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Supplementary Figure 1: Visual, compositional and functional characteristics
of in vitro biofilms. Scanning electron micrographs of commensal and
pathogen-rich biofilms (Figures A (i) and A (ii) respectively) their compositions
as determined by 16S sequencing (Figure 1B) and immune responses of the
epithelial cells to these biofilms (Figure 1C) are shown.
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Supplementary Figure 2: Biofilm and epithelial viability over 8 hours in smoke-
free and smoke-rich environments. Viability of commensal biofilms in different
concentrations of cigarette smoke is shown in Figure 5A, while that of
pathogen-rich biofilms shown in Figure 5B. Viability of epithelial cells
challenged with commensal biofilms is shown in 5C and epithelial viability in
response to smoke concentrations and pathogen challenge is shown in 5D
(‘p<0.05, “p<0.01, “'p<0.001, repeated measures ANOVA).
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Supplementary Figure 3: Responses of epithelium to single and multi-species biofilms. Responses to
Streptococcus mitis were compared with commensal biofilms, and responses of Porphyromonas
gingivalis were compared with pathogen-rich biofilms (* p<0.05,

measures ANOVA).

**p<0.01,

*k<0.,001,

repeated



