A RPE-mIL2

Sham —_ Isotype Anti-CD4
RARA8A4( 04400 (28044 | A8844

AR844 | 40840 | 4008

(@)
O
G

8 6. Sham 6. RPE-mIL2
g N g
2 S )
s 6 x %
X T 4] T 4]
28 35 55
— 0 41 % w o w o
5 3 59 59
e 2 22 2 o2 2
£ s | /- - g
L
- 5 "é 0 ‘:e 0 -
S /oo > P 0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25
< o\‘\Q \'c’o '\'(’0 Time (days) Time (days)
) V'& v&
RPE-mIL2
E F G
6 RPE-mIL2 + Isotype 6 RPE-mIL2 + Anti-CD4 6- RPE-mIL2 + Anti-CD8
x x x
T 4- T 44 T 44
RS 35 R
('S 8 L 8 (' g
g2 l g2 l ge
R c 2] 2 g 27 2 27 l
8 5 8
= £ K=
&0'1 T 1 T 1 &0‘ — o &0 T L T T 1
0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25 0 5 10 15 20 25
Time (days Time (days Time (days
y Yy Yy

Supplemental Figure 2. CD8+ T cells are needed for a robust anti-tumor response in mice
with MPM tumors. A, Luminescent images tracking AB1-Fluc tumor burden acquired 6 days and
13 days post tumor injection. Mice were injected intraperitoneally with anti-CD8 and anti-CD4,
or isotype control antibodies 2 days prior to, on, and 2 days following tumor injection. B,
Quantification of luminescent images represented by total flux (photons per second) for each
treatment group (n=5-6). C-G, Quantification of tumor burden for each treatment group (n=5-6)
represented by total flux (photons/s) plotted over time. Black arrows indicate the day of treatment
administration.



