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Table S1: Relative cellular viability of DU-145 cells following treatment with carbon nanomaterials and chemotherapeutics alone or in

combination.?

carbon

nanomaterial

chemo-

therapeutic

concentration carbon nanomaterial (ug/mL)

10 25 50 100 200
none 100 (CON) 101.1+25 97.0+3.0 95.2+4.8 86.9 +2.4° 78.7+2.4° 78.3+35° 79.4 +3.3°

CNFs DTX (1.5 ng/mL) 94.1+35 89.0 +3.8"° n.d. 77.6+84°°%  498+45°%"  37.4+51°Y 27.0+43"% 27.9+50°°¢
MMC (0.3 pg/mL) 67.9+9.2° 61.5+123"° 46.0+11.8"°° 33.8+88°%" 252+10.1°°" 19.6+10.2"%° n.d. 19.1 + 11.0¢¢
none 100 (CON) 95.7 +3.3 95.4 + 3.0 95.1+0.4 93.7+5.3 90.1+3.9° 88.2+4.3" 79.6 +4.1°

CNTs DTX (1.5 ng/mL) 94.1+35 93.6 +1.0 n.d. 91.4+0.4 89.3+3.8 85.2 + 2.8 80.3 + 4.0"° 70.4 + 53¢
MMC (0.3 pg/mL) 67.9+9.2° 69.9 +5.9"° 67.9 +6.8"° 64.6 +5.7"° 61.2 +4.7°° 54.5 +7.2"¢ n.d. 47.3 +3.6"°°

4Combinatory treatments contained the respective carbon nanomaterial and chemotherapeutic in the same concentrations as indicated for the

individual treatments. Results are depicted as averaged relative cellular viability (%) + relative mean deviation. Untreated cells (CON) served as

control (100%). The effects of CNFs and CNTs on cellular viability have been reported previously [28]; n.d.: not determined.

®h < 0.05 treatment versus control, °p < 0.05 treatment versus carbon nanomaterial alone, %p < 0.05 treatment versus chemotherapeutic alone
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Figure S1: Relative cellular viability of DU-145 cells treated with increasing concentrations of (a) DTX, (b) MMC, (c) CDDP and (d) CP. Results are
depicted as averaged relative cellular viability (%) + relative mean deviation. The effects of CDDP and CP on cellular viability have been reported
previously [28]. Cells were treated for 2 h (DTX, MMC) or 24 h (CDDP, CP) with increasing concentrations of the chemotherapeutics. Assessment
of cellular viability was conducted 72 h after end of treatment. Untreated cells (CON) served as control (100%). The 50% inhibitory concentrations

(IC50) calculated from the dose-response curves were 8.96 ng/mL for DTX, 0.63 pg/mL for MMC, 0.62 pg/mL for CDDP and 8.35 pug/mL for CP.
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