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Figure S1. Anatomic models of abdominal cavity used in fluence rate simulations. (a) Reference 

atlas overlay on tumor-bearing, female nude mouse from side, dorsal, and ventral orientations. 

(L, liver; J, jejunum (intestine); C, cecum (intestine); I, ileum (intestine); St, stomach; Sp, spleen; 

K, kidney; V, vertebral body) (b) Approximate anatomic model developed for simulations. Each 

tissue assigned optical coefficients for refraction, scattering, and absorption. (c) Models 

depicting implanted silica rod (top) and fiber optic mesh (bottom).  



 

Figure S2. Ex vivo thermographic profiles for implantable devices. Images show devices 2, 3, 5, 

and 6 in solutions of PEG-NRs or control PBS. (a) Devices 2 and 5 demonstrate PEG-NR-

dependent heating; (b) Device 3 demonstrates non-specific heating; (c) and Device 6 

demonstrates inefficient heating.   



 

Figure S3. Measured distances between implanted device and anatomic landmarks. Landmarks 

include vertebrae, ventral and dorsal surfaces measured at multiple locations along body length 

by microCT image analysis.   



 

Figure S4. Measured distances between implanted device and thermocouple. (a) Representative 

images of implanted glass rod device (R), ovarian tumors (T), intestine (Int), liver (L), and 

thermocouple (TC). (b) Distances between implanted glass rod device and thermocouples for 

each tissue in presence or absence of PEG-NRs. (one-way ANOVA and Tukey’s post test, n=4 

for liver, intestine; n=2-3 for tumors). Error bars, s.d.   
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