A Sham vs Contralateral vs Aged Naive B Stroke vs Contralateral
60 N @ 1dpi Stroke
30 {’ RN @ 1dpi Contra
50 1dpi Sham ' X 2wk Stroke
2wk Sham 25 Y ! . @ 2wk Contra
4wk Sham \ '.1 dpi 4wk Stroke
40 8wk Sham 20 o 4wk Contra
o 12wk Sham e 8wk Stroke
S @ 12wk Contra o\ @ 8wk Contra
g;_ 30 @ 1dpi Contra g‘: 15 / D 12wk Stroke
= @ 2wk Contra o _,,l\:.__\‘__ @ 712wk Contra
& 20 4wk Contra =R [4]] ¢ WEEKS [ NN Tl .
a @ 38wk Contra . 7 \ @) )
£ Aged Naive N C Uit o,
3 10 g 9 /
’
o ® .. ,'l .‘ ® . 8 0 I\. ° ./I
. T 2 N,
0 .® i 3 f ® N @ ) .. 12'weeks
\
® €7 Aged Naive 5N X a
LY
-10 o 10 2 weeké\ ' "’ Contralateral
B ™ ) 8% 0
20 /8/'eeks
-20  -10 0 10 20 30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30

Comp1:17.06%

Comp1:15.14%

Supplementary Figure 1. Principal component analysis of controls. A. Despite
some differences between the different control groups, sham mice and the contralateral
hemispheres from the stroked mice still cluster close to the aged naive controls. B.
There is still separation based on stroke time point when using the contralateral

hemispheres of the stroked mice as a control instead of the aged naive mice used in

Figure 1D.



