32,959
	58.4
	
	6,061
	60.0
	
	18.4

	
	Towns and suburbs
	89,008
	33.4
	
	18,683
	33.1
	
	3,226
	31.9
	
	17.3

	
	Rural areas
	23,246
	8.7
	
	4,781
	8.5
	
	818
	8.1
	
	17.1

	
	Total
	266,869
	100.0
	
	56,423
	100.0
	
	10,105
	100.0
	
	17.9

	Halle
	Cities
	152,944
	81.6
	
	31,635
	74.3
	
	7,622
	75.2
	
	24.1

	
	Towns and suburbs
	7,167
	3.8
	
	2,283
	5.4
	
	515
	5.1
	
	22.6

	
	Rural areas
	27,257
	14.5
	
	8,677
	20.4
	
	2,004
	19.8
	
	23.1

	
	Total
	187,368
	100.0
	
	42,595
	100.0
	
	10,141
	100.0
	
	23.8

	Hamburg
	Cities
	1,195,458
	100.0
	
	64,149
	100.0
	
	10,112
	100.0
	
	15.8

	
	Towns and suburbs
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	1,195,458
	100.0
	
	64,149
	100.0
	
	10,112
	100.0
	
	15.8

	Hannover
	Cities
	356,686
	100.0
	
	82,064
	100.0
	
	10,065
	100.0
	
	12.3

	
	Towns and suburbs
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	356,686
	100.0
	
	82,064
	100.0
	
	10,065
	100.0
	
	12.3

	Kiel
	Cities
	219,135
	61.7
	
	37,294
	67.4
	
	6,185
	65.1
	
	16.6

	
	Towns and suburbs
	98,178
	27.6
	
	13,277
	24.0
	
	2,349
	24.7
	
	17.7

	
	Rural areas
	38,134
	10.7
	
	4,772
	8.6
	
	974
	10.2
	
	20.4

	
	Total
	355,447
	100.0
	
	55,343
	100.0
	
	9,508
	100.0
	
	17.2

	Leipzig
	Cities
	364,325
	85.1
	
	37,164
	76.3
	
	8,760
	80.6
	
	23.6

	
	Towns and suburbs
	54,960
	12.8
	
	10,169
	20.9
	
	1,861
	17.1
	
	18.3

	
	Rural areas
	8,862
	2.1
	
	1,381
	2.8
	
	250
	2.3
	
	18.1

	
	Total
	428,147
	100.0
	
	48,714
	100.0
	
	10,871
	100.0
	
	22.3

	Mannheim
	Cities
	205,066
	100.0
	
	79,574
	100.0
	
	10,299
	100.0
	
	12.9

	
	Towns and suburbs
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	205,066
	100.0
	
	79,574
	100.0
	
	10,299
	100.0
	
	12.9

	Münster
	Cities
	210,001
	100.0
	
	56,313
	100.0
	
	10,042
	100.0
	
	17.8

	
	Towns and suburbs
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Rural areas
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	
	-
	
	

	
	Total
	210,001
	100.0
	
	56,313
	100.0
	
	10,042
	100.0
	
	17.8

	Neubrandenburg
	Cities
	45,834
	23.2
	
	21,977
	20.9
	
	5,575
	25.3
	
	25.4

	
	Towns and suburbs
	47,323
	24.0
	
	29,034
	27.6
	
	5,347
	24.3
	
	18.4

	
	Rural areas
	104,325
	52.8
	
	54,338
	51.6
	
	11,127
	50.5
	
	20.5

	
	Total
	197,482
	100.0
	
	105,349
	100.0
	
	22,049
	100.0
	
	20.9

	Regensburg
	Cities
	99,989
	43.7
	
	17,660
	38.0
	
	3,361
	33.5
	
	19.0

	
	Towns and suburbs
	68,966
	30.2
	
	13,141
	28.3
	
	2,870
	28.6
	
	21.8

	
	Rural areas
	59,770
	26.1
	
	15,663
	33.7
	
	3,803
	37.9
	
	24.3

	
	Total
	228,725
	100.0
	
	46,464
	100.0
	
	10,034
	100.0
	
	21.6

	Saarbrücken
	Cities
	129,266
	38.4
	
	33,025
	36.7
	
	3,800
	37.8
	
	11.5

	
	Towns and suburbs
	188,266
	55.9
	
	51,473
	57.2
	
	5,502
	54.8
	
	10.7

	
	Rural areas
	19,413
	5.8
	
	5,475
	6.1
	
	747
	7.4
	
	13.6

	
	Total
	336,945
	100.0
	
	89,973
	100.0
	
	10,049
	100.0
	
	11.2

	NAKO overall
	Cities
	336,945
	83.8
	
	995,902
	75.7
	
	144,541
	70.4
	
	14.5

	
	Towns and suburbs
	6,847,133
	11.5
	
	207,853
	15.8
	
	35,831
	17.4
	
	17.2

	
	Rural areas
	936,025
	4.7
	
	112,300
	8.5
	
	25,042
	12.2
	
	22.3

	
	Total
	386,270
	100.0
	
	1,316,055
	100.0
	
	205,414
	100.0
	
	15.6


a Study base characteristics are not available for the three individual study centers in the region Berlin because all three centers jointly recruited within the city of Berlin. 



[bookmark: _Hlk189909670]Supplementary Figures
Figure S1 Response proportion (%) and frequency of non-mandatory recruitment steps. (a) Overall response in study centers by percentage of outbound calls and number of reminders. Outbound calls refer to call attempts documented prior to an active response from the invited individual occurred.  The pattern of the scatter plot suggests that an increased percentage of outbound calls is associated with a higher response, regardless of whether a study center routinely sent out 2 reminder letters (red dots) or 3 reminder letters (turquoise dots). (b) Box plots comparing overall response across study centers using 2 and 3 reminders. The number of reminder letters did not seem to result in different response proportions. (c) Box plots comparing overall response across study centers below and above the median of outbound calls (3%). Study centers that made more outbound calls achieved higher response proportions than with less outbound call attempts.
 [image: ]


Figure S2 Comparision of the unweighted and weighted samples for 16 NAKO study regions with respect to sex, age group, nationality, migration background, education, and household size 
[image: ]
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